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Market Performance Committee Meeting (MPC09)
13th December 2017 | 10:30 – 15:30 
Held at MOSL Office, Monument, London EC3R 8AJ
Status of the Minutes: Final
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1. Welcome and Introductions 
Purpose: For Information
The Chair began by welcoming the members of the Market Performance Committee (“Committee”) and convened the meeting.
1. Minutes and Outstanding Actions
Purpose: For Decision
The Committee agreed the minutes from MPC08.
The Committee agreed to close A05_01 as it is superseded by A07_04.
The Committee agreed to leave A07_04 open and will be revisited in MPC10.
The Committee agreed to close A07_05, covered in agenda item 8.
The Committee agreed to close A08_01.
The Committee agreed to close A08_02, covered in agenda item 7.
The Committee agreed A08_03 remains open [and to send their feedback as soon as possible].
The Committee agreed A08_04 remains open and to send their feedback as soon as possible.
The Committee agreed to close A08_05.
2. Report from Panel
The Chair relayed that feedback from Panel about standards review was very positive. The Chair reiterated the robustness that had gone into the documents and the work done by the MPC. A priority for the Panel was the new reporting system and the changes MOSL and the MPC have made to rectify the issues with the standards regime and reporting systems.
The Chair expressed a clear intention to engage with the market on the change proposals at the upcoming User Forums. 
The Chair said the Panel had given the MPC a clear mandate to refine the proposals and proceed to industry consultation, with the final recommendation going to the February Panel.
The Chair said the Panel asked the MPC to further look at how it can illicit the views of new entrants during the consultation period.
The Chair noted that despite initial positive feedback, the final proposal still needs to be extremely robust – particularly due to the short time frame for approval. The MPC will have the opportunity to update Panel in January and in turn be able to address any new concerns that may have come to light.
The Chair repeated the timeline for MPC, which will include a contingency modification for suspension of charges in the event of significant defects in MPS reporting. If required, this would most likely be to address particular problem standards and not a suspension in entirety.
The Committee agreed to put an agenda item for MPC10 to review MPC term of reference, with the potential to consider amendments.
The Committee agreed to use the March User Forum to provide a definitive summary of all work and outcomes to Trading Parties, ahead of charging introduction.
Review has been formally closed from Panel’s perspective, the Committee is now in the stage of finalising its proposals for change.
3. Refinement of Recommendation Document
The Committee reviewed and discussed the Standards Recommendation Document. 
The Committee was broadly happy with the document and suggested minor amendments.
The Committee discussed moving assurance to the front of the document, as a signal that these recommendations are subject to an assurance process, they also agreed that MOSL should provide more detail on assurance within the document.
The Committee asked MOSL to provide an updated version of the Recommendations Document and a Consultation Overview note to the Committee by close of business on 18th December.
A09_01
The Committee agreed to return comments as soon as possible to MOSL to allow time for MOSL to deliver a further revision. Comments must be provided no later than close of business on 3rd January. 
A09_02

4. Refinement of Change Proposals
The Committee discussed whether the reduction in charges should be applied to all trading parties, or only to Retailers. MOSL expressed that their analysis had been solely based on Retailers and the rationale for lowering charges did not apply to Wholesalers. Ofwat relayed the view that they were much more comfortable with charge reductions for retailers only. 
The Committee agreed that Wholesaler charges will remain as currently stated in CSD002 and that the proposal will be to only lower charges for Retailers. The Committee also agreed that this needed to be stated very clearly in the consultation along with the full rationale to avoid a perceived unfairness to Wholesaler members. 
The Committee revisited both the potential level and the principle behind the proposed threshold. Ofwat stated that the addition of the threshold would be the most problematic of all the changes for them and that evidence for the threshold would need to be particularly robust. The Committee stressed that without thresholds below 100% at least for some of the Retailer standards the standard regime would not provide meaningful incentives. This conclusion was based upon an expectation that most retailers would be expected to have performance levels that are substantial short of that associated with the charging cap. The thresholds therefore need to be considered in the context of delivering meaningful financial incentives and in the context of wider non-financial obligations and codes of practice applicable to Trading Parties.
A member noted that there is a wholesaler interaction with some retailer missed meter reads, and could this be remedied via an OPS or a data item mechanism (allowing retailers to state uncontrollable fails).	Comment by Nigel Sisman: This is a recurring theme but we never seem to translate it into a concrete action. I’ll note it make sure that it’s explored in a later MPC and then we should either define an action or drop further discussion on the topic until someone brings an idea. 
The Committee agreed to keep its proposal of 95% threshold for MPS18 and MPS19, the successor standards to MPS8A and MPS8B, and 100% threshold for all other MPS in the consultation. However, the consultation question on this issue will be very open and the Committee will reconsider its recommendation should robust evidence come to light.
The Committee was shown a presentation from large meter reading provider, showing graphs of meter reading data from four different retailers.
A member noted the potential issue of not adding a threshold for the original MPS6 whilst adding one for the original MPS8. The Committee agreed that the rationale behind this is the increased level of control Wholesalers have on the MPS6 activity compared to Retailers for MPS8.

The Committee asked Ofwat to clarify if Ofwat could amend a specific area of the proposal it could not accept, instead of rejecting the proposal in its entirety
A09_03 
The Committee agreed to leave its proposal on redistribution unchanged and, whilst noting comments that there may be ways to further improve the mechanism, a redesign will be too complex to properly formulate and assess in the timeframe and that there is no hard data use for analysis. The Committee also agreed that there should be a means for Trading Parties to offer alternative suggestions in the consultation, with a view to revisit in the future.
	
5. Process and timeline for consultation
The Committee discussed the structure of the consultation and the specific questions to be consulted on.
The Committee agreed that:
· Evidence and rationale should be included in the upcoming consultation documents, with a particular focus on areas where the Committee has changed its view since the standards review consultation.
· The Committee needed to be mindful to limit jargon and simplify concepts and rationale to ensure the consultation was transparent.
· The general structure of the consultation document would be in four parts: general approach, charging, implementation and future activity. 
· Trading Parties should have a clear opportunity to express issues they wish the Committee to look at in the forward agenda.
· Given the context of this consultation, a piece on assurance would be included in the consultation document. 
· A clear note confirming charging commencement would be subject to satisfactory assurance should be prominent.
The Committee agreed a timeline for the consultation process;
· MOSL to draft the cover note and finalise recommendations document by cob 18th December
· MPC to provide feedback to MOSL on CSD changes and Change Proposal documents by cob 18th December
· MOSL to send updated versions of CSD changes and Change Proposal documents to MPC on 22nd December
A09_04
· MPC to provide final comments on all documents, as soon as possible and certainly by no later than cob 3rd January
· MOSL to organise conference call between MPC member on 5th January
A09_05
· Consultation to take place 8th-196th January	Comment by Nigel Sisman: I thought we’d agreed 19 january. It’s not credible to limit this consultation to 8 days! What ewe should do, however, is to encourage early responses and to make sure that analysis of feedback starts as soon responses start being received. 
The Committee agreed that engagement with members was crucial, and will use the December and January User Forums to widen the consultation engagement and discuss any issues in detail Trading Parties.
A09_06
6. Update on MPS Reporting
MOSL updated the committee on the new system development and the structure of the data warehouse and bi-temporal data for expected transactions
MOSL confirmed that they have finished the design of MPS queries and their proposed reports. MOSL agreed to engage with Trading Parties on the presentation and structure of reports but noted that there was a limited timeframe for feedback.
The Committee asked what the size of the problem could be, with regards to transactions needing bi-temporal data. MOSL replied that the main area of the problem is deregistered SPIDs, which is very small, otherwise the majority can be found through transaction data.
The Committee discussed whether to take deregistered SPIDs out of performance standards altogether due to a very small frequency and the amount of time being spent on very complex development. The Committee raised the potential to include largely immaterial defects in the assurance criteria with a view to taking them out of reporting should the queries not be fixed.
MOSL presented the known issues with its reporting. Currently business days (initiating count on Friday/Saturday is the most significant defect. 
MOSL updated the Committee on the pilot testing session. This involved two Wholesalers and one Retailer. MOSL noted they have more retailer volunteers but that they could not make the pilot testing day.  The session was positive with mostly agreement on queries and, where there wasn’t alignment, the reason and resolution was agreed.
The Committee agreed that the availability of MOSL team is important throughout the testing period to resolve issues on understanding and methodology quickly. A suggestion was made for a test window to be allotted to each party. MOSL suggested running a ‘surgery’ type system whereby testing TPs can book in slots for particular issues.
MOSL agreed to send specification to the Committee, with the Committee to provide feedback on ease of understanding. The Committee discussed the level that user guide of specification should be written at. A Member noted that understanding should be documented so knowledge can be passed on regardless of any MOSL personnel changes. The Committee agreed that a high detail guide is not needed immediately, but at some point a “control document” will need to be written. A Member noted this level of guidance hasn’t been required for any other area in the code.
A09_07
MOSL showed a user guide presented to pilot testers. A Member suggested industry providing volunteers to help write the user guide perhaps through a workshop.
The Committee discussed whether it was appropriate for an extensive document to be needed to support a CSD. The Committee had mixed views on whether the CSD needed to be updated to reflect a higher level of detail, or whether a side document was sufficient. The Committee agreed to review this, particularly if the issues with CSD is that it does not currently provide a sufficient level of understanding.
The Committee agreed to decide in MPC10 whether to add the reporting system logic to the change proposal document.	Comment by Nigel Sisman: If we are going to adopt this approach it means that we might be majorly changing the drafting of the change proposal after the consultation and before we deliver a recommendation to Panel. 

To do this I think we would want strong evidence from either or both of:
consultation respondees
 our TP testing volunteers.

It would be disappointing if we have to make major changes to the change proposal legal texts that will be submitted to the 8-19 January consultation since some Panel members have implied an insistence on further consultations where legal text for change proposals has been amended from that which was consulted upon. 

The message is clear that we need very high quality texts for the CSDs to feature in the 8-19 January consultation. 
A09_08
MOSL asked the Committee to give feedback on the new report structure urgently due to the short development timeframe left.
7. OPS Standard Development
Purpose: For Discussion
JW presented a potential plan for the Committee to conduct a review of OPS charging. 
JW suggested several options on how to provide sufficient confidence:
· Wholesaler workshops
· Auditor review and report – not preferred by Committee due to indecisiveness of most auditor reports
· No additional action – wholesalers already do a lot of regulatory reporting
9.5 The Committee discussed whether, for those OPS that directly affect retailers, potential OPS charges should be MOSL credited. The Committee noted that whilst there are sound arguments for Retailer credited, a MOSL credited system would be simpler for a quick introduction.
9.6  Some Committee members noted a potential inconsistency of not charging whilst OPS data is both reported in peer comparisons and included in the performance rectification process.
9.7  The Committee agreed to focus on OPS next year, and that one of the early priorities should be to understand the level of consistency of reporting between wholesalers.
9.8  The Committee agreed that work needed to be done on standardising measures, and suggested workshops or other engagement methods may be the best process to this. 
9.9 JW noted that standardisation may be the biggest piece of work and reducing the number of OPS standards to be focused upon next year could be highly advantageous.
9.10  The Committee agreed that, subject to a slot being available, JW should explain MPC’s initial position and his paper at the User Forum in January as a vehicle to better understand industry views and to assist MPC plan its next steps in this area.
9.11 The Committee discussed whether a selective introduction could limit a full review or whether could the two could work in conjunction.
9.12  The Committee agreed	Comment by Nigel Sisman: I think it would be good to get Jesse to confirm he’s comfortable with the conclusions here. 
· To not commit to either means of introduction but to discuss again in new year
· To clarify if changing charges mid-financial year would be an exception or if they would leave the option open
· To ask Trading Parties to prioritise OPS and send out a survey in the new year
A09_09
8. Any other business
Actions:	
A09_01 		MOSL to provide an updated version of the Recommendations Document and a Consultation
Overview note to the Committee by cob 18th December.
A09_02		Committee to return comments on the Recommendations Document and Consultation Overview to 
MOSL as soon as possible and certainly no later than close of business on 3rd January.
A09_03		Ofwat to Clarify if they can reject/amend certain parts of a proposal.
A09_04		MOSL to send updated versions of CSD changes and Change Proposal documents to MPC on 22nd 
December.
A09_05		MOSL to organise conference call between MPC member on 5th January (MPC9a).
A09_06	The Committee to engage with Trading Parties at the January User Forum to widen the consultation response and discuss any issues in detail Trading Parties.
A09_07		MOSL to send specification to the Committee for feedback.
A09_08	The Committee to decide in MPC10 whether to add the reporting system logic to the change proposal document.	Comment by Nigel Sisman: This will be too late. The decision will need to be made ahead of 8 Jan and sufficiently early that the appropriate documentation can be developed and validated. 
A09_09	The Committee to progress consideration of OPS charging.




The next MPC meeting is scheduled for: 31 January 2017, 10:30 – 15:30, at:

MOSL
4th Floor
16-18 Monument Street
London
EC3R 8AJ

The nearest tube stations are Monument, Bank and London Bridge.
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