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Actions from Previous Meeting(1 of 1) to be updated

ERATOR SERVICES LTD

NO Action required Action Action Date

14/01 Feedback received from members on the metrics will be retained forfuture use and added to Metricreview. AS/1) 24/02/2023

nda items can be
09:10 https://mosl.co. uk/groups and |-forums/project-groups/performance- adV|sorv -group-pag ;



https://mosl.co.uk/groups-and-forums/project-groups/performance-advisory-group-pag

Review Progress to date (1 of 1) MOSL

MARKET OPERATOR SERVICES LTD

PAG No 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 j5 16 17 18
Date 15 29 20 3 17 31 14 28

[ wne | uuy | Aug | Sept |

Not started

12 26 9 22 7 26 9 22 8 22
W on

Terms of Reference

Glossary

==
Introduction Risk and
Issue tracker to PAG --
Introduction CFl and
Steering Group - Tests -- Consultation
Identify and Quantify Risks
{ Issues in Tracker
Identify Activities that
Support Market Qutcomes
Activities linked to Risks
and Qutcomes

Completed

Consider Natural Incentives

Completion

and Regulatory Incentives
Activities to be covered by
an MPF

Develop Candidate
Intervention Types

Identify Candidate Metrics
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Intervention Tools

Interv'tions & Metrics

mapped to Activities

Cost effectiveness and
_— Ranking
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——— Options

Assess Each Option Against

CFI Principles

Chair 4
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Plan

Programme Plan - Reminder

Sep 22

Panel view on
Process and

Governance

Panel View on

Types; Process
& Governance)

Consultation
(March 23)

Chair
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Panel view on
Metrics and
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Intervention
Tools
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MOSL

MARKET OPERATOR SERVICES LTD

Walk through of tools descriptions

¢ Foreach of the 45 toolsthere is an overview i.e. a summary similar to the summaries produced for the 11
interventiontypes

¢ Eachcovers both wholesalers and retailers, except where the tool applies to one trading party type only
¢ The overview templatesinclude:

¢ The intervention category and type

¢ The name, ID and description of the intervention tool

¢ Prerequisites for using the intervention tool

¢ Comment on the flexibility with which the interventiontool can be used

¢ Details of the cost of the intervention tool based on low, medium, high rating

¢ The governance layer(s) applicable to the intervention tool

¢ Nuancesapplicableto the interventiontools

¢ Benefits and drawbacks of the intervention tool to stakeholders




MOSL

MARKET OPERATOR SERVICES LTD

Walk through of tools descriptions

¢ Seeking endorsement of the tools template

¢ The ‘ask’ of the PAG
¢ Is there anything missing from the template that you believe needs to be included?
¢ Arethere anyshow-stoppers?
¢ Are there anytools missing?

¢ We will send more overviews to PAG this week

AS/l)
11:05




MOSL

MARKET OPERATOR SERVICES LTD

Walk through of tools descriptions

Examples of tool overviews

¢ PublicPeer Comparison (vs target standard) OP.docx

¢ Monthlypenalty payments OP.docx
¢ Credit Cover Adjustment OP.docx
¢ Limitation of Central System Access OP.docx

AS/l)
11:05



https://marketoperatorservicesltd.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/MPF/EVYm6toMazRDoIsbYekURawBVUCZUK-4pMjrPnx0ufSTnA?e=BA0cig
https://marketoperatorservicesltd.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/MPF/EaAw6ezT75RHo3qhDluOBn4B-oBG9CqD-_cXN8bqpdC8Ow?e=mocYVu
https://marketoperatorservicesltd.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/MPF/EVuUs2npY81JnWn7NcDYabcBVcx6x6LSstB_Xrw3J3vIRw?e=uVV5CE
https://marketoperatorservicesltd.sharepoint.com/:w:/s/MPF/ET4u_dhPZeBCgStzDP8L-nUBPFOXdwCT4FEiFDLy8WvW8A?e=JmYmwa

MOSL

MARKET OPERATOR SERVICES LTD

Endorses Tools template
Endorsement

¢ Seek Endorsement— Tools template

¢ What Endorse covers — The sections of the template cover what needs to be includedi.e. there is nothing
missing

¢ What this Endorsement doesn't cover — The specific content/wordingin the template

AS/1)
11:05
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AS/l)
11:25

Feedback on Middle tier Activity templates

¢ Feedback on Middletier Activity Templates?
MiddleTier

REF

CVv.13

MOSL

MARKET OPERATOR SERVICES LTD

Activities and Behaviours
Market participants improve processes to identify gaps sites and bring into
charge

CvV.16

Market participants work collaboratively to ensure vacancy classification is
accurate and resolve associated issues

Cv.18

Provision of timely and accurate tariffs into the central systems

GS.10

Market participants to support customers during unplanned events,
including appropriate maintenance and use of customer emergency contact
details

Cv.1

Retailers to handover good quality timely customer data and incoming
retailer to take a timely actual transfer reads on customer switching

GS.5

Wholesalers better reflect the needs and requirements of their non-
household customers in the provision of non-household services, including
trade effluent and planned/unplanned events

GS.8

Wholesalers to provide timely, clear and concise explanations around most
common customer wholesale-related queries

CV.7

Retailers to report customer queries to wholesalers in a comprehensive and
timely manner

Cv.8

Retailers to keep customers informed on query resolution

Cv.23

In the absence of a meter read retailers should make sure an accurate
estimation of consumption is made

&Y

GS.2

Retailers provide clear information to customers on how the complaints
process works

GS.6

Wholesalers provide clear and accessible information on their relative
performance on non-household services

11


https://marketoperatorservicesltd.sharepoint.com/:f:/r/sites/MPF/Shared%20Documents/10%20Framework%20Development/Shortlisting%20interventions%20and%20metrics/PAG%20template%20version/Middle%20Tier?csf=1&web=1&e=a30Efa
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MOSL

MARKET OPERATOR SERVICES LTD

Feedback on Metrics

¢ You gave usover 120 comments
¢ Providedinterestinginsight, addingvalue by helping us improve metrics

¢ Please make sure thatyour feedback is argued so we can best act on it (e.g. if you don’t like some aspect of a
metric, tell us why and how to improve it)

¢ A number of comments have been put on hold and will come into play at a later stage

AS/]
11:55
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Feedback on Metrics

MOSL

¢ CV.2 /UWE.2: Retailersto make sure that CMOS is regularly updated with good quality customer &« orerwron senviees o
consumption data [Assumes meter reads have been completed]

Name

What is being measured

Comment

AS/1)
11:55

MOSL response

Number of
vacants with
consumption

Yes, but would need to have consideration for any vacant with consumption SPIDs that
have an outstanding bilateral raised for them.

We can remove SPIDs with an outstanding bilateral and with
internal meter to get a cleaner metric. Combined metrics will
be discussed in the next stage.

Although vacant with consumption indicates anissue, the retailer on its own cannot
always rectify the situation, eg when premises are vacant and there is a leak. This could
lead to Retailers being unfairly penalised because they can’t rectify the situation — what
mechanism is there to remove these? Does focusing primarily on vacant with consumption
create the perverse incentive for retailers not to read meters during vacancy? Can vacant
premises with internal meters be excluded because the meters are impossible to read?

\We also monitor volume of reads for meters at vacant
premises to ensure we understand performance in this area
and that this is being maintained. Will add as a new metric to

| would also focus on meter reading during vacant periods. Current MPF stops the clock on
KPI days elapsed when vacant. Ifit hasn’t been read, how do we know there is
consumption?

be looked at alongside this one.

Number reads
removed after
subsequent read
inputted

No. Does not give a meaningful indication of quality. Furthermore, removal of reads aftera
subsequent read is inputted may be a sign that trading parties have corrected a long
unread or unreadable meter. This is a good thing and something we do not want to
discourage.

This is only proposed to be used to trigger audit or additional
monitoring . We will look at all potential perverse incentives
of metrics in the next stage.

Proportion of
rejected reads

Proportion of rejected
reads (nuanced by rejected
reads for SPIDs that had
Volumetric Adjustment,
occupancy status change
or customer name change)

Unsure what this metric is meant to be representing. What does a rejected read have to do
with customer name change or occupancy status?

All these factors could cause the read to be different than
what CMOS expects and therefore cause rejection even
though the read is correct.

Number of reads
resubmitted

Number of times new read
submitted with same date
and new value where a
read was previously

rejected

Need to be careful that we do not discourage corrections

This would be a positive metric (exactly to encourage
corrections)

Times new reading submitted with the same date and read is dependent on CMOS
rejection criteria which is not accurate and potentially puts MOSL and TP in conflict.

Criteria must not be subject to doubt or counter claim. Remove.

We recognise that a read can be correct but fail validation.
What we're looking for here is the number of times new read
submitted with same date and a new value indicating that

the read originallv bprocessed was investicated then corrected



Feedback on Metrics

¢ CV.2 /UWE.2: Retailersto make sure that CMOS s regularly updated with good quality customer &« or=

SL

SERVICES LTD

2

ATOR

consumption data [Assumes meter reads have been completed] ﬁ'/s’;
Name e Comment MOSL response
measured
What is the baselines for good/bad performance. Will it take into account active bilaterals? External vs
external needing split. Must be viewed against similar performance by the wholesaler, e.g., address
LUMs accuracy, meter location or details etc. All these nuances will be fleshed out in phase 2
| would still challenge our calculation of LUMS and | think there are arguments that we may in certain
areas overstate the problem. | support LUMS as a metric but the underlying calc | would question.
Is this a double whammy with YVEs and MPS 15,18,19°? Propose to remove this as a secondary metric for
Settlement Settlement Yes, but more detail needed. What would the baselines be, don’t want to incentivise unwillingness to  [underperformance payments. This would be a trigger for
accuracy laccuracy correct incorrect information. recification, where performance is deteriorating.

VEs

Number of YVEs
in the systemand
how often are
they updated

Depends, what else in considered. Minimum YVE updates per year, move ins, leaks, vacant with
consumption?

YVEs are relevant as this activity is about retailers entering and

Evenif YVEs are being updated regularly, is this necessarily meaning that customer has access to
accurate consumption data?

maintaining data on CMOS.
All nuances will be fleshed out in phase 2

YVE accuracy. Benchmark against historic and/or when actual volume is captured through a read.

SEMD flag
update
hen new
ustomer
moves in

what does this tell us? How does MOSL know if it is correct?

Is marked as a market indicator. Downgrade suitability to 2.
Used as trigger for rectification and audit.
It would be done by comparing retailers - e.g. if one retailer

this flag does not always need updating when a new customer moves in. How would this metric indicatg
whether or not a SEMD flag update was needed or not?

NEVER updates SEMD flag when new customer name whilst
other have a 10% update rate. We could refine this analysis by
SIC codes (some SIC codes more likely to have a SEMD flag)

cw

ustomer
omplaints
data

Volume of
complaints within

Must distinguish cases raised to CCW that relate to inaccurate customer and consumption data being
the route cause.

We have specified we would use volume of complaints within
subcategories "Incorrect account information”, "Estimated

subcategories
"Incorrect
account

Maybe. What complaints data would be used? If just number of complaints then this is too simplistic.
Reason for complaint, time taken to resolve, whether one or more trading parties were cause of the
issue.

billing" and "Disputed meter reading". This is likely to be
reported in peer comparison as complaints per 10,000 supply
points, as we currently do for holistic reporting. This would be

information",
"Estimated billing"

If customers are experiencing errors with account (e.g; wrong or incomplete address) then it’s anissue
first and foremost with retailers systems, but also likely to indicate this is being mirrored in CMOS.

a trigger for audit and or recification. It does not necessarily
need to be MOSL data and does not matter whether it is used

and "Disputed

CCW complaints data is already using in R-Mex and other reports and not in the control of MOSL or

meter reading"

in other places. If a TP is performing badly audit and or

MPC. Recommend remove

rectification may be appropriate intervention



Feedback on Metrics

MOSL

MARKET OPERATOR SERVICES LTD

AS/1)
11:55

¢ CV.2 /UWE.2: Retailersto make sure that CMOS s regularly updated with good quality customer &
consumption data [Assumes meter reads have been completed]

Name

What is being measured

Comment

MOSL response

Number of metersthat have bilateral
tasks raised againstthem

Would like clarity on what sort of bilateral tasks being referred to — If the activity
assumes meterreads have been taken, why has a bilateral task been raised?

Indeed - remove from CV.2 but keep in CV.6

Average timeframebetween read
rejected and re-read submitted

| fundermentally reject the assumption made here. Notall rejects need investigating.

Thisis based on the average time taken toresubmita
re-read. Suggest we would look at the aggregate but

Yes, but only if the metricdifferentiates between rejection codes and therefore have
different baselines for performance forthe differentrejection codes?

could use breakdown by rejection codes foreducation
and/or rectification purposes or as an additional metric
for diagnostic purposes

Time to get completeness of retailer-
owned data aftergap site/new
connection

Average time taken by
Retailertoinputcustomer
name, SIC code etc after gap
site/new connection created
(Data Quality APIs)

Thisis heavily caveated by the accuracy of the underlying CMOS and how early the
Wholesaler createsaSPID

Remove from CV.2. Instead, add as a marketindicator

How would this be measured. What metricwould be used to confirmif the customer
name was needingto be updated, oralternatively if the gap site/new connection was
legitimately vacantand meantto be 'No Customer'.

toCV.13and CV.15

Date of last data item update for
retailer-owneditems

thisisto simple as a measure of quality. What would the baseline be and would you have
a baselines forindividual transactions? How does frequency or date of last update by
retailerindicate quality of that update?

Thiswouldn't be looked at at SPID level butlook at the
distribution of last dataitem updated date forall SPIDs
and compared across retailers.

Quality of the update will be measured by other metrics
inthelist.

Volume of CMOS updates following
completion of a bilateral process

No, whatwould the baselineforthis metricbe? Is more updates afterabilateral
completion good orbad? Is there always an expectation of CMOS updates after the
completion of abilateral, and if yes, would those updates not be more likely to come
froma wholesaler?

Amend suitability and cost RAG to 1 (red). Leave inlist
of metrics but remove frominterventions
[auditoran additional metric monitoringintervention.]

Number of backdated bills

Number of backdated bills
beyond X number of months
that had to beissuedto
customers

Thisisa CMOS related activity what do customer bills have to do with this?

No, unlessthis metricincluded the route cause issue as to why the backdated bill was
needed, ad which trading party was responsible.

Propose to move this metricto UWE.4 and use as
triggerforauditand rectification.

USRs

Volume by TP pairing

The USR may be as a result of wholesaleractivi

Added party who pays for USR and party who benefits

fromit as additional factors to record.



Feedback on Metrics

¢ CV.3/UWE.3: Wholesalerto make sure that CMOS is regularly updated with good quality accurate asset

General comment

MOSL

MARKET OPERATOR SERVICES LTD

AS/l]
11:55

and premises data includingtimely deregistration of premises not eligible where appropriate

Should metertampering also be considered as ametricto be created?

How would you measure metertampering? Don't think thisis measurable

An additional metricthat might apply to all interventions could be retailer self reported
billing oradministration complaints (relating specifically to this area) thatretailers have
attributed to wholesalers. Retailers currently report to CCW which complaints are wholesaler|
attributable, butthey may be able to break this down further.

Add "self-reported retailer complaints on billing or administration that
retailers have attributed to wholesalers.

UPRN and VOA

Proportion of UPRN and
\VOA codes (inputted and
validated)

Notsure | understand the 2 rating for cost of the metric

Cost of 2 - due to validation process requiring MOSL or third-party analysis

Yes, presuming someone like Sagicity are being used to check the data. Also need to view the
numberof UPRN updatesthat change the UPRN completely toanew address, ratherthan
justa typo correct.

\We can add proportion of UPRN that were changedtoa new addressasa
sub-metric, butasis proposed forfinancial incentives we need to ensure
that we do not discourage wholesalers from making UPRN corrections

GIS coordinates

GIS coordinates for meters
inputted and validated)

Yes, but how will the accuracy of this dataitem be measured?

Based on analysis from MOSLor a third-party (e.g. matching GIS with
address). Mayinclude checking against retailers' datarecords.

Unpaired SPIDs

Notsure | understand why suitabilityisonly a2

Difficultto determine whetheraSPID should be paired or not.
Propose to exclude D2086 where code is NE_NOSEWERAGE and
NE_NOWATER.

Notsure | understand the 2 rating for cost of the metric

One of the key areas of central cleanse is to provide the MPF a market

Address of Proportion of addresses [Needtodecide onwhatis central data cleanse (and managed through that programme) and ; X
premises inputted and validated) [whatis MPF. It mightbe that these metrics needto be onhold until that projectis complete. aperJved dataquality scorecard that we can measure TP owned dataitem
Too many driving forces that have a risk of a clash. quality.
Yes, presuming someone like Sagicity are being used to check the data
Legacy LUM Yes, but would need to be combined with the data sets reviewing validity of premise and Thisactivifcyison who!esalers and premises dataisy\{holesaler—owned SO
asset data onthe SPID. these additional metrics would not shift accountability.
Scores on Quality of data
R-MeX maintenance and Yes, although very subjective as a metric. Not proposed to use for financial incentives or sanctions
Improvement category
Late meterreads MPS 7 to 14 Yes, but would need to be combined with other datasets to present clearanalysis onthe -rctlrfq\é)v:ru;?:etattglsgtghztclg:x;as::cér:rc:jr:a?asypelggi\ﬁIc;c\)/\lfcovvrzléiidf\lﬁ?ggghe

and missed reads

cause of the read beinglate or missed.

performance.




Feedback on Metrics

¢ CV.3/UWE.3: Wholesalerto make sure that CMOS is regularly updated with good quality accurate asset

MOSL

MARKET OPERATOR SERVICES LTD

AS/1)
11:55

and premises data includingtimely deregistration of premises not eligible where appropriate

What is being

Comment

MOSL response

Volume of meterissue
rectifications (OPS Bs and Cs)

measured

Data item capture from completion transactions. Notall B'sand C's. Faulty meter
replacements may creep into overlaps with capital replacement etc.

Remove this metricand amend metricon volume of CMOS updates toinclude
more B and C processes.

USRs

Volume by TP
pairing

Why is suitability for thisa 2 but for retailersa3?

Because incorrect reads are the main cause of USRs and retailers are responsible
for taking reads. Wholesalers have a responsibility in facilitating those reads.

This could also be driven by retailer data quality. We could assume by who paysfor
it as the responsible party but not sure we record this.

Added party who pays for USR and party who benefits from it as additional
factors to record.

Volume of CMOS updates
following completionofaC1l
(and otherrelevant
processes such as C5)

Volume of updates
butalsotimeliness,
completeness and
accuracy if possible
to reporton

What is the baseline forthis metric? Is more updates aftera C1 bilateral completion
good or bad? Could be useful but could also encourage behaviourthat may be
detrimental.

This would be compared across wholesalers and used to triggeran auditor an
additional metric monitoringintervention.

Completeness and time to update should be in addition to volume of CMOS
updates.

Added timeliness, completeness and accuracy as additional factors to record.

NaPsreport

SPIDs thatsit inthe
New and Partial
pool

No, thiswould notreally indicate whetherornotthe SPIDis satat 'New'or 'Partial’
because of address orassetissues. Incorrect address and asset data would also not
stop a SPID from becomingtradable, but would more impact the ability for the
retailerto move in a customer/verify the customer, and collect meterreads.

The MIF project on NAPs highlights jointissues. Itis predominantly pointed at
wholesalers where the address and premises data quality is poorand cannot be
matched to external datasets (circa 73% of NAPS. While aretailer could approve
a SPID with poor data, it doesn't stop us calling this out ongoing within the NAPS

Date of last data item update
for wholesaler-owned
transactions

Why is suitability a 3 for wholesalers but a4 for retailers?

Because retailerdataitems get updated more often.

This metricby itself would notindicate whether or notindicate whetherthere asset
and premise dataare correct or if the wholesaleris performing well

Thiswouldn'tbe looked atat SPID level but look at the distribution of last data
item updated date forall SPIDs and compared across wholesalers.

Deregistrationsin CMOS that
are not matched a C5 ORID

[...] Aderegcan off the back of other processesanditis a definitefor permanent|
processes.There is sensein terms of efficiency if aderegisidentified off the back of
a C1 and does not affectanotherwholesalerorretailer, thatthe deregcan be
proposed and agreed without the need fora C5.

Propose to remove metric.
Retailers have mechanism e.g. disputes by which thay can challenge if wholesale
deregistering SPIDs without their knowledge. MPF will focus on SPIDs that shoulc

Please clarify the specification forthe deregistration metric. Is this measuring the
timely processing of all de-registration requests? Given the large partthatretailers
also playin market eligibility requests, has this been takeninto account, giventhe
impact that a retailer decision/action can have on these being processed.

be deregistered
Will use proportion of UPRN and VOA as primary metricforunder-performance
payments.

Proportion of assured LTV

This would need to be combined with other metrics such as address, UPRN and
VOA validity and accuracy reporting toindicate whetherthe longtermvacancy is

Amended the metricto proportion of assured LTV which willenable the

heino caticed bvincorrect nremise and ascet data

wholesalerto putinthe verification work



Feedback on Metrics

¢ CV.6: Retailersto provide sufficient level of actual meter reads to ensure accurate consumption data

(giving accurate settlement and customer billing)

What is being measured

Comment

MOSL

KET OPERATOR SERVICES LTD

AS/)
11:55

MOSL response

General comment

Multi-site customers —disbenefits accrue where any subset of meter readsfora
multi-site customerare late and/orinaccurate. Do/ can the metrics or
interventions capture this?

Customerown reads - Assume accuracy and timelinessis applied to these.

It will be difficult to meaure meterreadings by customeras we don't have
thisinformationin CMOS.

Accuracy and timliness applies to customerreadsin same way as any other
read methods.

Proportion of
estimated transfer
reads

No. What would the baseline forthis be? Would need toinclude any issues with
gaining avisual read due to wholesaler outstanding work or bilaterals, which
itself will have widescale geographical variation from Wholesaler to wholesaler.

Amend metricto exclude supply pointswherethereisarelevantopen
bilateral request

Proportion of
estimatesinR2,R3 or
RF

Yes, but like the MPS 15 to 19 metric, data shouldinclude wherethatSPIDis
awaiting a bilateral or other rational that would explain why the read might be
an estimate. May well be outside of the retailers control.

This as a marketindicator. We could do thison an aggregated basise.g.
proportion of estimates and volume of open bilat requests. Accounting for
thison SPID level (i.e. this SPID was settled on estimate and it has an ORID
therefore we remove it fromthe count) may be overkill. We can add the
optionintothe metricand decide based on costand benefitlater.

Volume of transaction
correctionsinrelation
to meterreads

No, whatwould be the baseline. Lots of corrective transactions shows anintent
to correct bad informationinthe market. Many cases of bilaterals resultin
wholesalers requesting removal of reads to remove/replace incorrect meters.
Would the retailer be penalised forthat. To simplisticto be a metric.

We are usingthis as a marketindicator. We will remove from under-
performance payments

LUMs

Yes, but mustinclude the reasoningwhy a meteringislongunread, and which
trading party the issue issat with, e.g. outstanding or deferred bilateral?

All these nuances will be fleshed outin phase 2

Billing complaints
relatingto
consumption

Both CCW (Estimated Billing,
Disputed Meter Reading, Disputed
Liability and Meter Reading
Frequency) and self-reported

Yes but this mustinclude the reasoning forthe complaint. Many complaints
raised relating to consumption can be because of the tens of thousands of long
unread meters beingresolved and causing significantimpacts to bills once visua
meterreadsare submitted and used.

We have LUM/LLUMs as a metricinthe list.
Combining metrics willbe looked atinthe next stage.

Skip codes data

MOSL may have underestimated the cost of this metric. To analyse the skip
codeswould be expensive

Amend RAGto 2 (amber) as we don't have skip code data, would be
manual task to get data from retailers and analyse but cost would be
reduced if retailers use the standard skip code listand process

USRs

Volume foreachretailer

Yes, but would need route cause analysis combined to determine which trading
party was responsible forthe need fora USR.

Added party who pays for USR and party who benefits fromitas additional
factorsto record.

Meters that have
bilateral tasks raised

againstthem

Yes, including breached SLAs and deferred bilaterals.

We will count meters with open bilateral task so that we can remove these

from otherrelevant metricsinthe list of metrics for this activity



Feedback on Metrics

¢ CV.9: Wholesaler to resolve request in timely and efficient manner (with regards to customer needs) to

the appropriate level of quality

What is being measured

Comment

MOSL

MARKET OPERATOR SERVICES LTD

AS/l)
11:55

MOSL response

General comment

Will metrics be superseded by BR-MeX?

Overall the key forthisriskisaround timeliness e.g. overallbilats
performance & quality e.g. BR-MeX.

Metrics that overlap with BR-MeX will be removed from any financial
incentives but canstill be considered for otherincentives.

Needto be mindful of usingrejections/ deferrals etcas these may be
rightly setto this status.

Rejectionsand deferrals will be looked at on an aggregated basis, notb
ORID level to allow foran appropriate of rejections/deferrals to take
place.

Customerenquiries (F4
process) bilats data

Volume and timeliness of progression
through process

This should be speed of substantive response not the volume of enquiries
received.

Potentially. Are customer enquiries an indication of good or bad service.
Not necessarily, will details of enquiry and how it was resolved be
reported oninthis metric.

Several elements of the bilats data will be taken into accountindeed
(e.g.volume and timeliness of progression through process).
We propose to downgrade the suitability of FAfrom 4 to 2.

Customer complaints (F5
process) bilats data

Volume and timeliness of progression
through process

Yes, but dependanton what datais used fromthe customer complaint.

Volume and timeliness of progression through process

Meterand supply
arrangement verifications (C1
process) bilats data

Including timescales forresponding
and dataon deferred bilatrequests
butalso number of Retailers
resubmitting requestsand
disagreeing with proposed outcomes

Needs further definition. There may not be a problem.

Added detail to what is being measured - Including timescales for
respondingand dataon deferred bilat requests butalso number of
Retailers resubmitting requests and disagreeing with proposed
outcomes.

Usingas a triggerfor rectification. We can look at weightingsin phase 2

olume of customer
contacting wholesalerand
number of wholesaler-raised
F4 and F5

No. Volume of customerenquires and complaints raised by itself
meaningless. Would need inclusion of why the F4 and F5 were raised.

There are definitions of when awholesaler should raise and need to be
careful we don't discourage or penalise for raising. Amend metricto be
volume of F4 and F5 s thisis an indication of an underlyingissued. Could
include category from bilaterals.

olume of CMOS updates
ollowing completion of a
bilateral process

There must be a shortcominginthe design of the Bilathubif thisisahigh
cost. This metricshould also be about time taken to update CMOS too

Costis high because both systems don't talk to each other.

No. How do you determine and baseline how many CMOS updates
are needed after completion of a bilateral? May incentivise trading

parties to reduce or limit number of updates after a bilateral.

We would look at this on an aggregated basis, not by ORID
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¢ CV.9: Wholesaler to resolve request in timely and efficient manner (with regards to customer needs) to

the appropriate level of quality

What is being measured

Comment
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MOSL response

Disputes data

Yes, dependant on what datafromany disputesis used, e.g. outcome, reason for
Dispute, length of time taken to resolve etc.

Will add these elements to the metrics definition

Wholesale policies
regarding allowances
to customers fortime
spentwithissue

I thinkthis needslooking atelsewhere. I think the main point forthe MPF isthe
discussionthatis needed onredistribution of market charges as this has always come up
as an option. Its nota metric.

This one was suggested by Wendy in the previous round of
feedback on metrics. Mapped to compensatory payments.
Discuss with PAG.

R-MeX

Scores on speed and quality of
responsestorequests

RMEX could change to BR-MEX under PR24, which could be a possible metricacross all
the interventions. Depending on the eventual design, this may provide direct customer
insightinto how wellwholesalers are resolving requests.

Once BR-MeX s further defined, we can look at overlap with
proposed metrics and update accordingly.

Numberof rejections
that happenedonthe
last day of the SLA

It's a valid thought but when you seta KPI, you setthat it is within the right of the TP to
use that time asthey seefit. Its not best practice and createsrisk obviously toleave
thingstothe lastminute. | would focus this on the accept/reject time efficiency as|
have suggested before that forany bilats you should review within XX days of receipt.
This creates a pace inarequestand allows for keeping the customerinformed.

Wholesalerrejectingarequestonthe last day of the SLA isan
indication of poor behaviour. We could look to track the
number of rejections subsequently rejected by retailers and
the reasons forthis (using D8231)

Average number of
deferrals per ORID

May needto be looked at by TP pairings

This raisesthe pointthat overall time deliveryisashared responsibility. Deferrals can
be due to the othertrading party and some deferrals are unavoidable to a point.

We may needtorefine the metrictolook at TP pairings but
this can be elaborated furtherin the next stage. We would
look at ORIDs on an aggregated basis.

Proportion of ORIDs
that getresubmitted
(afterrejection, and
after completion)

May need to be looked at by TP pairings

You cannotassume thata resubmissionis anegative onthe wholesaler. The wholesaler
may have rejected due to missinginfothatthe retailer subsequently provides as part of
the resubmission. Needtolook atdeferralsand rejections as ashared metricbetween
pairings. Itsa collaboration piece.

We may needtorefine the metrictolookat TP pairings but
this can be elaborated furtherin the next stage. We would
look at ORIDs on an aggregated basis.

CCW complaints data

Volume by wholesaler region, reason for
complaint, time takentoresolve,
whether one or more trading parties
were cause of the issue

Maybe. What complaints data would be used? If just number of complaints then this s
too simplistic. Reason for complaint, time taken to resolve, whether one or more trading
parties were cause of the issue.

Will add these elements to the metrics definition

Numberofdaysin
addition to the "happy

path" SLA

Yes, but who determines the 'happy path'SLA. Is this the code defined?

Itisindeed referringtothe code SLAs; the happy path SLA is

the overall number of days fora process if no SLA is failed
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¢ CV.15: Market participantsimprove processes to facilitate new connections (including non-eligible customers
post development or change of use)

What is being measured

Comment

MOSL response

General comment

Not much here on exits. Again possible double up on central data cleanse.

Do PAG have any suggestions on relevant metrics? Would
no. leakage notices acted on by retailers work?

Is there a way of measuring how many de-registrations occur as a result of a
premises being left incorrectly in the market post new connection? Thjs may
be another useful indicator of customer impact.

Do PAG have any suggestions on relevant metrics?

Vacancy
performance on new
connections

How long new connections remain
vacant and how frequently that
happens

What metric is this? How would a baseline of how many vacant new
connections numbers be determined? Combine this metric with
consumption data to show vacant sites that have consumption.

This is only proposed to be used to trigger audit. This
metric is a market indicator.

We propse to use market indicators as triggers for
discretionary interventions for intervention types of
education, additional metric monitoring and audit

Completeness and
time to input
retailer-owned data

Average time taken by Retailer to input
customer name, SIC code etc. (Data
Quality APIs)

No. This metric is to simplistic. Other data would be needed to combine into
this metric to show whether or not itis the fault of the trading party, or
(highlighted in the risks for this activity) whether it might be the customer
hindering the process, or whether the SPID is correctly marked as vacant.

We propose to monitor wholesaler and retailer data as
TP pairing

NaPs performance

Amount of time from new to partial and
from partial to tradeable - refine by
overall volume of new connections

Yes, but compared to market defined SLAs for this process and would need
to highlight and separate delays caused by either the wholesaler or retailer.

Monitor metric as TP pairing

R-MeX

Scores on Quality of data maintenance
and improvement + Level of
engagement and support

Recommend being mindful of using R-MeX - can be a subjective measure

Not proposed to use for financial incentives or sanctions

Unpaired SPIDs

Volume of unpaired SPIDs at point of
connection and proportion that later

got paired

Need to work through complexities as to who is the target for the measure
for cross border supplies.

Reduction of unpaired SPIDs is good for the market. Cross
borders supplies are a small proportion. Used as a trigger

for rectification only.
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Name What is being measured Comments MOSL response
General Adoption of [RWG] customer complaints GPG [Good practice Add to metrics.
guidance] and complaints MoU [Memorandum of understanding]? [Suggest map as a secondary metric to publishing peer
comparison
Difference Yes. The data already exists and in part if provided to CCW, however |Baseline performance required where performance is
between volume this would need a baseline for performance defined, and with a basis|compared to a target or for financial incentives.
of retailer taken from the Customer Protection Code of Practice. This will be defined when we develop tools and metrics
complaints and further
volume of
complaints
escalated to
CCW
Average "age" of This metric by itself does not paint a good enough picture to Can do some segmentation of complaints now based on
complaints determine if a complaint has been handled well or not. The route CCW categories. May be able to obtain this at a more

cause of the complaint needs to be included as well as quality and
effectiveness of how the complaint was handled.

granular level if we were to ask CCW (agents) to amend
their system

Self-reported
retailer
complaints data

Data on timescales for different
complaints milestones

¢ Yes, but the focus should be using effectively using the data already
supplied by retailers to CCW. In particular the timescales for each
stage of a complaint, i.e. stages 1-4. The focus must be on the
Customer Protection Code of Practice baselines for performance, not
arbitrary new performance standards placed on top of these.

e Oftenit is the customer or the wholesaler that can prolong
resolution

* Key to meaningful and transparent performance data is
consistency, what will ensure Retailers are consistently identifying
contacts as complaints?

It is the data already reported by retailers to CCW that
we're proposing to use, which we'd get from CCW.
Everyone is prone to the same delays. Can factor in CCW
wholesaler and retailer classification.

There is CCW guidance on complaints that is regularly
updated and good practice from RWG on complaints that
help bring consistency.

Detailed design of metrics and defining standards will be
part of phase 2.
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¢ GS.3: Retailersresolve complaintsin a timely and efficient way

Name

VVolume of GSS

What is being measured

Both how much did the retailer pay

Comments

This is data that has never been requested from retailers since

MOSL
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MOSL response

Provides additional insight on performance on

failures out automatically and how much  |market opening. Unsure how this metric would support the [timeliness
regarding did it have to get chased for intervention and presenting a clear picture as to the quality
regulations and effectiveness of how the complaint would be handled.
17Cand 17D
F5 bilateral How quickly retailers and ¢ Yes, could do with measuring wholesaler effectiveness. Details of the metric already provided e.g. duration
data wholesalers are resolving What data would be used as part of this metric? F5 bilaterals [taken by the retailer to close the request.
complaints, e.g. how long before  |more a focus on the wholesaler than retailer, but would need ([This is an easy to track performance metric.
the retailer closes the F5, how to include data to determine if the issues is with the retailer, |We could also consider tracking ‘Info request’ and
quickly the retailer responds toa  |wholesaler, or both. how quickly the retailer is responding.
wholesaler action in the bilateral |* Inclusion of F5s needs to be considered carefully as either a
hub, etc. performance metric or a market one.
Customer Yes, but this is a very subjective and geographically impacted |The survey would be designed in order to give robust
survey on metric. results, including across regions.
complaint

resolution

AS/1)
11:55
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¢ GS.9: Wholesalers efficiently maintain working/functioning assets, including meters which must be
working accuratelyand be readable

B5s bilats data

Number of B5s raised for that
wholesaler and timeframe of resolution
(could include other B and C processes
like installation and accuracy testing)

Why is the costa 3, doesn’t the bi lat hub produce this data already?

This data exists in the hub but the reports would
need to be created

Must include number of deferrals as well.

Add number of deferrals to metric

F4 (enquiries) and F5
complaints) bilats data

Number of F4s and F5s raised for that
wholesaler and timeframe of resolution

Inclusion of F4/F5s needs to be considered carefully as they caninclude
complex queries/ complaints that are not easily categorised.

Change metric suitability to 2

Yes, but needs granular details such as outcome of F4 or F5, and the
time taken to rectify issue.

Add suggested granular details to metric description

USRs and settlement accuracy

Including % SPIDS settled on actual reads
at R1,R2, R3 and RF

Feel as though metrics around settlement accuracy including actual
reads has not been included in the interventions. Surely this is a key
indicator of issues with assets.

What intervention types would you link that to?

Volume of GSS failure on reg
17G, 17H and 171 (low
pressure and sewer flooding)

Need to ensure we are not measuring things twice

We wouldn't be re-measuring GSS failures, only
gathering the existing measures to assess
performance

Number of occupied premises
with zero consumption

No, this is too simplistic. Would need to have other data included, such
as size or type of premise, physical assets that use water within the
premise confirmed. How would temporary holiday homes be factored.
Premises that may have wide ranging consumption use changes, many
of which may have 0 consumption for periods of time.

Change metric suitabilty to 2 and remove it as
relevant metric for financial and reputational
incentives

Provided it has been read? Also it might be incorrectly occupied.

Agreed. This could be one of the factors the audit

looks like to determine accountability and next step
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¢ UWE.4: Retailersfacilitate the provision of timely and accurate consumption data to customers and support
them in resolving supply pipe leaks [assumes meter reads have been completed]

Name

General
comment

What is being measured

Comments

No metrics appear to relate to resolving supply pipe leaks

MOSL response

Do PAG have suggestions on relevant metrics for measuring
this?

Retailer audit

Evidence of consumption data on
customer communications (including
bills)

Cannot comment as no detail provided. 'Evidence of consumption data
on communication with customer'. What would the minimum standard

be? Who would measure these standards?

Governance will be part of consultation 2. Setting of standards
would be part of phase 2

CCW complaints

Volume of complaints in categories
Disputed meter reading, Estimated
billing, Leak allowance and Meter read
frequency

CCW complaints need to be specific to consumption data.

No, if the only focus is on the volume of complaints raised. Is this an
indication of whether the complaint was legitimate, and whether the

trading party at fault was clearly indicated.

This data will be provided to MOSL by CCW and much is already
provided so not sure why this is a 2 and not a 4 for cost.

Metric would be volume of complaints per 10,000 for
categories Disputed meter reading, Estimated billing, Leak
allowance and Meter read frequency

Everyone is subject to the same process. Canask CCW
whether they do/can record whether the complaint is related
to wholesaler or retailer, in same/similar way to retailer self-
reported complaints

Cost of metric is 2 to allow for this extra analysis work to
cover aspects that aren't currently collected/reported on.

Vacancy
reporting

No, should this not be vacant with consumption? What does vacancy

have to do with facilitating the provision of timely and accurate

consumption data to customers? If a SPID is vacant then there is no

customer.

Agree with suggestion. Amend to vacant premises with
consumption as these are potential customers that aren't
receiving a bill or premises where leakage is occurring
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¢ UWE.4: Retailersfacilitate the provision of timely and accurate consumption data to customers and support
them in resolving supply pipe leaks [assumes meter reads have been completed]

Completeness of
customer
name/banner
name (or other
elements likeSIC
code)

What is being measured

Comments

This metricwould be more suitable for CV2

Yes, but current way customername completenessis measured in Holistic
reportingisflawed. Metricand data used for this should be reviewed.

MOSL response

IsusedinCV.2.Is alsosuitable for UWE.4 as it helps to correctly
identify the customerwhichisimportant for understanding water
consumption/efficiency.

What changes to customer name completeness would PAG suggest to
improve the measure?

Measure of
retrospective
accuracy of meter
reads and
estimates

Including meter reads removed and
backdated YVEs

| don'tthinkthatthisis a 3 rated suitabilityitisa 2 againstthisactivity. My
thinkingisthat thisisaboutinfotothe customernotthe datain CMOS

How would this be measured and with what data? Need to drive the correct
behaviour, and punishing trading parties that may need to alter historical
reads/estimates could be detrimental.

Have retained asa 3. Whatsin CMOS and it's accuracy is relevantto
understanding water consumption and helping to identify leaks,
particularlyif acustomerswitches.

There are nofinancial interventions associated with this metric. It has
a reputational intervention of peer comparison. The specifictool is still
to be determined, and would be used as atriggerfor auditand
assurance.

Once we've defined the specifictool and further defined the analysis
that will formthe metric, we can decide it's not robust enough for
peercomparison but atthis stage we're minded to leave thisin.

The design of the metrics will be covered in phase 2 of the programme
where we will consider accountability, dependencies and unintended
consequences.

USRs and
settlement
accuracy

Including % actual reads at R1, R3 and RF)

Yes but can this metricinclude datathat fairly indicates which trading party may
have caused any USRs or settlementinaccuracy.

Amendto marketindicator.
Here we are usingonly as a secondary triggerforaudit.

For USRs add: The party who paid forthe USR and the party who
benefitted fromit can be indicators of responsibility.

If/where we can determine the cause of parity issues we may be able
to determinewhich TP is the cause. We can add this optionintothe
metricand decide based on cost and benefit |ater.
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¢ UWE.5: Market participantswork collaboratively to share and utilise additional data (e.g. wholesaler meter
reads, SIC) to ensure accurate (consumption) datais made available to facilitate efficiency offerings to customers

What is being

measured

Comments

MOSL response

General comment

| would suggest a number of these metrics are covered elsewhere. If Rmex is effective, it
should give a view of collaboration on data sharing etc but itis only a 1 way
mechanism/capture of feedback. | think this area should be about gaps not covered
elsewhere and that add value EG Contact info for unplanned events etc. Apologies, just
think meters and data are getting enough attention elsewhere

Metrics duplication across activities is not a
problem at this stage. There will be an exercise of
metrics rationalisation at the next stage.

There needs to be an additional metric (potentially applying to all interventions) that clearly
measures the water efficiency information being provided to customers, as this is the
clearestindication of how well trading parties are collaborating in this space. Perhaps an
audit could uncover what type of advice is being provided to customers either through ‘self-
serve’ (e.g; website) or direct contact.

Add retailer and wholesaler audit as a metric

\Wholesaler reads
volumes and rate of
doption by retailers

By TP pairing

Yes, but should include quality checks of W read if not used by retailer.

Can be controlled to some extent by looking at this
by TP pairing. We would look at this on an
aggregated basis.

Completeness of
customer name/banner
name (or other
elements) + time
between the effective
from date and the
transaction date

No. This metric has nothing to do with the activity. Market participants work collaboratively
to share and utilise additional data (e.g. wholesaler meter reads, SIC) to ensure accurate
(consumption) data is made available to facilitate efficiency offerings to customers. This
metric simply is a measure of how fast a retailer updates a customer name. It is biased
toward penalising retailers over wholesalers, and has nothing to do with improving efficiency
offerings to customers.

It gives anindication about how well the retailer
knows its customers and how quickly it shares that
info with the wholesaler through CMOS. Happy to
consider other metrics for this intervention.

Provision of smart meter
data to the market

Number of AMI or AMR
meter readings

Is this more a target of business plans?

We wouldn't look to directly incentivise smart
metering, rather incentivise the provision of smart

meter data into CMOS or to retailers.
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¢ UWE.7: Wholesalers ensure appropriate meter assets (including smarter meters where relevant) are sufficient
to meet the needs of customers or to drive the right customer and water efficiency behaviours

What is being measured

Comment

MOSL response

General comment

Role for BR-MeX somewhere here, to capture
experiences of both retailers and end customers?

Add BR-MeX as a metric

Percentage of meters
read

Aggregated and compared with other
wholesalers

Yes, assuming this metric is referring to W reads

All reads are taken on wholesaler meters, therefore a very low rate of
meter reading by all retailers that work on a wholesaler's meters is
indicative of poor asset health.

Percentage of meters
that are 'smart’

Proportion of AMI and proportion of AMR
(including wholesaler loggers)

Business plan drivers

Indeed, that's why we wouldn't propose to have this metric mapped to a
financial incentive.

Analysis on meters
recording inaccurately

Number of Volumetric Adjustments where
the code is Meter and the length of period
this covers indicating the meter was
incorrect for a long period

Somewhat already covered under MUR value that is
an annual submission???

MUR is too high-level. Also this metric is looking at the period of time
taken by the Wholesaler to do the Volumetric Adjustments which is
useful data.

Volume of B1, B5or C1
requests that aren't
progressed or result in
change of service from
unmetered to assessed

No, is this an indication of wholesalerfault? Is it a
good or bad thing if SPIDs are being moved from
unmeasured to assessed? Not really an indication of
a failure.

It is when the Bilateral process is C1 (verification of meter details - would
imply that there was actually never a meter there and the wholesaler
chooses to move from meterred to unmeasured or assessed), B5 (Repair
or replacement of a faulty meter) or B1 (indstallation of a meter)
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