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Minutes of TDC Meeting 21 
CONFIDENTIAL
28 February 2019 | 10:30 – 12:30 | Skype Teleconference 
Status of the Minutes: Final 


MEMBERS PRESENT 
	Name
	Role

	Elsa Wye
	Chair

	Martin Mavin
	Committee member (Wholesaler)

	Paul Stelfox
	Committee Member (Wholesaler)

	Cleo Acraman 
	Committee member (Associated retailer)

	Peter Strain
	Committee member (Unassociated retailer)

	Julian Tranter 
	Committee member (Wholesaler)

	Patrick McCart
	Committee member (Unassociated retailer)

	Dan Mason
	Ofwat (Observer)

	Gerard Lyden
	Thames Water Utilities (Presenter)

	Ray Porter
	Castle Water (Presenter)

	Emma Taylor
	MOSL (Presenter)

	Miles Robinson
	MOSL (Observer)

	David Edward
	MOSL (Presenter)

	Hannah Allardice
	MOSL (Meeting Secretary)



APOLOGIES 
	Name
	Role

	Richard Stanbrook 
	Committee member (Associated retailer)

	Carl Lees
	Committee member (Unassociated retailer)




1. Welcome and Introductions 
PURPOSE: FOR INFORMATION 
1.1.	The Chair welcomed all committee members to the Trading Disputes Committee (TDC) meeting.
1.2.	Due to the late apologies received, the time limited attendance from a member and the declared conflict of interest the TDC was not going to be quorate beyond a certain point in the meeting so the Chair made the decision to postpone some items to the next meeting and only hear the TDC status update from Thames Water Utilities and Castle Water, who were present at the meeting and discuss the change proposal.  
1.3	MOSL took an action to investigate the codes and confirm if committee members can have more than one alternate. MOSL were to inform the TDC once confirmation had been received.
A21_01
2. Update on resolution plan
PURPOSE: FOR INFORMATION
2.1.	Thames Water Utilities and Castle Water presented to the TDC, referring to the documentation submitted on the 18 February 2019 and providing updates on the rectification plan for trading dispute (TD044).
2.2.	Thames Water Utilities and Castle Water started off the presentation by reflecting on the steps that had already been completed within the resolution plan. As discussed at the previous TDC meeting, steps one to three had been completed. These steps covered Thames Water Utilities and Caster Water confirming the number of SPIDs still effected, exploring additional options on rectifying the issue (such as reverting the yearly volume estimate (YVE) to null). 
2.3.	Steps four to five referred to a review of the data set within the rectification plan. Thames Water Utilities and Castle Water explained that most of the SPIDs involved with the trading dispute had been changed to the industry level estimate (ILE). 
2.4.	Thames Water Utilities and Castle Water confirmed they were currently working through step six, which covered the analysis of exceptions. Referring to page three of the report, both trading parties highlighted a number of SPIDs were the ILEs looked questionable. The exceptions included cases where the ILE was significantly different when compared to the original YVE. They noted the following:

·  52% of SPIDs had YVEs greater than the old value
· 50% of these SPIDs were approximately 120% greater than the old YVE.
·  31% of new YVEs were equal to the old YVE values (i.e. equal to ILE)
·  14% of SPIDs had ILEs 80% greater than old YVEs.
	Both parties agreed that further work was required to resolve these issues, including the application of a cap and collar detailed below in a symmetrical manner. 

	1) Capping YVEs were the value was 120% higher compared to the original YVE. 
	2) Applying a collar to YVE’s were the value was 80% of the old YVE. 

2.5.	 Castle Water confirmed that they hoped to have these adjustments completed within the next 24-72 hours of the TDC meeting, depending on whether additional work could be carried out over the weekend. It was stated that The TDC will be informed of the timing of this work. 
2.6.	The Chair asked what kind of exceptions were left beyond the cap and collar work. The presenters provided the committee with a working example. In one SPID, the ILE value was 250 but comparing this value to the original YVE, the YVE had been 29 times higher. Thames Water Utilities and Castle Water had discussed whether this was appropriate and whether the higher values had data to support it. A committee member asked whether both trading parties believed it was a good approach and if they both agreed with the methodology proposed. Both parties confirmed they were happy with the methodology. They also informed the committee that they were still in the process of fixing long unread metering issues in parallel with the rectification plan.   
2.7.	The committee also queried whether the changes would happen before RF. Thames Water Utilities and Castle Water confirmed that a majority would be fixed before RF. Any SPIDs that both parties could not agree on would revert to the ILE value. 
2.8.	The Chair asked what the approximate number of exceptions were currently outstanding and if an extended timescale was required.  Thames Water Utilities and Caster Water estimated the figure to fall around 10% (450 SPIDs) of the total original disputed SPIDs. The committee asked whether the timescale would need to be extended for these SPIDs. A member suggested that any updated timescale accuracy needed to be balanced with expediency to allow the opportunity to improve data quality and make the appropriate adjustments Thames Water Utilities and Castle Water stated they would be able to provide an update after the weekend.
2.9.	The Chair asked the committee members if they had any additional questions. Committee members had no additional questions to add. MOSL confirmed they would send out a follow up e-mail to all committee members, informing them of the agreement on the rectification plan. The Chair thanked the representatives from Thames Water Utilities and Castle Water for coming in and providing the update. Some members and observers dialled out of the meeting due to conflicting arrangements. With no additional questions, the committee continued to the next item. 
A21 _02
3. Decision on next steps for the individual SPIDs draft change proposal (DCP021)
PURPOSE: FOR DECISION
3.1.	MOSL presented on change proposal DCP021 and proposed to committee members the ability to run individual SPIDs instead of whole pairings related to corrective runs. The presenter advised committee members that this change only covered updating the code and did not include any update to CMOS. The update covered the draft changes to four sections of the market codes. 

1) CSD 0201: Settlement Timetable and Reporting
2) CSD 0207: Charge Calculation, Allocation and Aggregation
3) WRC Schedule 1, Part 2: Business Terms
4) WRC Schedule 1, Part 4: Market Terms

3.2.	The presenter then went on to discuss the legal draft covering sections 2.3.13 and 2.3.14 overseeing the corrective settlement run and the specific set of combination of supply points and service components. The MOSL presenter discussed the changes that would have to be made within the CSD 0201 document, as part of the code change. 
3.3.	Referring to the CMOS and any changes that may be required, committee members questioned whether the lack of functionality within CMOS was a design defect. MOSL confirmed that the capability to run individual SPIDs was available within CMOS but was a heavily manual process and as such is not a defect with the system. Other members commented on whether the ability to run individual SPIDs had been tested in a production environment and whether it should be tested. MOSL confirmed that the function had been tested in the test environment. The Chair added that this issue had been raised at Panel and was a current Panel action.
3.4.	MOSL stated that would provide more of an update on the issue shortly.  MOSL also commented that being able to run the process for individual SPIDs had been raised before, however, it was a manual resource intensive process and in MOSL’s view it was lower risk to run all settlement on full parings. Committee members pointed out that while that may be the case, this function is permitted within the codes for dispute and post RF runs.  It was also questioned by the committee members on whether the industry was able to carry out this procedure based on internal systems for different trading parties and the way they were set up. With post RF to come, it was agreed to see how these issues played out over the next month or two. This would allow the committee to see what issues were raised and the impact it had on different trading parties. The TDC agreed with this view.3.5.	Continuing with the presentation, the MOSL presenter covered the legal text amendments that would be required under sections 4.13.2 – 4.13.4 in the Market Terms and section 9.3.5 under the Business Terms. This covered the amendments that would require updating to allow R1-RF corrective runs to be carried out using the individual SPID method.  
3.6.	It was unclear whether, the change could be presented at the April or May Panel meeting depending on agendas.
3.7.	The Chair asked if MOSL could give any further information on the potential cost of changing CMOS. MOSL stated that an initial view at a Design Authority meeting had indicated an estimated cost of between £10,000 and £100,000, and given the scope of the changes could sit towards the higher end of the estimate. 
3.8.	The committee suggested that more evidence was needed to progress a CMOS change at this time and questioned whether the business case was robust enough in the first instance. A request for information issued previously reflected mixed views on the issue from trading parties. The change would allow all trading parties within the market to have flexibility on how the corrective runs would be processed. It was also discussed how this function would work prior to RF, as Post RF runs are more likely to be complicated. After further deliberation, the committee decided that they would proceed forward with the code only change proposal at Panel. However, this would be subject to a vote among the committee. 
3.9.	The committee discussed how to proceed forward with the proposal. If the TDC voted in favour of the change, the committee would proceed with the proposal. The committee agreed if they could proceed with the code changes, they would attempt to submit the proposal to Panel in April or May which would enable the Code to be updated in the September code release. MOSL took an action to e-mail committee members to formally vote on progressing with the code change proposal.
A21_03
3.10.	With no additional comments to add on to the subject, the Chair moved onto the next agenda item. 
4. Any Other Business (AOB)
PURPOSE: FOR INFORMATION
4.1.	The Chair asked if any committee members had additional business to add.
4.2.	MOSL asked whether the newer committee members would be looking to continue their role within the TDC.
4.3.	A committee member also enquired whether replacements had been found for the open retailer and wholesaler positions. MOSL confirmed that there were currently two nominations for the wholesaler position and no applicants for the retailers’ position and as such this would be opened again.
4.4.	MOSL and the Chair to discuss if any further action is required for member absence to meetings. 
4.5.	With no further business to discuss, the Chair closed the meeting.  
Actions:
[bookmark: _Hlk2271806]A21 _01	MOSL to check codes regarding committee alternatives and inform the committee on the number of alternatives allowed. 
A21_02	MOSL to send out communications to all committee members regarding the agreement of the rectification plan. 
A21_03	MOSL to issue communications draft in relation to a formal vote on progressing the code draft change proposal. 
The next TDC meeting is scheduled for: 20 March 2019.
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