[image: ][image: ][image: ]





[image: ][image: ][image: ]





[bookmark: _GoBack]Minutes of the Market Performance Committee Meeting 24
27th March 2019 | 10:30 – 15:30
Venue: 1 America Square, EC3N 2LB
Status of the Minutes: Final (Public)
MEMBERS PRESENT
	[bookmark: _Hlk518055437]Nigel Sisman
	NS
	Independent Chair
	Wendy Monk 
	KS
	Alternate Retailer Committee Member

	Michelle Burns
	MB
	Alternate 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
	SWb 
	MOSL Representative (via teleconference) AM only

	Evan Joanette
	EJ
	CCWater Observer
	Rebecca Mottram
	RM
	MOSL Presenter

	Steve Arthur
	SA
	MOSL Presenter
	Alex Farr
	AF
	MOSL Presenter

	Gladys Sagwete
	GS
	MPC Secretary
	Luke Austin
	LA
	MOSL Presenter

	Milo Halford
	MH
	MPC Secretary
	Antoine Schmidt 
	AS
	Thames Water, Observer

	Mark Crowley
	MC
	MOSL Presenter
	Samantha Watson
	SWt
	MOSL Representative

	Liz D’Arcy
	LD
	MOSL Representative
	
	
	



APOLOGIES
	Katy Spackman
	KS
	Retailer Committee Member
	Mike Brindle 
	MB
	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 commenced introductions around the room. 
0. MOSL introduced Samantha Watson, the new Head of Performance and Operations.
1. [bookmark: _Hlk2612632]Minutes and Outstanding Actions
Purpose: For Decision
1. Going through the pages from the MPC 23 minutes, a member suggested rewording point 5.1. from the IPRP section for clarity about how many plans went out.
1. MOSL requested to amend MPC 23 minutes page 7 from no redistribution to no direct redistribution. 
1. Members suggested that the secretary should refrain from naming members in the minutes and use terms such as members, Chair, MOSL etc. for general consistency in the minutes. 
1. MOSL provided an update on the outstanding actions. MOSL gave an update about OPS stating the outcomes from the previous User Forum. It was mentioned that the OPS Charges Disputes Policy was ready as a draft and that the Performance Resolution Policy skeleton was available, but it will remain a draft until 3 months into the next financial year for data purposes. The chair of the OPSWG will review and finalise all the documentation as agreed at the MPC 23 meeting. 
1. It was agreed for the following actions to be closed: A19_05, A21_02, A23_01, A23_02, A23_03.
1. MPS, OPS and APIs and Performance Rectification
Purpose: For Discussion
Market Performance Standards  
2. MOSL presented data on MPS, OPS and APIs and Performance Rectification reporting on the key messages derived from the MPS data.  
2. MOSL shared that February was a strong performance month for MPS, having had the second lowest number of fails at market level since the start of the 2018, with September 2018 having had the lowest failures but with lower total tasks completed. 
2. MOSL shared that the peer metric from MPS 19 (monthly cyclic meter reads) rose from 41% to 61% from June 2018 to February 2019 however the market completion rate reduced slightly in that time. It was suggested that consequently, the crudely calculated peer mean metric that is currently used in IPRP process, is being brought up by smaller trading parties that have started performing better on this standard. This also means that it is likely that at least some larger actors have “poorer” performances.
2. Regarding the spike in charges for MPS 13 (cyclic non-market meters read) in January/February 2019, a member clarified that the spike in fail from the January data was to do with some trading parties putting 1 month reads instead of 6 months. MOSL mentioned that this spike was mainly caused by Thames Water and United Utilities. Another member asked what the impact would be if non-market meters were not read to which MOSL clarified that this would affect the retailer. MOSL took an action to provide insight to the materiality of the impact on retailers (and customers) of missing/late non-market meter reads.
A24_01
Operational Performance Standards
2. MOSL presented that the market level total number of failed tasks for OPS was the highest it has been since the start of 2018. 
2. The highest number of tasks completed on OPS B5a (repair and replacement of faulty meters), was driven by further decline in performance mainly because of wholesaler improvement initiatives.
2. For the OPS C1a (verification of meter details/supply arrangements requested by Retailer), MOSL shared that there was a steady improvement in performance since November, due to individual increase in performance across several parties.
2. [bookmark: _Hlk7608579]There was a discussion about the expected number of OPS transactions and the MPC assessed that earlier transaction volumes were perhaps lower than expected although they did not come to an agreement about what the reasonable range of activities might be. Members also explored that retailers/wholesalers might be conducting work but not via forms so the formal reporting might be missing transactions. Members asked if PFMs could enquire about the extent of activity outside of normal processes and OPS reporting. 
2. Following a request by a member, MOSL agreed to provide a distribution of performance by SPID size and Trading Party Type for OPS C1a in the following meeting. 
A24_02
Initial Performance Rectification Plans (IPRPs)
2. MOSL stated that in February 2019, they requested 3 new plans from 1 retailer and 2 wholesalers, with 1 retailer plan requested in March 2019. MOSL highlighted a candidate for a new IPRP that had been alleviated for the last 3 months on MPS 15 (cyclic read submissions) due to data cleanse activities. 
2. In terms of existing IPRPs – ‘Batch 1’ issued in September 2018, 5 out of 19 plans are on-track, 11 are close to on-track. 3 plans are substantially below projected metrics; MOSL have sent 2 new letters of concern to 2 of those parties and received a satisfactory response to a “Letter of Pre-concern” from the other trading party who have also improved their February performance.
2.11. Regarding ‘Batch 2’ plans issued in January 2019, 7 out of 8 of these plans are on-track and 1 of them is close to on-track. MOSL mentioned that 5 of these plans are no longer underperforming which is an indication of the process becoming more efficient.
2.12. MOSL reported that there had been an encouraging positive impact on performance from sending the 5 intervention letters, with 4 Trading Parties having provided a written letter response and all 5 cases having seen improved performance in February versus January.
2.13. MOSL presented that the overall performance on IPRPs issued in September 2018 has improved from 34% when the plans were triggered to 70% in February 2019 (month 5). Those plans issued in January 2019 have seen immediate improvement from 53% when plans were triggered, to 85% in the first month (February 2019).

Closed Session
This section removed from the public minutes for confidentiality purposes. 
3. [bookmark: _Hlk2612583]Data Improvement Plans
Purpose: For Discussion  
3.1. MOSL presented on the value of settlement based on actual meter reads as per D1 values prior to any corrective settlement runs. MOSL shows that for the most recent R3, 60% of settlement was based on actual meter reads. Of the remaining, 20% was non-volumetric, Trade Effluent takes up a further 8% meaning that 12% of settlement is based on estimates such as YVE, ILE and historic reads. MOSL clarifies that a historic read (making up 10% of settlement) is based on available reads dates prior to the relevant settlement period.
3.2. Members discussed the topic of the age of last meter reads and how this may impact the accuracy settlement based on a historical read profile. MOSL highlighted that the risk around accuracy will typically increase with the age of the last read.  The Chair noted that by improving the level of actual meter reads, the risk associated with settlement based on estimation reduces.
3.3. A slight increase in the number of meters read within 8 months (excluding vacancies) was called out and that approximately 75% of meters unread for over 2 years are managed by 3 Trading Parties. Members discussed whether the IPRP/PRP process should be used here but indicated that this might be viable for a small number of trading parties. Members also discussed waiting on MOSL’s ideas/plans in respect of the MPOP but acknowledged that timely progress towards better meter reading performance was needed.
3.4. Members discussed meters that have not been read in the last 12 months, 0 and 1 YVEs and NULL YVEs at the market level, comparing the planned versus actual levels. It was noted that actual performance is behind plan across all three measures. MOSL stated that that the majority of NULL YVEs are down to 2 Trading Parties.
3.5. MOSL showed the number of incorrectly paired supply points for both water and waste, against the Baseline established in August 2018 and, the trading parties accountable for these supply points.  The data implies a significant improvement and that, now, most unpaired SPIDS are legitimate. This means that the matter may now be closed, or at least monitored and policed as a lower priority. A member noted that Bristol Water considered it had now substantially addressed the issue?
4. Update on Escalation Process 
Purpose: For Information
5. 
5.1. MOSL provided an update from the previous day’s Panel meeting regarding the escalation process. MOSL stated that the document was well received, and the Panel endorsed the process. MOSL advised that more works was required to understand how the escalation tools could be used by MPC, particularly regarding reassurance. 
5.2. MOSL highlighted the possible uses of reassurance in the escalation process. MOSL noted that the process is currently under review and a key consideration would be how it could better feed into the escalation process. MOSL noted that whilst current documentation might need to be refined CSD0001 afforded opportunity to scrutinise deeply TPs processes and procedures.
5.3. Members discussed the application of the reassurance process to trading parties and whether there were different processes for HVI and LVI. MOSL confirmed that the reassurance process can differ depending on the trading party’s interface with CMOS. MOSL further clarified that if there were systemic issues for a trading party across multiple standards then reassurance could be applied to multiple standards simultaneously.
5.4. MOSL suggested that the MPC could create a new API which they can attach to IPRPs and use it as a tool.
5.5. MOSL agreed to bring back ideas on the industry-wide issues such as long unread meters or vacancy potentially becoming an API. It was noted that this will be picked up as part of the MPF Framework review.
6. [bookmark: _Hlk2612605]MPS and OPS Redistribution Options – Consultancy Engagement next steps 
Purpose: For Decision
6.1. MOSL presented a paper regarding the draft expression of the interest document that had been prepared in preparation for issuing to external consultants. 
6.2. MC declared a conflict of interest and excused himself from the meeting, due to his affiliation with PA Consulting who may be a potential candidate to conduct the work. 
6.3. A Member sought clarification on purpose of the proposal document, and it was agreed that this was the information required to enable a tender process for external consultant support and it was not a project scoping document.
6.4. A Member raised concerns on the need to specify the outputs required from the final report, considering Ofwat’s comments on the level of evidence needed to support the solution.
6.5. Ofwat queried whether the scope of consultant review could be expanded to a wider review of the framework, MOSL acknowledged this suggestion but highlighted the time limitations as well as the lack of agreed problem statement at this time. 
6.6. The Committee highlighted the expectation that the consultant should reference and research other markets where applicable, and the document should be updated to reflect this. It was also discussed that there would be benefit in reaching out to consultants who have previous experience in the water market and/or who have economic specialities.
6.7. MOSL suggested a collaborative approach between the consultant and the MPC, which could be facilitated by an MPC sub-group. The Chair suggested this could be a preliminary launch meeting, followed by subsequent update meetings over the period.
6.8. The Chair asked for volunteers for the MPC sub-group going forward. CY and JW provided their initial interest but agreed to confirm their availability with MOSL following the meeting.
6.9. The Committee agreed to remove the taxation question from the proposal document and asked MOSL to address this issue with its accountant. The Committee agreed the consultant should instead focus on the matters identified by Ofwat in the decision letter to the revised CPM008 change proposal.
6.10. The Chair requested that Committee members send any final changes or comments on the document within three days following the meeting.
A24_03
6.11. MC was invited back into the meeting after the discussion finished. 
7. [bookmark: _Hlk2672774]MPOP Development Update
Purpose: For Information
7.1. MOSL provided an update on MPOP development. MOSL noted that lessons learnt from the previous MPOP had been incorporated into the thinking for the next revision of the MPOP. 
7.2. MOSL recognised the role of the industry groups such as the User Forum to help communicate and workshop market issues with trading parties. It was noted that this would be a continued focus throughout 2019/20. 
7.3. MOSL noted that some of the projects initiated in the 2018/19 MPOP, would continue into 2019/20, such as the vacancy work.
7.4. MOSL noted that the consultation was due to close on 28 March 2018, and an update would be provided on the responses received at the Panel and MPC sub-group on 3 April 2019.
8. [bookmark: _Hlk2612596]Market Performance Framework 
Purpose: For Discussion 
8.1. MOSL presented on the Market Performance Framework (MPF) and priority areas for review in the year 2019/20, focusing on a bottom-up assessment of retailer standards and evidence acquired over the last financial year.
8.2. The Committee discussed the structure of the retailer cyclic meter read standards, and options proposed by MOSL for potential amendment – namely changing the cyclic read SLAs to 12m and 140BD, as well as incorporating the retailer cyclic read submission standard fully into the cyclic read standards.
8.3. The Committee noted the ideas, but also discussed whether high-level aims for the framework should be agreed in the first instance and highlighted that discussing this concurrently with the consultant review of redistribution may be optimal. 
8.4. A member highlighted that the MPS standards focus on the timescale to complete a task, and not on the quality of completion. The Committee agreed that a discussion on how, and if, a quality measure can be captured via MPS would be useful as part of the coming review. 
8.5. The Committee noted the widespread aspiration to create a more “holistic” framework. It was suggested this might involve a more qualitive assessment of performance might be desirable. The Chair wondered whether those promoting a more “holistic” approach should be contacted to ensure that the Committee had not missed anything significant. 
8.6. The Committee concluded that a vision of the standards framework for 2-3 years hence would be helpful to set an objective or target. Initial ideas were that the chargeable standards should correspond to performance measures within the gift of the relevant Trading Party, that standards should focus on most critical elements that ensure efficient functioning of the market and accurate settlement, that charges should be reflective of detrimental impact on the market.
8.7. The Committee agreed that this year’s review should define the next step towards the vision and include a mix to top-down and bottom-up assessments. The top-down inputs should consider: any areas missing from, or requiring refinement, compared with current OPS/MPS, scope to assess “quality of transactions” rather than just timings of transactions, more “holistic” approach, which might involve more qualitive measures of performance. The bottom up approach to build upon MOSL’s current activity to assess current standards and define first evolutionary steps (e.g. cyclic reads, transfer reads).
8.8. MOSL was asked to think about the review and specifically its timetable and scoping of work and revert with a suggested plan.  
8.9. Members were presented with data from several standards with great emphasis on MPS 2 (submit core customer data), MPS 15 (retailer cyclic meter read submission), MPS 18 (retailer biannual cyclic meter reads) and MPS 19 (retailer monthly cyclic meter reads). These were discussed in terms trends observed in the data so far in terms of success rate of Trading Party performance, the applicability and practicality of the time parameters and the ‘problem statement’ for each standard.
9. [bookmark: _Hlk2672859]Annual Market Performance Report (AMPR) Update 
Purpose: For Discussion 
9.1. MOSL updated the Committee on the progress of the AMPR, noting the purposed structure of contents, and timescales for engaging with the MPC ahead of its wider publication. 
9.2. MOSL shared the focus of the report would be to illustrate the messages from this year’s market performance. As such, MOSL had categorised the MPS and OPS standards into 5 customer focused areas. These were: 
· Getting customer premises into the market
· Deregistering, Disconnecting and Reconnecting supply points
· Metering
· Submitting customer meter readings; and 
· Customer complaints. 
9.3. MOSL shared key messages from each section as well as the MPS charges figures at 11 months. MOSL mentioned that the total year to date uncapped MO charges for Retailers was £2.9 million and £965k for Wholesalers. 
11.  Any Other Business (AOB)
Purpose: For Information 
11.1. The Chair suggested having a longer meeting next month and it was agreed that the next meeting starts half an hour earlier than usual, starting at 10:00. 
11.2. An MPC member also suggested that the agenda be reviewed to have lesser items, with a suggestion that for information items already discussed at the User Forum removed, to ensure more time for discussions. 
New Actions
A24_01 - MOSL to provide insight to the materiality of the impact on retailers (and customers) of missing/late non-market meter reads
A24_02 - MOSL agreed to provide a distribution of performance by SPID size and Trading Party Type for OPS C1a 
A24_03 - The Chair requested that Committee members send any final changes or comments on the document within three days following the meeting.

The next MPC meeting is scheduled for: 24 April 2019
Venue: 8 Eastcheap, London, EC3M 1AE
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