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[bookmark: _GoBack]Minutes of the Market Performance Committee Meeting 23
27th February 2019 | 10:30 – 15:30
Venue: The White Building (MOSL)
Status of the Minutes: Final (public)
MEMBERS PRESENT
	[bookmark: _Hlk518055437]Nigel Sisman
	NS
	Independent Chair
	Wendy Monk (via teleconference)
	KS
	Alternate Retailer Committee Member

	Mike Brindle
	MB
	Retailer Committee Member
	Jesse Wright
	JW
	Wholesaler Committee Member

	Claire Yeates
	CY
	Retailer Committee Member
	Trevor Nelson
	TN
	Retailer Committee Member

	Simon Bennett
	SB
	Wholesaler Committee Member
	Mike Rathbone
	MR
	Wholesaler Committee Member

	Don Maher
	DM
	Wholesaler Committee Member
	
	
	



OTHER ATTENDEES
	Darren Hayes
	DH
	Ofwat Observer
	Samantha Webb
	SW
	MOSL Representative

	Evan Joanette
	EJ
	CCW Observer
	Rebecca Mottram
	RM
	MOSL Presenter

	Steve Arthur
	SA
	MOSL Representative
	Alex Farr
	AF
	MOSL Presenter

	Gladys Sagwete
	GS
	MPC Secretary
	Luke Austin
	LA
	MOSL Presenter

	Milo Halford
	MH
	MPC Secretary
	David Seymour
	DS
	Thames Water, Observer

	Mark Crowley
	MC
	MOSL Presenter
	
	
	



APOLOGIES
	Katy Spackman
	KS
	Retailer Committee Member
	
	
	


1. [bookmark: _Hlk2612646]Welcome and Introductions 
Purpose: For Information 
0. [bookmark: _Hlk518054984]The Chair began by welcoming the members of the Market Performance Committee (MPC) and undertook introductions around the room. 
0. It was noted that Wendy Monk joined the meeting via telephone however technical problems meant that, whilst she was able to hear much of the meeting, she was not able to participate, however the meeting proceeded at a quorum.
1. [bookmark: _Hlk2612632]Minutes and Outstanding Actions
Purpose: For Decision
1. NS stated the MPC 22 minutes were produced in a timely fashion but very few comments had been received from members of MPC. NS questioned if the whole document needed to be confidential. 
1. SA advised that two sets of minutes would be produced, one that was public that redacted the closed session discussion and a second set which would be confidential and included the closed session, which would be stored on the MPC SharePoint area. 
1. NS requested that MPC members give feedback on minutes. The secretary committed to timely delivery of draft minutes and the Chair requested that MPC members provide feedback via the SharePoint document to expedite finalisation of draft minutes by secretary and sign-off at the following meeting. 
1. RM provided an update on the outstanding actions and the following actions were agreed to be closed: A20_07, A21_01, A21_03, A21_04, A21_06, A21_13, A22_01 - A22_05.
1. The Committee agreed to leave A19_05 open pending publication of Ofwat’s decision.
1. The Committee agreed to leave actions A21_02 and A22_06 open pending updates at subsequent MPC meetings. 
1. TN provided an update on A22_07, this action was subsequently closed.
1. The Chair requested for action log to be published alongside minutes.
2. MPS, OPS and APIs and Performance Rectification
Purpose: For Information
2. MOSL presented data on MPS, OPS and APIs and Performance Rectification reporting by exception.
Market Performance Standards (MPS)
2. MOSL provided data showing an upwards trend in transfer read performance amongst most Trading Parties. The Committee clarified that a large reason for initial underperformance was the quality of meter reads. MOSL explained that customer reads have a higher rate of rejection.
2. The MPC discussed how data cleanse and backlog activities can affect certain MPS as can be seen by the high number of transactions which trigger MPS charges at time parameters 2 and 3 and the need to understand when special efforts as such are happening, to understand the true baseline. 
Operational Performance Standards (OPS)
2. MOSL presented data on OPS, illustrating that performance trending down in the last 4 months since peaking in October 2018, while noting the volume of tasks was the highest on record in January 2019. MOSL asked the Committee if they felt that the true level of OPS related tasks was being exposed. The Committee agreed this was due to lack of uniformity in Wholesaler reporting and it was expressed that   Retailers were cautious in submitting OPS related tasks as where it has been established that market data is correct the wholesale may recover its cost.  This could lead to Retailers balancing requests.  The Committee discussed why the task volume is trending upwards, a member clarified this was most likely due to the increase in wholesaler/retailer interaction since market opening.
2. MOSL presented an OPS performance table and informed the Committee that the intention was to publish performance for 18-19 along with a commentary.  A decision to publish 19-20 performance on a monthly basis was still to be taken. It was noted that this might commence with a quarterly publication to being with.   There was general consensus to publish OPS performance. A member noted that there is more scope for analysis with the OPS, and MOSL could produce a more sophisticated metric for measuring performance. MOSL clarified that this will be an ongoing process, but to not delay the publication of monthly peer performance, MOSL would investigate further before circulating to the market.
2. MOSL presented a list of OPS standards ranked by task volume. AF noted that the standard with the highest volume related to repairing or replacing faulty meters and that the task volume on this standard had risen sharply over the last six months, with performance dropping substantially in January. DS clarified that a large part of this was due to Thames Water’s Accelerated Programme, where Thames Water had committed to undertaking a significant amount of work on their meters in a short time frame. 
2. The Chair requested that going forward, MOSL provides some intelligence behind the OPS reporting used by the Market Performance Team and the Portfolio Managers. In addition, it would be useful for MOSL to produce volumes from previous months/trends for OPS rather than showing monthly data.
Initial Performance Rectification Plans (IPRPs)
2. MOSL presented an update on this month’s IPRPs. 
2. MOSL advised that while both Wholesalers and Retailers overall had not met their planned metrics within their IPRPs, they have been trending closer to the peer mean. 
2. A Committee member noted that IPRPs should be tailored to the mean performance as it was at the time of the plan being set. The Chair, supported by several MPC members, stated that MOSL needed to encourage trading parties’ performance above this average measure if overall market performance was to improve to acceptable levels.
3. [bookmark: _Hlk2612583]MOSL Data improvement Plans
Purpose: For Information  
3. MOSL provided a presentation on analysis observed from the data improvement dashboards. It was highlighted that 13% of meters settled on actual reads in the January R1, the highest level since market opening, however it was also noted that 33% of reads in the most recent R3 were still estimated, and there was still significant room for data improvement in the interest of settlement.  A Committee Member enquired if there was any view in MOSL as to what good looked like.   MOSL confirmed that analysis suggested that 22% of settlement is made of up actual reads at the R1, 66% at R2 & 100% at the R3 would be satisfactory.
3. An MPC member asked if it was possible to show information based on a percentage of the total value of settlement, opposed to the percentage of meters to capture the relative worth to the market of the meters in general. MOSL advised that this is an area they are actively pursuing and will be looking to provide this data following further analysis. 
3. MOSL presented actual numbers of NULL and 0&1 YVEs versus planned levels. Against both measures it was noted that some Trading Parties have done a lot of work, conversely some were falling behind.
3. An MPC member asked how MOSL’s baseline of 0/1 value YVEs compared with the baseline of 1.4% established in action A22_07, and MOSL responded that the baseline was close but not exactly 1.4%.
3. MOSL presented the actual number of unpaired supply points versus the baseline level from August 2018. It was noted that current levels are slightly behind plan, however WoCs have made good progress and January saw a large reduction.
3. MOSL presented the actual numbers of long unread meters versus the planned level. It was noted that there is an improving trend, however at the market level the overall number of meters not read within the past 12 months remains behind plan.
3.  MOSL presented a view by trading party, showing the current total % of meters unread in the past 12 months versus the % change in that figure since August 2018. It was highlighted that the retailers with higher levels of switching have typically show lower levels of improvement. An MPC member noted that this is often due to retailers ‘inheriting’ long unread meters upon a switch and that retailers are increasingly aware of the challenges of switching customers who may have LUMs.
3. MOSL presented data on meter read submissions and rejections. The majority of rejected reads were based on volume validation. MOSL noted that there was no difference between LVI and HVI, except for a handful of individual Trading Parties. It was noted that a high proportion of customer reads do not get accepted – around 30%. An MPC member suggested this was evidence that MOSL should revisit the validation process. MOSL confirmed that further work on breaking down root causes for different volume validation issues would form a stream of work in MPOP for year ahead
Closed Session
4. [bookmark: _Hlk2612596]Performance Rectification 
Purpose: For Decision
[bookmark: _Hlk2612605] (Closed section removed for data protection purposes).
Open Session
5. Performance Rectification and Escalation Process and Governance
Purpose: For Discussion
5.1. MOSL presented the Performance Rectification Escalation Process and updated the Committee on the progress made since the teleconference held earlier in the month. 
5.2. MOSL highlighted that Ofwat had provided feedback on the process which require clarity in the document. These were: 
an initial meeting held with Ofwat and a Trading Party would be at the discretion of Ofwat and not prompted by Panel/MPC;
Ofwat can act at any point in the escalation process;
there is already a basis for escalation to Ofwat by MOSL according to Market Terms; and
the need to consider impact on customers as part of the escalation criteria.
5.3. MOSL highlighted a number of unresolved questions from the paper referenced MPC23_04. MOSL prioritised a select set of questions for discussion during the meeting and noted that any outstanding questions would be resolved outside of the meeting. 
5.4. Regarding question 1 on whether MOSL be allowed to escalate for reasons not pre-specified in the process document or codes, a committee member suggested not having a non-exhaustive list so that there is no limitation of areas of where Trading Parties can be escalated. 
5.5. In relation to Question 9, regarding conflicts of interest from members of the MPC who may be undergoing escalation, MPC members suggested that this be aligned with the TDC terms of reference such that members who are getting IPRPs be there for discussions but, be recused from decisions to avoid any prejudice. The Chair suggested changing the wording in the document to say; “…unless unanimously agreed with remaining MPC members, the recused would leave the room for the duration of the discussion related to their Trading Party”, which was agreed by MPC members.
5.6. Overall, the consensus was that no major changes were required to the proposed process, and any changes based on experience could be implemented in the future. Members were asked to provide any final comments on the document, ahead of sharing with the Panel at its March meeting. 

6. [bookmark: _Hlk2672774]MPOP Development Update
Purpose: For Information
MOSL gave an update about MPOP development and the keys dates and events leading up to publication of the 2019/20 Market Improvement Plan. 
MOSL noted that a number of lessons had been learned over the year, since the publication of the 2018/19 MPOP, therefore MOSL had adjusted its approach to this year’s MPOP. 
MOSL highlighted that the focus of the 2019/20 MPOP was improving the customers experience of the market and enabling more efficiency and accountability of trading party performance. 
MOSL highlighted that it was recognised as vital to focus on tangible improvement outcomes for the market. SA welcomed MPC members feedback on the approach to the 2019/20 MPOP, with the consultation planned for March 2019. 
7. [bookmark: _Hlk2672859]MPC Forward Planning
Purpose: For Decision
MOSL introduced the MPC forward planning topic stating that the MPC was invited to comment on the new draft plan bearing in mind the frequency and cycle of the proposed standing agenda items, if there was anything that needed to be added to the plan and if they agreed with the timescales of special projects. 
RM pointed out that the key focus was on the special projects especially the CPM008 project, considering the outcome from the previous day’s Panel meeting.  
Regarding the MPS review, the Chair stated that there will be more data and experience to inform assessment of the effectiveness of MPS and the review should involve evaluating whether the right measures are in place and how this fits in with the wider data improvement activities. 
The Chair further mentioned that in relation to Ofwat’s decision on CPM008 (redistribution of MPS charges) Ofwat were leaning more towards no direct redistribution and therefore a priority special project for the MPS was to scope what a project to look at this issue in the context of both MPS and OPS charges. 
A member mentioned that there needed to be clarity and practicality about project areas and the times these will take. He also mentioned taking a step back to look at the direction of what the current MPC has learnt and bear in mind that the new MPC will come into play.
MOSL requested MPC members to consider their aspirations and what they would like to see for the Market Performance Framework review. 
A23_02
The Chair requested a call be set up with MPC members to discuss their thoughts on the MPF, ahead of the March MPC meeting so that this consideration could be aligned with work on redistribution (or not) of revenues from chargeable standards. (Post meeting note: Call was held on 14 March). 
A23_03
9: CPM008 Update
Purpose: For Information
8. 
RM gave a summary and update to members on the feedback from Ofwat regarding CPM008 stating that Ofwat requested the MPC explore the non-redistribution option for MPS. 
RM provided an update of the Panel decision the previous day, noting that the Panel agreed to delegate responsibility to MPC to assess the matters for further consideration raised by Ofwat, as well as setting the scope for an independent study to be commissioned by a consultant.
RM proposed a workplan to deliver this and advised a change proposal would need to be submitted to the Panel in September 2018, to meet Ofwat’s deadline to submit the final report by 25 October 2019.
MPC members reinforced the idea of having an independent consultant’s view on the merits and consequences of non-redistribution or redistribution options. The MPC indicated that some ideas about a preliminary scoping should be explored at the next MPC.
MB raised a point about how the workplan would work come June when the new MPC is formed. The Chair stated that his aspiration was that several MPC members would put themselves forward to continue on the MPC in order to ensure continuity. The Chair advised he would reach out to members this month to discuss their intentions 
10: OPS Update
Purpose: For Discussion
10.1.  MOSL provided an update on progress made by MOSL over the month in preparation for the pending Ofwat decision to implement the OPS change proposal in April 2019. This included drafting policies for Performance Resolution, Charging Disputes and Amendment of Data and Charges. 
10.2.  MOSL also advised that preparations were being made to develop an enhanced template for reporting, which included aspects of automations to improve the process moving forward. 
10.3.  MOSL mentioned that the expectation was for Ofwat’s decision to be published the following day. 
Post meeting note 
On 28 February 2019, Ofwat approved the change proposals (CPW049 and CPW012 - Operational Performance Standards Review) put forward by the OPSWG. This change proposal will become effective from the 2019/20 financial year, with charges being introduced from at a single standard change level of £40. Ofwat also welcomed further reviews of the OPS framework to be undertaken by the MPC and OPSWG in the future.
11:  Any Other Business (AOB)
Purpose: For Information 
11.1. There was no other business and the Chair closed the meeting. 

New Actions
A23_01 - MPC members to provide feedback on the Escalation Process document for review and sign off on 14/03/19.
A23_02- MPC members to provide their high-level aspirations/key principles of the Market Performance Framework for discussion in telco.
A23_03 - MOSL to schedule a call with MPC to members to share initial thinking on aspirations for the Market Performance Framework.  

The next MPC meeting is scheduled for: 27 March 2019
1 America Square, 
17 Crosswall 
London
EC3N 2LB
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