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Performance Advisory Group (PAG) 99 
 

Location: MS Teams 

 

Date: 22 October 2025 

 

Time: 10-12pm 

 

Status of minutes: Final 

 

Market Attendees 
 

Name Initial Role/Organisation Name Initial Role/Organisation 

David Moss DM Castle (R) Gillian Bladen GB Southwest (W) 

Jon Fuller  JF Wessex (W) Adam Boyns AB CCW (O) 

Sian Forward  SF Northumbrian (W) Emily Jerrome EJ Water2Business (R) 

Jamie Davies JD Castle (R) Antony Webb AW Anglian (W) 

David Proctor DP Water Plus (R) Allison Dyas 

Henrys 

ADH United Utilities (W) 

Clare Garland CG United Utilities (W) Gerard Lyden GL Thames (W) 

Greig Jardine GJ Business Stream (R) Jordanna Lo JO Business Stream (R) 

Julie-Ann Anderson JA SES (R) Laura Fry  LF Thames (W) 

Mark Howell MH Water Plus (R) Victoria Milton VM Southwest (W) 

Pam Nash PN C&C (O) Paul Baker  PB Business Stream (R) 



 

 

 

 

PAG 99 | 22 October 2025 

    2 

 

Name Initial Role/Organisation Name Initial Role/Organisation 

Paul Walmsley PW Yorkshire (W) Peter Strain PS Castle (R) 

Robert 

Hetherington 

RH Ofwat (O) Sindiso Bango-

Dube 

SBD Waterscan (R) 

Tim Brewer TB Wessex (W) Tom Wells TW Southern (W) 

Wendy Monk WM Wave (R) Jacob Head  JH Water2Business (R) 

 

MOSL Attendees 
 

Name Initial Role 

Miles Robinson MR Chair 

Amanda Plumb AB  Presenter 

Janet Judge JJ Observer 

Abby Jackson AJ Presenter 

Nichola Samford  NS Observer 

Evan Joanette EJo Observer 

Amy English AE Observer 

Emily Lovejoy EL Observer 

Alexandra Piper AP Observer 

Kristina Mallandain KM Observer 
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Oliver Robins OR Observer 

Samantha Webb SW Observer 

Subhash Marti  SM Observer 
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1. 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. 

2. Review of Bilaterals reporting requirements   

 AJ presented an overview of the Bilaterals enhanced reporting, as on slides 9-15. 

 

AW queried whether any columns will be removed from the SLA report.  

 

AJ confirmed that there will only be additional columns, and no columns will be 

removed. Also highlighted that there may be small changes to the names of columns 

for consistency across the reports, which will be provided to PAG via email.  

 

DM queried the purpose of the time gap between October 2025 and March 2026. 

 

AJ confirmed the gap is for technical delivery which includes the testing period to 

ensure that different trading parties can see the relevant data. There are currently no 

confirmed dates for trading parties to see the outputs, but they will be provided before 

the go-live date. 

 

GB queried whether there will be the opportunity to add more additional fields that 

may be easy to extract, like wholesaler/retailer reference and potentially a post code. 

 

AJ took the request and stated any simple changes could potentially be made before 

handover. 

 

AJ presented examples of the types of analysis that could be carried out using the 

reports, as on slide 13. 

 

DM agreed that it was helpful to have sub-processes for all processes. 

 

AJ agreed to investigate mapping out the sub-processes and specifically for B5. AJ 

confirmed that M1s will not be in the SLA report, but it will be in the ORID report. 

 

GB queried how useful the ‘multiple site visits’ feature will be to highlight poor 

customer journeys, as in some cases the need for multiple site visits could be the 

customer’s fault. 
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AJ asked the PAG whether the data retention period should be shortened and by how 

much. How long would PAG members want to have a look at analysing closed ORIDs to 

reduce the volume? 

 

EJ stated it would be beneficial to keep them all as they receive a lot of repeat cases 

where things are being skipped so it can be useful to see the previous view of location 

information and photos which reduce inefficiencies during site visits. 

 

GB agreed with EJ in extending the data retention period, as extending the availability 

of detailed reports by one year will enable year on year comparison.  

 

PB agreed with GB and EJ, highlighted that in some cases where there are multiple 

resubmissions, customer journeys can span multiple years, and a reduction of the data 

retention period would cause issues.  

 

TB asked if there will be more of an open data kind of platform for trading parties to 

develop their own reports from it. 

 

MR confirmed that currently, plans for open data are in their early stages of discussion 

and there are no set deliverables for that yet. Noted that it was on MOSL’s business 

plan commitments for the following year.  

 

DM raised the possibility of using API reports as they are already being used by all 

trading parties. 

 

AJ confirmed that she can take away DM’s suggestion and confirmed that it is not in 

scope for the Bilateral Hub reports as they are still going to be extracts. 

 

SM clarified that the current plan is to provide the extracts on My Files rather than on 

the Bilaterals Hub. It’s not a Power BI export to CSV or excel, it would be like what is 

being provided by the MPF extracts. Confirmed that the security is set up so that each 

trading party has got an account manager who can enable permissions to others. 

 

AJ asked the retailers in PAG if there was value in seeing the ORIDs related to other 

retailers or whether MOSL could investigate reducing it to just visibility of your own and 

the ones that you’re paired with? This could reduce the size of the reports. 

 

AJ asked the PAG for ideas on what kind of dashboards will be useful to visualise the 

bilateral hub data. 
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EJ asked who the dashboards will be visible to, whether it will be public and agreed 

with DM that some dashboards may not provide customers with the context behind 

them. Emphasised the need to be cautious to prevent accidentally misleading 

customers. 

 

AJ agreed that the dashboards will need to be heavily caveated if they were to be made 

public, but highlighted that at the moment, they are not planning to be made public. 

 

SM added nothing will be added to the public view - the dashboards will be on My 

Charts, which is in MyMOSL and behind a login.  

 

LF asked whether resubmissions will be included in any of the reporting measures. 

 

AJ confirmed that there’s a separate report for resubmissions. There will be a few ways 

to view it; a resubmission flag will be added into the SLA report and there will be a 

separate report purely at a resubmission level.  

 

DM raised concerns about the term ‘actual time’ to complete SRs as not all deferrals are 

within a trading party’s control. Suggested creating a report on a dashboard that 

compiles the bilateral process alongside the CMOS updates to a reasonable standard. 

 

MR stated that trying to find a way to look at performance on deferrals has been 

discussed in a previous meeting and a point was raised in PAC about focusing on what 

the customer impact is. This could involve at least having visibility of how long a 

request has been opened, so at this stage, the focus is not on introducing a metric 

rather, it is to give as much visibility as possible.  

 

DM highlighted that bilaterals don’t finish when the completed state or the closure 

state finishes on the bilaterals hub, they only finish when CMOS is updated. He 

expressed concern that ‘actual time’ will not provide a realistic time frame of all the 

touch points that are taken between trading parties and requested to look at ‘actual 

time’ to be bigger in scope. 

 

PB agreed with DM’s point on CMOS and stated that through OAG, there is a 

requirement to look at these trends. M15 and M18 are about time, but these reports 

should be able to provide insight to understand the quality, trends and patterns where 

things are not working well or there may be some poor behaviours. 

 

SM mentioned that MOSL are looking into combining CMOS and bilaterals data in the 

future, there will be consultations to find out the different reports MOSL can publish 

with both data sets in view. 
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MR encouraged attendees to send through any other feedback/views offline. 

3. Review of public peer comparison under the new MPF 

 AP presented the Public Peer Comparison Principles, as seen on slide 18. 

 

AP gave a demo and said there was room for improvement to make viewing peer 

comparison information on the MOSL website simpler. 

 

AP presented the proposed changes to peer comparison, as seen on slide 20 and asked 

the PAG for their thoughts. 

 

DP asked if there will be different views/specific information relevant on the MOSL 

website when retailers, wholesalers and customers log in. 

 

AP mentioned that the possibility of having separate pages for customers has been 

discussed but it is not something they are necessarily planning on immediately 

including as part of the changes to the website. However, it may be explored later. Also 

highlighted that MOSL’s Comms team are currently doing some work in relation to 

improving the website. 

 

MR added that with the increasing use of AI search engines, the simplification of 

language will allow for a customer to easily access accurate information if they were to 

search ‘how does my retailer compare…’. 

 

JL stated that any trading party that already uses peer comparison tables and holistic 

reporting will know where the links are on the website. However, this change is 

focusing on making it more customer user-friendly. If they can access it easily, then 

trading parties will also be able to navigate the page too. Will help with transparency 

and not many people know what MOSL is, so the simplification of language to help 

search engines will help. 

 

GB stated that she goes straight to MyMOSL to access any data she wants as it is very 

difficult to navigate the MOSL website even when you know the correct terminology. 

Agreed with MR’s point that the simplification of language will help customers to 

access peer comparison data and to understand what the data actually means. 

4. Upcoming PAG workshop(s) & AOB  

 MR thanked everyone for their input and provided an overview of the upcoming 

workshops. 

 

AP stated that there hasn’t been much feedback from PAG regarding the review of the 

phase one backlog. MR confirmed that this will be discussed in a future PAG meeting to 
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show what the list looks like, what the priorities are and how MOSL will take things 

forward in terms of the plan.  

 

AJ is aiming to share the column headings and descriptions for all the reports with PAG 

by the end of the week and asked PAG to suggest any additions/raise any queries with 

them by next Tuesday. 

 

LF asked if there was any way that the M15 and M18 reports could be uploaded before 

the 10th business day of the month and whether that is something MOSL is going to 

investigate. 

 

AJ confirmed that the reports discussed in today’s PAG were not related to the M15 or 

M18 reports. 

 

SW to find out what the rationale was for uploading the M15 and M18 reports on the 

10th Business Day. 

 

MR closed the meeting.  

 


	Performance Advisory Group (PAG) 99
	Market Attendees
	MOSL Attendees


