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Performance Advisory Group (PAG) 100 
 

Location: MS Teams 

 

Date: 30 October 2025 

 

Time: 10-11:30am 

 

Status of minutes: Draft 

 

Market Attendees 
 

Name Initial Role/Organisation Name Initial Role/Organisation 

Andrea Burnett AB Northumbrian (W) Gillian Bladen GB Southwest (W) 

Jon Fuller  JF Wessex (W) James Poole JP  

Sian Forward  SF Northumbrian (W) Letoia Mann LM Clear Business (R) 

Jamie Davies JD Castle (R) Shakima Fagan SFa Everflow (R) 

David Proctor DP Water Plus (R) Kristofer Turner KT  

Michelle Thompson MT Anglian (W) Gerard Lyden GL Thames (W) 

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

Sandra McCulloch SM United Utilities (W) Lorraine Ellis LE Anglian (W) 

Mark Howell MH Water Plus (R) Tim Brewer TB Wessex (W) 

Pam Nash PN C&C (O) Stephanie Tucker ST Severn Trent (W) 
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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) 

Mark Whittall MW Clear Business (R) David Moss  DM Castle (R) 

 

MOSL Attendees 
 

Name Initial Role 

Miles Robinson MR Observer 

Amanda Plumb AB  Presenter 

Janet Judge JJ Observer 

Elliot Smith ES Presenter 

Nichola Samford  NS Observer 

Evan Joanette EJ Observer 

Toby Hunt TH Chair 

Emily Lovejoy EL Observer 

Alexandra Piper AP Observer 

Oliver Robins OR Observer 

 

 

1. Welcome & Update 
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 TH welcomed all members to the meeting and confirmed the agenda.  

TH 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. 

TH presented the MPF Programme progress overview.  

TH presented the MPF Programme delivery plan overview and timeline. 

2. Update on SmartAMI definition changes    

 ES presented an update on SmartAMI definition changes, as seen on slides 8-14. 

 

ES asked the PAG to absorb the progress made with the CPW163 Smart AMI definition 

and Smart Metering Guidance Document since PAG 96. The Smart Metering Guidance 

Document will support the implementation of the SmartAMI definition. 

 

Confirmed that the CCC unanimously accepted CPW163 and it has been recommended 

to Ofwat for decision. Expected to be implemented on the 1st of December. 

 

ES asked the PAG for any suggestions for the guidance document. 

 

LM asked if customer refusal is denying entry to the premises for smart meters that are 

faulty or failing to make a read. ES confirmed that was correct. 

 

GL raised the point that in ‘scenario B’ where the customer refuses access to the 

premises, that is not a typical reason to raise a B5 to the wholesaler, as retailers need to 

get access and it’s not about a faulty meter. 

 

ES clarified that the Metering Committee imagines scenario B as when the retailer and 

wholesaler work collaboratively to engage the customer through education incentives 

or alternative appointments to find a positive resolution. 

 

GL added that through the guidance, the form must be updated to have something 

explicit around requesting use of paths of entry. ES thanked GL for his point and agreed 

to take it away. 

 

EJ asked if the Metering Committee owns the guidance document and whether people 

should approach the Metering Committee in the future with 

suggestions/improvements to the forms. ES confirmed that EJ was correct. 

 

SF added that she went through the guidance document and highlighted that they 

focused on making it clear to avoid misinterpretations. Some parts of it doesn’t 

explicitly tell the trading party what they should/shouldn’t be doing. Also highlighted 

that in the current Bilaterals system, there is no way to filter out which B5s are related 

to a dumb meter or a smart meter. Asked how the guidance will be followed correctly 



 

 

 

 

PAG 100 | 30 October 2025 

    4 

 

and whether the trading party is expected to manage those without being able to 

distinguish the type of B5. ES to take this away and investigate. 

 

JF stated the need to get the valid sets updated in the Bilaterals Hub and agreed with 

the need to distinguish the type of B5 or advocate for access issues being its own 

process. Suggestion to expand the reason codes for why a B5 happened. 

 

JL provided clarity to the access question, stated that access is when the reads have 

been received on a smart meter but then have stopped, so the scenarios which ES has 

presented are different to when a B5 has been raised but access has not been provided. 

JL confirmed that SF’s query about changing the forms has not been discussed yet in 

Metering Committee, so far, they have only focused on the types of scenarios likely to 

happen when a retailer stops receiving smart meter reads as presented by ES. 

  

3. Review of Long Unread Meter metrics  

 AP presented a review of Long Unread Meter metrics, as seen on slides 16-27. 

 

AP presented a recap of LUM definitions and flagged that CPW157 relates to data 

retention, which could impact the definition of LLUMs in the future.  

 

AP asked the PAG whether there are any other sources of LUM data reporting views 

that the PAG use which weren’t covered in slide 19. 

 

JF highlighted that he was finding it difficult to see how M10 and M39 are a measure of 

performance for a wholesaler and suggested that they were a joint responsibility. He 

questioned M10’s effectiveness in relation to performance ranking as the issues are 

raised under B5s and C1s individually. It should be a collaborative approach between 

pairings to get the number of LUMs down, the wholesaler won’t have sole responsibility 

for that. They would need to engage with retailers on that list for their skip data to 

understand whether it was a wholesaler problem. At face value, you can’t get a clear 

view of performance. 

 

JD asked what the threshold for the M10 metric was and questioned what value it 

would provide. 

 

AP clarified that there wouldn’t be a threshold put on performance, M10 would be used 

to increase the focus on the problem. It is an additional metric, basically an API not a 

KPI. 
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JD raised concern with B7s, as some wholesalers cannot access meters which have been 

cemented over. It isn’t right that the retailer should have to pay fines for something 

that is the customer’s fault. B7s should be taken into consideration for APIs and KPIs. 

 

GB highlighted that the reasons for a B5 being raised are quite wide and if a customer 

is refusing access, that is their fault not the trading parties’. Should be the joint 

responsibility of the wholesaler and retailer, shouldn’t be a metric with an overall 

ranking that could have a reputational impact. 

 

AP stated that the additional metrics would not be publicly available. M39 and M22 will 

look at LUMs that could be seen as separate measures because one is looking at 

wholesaler region performance and the other at retailer performance. So, they are 

doing different things through different lenses but there will inevitably be some level of 

duplication. 

 

OR added that the additional metrics could work as dashboards where there are views 

of activities and you can split it in different ways, e.g. by wholesaler/retailer. As the 

responsibility isn’t very clear, this information would just be there for trading parties to 

look at or provide context for deep dives. 

 

GL agreed that there is a need for M38 but stated that the definition should stay the 

same. Agreed that the context is very important to understanding these additional 

metrics and agreed with OR’s point about using them for information. Asked if deferals 

were excluded from M10s. 

 

EJ clarified that it doesn’t matter whether you have a deferral or not, if there’s a bilateral 

that’s live, it will be in the M10 bucket. EJ asked PAG if, assuming the B7 was right, 

would it you add them to the metrics at the same time? 

 

JL stated that with the M10, the market should be focusing on the value provided to 

the customers. The way M10 operates now could be improved; if you split them out 

between occupant/vacant and internal/external, you can create a priority list for both 

the wholesaler and retailer. 

 

AP agreed that the additional metrics are meant to aid understanding the problematic 

pots and narrowing them down to e.g. a region/meter type/occupancy status. Can be a 

way to slice the data and get richer insights to reduce LUMs. 

 

DM stated that the focus of bilaterals are to work cooperatively and that these APIs are 

uninformed and speculative, there needs to be more data gathered from a targeted 
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approach to industries and then things like good practice guides and initiatives can be 

created. 

 

JF stated that with the B7, you’d have to go into the sub layers. With LUMs, change 

location is probably the only indicator of a problem. Can’t take all B7s at face value that 

they’re due to a problem. 

 

AP agreed to investigate B7s further to understand whether to include them or not as 

part of M10. 

 

JF stated that the existing data in the Bilaterals Hub could be unpacked at a more 

granular level. 

 

DP stated that B7s are sometimes raised off the back of skip codes, and the scenarios 

they get from the B5 doesn’t always cover it. 

 

MR agreed with JF’s idea to utilise the data in the Bilaterals Hub and stated that MOSL 

are aiming to share the data in Spring 2026.  

 

DM asked MR to explain the risks vs the benefits are in pausing/not pausing this 

programme until we have informed APIs. 

 

MR stated that due to limited resources, time and cost are the main risks as if the 

programme was paused, things will have to be replanned and reprioritised. The best 

option is to create processes based on what we have today and then have the PAC and 

MOSL continuously make changes to improve them over time. This will also give 

trading parties more time to understand the performance metrics.  

 

AP stated that the next steps will be based on the discussions had today and any 

further feedback from the PAG before finalising their approach. 

 

TH encouraged attendees to send any further feedback/questions via MyMOSL. 

4. Upcoming PAG workshop(s) & AOB  

 TH provided an overview of the upcoming workshops. 

 

GL suggested circulating an update on the Phase 1 Backlog to show the time scales and 

where they are in the process to open dialogue before it is discussed in PAG. 

 

AP stated that there have been no changes to the list that was circulated on the Phase 

1 Backlog, it was primarily changes to the M15 and M18 peer reports, some additional 
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columns. There were some changes to the dashboard to add in the phase one 

exclusions so that they mirror the the actual reports themselves. Stated that they are 

planning to incorporate them with Phase 1 go-live around December or January. Added 

that they will reach out if detailed, technical changes will be made. 

 

TH thanked everyone for attending and closed the meeting.  
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