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[bookmark: _GoBack]Meeting Note  
Market Performance Committee Meeting (MPC13)
25th April 2018 | 10:30 – 15:30 
Held at MOSL Office, Monument, London EC3R 8AJ
Status of the Minutes: Draft
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	Nigel Sisman
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	Independent Chair
	Trevor Nelson
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	Retailer Committee Member

	Simon Bennett
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	Wholesaler Committee Member
	Natalie Round
	NR
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	Simon Brown
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	Retailer Committee Member (alternate)
	Katy Spackman
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	Retailer Committee Member

	Don Maher
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	Wholesaler Committee Member
	Jesse Wright
	JW
	Wholesaler Committee Member

	Nathan Morgan
	NM
	Retailer Committee Member (alternate)
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	Steve Arthur
	SA
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	Michael Robertson
	MR
	MOSL Representative

	Lauren Mullholland
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	Katie Trewhella
	KT
	MOSL Representative



APOLOGIES
	Mike Brindle
	MB
	Retailer Committee Member
	Claire Yeates
	CY
	Retailer Committee Member

	Stephen Beddoes
	SBd
	Ofwat Observer
	
	
	




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 MPC11.
The Committee agreed to close A12_1, A12_02, A12_04, A12_06, A12_08, A12_09, as these are to be presented and discussed in the meeting. 
The Chair requested that all Committee members send feedback on the standards review process, including 2 positives and two areas for improvement. The Committee agreed to send this information to the Chair at least one week before the next meeting. The Chair committed to collating this feedback and presenting summary information at the next meeting. It was agreed that following discussion at MPC14 a decision would be taken as to the merits of a “lessons learnt” document.
Action 13_01
2. Update on Meter Read Frequencies
Purpose: For information
MOSL provided an update on the percentage of Monthly Read meters in the market. The number of these meters has decreased significantly since the last meeting.
A Committee member noted that retailers will have to submit thousands of Forms to various wholesalers if they are to notify the wholesaler of an incorrectly identified meter through the code process. Wholesalers noted that they would take a pragmatic approach to solving the issue and would be responsive to retailers requesting bulk changes to meter read frequencies. Another retailer Committee member noted that they had contacted wholesalers informally about this issue and that wholesalers have been responsive.
The Committee discussed whether further communications should be sent to Trading Parties on the matter. Some Committee members suggested that this communication has already been sent out to Trading Parties and been communicated through Portfolio Managers and that this is sufficient. 
The Committee agreed that it would not take any further action on this matter at this time. However, the meter reading frequency statistics should be monitored by MOSL and presented back to the Committee at Meeting 16 in July 2018.


3. Update on MPS 17 reporting
Purpose: For Discussion
KS presented her concerns on the interpretation of MPS 17 (water and sewerage SPIDs both being reported) and the process that was followed in developing this interpretation. The major concern was that the materiality of the change should have been brought to the attention of the Committee. Material changes to the reporting  were set out in the consultation document but this important clarification had not been highlighted. Additionally, there are inconsistencies between other metering MPS as to whether the sewerage SPID is reported.
MOSL noted that this was not a change to the interpretation of the codes. A defect was raised against the old reporting system for only reporting the water SPID. By fixing this defect in the new system, the reporting has changed. Additionally, MOSL pointed out that Transfer Reads are different to cyclic reads in that the system can estimate a cyclic read. If a Transfer Read is not submitted, this has a far greater impact on settlement.
The Committee agreed that MOSL is pragmatically required to make interpretation decisions around the detail. The Committee agreed that this MPS 17 interpretation was on the boundary of whether it was a big enough decision to be taken to the Committee. Another Committee member noted that MOSL is supposed to be an independent body and sometimes in the best place to make decisions.
The Committee agreed that materiality should be considered before deciding what to do about this issue. Some Committee Members felt that the implementation of MPS17 might not be appropriate however there was a widespread view that the issue was not sufficiently material that it should feature in the MPC’s prioritised activities over the next few months. 
The Committee voted unanimously to delay add this issue to the potential scope of the next review of the MPS standards, due to materiality. It was agreed that quantified data would be sought as part of the review to assess whether the concerns were of sufficient materiality to warrant a change in the MPS 
The Chair noted that the point of principle around decision making was not addressed by this vote but could be addressed when the Committee discusses lessons learned from the review.
A Committee member raised two additional areas where there may be disagreement with MOSL’s interpretation of the code:
· Double counting T117.W transactions where two meter reads are submitted
· Submission of Final Meter Reads following a change of use
It was agreed that these could also be addressed in the next review.


4. MOSL Policy on charging disputes
Purpose: For Information
MOSL set out that the first MPS run which will be invoiced will be for the Period of April and the reports will be run in May. MOSL has considered possible scenarios which could cause a charge to be disputed. 
MOSL noted that the cap mitigates the scale of any potential charging issues, with the exception of where the R1 charges are incorrect.
The data submitted by or performance of one Trading Party impacts another’s MPS Charges
MOSL is proposing that Trading Parties should handle these situations bilaterally or, if necessary, raise a non-trading dispute. MOSL will not rerun previous MPS reports if there is no defect with the reporting system.
The Committee noted that this may be a hard message to send to Trading Parties but is fair. The Committee agreed that even if Trading Parties fix the underlying issue, there is no point in rerunning old reports as the issue will still be relevant to previous months. MOSL agreed to remove the phrase ‘pass through of charges’, as this is not a formal process. MOSL also agreed to continue identifying areas of risk and feed back to Trading Parties, but that ultimately it is for Trading Parties to identify and fix these issues.
Action 13_02
CMOS defects impact retailer/wholesaler MPS charges
MOSL will consider it to be an error if a CMOS defect is affecting MPS reporting. Trading Parties should raise the CMOS defect with CGI and MOSL will rerun the reports once the defect has been fixed. 
A Committee member noted that the  MPC13_01 paper reads as though a dispute can only be raised after the CMOS defect has been fixed. MOSL agreed to reword the paper so that it is clear that the CMOS defect doesn’t have to be fixed to raise a dispute. MOSL also agreed to clarify that CMOS outages will be considered as CMOS defects in the light of this policy and to add some flexibility in terms of how MOSL will rectify the situation.
Action 13_03
MPS reporting defects create unwarranted retailer/wholesaler charges
If MPS reporting defects create unwarranted MPS charges, MOSL will evaluate the material impact of the performance charges affected by the MPS reporting defect and will only rerun the reports if the defect causes a charging difference of:
· 1% of the value of the total performance charges due to pay by the trading parties/category of trading parties affected for the relevant invoice period; or
· At least £100.
A Committee member noted that the market should focus on fixing issues going forward, not rerunning old reports unless there is a very material issue. Another Committee member pointed out that there is a cost to MOSL for the reports to be rerun, so there needs to be a sensible materiality threshold. The Committee agreed that the thresholds were sensible and MOSL agreed to clarify that the Trading Party will have to request an MPS rerun, this will not occur automatically.
Action 13_04


R1 inaccuracies drive higher cap for retailer/wholesaler
MOSL will not rerun the MPS as a result of R1 inaccuracies except under extraordinary circumstances, which have a significant market wide impact.
Process and next steps
A Committee member requested that MOSL is clearer about whether the Committee should be commenting on papers or reading for information. The Committee agreed that papers should come to the Committee in the format that they will be published, but a covering note should be included to specify the purpose of bringing the paper to the Committee.
The Committee agreed that MOSL should refine the MPC13_01 paper and that it should be published as a MOSL policy paper. 
The Committee asked for MOSL to update the MPC about experience of implementing the policy including providing any information about its awareness of issues in the context of the 4 areas of dispute source identified in the paper. 

5. Operational Performance Standard (OPS) Reports and subgroup
Purpose: For Information
MOSL noted that retailer initiated tasks occur far more frequently than wholesaler initiated tasks and that the reported data suggests wholesalers tend to perform relatively consistently.
MOSL pointed out that the data is being reported differently by wholesalers, for example, some wholesalers report outstanding tasks each month where they remain outstanding, while others only report each outstanding task once. MOSL also noted that it is not possible within the data provided to establish a metric for how late tasks are conducted.
A Committee member suggested that  a standardised definition of  the current report structure might enable consistency in reported data and processed outputs.. MOSL clarified that the report structure is not defined in the code, it is just a minimum that is defined. 
JW provided the committee with an update on the progress of setting up the OPS working group. The group shall be made up of 6 wholesalers and 2 retailers. 13 nominations have been received for these positions so JW will notify the Committee of which nominees have been selected. The first teleconference has been scheduled. 
JW agreed to bring answers to the following questions, based on discussion by the sub-group, back to the Committee before the next meeting:
· Which OPS are priority?
· What activities would need to be completed to make OPS reporting meaningful (including wholesaler reporting mechanisms) by October and what is the value of achieving implementation of chargeable priority standards in October?
· Is there a benefit to staying within the October timescale or extending the timescale?
· How much of the code needs to be changed (particularly with the introduction of charging)?
Action 13_05
The Committee noted that the challenges associated with the introduction of charging for OPS and that even for a priority subset delivery by October might not be possible.. Retailer Committee members agreed that it is acceptable for the October deadline to move, however, there needs to be continued pressure for the OPS to be reviewed in a timely manner.
It was agreed that the MPC would review OPS sub-group outputs and recommendations at the next MPC with a view to formulate a plan for delivery of chargeable OPS including formulating the role of the OPS sub-group within that project.
It was confirmed that NR will also be a member of the subgroup and will be an alternate chair when required.
6. MPS Reports
Purpose: For Information
MOSL noted that the total MPS charges incurred by retailers has decreased between February and March, despite data cleansing. This is likely occurring because MPS 15 performance, which will decrease as a result of data cleansing, is offset by MPS 18/19 performance. MOSL also noted that retailer MPS charges are moving closer to the cap, rather than being far above.
A Committee member noted that it can be commercially better to keep the long unread meters on the same meter reading cycle because the charges will all come through in one month and be over the cap. The Committee agreed that the MPS is not the only one way in which long unread meters can be addressed and that the MPC needs to better understand what plans are in place to address long unread meters.
MOSL presented data which demonstrates that the more a retailer expands outside of its incumbent area, the higher its expected MPS charges will be for meter reading. The Committee agreed that this is likely to be a transitional issue, particularly with new meter reading providers. If there was an issue with the underlying data before, these issues are now being exposed as new retailers are acquiring SPIDs. A committee member noted that this may not mean that the system was working better before but that issues are being exposed.
A Committee member noted that Ofwat is monitoring high level issues in the market. MOSL agreed to share this information with Ofwat, including a view of whether retailers have switched meter reading providers.
Action 13_06
A committee member noted that both wholesalers and retailers will be making commercial decisions as to whether it is economical to look for a meter. Under the bilateral process, if a retailer asks a wholesaler to look for a meter, the wholesaler incurs the cost of finding the meter if the meter is not found as described in CMOS and the retailer incurs the charge if the location data in the system is accurate.
7. MOSL policy on performance resolution process
Purpose: For Information
MOSL presented an updated version of the performance resolution process that had previously been presented. There will be three criteria for identifying performance issues under this new process, as set out in the paper.
The Committee noted that where a significant number of Trading Parties are deemed to be underperforming in the same standards MOSL will seek to evaluate whether this is a potential broader market problem rather than a specific performance issue associated with one (or a few) Trading Parties. 
MOSL agreed to update the paper to clarify that the thresholds are applied per standard, not on overall performance. A Committee member requested that the paper include further information on how MOSL will contact trading parties and monitor progress where it is decided that a Performance Rectification Plan is not necessary. 
Action 13_07
MOSL clarified that the performance resolution process does not stop if there is an industry wide issue. If a Trading Party is performing well below the median, a rectification plan could still be required if there is a market wide issue related to the relevant MPS.
The Committee requested that MOSL present information on all Trading Parties, including NAVs, especially since these Trading Parties may also be required to follow rectification plans. 
Meeting participants had differing views about whether attention should be focused on larger Trading Parties. It was noted that less MOSL might be required to address Performance Rectification Plan (PRP) requirements for very small Trading Parties MOSL were asked to keep MPC regularly appraised of its monitoring in respect of rectification and underperformance and that this should cover both industry wide issues as well as individual PRP activities. 
The Committee agreed with the Policy, subject to the above modifications
8. Update on the Market Performance Operating Plan (MPOP)
MOSL confirmed that the MPOP will be brought to the Panel in June.
The Chair requested that MOSL provide an indication of the priority activities that MOSL envisage will be conducted by the MPC as soon as possible so that MPC’s workplan can be constructed, monitored and managed. 
The Committee noted that some Committee agenda items will be driven by the MPOP but the Committee will also be able to determine other items on the agenda.

9. Any other business
MOSL confirmed that only the MPS charts will be made public on the website, not the raw data. MOSL confirmed that the full datasets would be available to Trading Parties, and the MPC Chair, in the secure area. 
The Chair noted that the workplan for the MPC would depend upon the outcome of the MPOP and would need to reflect the resource levels available for performance activities within MOSL. The Chair indicated the following candidate activities which could, some of which must, be addressed by the MPC in the next year:
· Revisit MPS
9.1..1. CPW0030 Ofwat decision required matters 
9.1..2. Redistribution
9.1..3. Meter reading SLAs for small sites
9.1..4. MPS 17 interpretation
9.1..5. Others interpretations (including Double counting T117.W transactions where two meter reads are submitted, submission of Final Meter Reads following a change of use)
· OPS charge introduction 
· Meter reading validation
· Performance Rectification Plans
· Exploration of settlement issues, including RF accuracy and outstanding meter reads
· Annual Market Performance Report
· MOSL compliance
· Data quality initiatives
The Committee requested that MOSL provide a ‘standard deck’ for MPS and OPS reporting so that progress can be monitored. MOSL noted that this is the value of the reports on the website.
Committee members took the action to think about what data they would like to see and send this to MOSL before the next meeting.
Action 13_08


The Chair suggested the following for potential inclusion on agenda for the next meeting:
· OPS subgroup update and planning for charging introduction
· Developing a plan for MPS further review
· MPS lessons learned
· OPS and MPS performance update
· Annual Market Performance Report
· Update on data quality initiatives, including RF
MOSL confirmed that the MVI is a tool that can be used by Trading Parties but ultimately MPS will be measured based on when information is updated in CMOS, regardless of how the MVI is working. The Committee suggested that MOSL should make this clear to Trading Parties using the MVI.
MOSL agreed to bring a summary of the issues surrounding RF reads to the next meeting.
Action 13_09


[bookmark: _Hlk505328771]Actions:	
A13_01	Committee members to send feedback on the standards review process to the chair, including at least 2 positives and two areas for improvement. The Committee to send this information to the Chair at least a week before the next meeting. 
A13_02	In MPC13_01 (Disputes paper), MOSL to remove the phrase ‘pass through of charges’
A13_03	MOSL to reword MPC13_01 so that it is clear that CMOS defects don’t have to be fixed before raising a dispute. MOSL to clarify that CMOS outages will be considered as CMOS defects in the light of this policy and to add some flexibility in terms of how MOSL will rectify the situation
A13_04	In the MPC 13_01 MOSL to clarify that the Trading Party will have to request an MPS rerun, this will not occur automatically.
A13_05	JW agreed to report back to the Committee  with OPS sub-group recommendations before the next Committee meeting
A13_06	MOSL to share information on the correlation between market engagement and meter reading charges with Ofwat, including a view of whether retailers have switched meter reading providers.
A13_07	MOSL to update MPC13_02 to clarify that the thresholds are applied per standard, not on overall performance. 
A13_08	Committee members send MOSL requests for what data they would like to see reported before the next meeting
A11_09	MOSL to bring a summary of the issues surrounding RF reads to the next meeting.

The next MPC meeting is scheduled for: 30 May 2018, 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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