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[bookmark: _GoBack]Minutes of the Market Performance Committee Meeting 25
24th April 2019 | 10:00 – 15:30
Venue: 8 Eastcheap, EC3M 1AE (ETC Monument),
Status of the Minutes: Final
MEMBERS PRESENT
	[bookmark: _Hlk518055437]Nigel Sisman
	NS
	Independent Chair
	Wendy Monk 
	WM
	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

	Mike Rathbone
	MR
	Wholesaler Committee Member
	Claire Hicks
	CH
	Alternate Wholesaler Committee Member (via telecom)

	Don Maher
	DM
	Wholesaler Committee Member
	
	
	



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

	Steve Arthur
	SA
	MOSL representative
	Rebecca Mottram
	RM
	MOSL representative

	Milo Halford
	MH
	MPC Secretary
	Alex Farr
	AF
	MOSL representative

	Luke Austin
	LA
	MPC Secretary
	Emma Kimpton
	EK
	Observer

	Mark Crowley
	MC
	MOSL representative
	David Seymour
	DS
	Observer

	Christina Blackwell
	CB
	CCW Observer
	Roland George (via telecom)
	RG
	MOSL Presenter


APOLOGIES
	Simon Bennett
	SB
	Wholesaler Committee Member
	
	
	




1. 
Welcome and Approval of Minutes 
Purpose: For Information 
1. [bookmark: _Hlk518054984]The Chair began by welcoming the attendees. The Chair noted that CH will be dialling-in via phone conferencing and that the meeting was quorate.
The Chair expressed concerned at the lack of comments from members on the previous minutes. The Chair also commented that the minutes were missing many elements of the meeting. In particular, the Chair highlighted that the “learning” aspect had not been captured. MOSL were asked to make the appropriate changes and publish as post-review minutes.
2. Outstanding Actions
Purpose: For Decision
2.1.  MOSL provided an update on the actions, and it was agreed A24_01 would be left open, and A24_02 and A24_03 would be closed. 
3. MPS, OPS and APIs 
Purpose: For Discussion
MOSL gave an overview of the key messages of the AMPR, including the following topics:
non-household customers and accurate billing
data quality as a significant concern
positive signs of collaboration amongst trading parties and with MOSL
significant increase in vacancy
lack of improvement in meter read performance
OPS performance by wholesaler
MPS performance and introduction of IPRPs
Driving improvement using different tools (MPOP, DIPs, incentives).
A member questioned the factuality of the statement regarding accurate billing and queried whether some of the statements in the AMPR, that highlighted trading party performance in this area, might unnecessarily unsettle customers. The member further commented that MOSL does not have visibility of customer billing data and questioned whether MOSL’s role extended to the domain of the customer-retailer relationship. 
The member stressed the sensitivity and importance around the use of language. They also noted how the statements, along with certain colours in the league tables to highlight upper and lower quartile performance, could negatively affect market participation and customer’s perception of the value of switching, which would directly impact competitiveness and the value of the market. The member asked why there was not more empirical evidence in the report. They also specifically mentioned the market audit report and asked why it had not been referenced in the AMPR, as well as a lack of comment on MOSL’s own performance. 
MOSL responded that they have a responsibility to highlight the inaccuracy of meter read information and the impact this could reasonably be expected to have on customer billing. MOSL argued that there is a relationship between meter read availability and quality with customer billing. MOSL said that they did not feel that the statements, or the way the findings were presented, would be a risk to the market and would not scare customers. MOSL also said that the themes from the market audit echoed the themes covered in the report but agreed that if available, findings from the market audit would be referenced.
The Chair commented that more time should have been given to the MPC to review the document, and that providing the document a day before the meeting with a three day response time was not adequate for a document such as the AMPR. . The Chair further commented that they had similar reservations as noted by the member earlier. The Chair said that, whilst MOSL does need to be firmer, it was important that MOSL did not make statements that could be easily challenged. The Chair clarified that the AMPR needed softer language in places and stronger evidence for the main statements.
There was a discussion amongst members around customer complaints. CB confirmed that billing accuracy was the biggest source of complaints. MOSL argued that this is something the market should take a view on and should be talking about. The Chair stated that care should be taken around making statements regarding customer billing as it is an activity external from MOSL’s main data source which is derived from central settlement systems.
A member said that they did not feel the statement on customer billing was controversial or non-factual, and noted that the statement did not apportion blame to anyone. Members discussed the statement further, and there was a consensus that the language in the statement could be phrased better. 
Another member stated that the document became clearer and contained more substantial evidence in the main sections but said that the executive summary required amending to make the evidencing and scoping clearer.  The member also noted that the current document did not compare 17-18 performance to 18-19 or state what the trend was.
The member questioned the statement that suggests missing or inaccurate data is a bigger concern than customer awareness. MOSL responded that customer awareness is outside of MOSL control and therefore it has not been a focus. 
A member queried whether the MPC input and debate of the document should occur at the beginning of the process rather than near the end. The Committee members agreed with this. MOSL responded that they would be looking to introduce a code change to give better timing around the delivery of the report and other code-mandated items.  This was in light of the observation that a better ordering of activities than currently prescribed in the market code would likely deliver benefit. 
The Chair asked MOSL to suggest a timeline for delivering code-mandated projects. There was a discussion around timelines and the appropriateness of the code-mandated deadlines, which should be reviewed. The Committee also agreed that they should be making time for providing inputs to the annual review.
The Chair asked what was required to get input to the AMPR in the near-term to meet the up-coming deadline. Members were not concerned with the bulk of the document and thought focus should mainly be aimed towards sections 1 and 4. MOSL responded that they would make a version available on SharePoint and asked members to provide a summary email of changes and comments they have made.
MOSL commented that they have taken on-board the comments and points made by members and would welcome further feedback through the document.
The Chair asked whether there should be a call to discuss this further. Members asked instead for a revised summary, as the deadline for the whole document is the end of April. 
The Chair noted that the process had not been satisfactory for the MPC and there should be an improvement next time. The MPC asked MOSL to complete the document in line with time pressures without significant further input from the MPC but to note that the process had been disappointing.   This would be relayed to the Panel by the Chair.
MOSL went on to give an overview of the league tables they had produced for MPS and OPS performance. There was some discussion around the meaning of the tables. MOSL commented that this was a mature approach to incentivising trading parties. MOSL added that the tables will not be published externally until 8th May, and that Trading Parties have been informed of this.
A member asked why MOSL has segmented retailers but not wholesalers, if not just to maintain industry standard procedure where WoCs and WaSCs were segregated. It was noted that a considerable variation in the number of tasks exists between the two types of Wholesalers. MOSL replied that they will denote the WoCs but that the spread does not merit it.
A member queried the small number of tasks shown on the wholesaler OPS table when compared to the volumes on the MPS tables, which was identified as being related to proactive meter exchanges and AMR reads. There was a discussion around differences in trade volumes and whether all tasks were being captured.
ACTION: MOSL to come back to MPC in 1-2 months and discuss how to best plan and deliver key deliverables including end of year reports, improvement plans (MPOP) including any thoughts on possible code changes as appropriate.
 A25_01
ACTION: MPC Members to provide feedback on the AMPR by close of business 26 April 2019.
A25_02
Closed Session
4. Performance Resolution (Closed Session)
Purpose: For Discussion  
(Closed session removed for data protection purposes)

Open Session
5. MPS & OPS Redistribution
Purpose: For Decision
The observers were welcomed back to the room.
MC leaves due to a potential conflict of interest. The observers come back into the room.
MOSL gave an update, stating that they had sent out an expression of interest to four consultants with a response deadline of 25 April 2019 after which one would be picked using pre-specified criteria. MOSL and an MPC sub-group to review the responses on 1 May 2019, with a consultant being chosen on the morning of the 2 May 2019, via a teleconference with the majority MPC members.
There was a discussion around the framework for selecting a consultant, with potential scope for sub-bulleting some of the criteria to provide a finer analysis. It was agreed that a strong knowledge of behavioural economics was essential and that someone with experience of working with Ofwat would be preferable. They would also need to provide evidence on effective methodology and adequate knowledge and contributions to other projects.
ACTION: The members agreed that a matrix was needed to assess the consultants and to be mindful that they might need to work with these consultants again. JW offered to create an appropriate matrix by the 25 April 2019, which the Committee accepted. 
A25_03
NS, CY and JW volunteered to join the call on 1 May 2019 to discuss the candidate.
The Chair highlighted the need to get the work going quickly with the consultant, noting that it will be a bank holiday week. MOSL said they intended to inform the consultant on the day the decision was made (Thursday, 2 May)
6. Q4 MO Compliance
Purpose: For Discussion
MC rejoined the room
MOSL gave a high-level summary of MO compliance in Q4 2018/19 which concentrated on the areas of non-compliance that had been deemed to be of high market impact.
A member asked how and when the assessment of market impact had taken place. The MOSL response was that it was carried out around the time of market opening and that the market impact needed further scrutiny and updating
The member also raised that it was likely that the market impact of MOSL non-compliance on Unplanned Settlement Runs would, in the post RF world, have a higher market impact than was shown (low) in the document. The member was concerned that this could have a significant financial impact on TPs and a negative customer impact as retailers may seek to recover excess charges from customers. MOSL responded that a TP had already raised a specific issue regarding Unplanned Settlement Runs and that further discussion were planned to explore if the issue could be resolved.    
A member asked how defects and observations identified in CMOS are married with the near 100% compliance situation reported by MOSL. MOSL replied that defects in the process of being fixed are counted as being compliant, however eight of these defects have not been fixed when they were raised in 2017 and the reporting of these can be inaccurate. There was a discussion as to whether saying MOSL were at 100% compliance is misleading or not and whether APIs should be used. 
MOSL replied that there is a point to be made about effective reporting and that there are some metrics that need to be addressed as well as the defect log. MOSL agreed to think about how best to reassess the compliance points and matrix. 
A25_04
MOSL noted that it merits a triage on how things have changed during the market, and whether these changes have had an effect enduringly or temporarily.
The Chair asks how transition and new individuals joining will impact MO compliance, stating that MOSL will need to be pragmatic in their approach.
7. MPOP 
Purpose: For Discussion
MOSL provided an update on the draft version of MPOP 2019/29, that had been shared with MPC Members.
There was a discussion as to why bi-laterals have not been included in the MPOP – a member expressed concern that they have not heard anything on the issue for some time. MOSL clarified that work on bi-laterals is still on-going, but that the MPOP was intended to be a focussed improvement plan and wider MOSL delivery of improvement projects such as bilaterals merited separate reporting. A member commented that several TPs had feedback concerns such as lack of funding and engagement, but that this was not reflected in the key areas of feedback in section 1. 
MOSL stated that there was a call for trading parties to get better access to data and to more effectively use data tools to drive improvement. It was raised that there needs to be more information of the type that is featured on the MOSL portal, and that MOSL needed to address issues with the LVI.
A member asked whether MOSL is actively seeking feedback on how to improve their reporting and if so, how? MOSL responded that through previous iterations of feedback MOSL is looking for things it can do to provide better self-serve reporting in general, with regular updates.
A member asked for clarification from MOSL that not everything included in the MPOP will be resolved by the end of the next financial year. MOSL responded that some of what is included is just the beginning of the journey, detailing the first steps of what will be a more enduring plan over the next few years.
MOSL then spoke about the candidate projects and said that the feedback received was asking for more detail and clarity around the projects on accountability, deliverables and metrics. MOSL asked the MPC what they would need to see in terms of visibility to ensure deliverability of project outcomes.
A member responded that the timelines should be clarified, particularly given the large scope of some of the projects.  MOSL agreed and said that they will make sure that the plan is clear in explaining what are the tangible outcomes and the timeframes that they will be delivered in.
A member stated that they are still struggling to fully appreciate the scale of the vacancy problem from the charts provided by MOSL and whether it is a nationwide issue or one that only affects certain parties or areas. They further commented that it is hard to compare it in severity to some of the more well understood issues such as long unread meters. MOSL responded that they themselves are just beginning to capture this information and form a picture from the market and that they would like to bring the MPC closer to this information when possible.
The Chair stated that the point of the MPOP is to define the plan of MOSL and the MPC for the next year. The Chair expressed concern that, while there is scope for some good projects, it is not clear what can reasonably be expected to be delivered over the next year. The Chair stated that he would like to see a separate document outlining the output of the MPOP. MOSL responded that the MPOP needed to remain as a combination of high-level improvement plan whilst incorporating clear objectives, targets and timeframes.
MOSL spoke about how the findings and analysis from User Forum can be used with MPC to bring together the different forums of thought. 
The Chair said that they struggled with the tangibility of the candidate projects in the MPOP and whether they address the underlying issues they aim to deal with. The Chair questioned particularly the tangible actions for Programme A and B and asked who should be accountable for the outcomes. MOSL acknowledged that the projects need to become more tangible and that this will happen as part of developing the projects at the next stage of detailed plans. 
There was a discussion amongst members around the level of detail in the MPOP and it was acknowledged that this document should be “level 1” analysis and not the higher “level 2” level. MOSL spoke about the need to develop a narrative around market issues and to ensure the focus is right and includes the most important areas of focus. 
The Chair agreed but said that responsibility and cost around this still needed to be addressed; and asked how these issues can be addressed by whom and who pays. The Chair specifically questioned the idea of creating an industry working group and asked what it will contribute beyond what has already been done. 
MOSL said that the value of working groups should not be underestimated and emphasised that the working groups are essential to ensure that the MPOP is delivered with input from the industry. MOSL also noted that that a strong desire for collaboration was a significant message from the consultation responses. 
MOSL discussed cost and delivery timelines. It was noted that the intention was to streamline project A, which MPC agreed with.
A member asked whether MOSL had identified a candidate for the £250k Market Improvement fund. MOSL responded that it was looking at utilising the fund to cover costs of additional resources required to secure delivery of the MPOP improvement programme and that ultimately this could feed into the enduring team model in the next business plan.
8. MPF Review
Purpose: For Decision
MOSL gave an overview of the MPF review so far, regarding in particular: timescales, secretariat approach, strategic objectives and APIs. MOSL went into detail on the timeline in terms of Phase 1-3 around reviews, CMOS changes and code changes. 
MOSL asked MPC to discuss and decide the general timeline and which areas to consider. 
There was a discussion around how a Retailer Measure of Experience (RMEX) RMEX- would work. A member spoke about the requests for information for RMEX, and that it is a streamlined set of about six questions maximum based on feelings towards performance of the wholesaler. A member asked whether a questionnaire was a forerunner to an RMEX type measure or is standalone. 
The discussion shifted to whether it would be in the code or not. A member commented than an experience measure is needed to capture this aspect of performance and that this provides a holistic view and introduces an additional incentive mechanism to the market. 
A member queried whether experience metrics were necessary for a market to function and noting that the Market relationships were contractual ones. The member suggested that it is individually up to each company to weight satisfaction or experience but fundamental areas that make the market work should be in the code and have performance metrics against them.. Another member responded that their findings were that MPC and OPS did not capture the quality of service aspect. 
MOSL noted concerns (particularly from smaller retailers) around the influence of wholesaler performance on business plans. A member asked whether there is a better way of measuring that influence. MOSL responded that an RMEX type method was a good way to capture this. 
MOSL highlighted that the measure would be a useful data source for investigating differences in experience scores from different types of Trading Parties. 
The Chair queried whether this quality metric would be useable. MOSL responded that it could be used as an API particularly if it becomes an important measure. 
There was a discussion around integrating the work from the Retail Working Group (RWG) and building on it, and how this can be done in tandem with the MPF review. 
Members agreed that taking a step back approach to the MPF by way of a workshop approach to evaluating the MPS and OPS is a better way of making improvements starting from a blank sheet. Members agreed this workshop should be a full day devoted to it outside of normal MPC business with the assumption that members would still be present in the future to see the work through. This work should be independently facilitated. 
There was a discussion around timing and structure for the workshop day. The Committee agreed that it would likely be in mid-June-2019. MOSL said they would come back on this to confirm a good time and look at the structure. 
Members agreed that the workshop should be around developing a longer-term, 3-year plan or vision with a view to developing a list of quick-wins by the end. Concurrently, MPC should identify immediate issues in the near-term, whereas, in the June workshop, MPC should develop a framework for a long-term vision that may, or may not, re-evaluate the rationale around the immediate issues identified in the near-term. The Committee noted that this may mean that MPC re-consider the quick wins in the June meeting and whether they obstruct the long-term roadmap developed in the workshop. 
ACTION: MOSL said they would investigate quick, short term improvements to the market and facilitate a workshop in June regarding longer-term strategies that can be implements over the next 3 years. MOSL will then return to the MPC with these two sets of outputs and assess their compatibility with each other.
 A25_05,06,07
9. Any Other Business
Purpose: For Information
9. 
There were no other business items discussed.
10. New Actions
A25_01 MOSL to come back to MPC in 1-2 months and discuss how to line processes up relating to the AMPR and activities necessary to run them in a reasonable schedule.
A25_02 MOSL to grant a 3-day window for MPC feedback on the AMPR, in particular on the executive summary. MOSL to note that the MPC had limited input. Chair agrees to confer this to Panel, due to time pressure.
A25_03 JW to create a matrix to assist in the selection of a consultant for the MPS Redistribution project by 25th April 2019.
A25_04 MOSL to consider different approaches to the compliance matrix and point system, as well as CMOS’ defect log.
[bookmark: _Hlk7517895]A25_05 MOSL to investigate some quick, short term improvements to the market using feedback from the MPC and user forums.
A25_06 MOSL to facilitate a workshop in June regarding long-term strategies that can be implemented over the next 3 year time-frame. 
A25_07 MOSL and the MPC to assess whether these two sets of goals are compatible with each other and how the ‘quick-wins’ can help achieve our longer-term strategic goals for the market.

The next MPC meeting is scheduled for: 29 May 2019

Etc. Monument
8 Eastcheap
London
EC3M
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