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[bookmark: _GoBack]Minutes of the Market Performance Committee Meeting 22
CONFIDENTIAL
 30th January 2019 | 10:30 – 15:30
Venue: Etc. Venues Monument, Eastcheap, London, EC3M 1AE 
Status of the Minutes: Final (excluding closed session)
MEMBERS PRESENT
	[bookmark: _Hlk518055437]Nigel Sisman
	NS
	Independent Chair
	Katy Spackman
	KS
	Retailer Committee Member

	Mike Brindle
	MB
	Retailer Committee Member
	Trevor Nelson
	TN
	Retailer Committee Member

	Claire Yeates
	CY
	Retailer Committee Member
	Simon Bennett
	SB
	Wholesaler Committee Member

	Don Maher
	DM
	Wholesaler Committee Member
	Jesse Wright (via teleconference)
	JW
	Wholesaler Committee Member

	Mike Rathbone
	MR
	Alternate Wholesaler Committee Member
	
	
	



OTHER ATTENDEES
	Darren Hayes
	DH
	Ofwat Observer
	Sam Webb
	SW
	MOSL (Observer)

	David Seymour
	DS
	Thames Water (Observer)
	Emma Taylor
	ET
	MOSL (Observer)

	Steve Arthur
	SA
	MOSL (Presenter)
	Alex Farr
	AF
	MPC Secretary

	Mike Robertson
	MR
	MOSL (Presenter)
	Gladys Sagwete
	GS
	MOSL (Observer)

	Mark Crowley
	MC
	MOSL (Presenter)
	Pam Nash
	PN
	[bookmark: _Hlk190191]MOSL (Observer)

	Rebecca Mottram
	RM
	MOSL (Observer)
	
	
	



APOLOGIES 
	Katie Trewhella
	KT
	MOSL (Presenter)
	
	
	




1. Welcome and Introductions
Purpose: For Information
[bookmark: _Hlk518054984]The Chair began by welcoming the members of the MPC and observers, followed by introductions around the room.
The Chair discussed the role of observers in the MPC meeting, saying that the committee welcomed observers and welcomed their contributions into discussions where relevant provided that participation does not distort discussion, balance in the meeting or inhibit MOSL or MPC Member participation. It was noted that some items/sections of the committee would need to be held in closed session.
The Chair gave an update on the outcome from the January Panel meeting, noting the Panel’s expectation of work from MPC. The Chair explained that the Panel are looking for Panel to have a greater awareness of market performance related issues, such as long unread meters, the Initial Performance Rectification Plans (IPRPs) and the escalation process. 
MPC members who attended the Panel, also commented that the Panel had not fully appreciated the approach to Data Improvement Plans regarding missed cyclic reads and long unread meters, and that these were not being used to trigger initial performance rectification plans currently as they were seen as a market-wide issue. The Panel requested regular, structured performance updates at future meetings. 
The Chair concluded by stating the MPC should work towards developing a rounded piece on performance rectification and escalation to Panel in March, which would be discussed later in the meeting at a subsequent agenda item. The MPC noted that the MPC’s proposal should be practical and proportionate recognising the widespread poor performance currently being observed in regime operation relative to code SLAs and as recognised in Data Improvement Plan activities.
1. Minutes and Outstanding Actions
Purpose: For Decision
The Committee discussed the position of the minutes for MPC20. Members raised a query around the inclusion of OPS reason codes for rejections and the importance of capturing granular information on the levels of rejection. The Chair stated that these details were not present in the code, but it would be prudent to enter a soft formulation in the OPS guidance document. The Chair suggested reviewing and amending the minutes of MPC20 where necessary, to update their accuracy on this matter. MOSL agreed to do so prior to publishing both the minutes of MPC20 and MPC21.
1. The Chair discussed the matter of minute taking, with relevance to the inaccuracy of the initial draft of the minutes of MPC21. MPC agreed it would not formally spend time further reviewing and refining the MPC21 minutes but would rather focus on assessing progress with actions arising from MPC21. Members commented that the minutes should be a document that can be referred to in future, in part by capturing all substantive actions. 
1. MOSL cemented the importance of keeping an accurate log and took the action to align the format of minutes and actions log with the Panel.
A22_01
1. MOSL and the Chair provided an update on the outstanding actions:
1. Regarding actions relating to OPS (A19_05, A21_02 – A21_04), MOSL provided an update that the OPS guidance document was in its final stages of completion. MOSL was working with members of the OPS Working Group to close off any outstanding comments and would share the final draft with the MPC for feedback ahead of publishing to trading parties.
1. The MPC agreed to leave the following actions open: A19_05, A21_01 - A21_06, and A21_13.  In addition, action A20_07 would remain open with a target completion date following the February MPC meeting.
1. The MPC agreed to close the following actions due to updates scheduled for later in the meeting: A21_07 - A21_12 and A21_14.
2. MOSL Market Performance Update
Purpose: For Information 
SA provided an update on the Market Performance team with respect to the resources they have to support the MPC and deliver the services required and needed. This update included an outline of impending departures of colleagues from MOSL and a recruitment update including new Performance and Operations Managers (Sam Webb and Miles Robinson) and confirmation of the new Head of Performance, Samantha Watson, joining MOSL at a date to be confirmed in April/May.
The Chair said there was a need for expectation management with regards to resources available to the MPC. MOSL agreed to share an organogram of the resource available in the Market Performance team with MPC members.
A22_02
An MPC Member suggested to explore whether the Market Improvement Fund set out in MOSL’s 2019/20 Business Plan, could be used for additional resource to tackle market improvement. 
SA explained that the governance of this fund was subject to business cases put towards the MOSL Board, who would then determine how the fund is allocated. Initial intentions for the fund are the priority areas to be set out in the next revision of the Market Performance Operating Plan (MPOP). 
3. Escalation, Powers and Policy
Purpose: For Discussion 
MOSL set out the methodology of the paper and defined the role of the Initial Performance Rectification Plans. MOSL stated that the market codes grant powers to governance groups such as the MPC and Panel to deal with trading party underperformance as a tool of escalation.
Members raised concerns that the process might not be viable if applied to a high percentage of trading parties requiring a performance plan. MPC noted there might be benefit in developing criteria to prioritise underperformance to those with the highest impact to customers and that this would need to be carefully considered in the context of wider, market wide improvement initiatives such as the Data Improvement Plans.
An MPC member commented that it was encouraging to see the process mapped out and that Ofwat stand ready to support proceedings. 
MPC members discussed a revised draft of the paper should be developed which sets out a clear policy and process to deal with trading party underperformance and the potential routes to escalation. MOSL agreed to lead on development of next iteration of escalation paper, to be issued to MPC prior to February meeting. 
Reviewing the submitted paper, members flagged the potential for using transparency and publication/notification of trading parties being escalated perhaps to and beyond IPRPs as an incentive to be captured in the escalation process.
To support MOSL develop the paper, the Chair asked MPC members to provide their views on the current paper, including any principles they believed the process should include, to MOSL by close of business 6 February 2019.
		A22_03
The Chair asked MOSL to schedule a working session with MPC members to review the next iteration of the escalation paper, on the week commencing 11 February 2019.
A22_04
MOSL committed to delivering next version of paper for consideration of MPC23.
MPC members discussed there being benefit in the MPC running a test case of a trading party being escalated to the MPC, so that they could determine the types of questions to ask. It was noted that a future session should be arranged, once the process document was further defined. 
4. The MPS, OPS and APIs and Performance Resolution
Purpose: For Discussion
MOSL presented by exception on the market level view on Operation Performance Standard (OPS) B5a, which relates to repairing or replacing faulty meters. The explanation of the sharp increase in the volume of late tasks (fails) and subsequently a fall in percentage of on-time tasks was linked to the work on meters being done by the Thames Water Accelerated Program, as their tasks and performance on this standard was shown to drive these metrics. MOSL mentioned that this was not to be seen as a negative as OPS performance was not hit substantially. Rather, the information was provided to tie into the data improvement plans as an explanation of underperformance on certain Market Performance Standards (MPS), linked to the performance rectification piece to be discussed later in the presentation.
The OPS volume of response to complaints tasks was reported to be trending down for last six reporting periods, with the volume of reasons for not responding having remained flat. MOSL concluded that this showed an improving position with regards to the number of complaints in the market. 
A member suggested adding/including granular details of complaints that are raised, separating retailers and wholesalers. Another member added that they would like to see more slides relating to OPS with a focus on the high-volume standards containing individual trading party volumes, to be able to work out what best practise is needed. Members also commented that they would like to see an overall market and peer comparison view of OPS, followed by a drilldown into specific areas. MOSL agreed to take this forward for the next MPC meeting.
MOSL gave an overview of performance against the Market Performance Standards in 2018. MOSL illustrated that there was an uplift in the wholesaler performance since charging was implemented in April 2018, but that this correlation did not imply causation. In addition, retailer performance was shown to have dropped in May and December, driven mainly by the cycle of missed bi-annual meters unread since market open hitting the 140 business day SLA.
Regarding the distribution of performance across trading parties on the cyclic meter read submission standard, MOSL presented an improved position of the peer metrics in December, while the seven largest retailers (ranked by SPID count) were shown to be below the peer mean. MOSL stated that the increased peer performance on this standard was driven by the general improved performance of smaller retailers, suggested to be as a result of improved awareness of processes and resolution of individual CMOS issues. MOSL commented that this increase in the peer metrics, not being weighted for task volume, would have an impact on the trading parties captured by underperformance flags in the coming months if this situation were to stay the same.
MOSL gave details of the candidates for new Initial Performance Rectification Plans (IPRP) based on an underperformance flag being triggered in December on a standard considered for the IPRP process. These candidates were split and presented in 3 sections:
1. Plans not issued (5 cases across 5 trading parties)
MOSL explained that there were two cases – Business Stream and Castle Water, that were not deemed to trigger new IPRPs due to the insight provided and data supporting their data cleanse activities for aged meter reads. MOSL showed the volume profile of tasks over the months in question to support the rationale for the decision process. Members were supportive of this approach but questioned whether the same mechanistic approach should be applied to initial and final meter reads (MPS 7,8,9). The remaining three candidates were not issued plans due to the very low volume of tasks on each.
2. Retailer plans issued (5 plans across 4 retailers)
MOSL displayed a summary of the new retailer IPRPs that had been issued and the supporting metrics. SES Business were shown to have two new plans, on top of already being on a plan for two measures.
3. Wholesaler plans issued (3 plans across 2 wholesalers)
A summary of the new wholesaler IPRPs that had been issued was displayed including the supporting metrics. MOSL stated that the deadline for new retailer and wholesaler plans is 26 February 2019. 
5. Performance Rectification 
CLOSED SESSION
Purpose: For Discussion
Please not that  this section is only available for MPC only and can be found on the confidential SharePoint site.
6. MO Compliance Update
Purpose: For information
MOSL provided an update on MO Compliance for Q3 2018/19. It was highlighted that over the period there was an increase in overall compliance, driven by code changes to align the market codes to current functional design of CMOS.
MOSL concluded that the maturity of the compliance process was starting to build, and the MPC would see further improvements to MOSL’s reporting over the next quarter.
A member posed the question on whether MOSL was aiming to achieve 100% compliance, or if there was an approach to how areas of non-compliance were being prioritised.
MPC members discussed it would be useful to understand the market code’s position on escalating MO non-compliance. MOSL agreed to review the codes to determine the escalation process for MO non-compliances and feedback to the MPC.
A22_06
The Chair expressed concern over the compliance process of unplanned settlement runs, specifically the risk of handling a high volume in post RF settlement runs. MOSL stated that work was underway to improve this process, with currently planning being that CGI would look after this process in future. MOSL also highlighted that it was MOSL’s policy decision to not run individual SPIDs, which was go some way to manage expectations and the volume of requests.
An MPC member advocated that attention should be applied to assess the effectiveness of MOSL now that its basic compliance was close to being demonstrated. Specifically it was suggested that MOSL efficiency might be assessed via a number of approaches, including perhaps progress towards resolution of problems identified in the fault log. 
7. [bookmark: _Hlk260087]MOSL Data Improvement Plans
Purpose: For information
7. MOSL provided an update on Data Improvement, with a focus on three areas; key dashboard charts, key data improvement metrics viewed at a market level, and long unread meters.
· The long unread meter position has worsened since the start of the Data Improvement Plans (DIPs).
· The delta between the plan and actual numbers for the volume of meters with YVE of 0 or 1 is primarily driven by one trading party.
· The data for missed bi-annual non-market meter reads is improving to plan.
7. Trevor Nelson (TN) highlighted that through the data improvement plan process, Business Stream had identified a larger than expected number of meters with valid 0 or 1 values. It was discussed that learnings from this would be useful to share more widely with MOSL and trading parties.
7. TN agreed to provide feedback on Business Stream’s approach to validating YVE 0 and 1 values (via Liz D’Arcy on 31st January).
A22_07
7. A member queried what the impact would be on the age of meter read dashboard charts if a trading party submitted a large number of back-dated meter reads for previous months. MOSL agreed to answer this query at the next MPC.
7. MOSL presented a set of slides showing the planned and actual position of retailers in terms of their progress in reducing their baseline number of long unread meters versus the total % their meters that remain long unread. It was noted that only four trading parties are meeting or exceeding their planned position. 
7. MOSL presented a slide showing the multi-faceted structure of root causes causing issues with long unread meter data. This is intended to provide a structure to drive ongoing discussions and focused work regarding long unread meters and how the overall position against plans can be improved.
7. MOSL stated that they would be continuing to engage with trading parties regarding their data improvement plans, with a particular focus on working with those companies where significant levels of improvement are still required.
7. A member highlighted the potential for introducing new Additional Performance Indicators to drive improvement against specific metrics, for example the % of meter stock that has been scheduled for a read. It was discussed that the precise measure would need to be carefully defined but that this would be considered as work on data improvement continues.
8.  MPOP Update
Purpose: For Discussion
MOSL provided an overview on the current progress of the 2019/20 MPOP, including ongoing delivery of market improvement activities, such as data improvement, the implementation of OPS charges and trading party compliance.
MOSL discussed the approach to input gathering and stakeholder engagement currently in progress, including discussions at the User Forum, Panel and MPC meetings, liaising with portfolio managers and consultation with trading parties. 
MOSL conversed that they will be doing a root cause analysis and assessment of contents of the MPOP, firstly to pin down the high impact areas that need to be prioritised, and secondly assess measures and benefits of what has already been done and what needs to be iterated. 
MOSL highlighted challenges from the previous MPOP consultation which included the process of market issues inclusions and prioritisation, MPOP governance arrangements and the approach to planning and resourcing activities set out in the MPOP. MOSL discussed the approach they were taking towards market improvement planning, incorporating feedback and the lessons learnt from the 2018/19 MPOP, as well as the 6 months’ experience of running the current MPOP.
There was a discussion among members about the impact of customer voice and how MOSL intended to include this in the MPOP and as part of the consultation. In response, MOSL mentioned it will be looking at Consumer Council for Water reports, Ofwat’s customer insight reports and experience of switching as part of driving improvement with customer impact.
In terms of direction of travel, MOSL presented a summary on how it will be looking at strategic goals, alongside targeted market outcomes for each of the goals.
A member asked for clarity on any future improvement work which may cite customer billing issues, seeking clarity on how this was going to be done without broaching the boundaries of a competitive market. MOSL responded, outlining that developing improvement priorities going forward, MOSL would not be looking to step beyond the role of a market operator but to better understand the linkages between market data, including consumption data, and customers experiences regarding market access, engagement, switching, settlement and billing.
9. Any Other Business (AOB)
Purpose: For Information
There was no AOB.
Actions:
A22_01 	MOSL to align format of minutes and actions log with the Panel.
A22_02		MOSL to share MOSL organogram with MPC members.
A22_03	MPC members to provide comments on the draft escalations process paper and any input on escalation principles to MOSL by 06/02/19.
A22_04	MOSL to schedule working session with MPC members to review the next iteration of the escalation paper w/c 11 February.
A22_05 	Create a specific SharePoint area for IPRP tracking information, with access limited to MPC members and Ofwat.
A22_06 	MOSL to review the codes to determine the escalation process for MO non-compliances and feedback to the MPC.
A22_07 	Trevor Nelson to provide feedback on Business Stream’s approach to validating YVE 0 and 1 values.

The next MPC meeting is scheduled for: 27 February 2019
Venue: Solent Meeting Room, White Building, 1-4 Cumberland Place, Southampton S015 2UN
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