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Status of the Minutes: Final 


MEMBERS PRESENT 
	Name
	Role

	Elsa Wye
	Chair

	Martin Mavin
	Committee member (Wholesaler)

	Paul Stelfox
	Committee Member (Wholesaler)

	Peter Strain
	Committee member (Unassociated retailer)

	Cleo Acraman
	Committee member (Associated retailer)

	Julian Tranter
	Committee member (Wholesaler)

	Dylan Freeman
	Committee member (Wholesaler)

	Emma Taylor
	MOSL (Presenter)

	Miles Robinson
	MOSL (Presenter)

	Tom Daborn
	MOSL (Observer)

	Hannah Allardice
	Meeting Secretary (MOSL)



APOLOGIES 
	Name
	Role

	Patrick McCart
	Committee member (Unassociated retailer)




1. Welcome and Introductions 
PURPOSE: FOR INFORMATION 
1.1.	The Chair welcomed members to the Trading Disputes Committee (TDC) meeting. 
1.2.	The Chair introduced the committee to its newest member Dylan Freeman, who was joining his first meeting. 
1.3.	With all members introduced the committee proceeded with the meeting.
2. Outstanding actions and review of previous meeting minutes
PURPOSE: FOR DECISION
2.1.	The Chair asked whether members had any comments on the previous meeting minutes. Members raised no concerns and the minutes were approved by the TDC.
2.2.	MOSL also updated the committee that all previous actions have been completed and members confirmed they were happy for these actions to be closed. 
2.3.	The Chair also informed the committee that the proposed dates for future TDC meetings had been postponed until the proposed dates for future Panel meetings had been approved.  

3. Update on new trading disputes
PURPOSE: FOR INFORMATION 
3.1. 	MOSL provided an update on current trading disputes, confirming that no new disputes had been raised since the last TDC meeting.  

4. TD044 review and lessons learnt 
PURPOSE: FOR DECISION
4.1.	 The Chair requested committee members to provide comments on the most recent trading dispute (TD044) and their views on how the process had worked. 
4.2.	A committee member mentioned that some of the main issues, such as quorum requirements and issues involving TDC members with a conflict of interest, had already been resolved in the most recent Terms of Reference update. A member questioned if the escalation of this dispute was necessary, as both parties continued to work together and resolved the dispute by themselves. Another committee member added on to this, addressing the uncertainty of when a dispute should be escalated.
4.4.	Another committee member commented that throughout the dispute, trading parties involved with the dispute requested validation on their plans, methodology and decision making. The Chair agreed that throughout the process, the TDC had had to clarify its role as defined in the Codes.  Another member agreed with this point and reiterated that the trading parties involved requested the TDC to make decisions that were not in the committee’s remit. 
4.5.	The committee agreed that the escalation process to the TDC had worked and that the TDC helped provide direction in rectifying the dispute. The Chair, then requested the view points of the members who had a conflict of interest with the dispute based on their involvement with the dispute as well as members of the TDC.


Thames Water Utilities 
4.6.	The Thames Water Utilities committee member stated that as a trading party, the disputes processed worked in helping the trading parties to communicate and rectify the dispute. However, they also noted that some trading party objectives were unclear and that there were behavioural expectations that could be improved upon. As a TDC member, they believed that there was not enough clarity on some points and uncertainty about the disputes process in general. They went on to comment that clarification on these points were hard to obtain, as the MOSL website presented conflicting information on escalating and closing disputes. The committee member asked whether the TDC would consider publishing its reasoning for its decision to help inform the market and prevent future disputes and possibly also guidance for Trading Parties on, for example YVE’s and the need for supporting evidence for any changes in CMOS. 
Castle Water
4.7.	Castle Water’s committee member advised the TDC that due to their lack of involvement as a result of them declaring a conflict of interest, they were not present for most of the process. However, the parts of the process they did witness, they expressed that they felt the processed worked. This viewpoint was confirmed from both their Trading Party and TDC member’s viewpoint. 
4.8.	 The Chair also requested MOSL to add their views on the process. MOSL confirmed that they believed that the trading disputes processed worked in the manner that was intended. Going forward, MOSL would be taking the feedback from this committee meeting and provide better communication to trading parties about disputes and make adjustments, to help make the process smoother.  MOSL agreed to take an action to conduct a review of the trading disputes process, with all the current feedback provided and provide an initial review to members at 15 May meeting. 
A23_01
4.9.	The Chair mentioned that some issues, such as the conflict of interest and quorum requirements, had already been rectified in the latest terms of reference update. A committee member questioned whether further adjustments had to be made, regarding the terms of reference. This insight was based on the feedback from the parties involved in the trading dispute and the committee member asked whether the members declaring a conflict of interest should be allowed to participate in these conversations. The Chair explained that the decision to exclude members with a conflict of interest of out the discussion was made to ensure a consistent and fair approach to account for instances where only one of the parties involved in the dispute may be represented at the TDC. 
4.10.	The Chair went on to address one of the points brought up in the meeting relating to when a trading dispute should be escalated. MOSL informed committee members that they had identified some areas for improvement including: MOSL’s communication with the trading parties involved in the dispute, clarity on how process works and the involvement of the TDC in any escalated trading dispute. A member asked why disputes were published by MOSL so soon, before having a chance to be escalated. MOSL confirmed that it is a code obligation to publish any disputes raised within 7 business days.
4.11.	The Chair responded to the point raised by the Thames Water committee member, asking if more information regarding the reasoning and the approach for any steps taken should be published upon closing the dispute. MOSL requested additional detail from committee members, regarding their thoughts on what information they would like to be provided. One committee member requested for there to be information provided on: the definition of a data item; the methodology on any data items that have been changed, such as the YVE’s and decisions made by the committee regarding any data items. 
4.12.	The Chair asked members whether they believed a code change was required regarding the TDC’s role within the industry. A committee member commented that they felt a code change wasn’t necessary, but some clarification would be useful. 
4.13.	A committee member commented that they didn’t feel it necessary to publish overly specific information regarding the trading dispute to the rest of the market, as each dispute could vary and may be misinterpreted without additional context. Other members agreed with this statement. Thames Water’s committee member confirmed that the additional information suggested, was regarding the reasoning for the steps taken by the TDC to aid future disputing parties understanding of the process. The Chair asked if members were happy for the TDC to assess on a case by case basis whether additional material relating to the TDC’s reasoning on decisions should be published on a case by case basis, as part of the TDC decision process. All members confirmed they were happy with this. MOSL agreed to include this within their internal review of the trading disputes process.
A23_02
5. Change Proposal DCP021
PURPOSE: FOR INFORMATION 
5.1.	The Chair informed the committee that due to unforeseen circumstances, the presenter for this section was unable to attend. The Chair went on to explain that it would be useful to briefly discuss the subject to obtain additional information from Trading Parties on the benefits of the proposed change. MOSL also confirmed that due to the delay with this presentation, the change proposal is now likely to be submitted to June Panel. MOSL confirmed that this could then still be included in the September 2019 code change.
5.2.	A committee member questioned whether the proposal was worth proceeding with as MOSL had explained in previous meetings that due to restrictions in functionality, they would still intend to run all corrective settlement runs and dispute settlement runs on full wholesaler-retailer pairings. MOSL confirmed that whilst CMOS did have the functionality to process individual SPIDs, the process requires a large amount of manual intervention and carries a risk of incorrect settlement reports being generated. MOSL confirmed that they were currently in discussions with trading parties regarding post RF settlement runs, but currently intended to continue running all corrective settlement runs and dispute settlement runs at a full wholesaler-retailer pairing.  
5.3.	The committee discussed whether the proposal was worth proceeding with due to the concerns raised by MOSL. One committee member enquired why the TDC considered the proposal in the first place, as CMOS does not have the correct functionality to carry out this process. Another member reiterated that CMOS did currently hold the functionality to run corrective and dispute settlement runs at an individual SPID level, but referred back to the points raised by MOSL. The member also added the proposed change was raised to provide trading parties with more flexibility when requesting corrective settlement runs.   
5.4.	It was agreed that more work needed to be done in developing a case for Panel and that an offline discussion with volunteers would be carried out.  Two committee members volunteered to be part of this discussion. MOSL took an action to schedule this meeting prior to the next TDC meeting.
A23_03
6.  Any other Business (AOB)
PURPOSE: FOR INFORMATION 
6.1.	MOSL confirmed that they had received two nominations for the current open retailers’ positions. 
6.2.	The Chair also thanked Emma Taylor from MOSL, who would be leaving MOSL at the end of April for her valuable support for the TDC and members expressed their appreciation. 
6.3.	MOSL also confirmed that the next TDC was being held on 15 May 2019.
6.4.	With no further business to discuss, the Chair closed the meeting.  

Actions:
A23_01	MOSL to conduct an internal review on the Trading Disputes process and bring back to May meeting. 
A23_02 	TDC and MOSL to consider including additional information in relation to TDC reasoning for decisions when publishing information on the dispute.
A23_03	MOSL to arrange dates with volunteer committee members in discussing Change Proposal (DCP021)


The next TDC meeting is scheduled for: 15 May 2019, 10:30 – 12:30, teleconference
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