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Welcome & update

MR welcomed all members to the meeting and confirmed the agenda.

MR reminded attendees that agenda, minutes and slides are published on the MOSL website
for review and questions and comments to be sent via mpfreform@mosl.co.uk.

MR presented the MPF Programme progress overview.

MR presented the MPF Programme delivery plan overview and timeline.

Smart AMI definition update

ES presented an overview of the background on the Smart AMI definition, as on slide 6.
ES presented the Asks of the PAG, as on slide 7.

ES presented the Smart AMI definition for CCC recommendation, as on slide 8.

ES presented an outline of the Smart AMI guidance document, as on slide 9.

JF queried whether the guidance document would include scenarios around when a smart
meter reverts to non-smart. JF noted that permanent reversion of meter classification should
not be ruled out as rectification of smart meter issues experienced may not be possible in
some instances.

ES confirmed that required reclassification scenarios would be included in the guidance
document, as well as scenarios of rectification without reclassification of the meter and the
acknowledgment of bilaterals raised.

DM volunteered to engage on discussion around the Bilateral routes to resolution scenarios.
DM cautioned that traditional meter problems should not be applied to smart meters, advising
that smart meters should, in most cases, not be reclassified to non-smart meters as there are
other routes to resolution.

ES presented the timeline for the change proposal, as on slide 10.

Any attendees interested in volunteering to assist the Metering Committee with workshopping
the list of scenarios for smart metering to reach out to ES via email.

Remaining programme scope

MR presented the indicative timeline to Phase 1 go-live, as on slides 14-15.
MR presented an overview of the MPF Reform progress, as on slides 16-17.
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MR presented the updated overview of the MPF Reform progress, as on slide 18, highlighting
the removal of Part C: KPIs Phase 2 and the addition of Part F: Core Service Model.
MR presented Part E — Additional Metrics, as on slide 19.

JD advised that the pilot study in the data cleanse project proved that the accuracy of
measuring M11 was impossible and inaccurate, potential challenges include customer name
accuracy.

JJ advised that M11 is not proposed to be a specific metric on its own. The proposal is to look at
M11 as an audit tool to identify challenges and have the PAC choose to further delve into the
detail of the findings.

JD suggested that, even as an audit tool, the main question to the market around M11 should
be focused on what trading parties consider to be a complete and accurate customer name.

MOSL to reword the description on M11 to avoid confusion of listing it as an additional
metric.

DM queried why focus could not be put on auditing other gaps in the market instead of
customer name accuracy. Noting that having developer information in the Central Market
would protect and promote future customers.

JJ advised that the framework as been built with flexibility in mind, noting that there could be
potential to assess accuracy of things like gap sites and new connections in the future. The
Strategic Data Programme will also be looking at further data opportunities and uses.

GL agreed that there should be focus on areas with bigger customer benefits and where
accuracy can be assessed, such as customer type and customer sensitivity which would
help unlock insights on incident responses and water efficiency.

GB advised that a recent CMOS update mandated the completion of the developer
information and customer contact details fields, with the caveat that the fields could be
filled with ‘N/A’, noting that there was no way completing the developer information into
CMOS at a later stage.

Chat question from EJ - “will there be an opportunity for the PAG to workshop the
changes to the bilateral hub reporting before MOSL review & present changes? | think it

would be worthwhile for PAG members to share evidence of why deferrals are used, |
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think there could be additional reasons/measures the market could measure in addition
to deferrals?”. MOSL to review and advise.

MR presented Part F — Core Service Model, as on slide 20.
MR presented the Core Service Change Process, as on slide 21.
MR presented the Performance monitoring levels, as on slide 22.

DM queried the possibility of sharing paired data as part of level 3 performance
monitoring.

SW advised that it is still the early stages of performance monitoring and that the possibility of
having paired data could be considered as a possibility at a later stage.

DM suggested including a forward-view of future progressions on performance
monitoring and reporting.

MR advised that MOSL will work with the PAC when implement the performance monitoring
processes. The PAC monitor and prioritize issues once the new framework goes live. MOSL will
log all suggestions for potential future enhancements.

MR presented the Performance intervention levers, as on slide 23.
MR presented an indicative four-month PAC cycle for performance intervention, as on slide
24.

4. Implementation Planning - Open Discussion

MR presented slide 28, opening the discussion for PAG input around what practical guidance
and support members would like to see when the new KPIs are implemented.

GL suggested having a documented element on how double jeopardy is being dealt with during
the transition to the new MPF.

JF suggested having a plan-on-a-page view of the Old MPF switch off, final invoice and final
calculation dates.

EJ suggested:
¢ having a one-page summary document for each metric,
e better structure on the MOSL website,
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e an outline of what PAC intervention and escalations would look like form month one,

e having MOSL do more trading party visits to see and understand their operations, and

e having a dedicated point of contact in case of challenging questions or concerns around
how the new programme is running.

JL suggested including a FAQ on the web page, this may help identify gaps in the guidance
documents.

MR presented slide 29, opening the discussion for PAG input around what communications,
events or material members would like to see when the new MPF is implemented.

GL suggested having a few webinars/workshops scheduled in calendars for post
implementation check-ins.

GB suggested having an open offer for one-on-one support to any trading parties who may
need it and including links to the Ofwat BR-MeX.

AB queried whether clear, easy-to-understand summaries and descriptions for each metric
could be included in material published on the website, noting that CCW would like to join

MOSL in developing user-friendly summaries.

MR advised that MOSL is currently reviewing peer comparison reporting and what is publicly
shared and will look into including a summary of metrics without using any MPF jargon.

MR presented slide 30, opening the discussion for PAG input around what type of MOSL
support members would like to see when the new MPF is implemented.

EJ advised that a five-business day resolution would be too long, this would have potential
customer, retailer and penalty impacts. EJ suggested having a 1-hour response time and a 24-

hour resolution time.

NB suggested including a post-implementation period for any enhancements possibly raised by
trading parties.

GL suggested having visibility of the backlog ahead of the go-live date.

Chat Comment from PB — "It would be good to break down any webinar into metric specific

sections (or short videos) for colleagues who are focussed on just one area”.
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MR encouraged attendees to send through any other feedback/views offline.

5. Upcoming PAG workshop(s) & AOB

MR provided an overview of the upcoming workshops.

JD queried the GSS payments coming in on 1 October, and whether the meter fines from
Ofwat were seen as double jeopardy as trading parties would already be fined through the
MPF. MOSL to review and advise.

GL advised that there may currently be an open Consultation around the guidance relating to
the GSS implementation in October, suggesting that MOSL consider the Consultation and how
the GSS implementation overlaps with the MPF. MOSL to review and advise.

MR closed the meeting.
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