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Executive summary 

The Market Performance Committee (“the Committee”) has conducted a review of the package of 
standards and following consultation with trading parties has concluded that the Market Performance 
Standards (MPS) are ineffective in driving market behaviours and providing confidence to trading parties 
that their peers are complying with their obligations. The scope of the review is established in CSD0002, 
3.2.4 and 4.2.2.  

The Committee has assessed the standards regime defined in CSD0002 and prepared some initial 
recommendations. Following a trading party consultation, the Committee has refined its 
recommendations in response to feedback to define a series of proposals aimed to remedy shortcomings 
and deliver a proportional and effective standards framework.  

The Committee notes that confidence has been lost in the accuracy of MPS reporting. MOSL is currently 
developing alternative reporting and will provide assurances to trading parties, the Panel and Ofwat on 
its robustness and engage trading parties through testing to re-establish confidence.  

The current standards have been identified to have the following issues:  

• Four MPS do not measure single discrete activities; 

• The success criteria for the MPS do not align to the market codes; 

• One MPS does not have an associated SLA within the codes; 

• Failure of a single MPS task may be reported as multiple failures; 

• Wholesalers are not incentivised by the MPS to submit missing meter reads; 

• Retailers incur a charge for any missing meter reads, where this level of performance is 

unattainable; 

• The OPS do not include standards on trade effluent and a key element of deregistration which 

have a high market impact; and 

• The level of the cap and charges for retailers combined with the significant volume of retail 

tasks create an inappropriately small active range of the financial incentive. 

Noting the above the Committee recommends that: 

With regards to the MPS 

• The MPS are restructured to ensure that: 

- Each performance standard only measures a single discrete activity 

- Each performance standard aligns to the market code 

- Failure of a single activity is reported as a single failure  

• MPS 6 for very late wholesaler meter reads is replaced with a standard calculated on an 

expected date  

• MPS Charging commences in April 2018 

• The level of Retailer MPS charges is reduced to increase the likelihood of there being genuine 

financial incentives to improve performance 
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• A [ 95% 1threshold is applied for retailer missing meter reads (MPS8) to ensure that retailers 

are not charged for unavoidable failures 

A zero charge replaces no charge to enable future flexibility 

With regards to the OPS 

• An additional standard on deregistration is added to the OPS  

• That, in principle, charging should be introduced for OPS, where practically possible. To 

support this, confidence would need to be built in the consistency of Wholesaler reporting and 

a charging framework would need to be developed  

• A zero charge replaces no charge to enable future flexibility 

• The feasibility of applying non-zero OPS charging will be investigated in 2018/19 

• Wholesalers submit OPS data on a monthly basis from April 2018 

• OPS are included within the performance resolution process 

With regards to the wider performance framework  

• An Additional Performance Indicator on the proportion of transfer reads that are estimated by 

retailer is added to the Market Performance Framework 

This review is the first review of the standards in the Market Performance Framework by the Committee. 

The Committee will review the standards on an annual basis as a minimum. As part of its first review the 

Committee has identified points for further consideration at future performance standards reviews, when 

more data is available and market including: 

• Whether the level of the cap on MPS charges provides sufficient incentives 

• If any charges should be Retailer Credited 

• Whether Retailer Credited MPS charges should be capped going forwards 

• Whether SLAs should be improved to drive efficiency 

Data quality is of the utmost importance to the market. As part of its future work, the Committee will 
consider what measures could be undertaken to highlight and improve data quality, including how this is 
done in other markets.  

The Committee would like to take this opportunity to thank all consultation respondents for their 
contribution to this review. A summary of changes to recommendations following consultation is set out 
in the table below.   

Recommendation Changes to recommendation following consultation 

1: Each performance standard should only 
measure a single discrete activity 

No change 

2: Each performance standard should align 
to the market code 

No change 

3: Failure of a single activity should be 
reported as a single failure 

No change 

                                                      

 

1 Level of threshold is subject to consultation and to regular review by MPC 
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Recommendation Changes to recommendation following consultation 

4: Performance standards and charges 
should incentivise desired market 

No change 

5: No additional measures should currently 
be added to the MP 

The Committee has added to its recommendation 

by placing the development of data quality 

performance standards on its forward agenda and 

including the proportion of transfer reads that are 

estimated by retailer as an additional performance 

indicator2, sitting outside of the MPS. 

6: Three additional measures should be 
added to the OPS 

The Committee has changed its recommendation 
and now recommends that solely a deregistration 
standard is added to the OPS for April 2018, whilst 
the Trade Effluent Issues Committee develops an 
additional OPS on trade effluent for review by the 
Committee for potential future inclusion 

7: No changes are made in the code to 
prevent charging from commencing in April 
2018. 

No change 

8: The level of the cap for MPS should 
remain unchanged 

No change 

9: The level of MPS charges should remain 
unchanged 

The Committee has changed its recommendation 
and now recommends that Retailer MPS charges 
are reduced (by slightly more than 50%) and a 
[95%] threshold is added for charges related to 
Retailer missed meter reads (current MPS8.). All 
Wholesaler standards and other Retailer standards 
will have no threshold applied. 

10: A zero charge should replace no charge No change 

11: All charges should currently be market 
operator credited 

No change 

12: Consideration should be given to the 
annual distribution of market operator 
credited MPS charges 

The Committee has changed its recommendation 
and now recommends that retailer and wholesaler 
MPS charges are ringfenced and only redistributed 
within each trading party type. 

13: No charges should be currently 
introduced for underperformance against the 
OPS 

The Committee has added to its recommendation 
by agreeing in principle that OPS charging should 
be implemented and committing to develop a plan 
by March 2018 on  conducting a feasibility 
assessment for introducing OPS charges. 

14: Wholesalers should submit OPS data on 
a monthly basis 

No change 

15: OPS should be included within the 
performance resolution process 

No change 

                                                      

 

2 Additional Performance Indicators may indicate underlying performance issues but do not attract Market 
Performance Standards Charges in the event of failure. These indicators are part of the Market Performance 
Framework and are monitored by the Market Performance Committee. The indicators will be published on the MOSL 
website alongside MPS and OPS reporting. 
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Section 3 of this document provides details of the Committee’s considerations of consultation responses. 
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1. Summary of change to the standards 

The MPC recommends that the below changes are made to CSD0002: Market Performance Framework; 
CSD0101: Registration: New Supply Points; and CSD0302: Standing Reports and Data Extracts as 
identified.  

Recommendation 1: Each performance standard should only measure a single discrete activity 

The following standards should be separated within CSD0002 to allow more transparent reporting of 
performance: 

• MPS2A and MPS2B relating to new connections - these should be separated based on whether 

it is a wholesaler or accredited entity carrying out the new connection. 

• MPS 5A and MPS 5B relating to wholesaler late meter read submissions - these two standards 

each include two SLAs based upon whether it is a wholesaler or accredited entity activity and 

each include an additional SLA for if it is a private meter being read. These should be separated 

into five standards. 

• OPSI1a relating to temporary disconnections - this standard includes two separate SLAs for 

standard and non-standard disconnections. These should be separated into two standards 

Recommendation 2: Each performance standard should align to the market code 

All MPS success criteria stated in CSD0002 should be aligned to the SLAs set out within the market 
codes. The SLA stated in CSD0002 for MPS1D relating to partial registration should be added into 
CSD0101 to ensure alignment as there is no current SLA included within the market codes.  

Recommendation 3: Failure of a single activity should be reported as a single failure 

The MPS within CSD0002 should be restructured such that multiple timescales are applied against a 
single standard rather than as individual standards in their own right. This will ensure that a single late 
task will be reported as a single failure, although multiple charge levels may still apply. Reporting will 
continue to provide information on the extent and level of MPS failures. 

These changes should be reflected in the reporting defined in CSD0302.  

Recommendation 4: Performance standards and charges should incentivise desired market 
behaviours 

MPS6A and 6B relating to wholesaler meter read submission should be replaced with standards which 
measure how late a missing wholesaler meter read is calculated on when the meter read is expected 
rather than when it is submitted. This would ensure that the wholesaler missing meter read standard is 
calculated as per the retailer equivalent (MPS8A and MPS8B). 

Recommendation 6: An additional standard on deregistration should be added to the OPS  

A standard for C6 Step 4 of the Operational Terms with regards to deregistration should be added into 
CSD0002 as a failure to meet this obligation has a high market impact. The obligation is that: 

• The Wholesaler shall notify the Retailer of its findings of the investigation and confirm if the 

Deregistration of the Supply Point or removal of a Service Component is to proceed within 

twenty (20) Business Days of its receipt of a materially complete Form C/03 from the Retailer. 
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Recommendation 9: The level of charges should be reduced for all retailer MPS and a threshold 
should be applied for retailer missing meter reads 

The level of charges for retailers should be reduced in CSD0002 to level 1 is £5; level 2 is an additional 
£5 (£10 total); and level 3 is an additional £10 (£20 total). This will ensure that they are financially 
incentivised to meet the success criteria, and reduce the probability of breaching the cap, and drive 
better market behaviours. 

A threshold should be applied such that only performance under 95% for MPS8A and MPS8B (retailer 
missing meter reads) incurs a MPS charge. Evidence received by the MPC suggests that this rate is 
stretching yet achievable. 

All other standards remain with no threshold applied 

Recommendation 10: A zero charge should replace no charge 

All the MPS except one have no charges applying at the first point of failure (i.e. level 1). Where it is 
currently stated that there is ‘no charge’ that this should be restated as a ‘zero charge’ to ensure 
flexibility for further reviews in the future.  

Recommendation 12: MPS Charges levied on retailers and wholesalers should be ringfenced  

The MPC proposes that Wholesaler and Retailer Charges ‘pots’ be ringfenced for redistribution 
purposes. This will create a fairer redistribution by ensuring retailer charges are not transferred to 
wholesalers. The revised redistribution approach will also sharpen incentives for differential performance 
between peers in each of the Wholesaler and Retailer communities. 

Recommendation 14: Wholesalers should submit OPS data on a monthly basis 

Wholesalers currently monitor and collect OPS performance information monthly. This information is 
then provided to MOSL on a quarterly basis. A peer comparison report is then produced for all 
wholesalers. Wholesalers should submit OPS data each month to allow more frequent comparison of 
performance under the operational terms.  

Recommendation 15: OPS should be included within the performance resolution process 

Currently the OPS are not included within the performance resolution process set out in CSD0002. This 
process is administered by MOSL whereby if a Trading Party has three consecutive months of 
underperformance, MOSL will review if a performance rectification plan would help improve 
performance. OPS should be included within the performance resolution process to provide a structured 
process for addressing underperformance.  
 
 
Changes to the MPS in detail are included in Appendix C.  
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2. Consultation responses 

The Committee issued a consultation on its proposed solution on 09 October 2017. The Committee 
received 22 responses.  
 
Responses were submitted by3: 

• 7 associated retailers 

• 2 unassociated retailers 

• 14 wholesalers 

• Consumer Council for Water 

Summary of responses 

The Committee provides a summary of the responses to its consultation below. The verbatim 
consultation responses4 are provided in Attachment 7. 

Responses to the recommendations with regards to performance standards 

• Respondents were largely supportive of amending the performance standards such that each 

standard: 

o Measures a single discrete activity (recommendation 1); 

o Aligns to the market codes (recommendation 2); and  

o Incentivises desired market behaviours (recommendation 4).  

• All trading parties supported restructuring the format of reporting such that failure of a single task 

is reported as a single failure (recommendation 3). 

• A number of trading parties challenged as to whether the associated charge for the amended 

MPS6A and 6B should be market operator credited (recommendation 4). 

• A majority of respondents agreed that no additional standards should be added to the MPS at this 

stage (recommendation 5), although data quality standards should be a focus for the future. 

• There was broad support for inclusion of an OPS on deregistration and trade effluent, although a 

number challenged of wholesalers challenged the timing of the proposed trade effluent standard 

and whether this was the correct measure. Several wholesalers responded that the proposed VOA 

standard was not material for them and as such was not proportionate (recommendation 6A). 

• A number of additional OPS were proposed (recommendation 6B) by respondents including on 

changes of circumstances to a SPID, data quality and customer experience. 

  

                                                      

 

3 A full list of respondents to the consultation is included in Appendix A. 

4 The verbatim responses have been redacted where information was provided to the Committee on a confidential 

basis. 
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Responses to the recommendations with regards to MPS charging 

• A majority of retailers and three wholesalers did not support the commencement of MPS charging 

in April 2018 (recommendation 7), largely due to the accuracy of current MPS reporting. 

• All but one wholesaler agreed that the level of the cap should remain unchanged, whilst three of 

the seven retailer respondents stated that the cap was too high (recommendation 8) because it 

was taken from the Scottish market where a higher retail margin is available. 

• Respondents were broadly supportive of the current level of charges (recommendation 9), noting 

that setting alternative levels would be challenging. Some challenged the extent to which the level 

of charges is reflective of the impact of underperformance. 

• All but one respondent supporting a zero-charge replacing no charge in the market performance 

framework (recommendation 10). 

• Whilst a majority of respondents agreed that all MPS charges should currently be market operator 

credited (recommendation 11), a number of respondent proposed making wholesaler missed 

meter reads (MPS6) retailer credited. 

• In terms of the redistribution of MPS charges, it was felt that retailer and wholesaler levied charges 

should be redistributed to retailers and wholesalers respectively (recommendation 12). 

Responses to the recommendations with regards to MPS charging 

• Whilst all wholesalers agreed that OPS charges should not be introduced for 2018/19, most 

retailers disagreed noting that retailers are impacted by wholesaler underperformance against the 

OPS (recommendation 13).  

• All respondents bar two wholesalers agreed that OPS data should be submitted by wholesalers on 

a monthly basis (recommendation 14). 

• A majority of respondents agreed that OPS should be included within the performance resolution 

process (recommendation 15), although a number of wholesalers noted that wholesaler reporting 

of OPS information lacks the required robustness for inclusion in the performance resolution 

process. 

The Committee considered these responses at its meetings in November 2017 and made several 
adjustments to its recommendations which are set out in following sections.  
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3. Recommendations 

Recommendation 1: Each performance standard should only measure a single discrete 
activity 

Pre-consultation recommendation  

Five measures across the MPS and OPS include either multiple SLAs or different activities within a 
single performance standard. This increases complexity and reduces the transparency and consistency 
of the standards. 

The Committee discussed this issue and thought that mixing more than one activity in a measure meant 
that the performance against the two activities could not be clearly identified and that it was important 
that it was clear what was the cause of any performance failures.   

The Committee therefore recommends that where this is the case, the standards should be separated 
out to ensure that each standard is clear and that the format of the standards are consistent across the 
framework. 

Standards affected 

MPS1A 1B 1C 1D 1E 1F 2A 2B 3A 4A 4B 5A 

5B 5C 5D 6A 6B 7A 7B 7C 7D 7E 8A 8B 

This recommendation also affects OPSI1a. 

Consultation responses to Question 1 

Do you agree that each performance standard should have a single set of measures? 

Responses - in numbers 

 
 

Responses – key themes / rationale 

• All respondents agreed with Recommendation 1 

• CCWater, whilst in agreement, questioned whether this recommendation could lead to an 

unwieldly number of standards to administer.  
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Post-consultation changes  

The Committee has not changed Recommendation 1. 

In reaching its decision, the Committee noted that: 

• All respondents agreed with its recommendation. 

• Whilst this recommendation does increase the number of standards, combined with 

recommendation 3, the change enabled more transparent reporting.  

As such, the Committee found no substantive evidence or rationale for it to change its pre-consultation 

recommendation. 

 

Recommendation 2: Each performance standard should align to the market code 

Pre-consultation recommendation  

Whilst all OPS success criteria align to the SLA timescales set out in the market code, most of the MPS 
success criteria are different to the SLAs set out in the market codes. This creates a lack of consistency 
between the required level of performance, as stated in the code, and the level of performance being 
measured and reported.  

The Committee thought that it was inconsistent that the success criteria for the MPS and OPS did not 
match the SLAs set out in the codes and that it would be clearer for all Trading Parties if they aligned. 

The Committee proposes that the success criteria for each MPS and OPS should align to the SLAs set 
out within the market codes. Where there is no code obligated SLA, the Committee proposes that an 
SLA is added into the code as defined in the MPS (this only effects MPS1D). Where the SLA timescale 
in the code is shorter than that being measured in the MPS, the success criteria for the MPS will be 
updated to reflect the market code and a zero MPS charge will be applied. This will ensure the MPS 
clearly link to the market code SLAs in all cases.  

Standards affected 

MPS1A 1B 1C 1D 1E 1F 2A 2B 3A 4A 4B 5A 

5B 5C 5D 6A 6B 7A 7B 7C 7D 7E 8A 8B 

MPS1D is the only measure where a standard would need to be added into the code. No OPS would be 
affected. 
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Consultation responses to Question 2 

Do you agree that the success criteria for each MPS should align to SLAs in the code, and where a 
measure is not included in the code, one should be added? 

Responses - in numbers 

 

Responses – key themes / rationale 

• All respondents agreed that the success criteria for each MPS and OPS should align to the SLAs 

set out within the market codes. 

• Two respondents did not see the value or need to add an SLA into the code for MPS1D. 

Post-consultation changes  

The Committee has not changed Recommendation 2. 

 In reaching its decision, the Committee noted that: 

• There was a strong agreement from respondents with its recommendation.  

• The alignment of standards with SLAs defined elsewhere in market code ensures consistency 

between the processes defined in the code and the market performance framework.  

As such, the Committee found no substantive evidence or rationale for it to change its recommendation. 

 

Recommendation 3: Failure of a single activity should be reported as a single failure 

Pre-consultation recommendation  

Currently the MPS include multiple standards for the same activity, where it is only the timescale that is 
different. For example, MPS 1A, MPS 1B and MPS 1C all measure how long it takes a retailer to submit 
a partial registration transaction to the market operator, the only difference between the standards is that 
MPS 1A applies a measure of 10 BD, MPS 1B is 15 BD and MPS 1C is 40 BD.  

This means that if, in the above example, a retailer submits the transaction after 50 BD it will be reported 
to have failed three standards although it is one transaction (and one activity). This overstates the 
number of tasks a Trading Party is failing.  

The Committee proposes restructuring the standards to improve the accuracy of reporting such that 
multiple timescales are applied against a single standard.  

For each standard, a single failure would be reported but the level of charge incurred will be the 
cumulative value of all charges up to the level of failure. For example, for MPS 1, if a retailer submits the 
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transaction (T103.R) 20 business days after the Market Operator sends its transaction (T102.M), this will 
constitute one reported failure but will incur a level 1, level 2 and level 3 charge (£0 + £25 + £15 = £40). 

This recommendation will only affect the way in which performance is reported, it will not affect the level 
of charges that apply. The level of charges will remain as stated in CSD0002. 

Standards affected 

MPS1A 1B 1C 1D 1E 1F 2A 2B 3A 4A 4B 5A 

5B 5C 5D 6A 6B 7A 7B 7C 7D 7E 8A 8B 

No OPS would be affected. 

Consultation responses to Question 3 

Do you support changing the structure of the standards such that failure of a single task is reported as a 
single failure? 

Responses - in numbers 

 
 

Responses – key themes / rationale 

• All trading parties who responded agreed with the recommendation noting that it does not affect 

the level of charging. 

• CCWater questioned whether reporting a single failure could eliminate important 

nuance/granularity that would show which trading parties fail more frequently at the lower end 

versus the upper end of a standard. It suggests that where standards have multiple levels, tabular 

reports are retained to give the required visibility of the severity of MPS failures. 

Post-consultation changes  

The Committee has not changed Recommendation 3. 

In reaching its decision, the Committee noted that: 

• All trading parties who responded agreed with the recommendation subject to charges not being 

effective. 

• The extent and level of MPS failures will continue to be visible in the new structure and no 

granularity in reporting will be lost. 

As such, the Committee found no substantive evidence or rationale for it to change its recommendation. 
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Recommendation 4: Performance standards and charges should incentivise desired 
market behaviours 

Pre-consultation recommendation  

MPS 6A and MPS 6B measure how late a wholesaler meter read is based upon when the meter read 
was submitted. The Committee found that this creates a perverse incentive for wholesalers not to submit 
a meter read to avoid a charge. In addition, it is inconsistent with the associated measures for retailers. 

Retailers are incentivised to submit meter reads under MPS 8A and MPS 8B because these are 
calculated on when the meter read is expected rather than when it is submitted. 

To incentivise wholesalers to submit meter reads, even if they are late, the Committee proposes that 
MPS 6A and MPS 6B are replaced by measures based on the expected date of a meter read. This would 
be consistent with the measure for retailers. 

Standards affected 

MPS1A 1B 1C 1D 1E 1F 2A 2B 3A 4A 4B 5A 

5B 5C 5D 6A 6B 7A 7B 7C 7D 7E 8A 8B 

No OPS would be affected. 

Consultation responses to Question 4 

Do you agree that MPS 6A and MPS 6B should be changed to be measured based on the expected date 
for a meter read? 

Responses - in numbers 

 

Responses – key themes / rationale 

• Respondents supported amending the standards.  

• One wholesaler and one retailer respondent did not support the associated MPS charge being MO 

Credited as this could dilute the strength of the incentive and underperformance would still 

negatively impact retailers 
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Post-consultation changes  

The Committee has not changed Recommendation 4. 

 In reaching its decision, the Committee noted that: 

• There was universal agreement to amending the standards. 

• Some did not support the recommendation of the MPS charge to be MO credited. 

• It is only the minor proportion of the current MPS charge that is currently retailer credited. 

• The concept of retailer credited charges would remain in the market performance framework. 

• It will be important to understand the impact that any wholesaler underperformance has on 

retailers when considering retailer credited charges. 

The Committee found no substantive evidence or rationale for it to change its recommendation. 

 

Recommendation 5: No additional measures should currently be added to the MPS 

Pre-consultation recommendation  

The Committee considers that the MPS cover the activities of the greatest market impact, namely: 

• Services impacting the customer 

• The accuracy of settlement 

• The efficiency of the switching process  

• Enabling effective registration and deregistration  

Each standard within the MPS and OPS measures an activity that has a significant impact on the market 
and as such the Committee concluded that none should be removed.  

The Committee notes that measures around data quality could be a helpful addition. However, in such 
early days of the market, further quantitative information and engagement with the industry will be 
required to develop these measures.  

The Committee currently proposes no additions to the MPS in relation to data quality.  

Standards affected 

This recommendation does not affect any standards. 
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Consultation responses to Question 5 

Do you agree that no additional measures should currently be added to the MPS over and above the 
changes already proposed?  

Responses - in numbers 

 

Responses – key themes / rationale 

• A majority of respondents agreed with the Committee’s recommendation that no additional MPS 

should be added at this stage. 

• A number of parties highlighted the need for more work on data quality.  

• A retailer proposed that a new category of performance is introduced. Data Performance 

Standards would significantly help to improve market data and the customer journey. 

• A retailer proposed an additional measure is added to MPS7, to track the proportion of transfer 

reads that are estimated by retailer. It noted that there is a clear requirement in the code that 

estimated meter reads should only be provided for transfer reads in certain circumstances.  

• A wholesaler proposed that an additional MPS in relation to vacant sites could be added. It would 

measure the time it takes for retailer to update a vacant status to not vacant. 

Post-consultation changes  

The Committee has not changed to its Recommendation 5. 

The Committee has made further recommendations outside of amends to the MPS. 

In reaching its decision, the Committee noted that: 

• There is broad support for not adding additional standards to the MPS at this stage 

• Data quality is essential for the orderly operation of the market. It would take time to develop data 

quality measures.  

• The timeliness of transfer reads is already measured as part of MPS7. The meter read method, 

whilst important is not the primary indicator for transfer reads. It does however, warrant monitoring 

as there is a specific obligation around the use of estimated reads. 

• It is not possible for the market operator to see the timeliness of updates to vacancy statuses 

through CMOS, but accuracy of vacancy statuses is an important aspect of data quality. 
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The Committee has decided to: 

• Not change Recommendation 5 

• Place the development of data quality performance standards on its forward agenda of work. 

• Include the proportion of transfer reads that are estimated by retailer as an additional performance 

indicator5, sitting outside of the MPS. 

• Not include vacancy status as either an additional performance indicator or MPS but to consider it 

as part of the development of broader data quality monitoring in the future. 

 

Recommendation 6: Three additional measures should be added to the OPS 

Pre-consultation recommendation  

With regards to the OPS, the Committee thought that there were three areas and specific process steps 
where underperformance could have a high market impact, where no measures were included or further 
measures could be valuable for the orderly operation of the market. 

The Committee also notes that whilst the operational code is silent on Trade Effluent, it is an important 
process for Trading Parties, and as such an important area to measure performance, and as such merits 
a performance standard. 

The three proposed steps for which there would be a new OPS are set out below. 

Process Step for which standard could be introduced 

Deregistration 

(C6 step 4) 

The Wholesaler shall notify the Retailer of its findings of the investigation and 
confirm if the Deregistration of the Supply Point or removal of a Service 
Component is to proceed within twenty (20) Business Days of its receipt of a 
materially complete Form C/03 from the Retailer.  

VOA BA 
Reference 

(C7 step 4) 

The Wholesaler shall notify the Retailer of findings of the investigation and confirm 
if the change to the Third-Party Reference is to proceed within twenty (20) 
Business Days of its receipt of the Retailer’s request.  

Trade effluent 

(G2 step 6) 

Unless a referral under Step 4 has been necessary, the Wholesaler shall provide a 
non-binding indicative decision on the application notice or other request (Form 
G/02) within thirty (30) Business Days from its receipt. 

 

  

                                                      

 

5 Additional Performance Indicators may indicate underlying performance issues but do not attract Market 
Performance Standards Charges in the event of failure. These indicators are part of the Market Performance 
Framework and are monitored by the Market Performance Committee. The indicators will be published on the MOSL 
website alongside MPS and OPS reporting. 
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Consultation responses to Question 6a 

Do you agree that three additional standards should be introduced to the OPS on the deregistration, 
VOA BA referencing and trade effluent processes? 

Responses - in numbers 

 

Responses – key themes / rationale 

• There is broad support for inclusion of an OPS on deregistration  

• There is support for a standard on trade effluent being introduced, although several respondents 

challenged whether the proposed trade effluent standard was the correct measure, particularly as 

it referred to an indicative, non-binding step in longer process.  

• Several wholesalers noted that he the proposed standard on VOA BA Reference was not material 

for them and as such was not proportionate. 

• One wholesaler stated that their need to be acceptance criteria defining the benefit of the addition 

for any extra OPS, noting that there may be an impact on potential systems, reporting and 

resourcing. 

Consultation responses to Question 6b 

Do you think that there are any additional standards that should be introduced to the OPS, and if so what 
activities should be measured? 

Responses - in numbers 
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Responses – key themes / rationale 

• A number of retailers highlighted the importance of wholesaler data quality, with one retailer 

proposing a measure of the proportion of data changes requested (e.g. meter details) by 

wholesale area.  

• A wholesaler suggested that a ‘one in one out’ policy is adopted to manage the number of 

standards 

• Responses highlighted the absence of a customer satisfaction measurement within the OPS. 

Post-consultation changes  

The Committee has changed its Recommendation 6. 

In reaching its decision, the Committee noted that: 

• It has developed acceptance criteria6 for the addition or removal of a standard in response to 

consultation feedback. 

• Standards will only be added to the Market Performance Framework if they meet the acceptance 

criteria 

• There is broad support for the inclusion of an OPS on deregistration. 

• The VOA BA Reference is not used by some wholesalers and is seen as being immaterial by 

others with limited market impact. 

• The inclusion of an OPS on trade effluent was broadly supported although developing an 

appropriate measure may take some time particularly nothing that there are existing regulatory 

measures for trade effluent which could impact a new standard and wholesalers would need to 

start collecting the data.  

• Data quality is essential for the orderly operation of the market. It would take time to develop data 

quality measures.  

• Proportionality is key for the performance standards, however imposing a ‘one in one out policy’ 

could arbitrarily limit standards.  

• Customer experience measures are included within Ofwat’s regulatory and market monitoring 

frameworks.  

• Further work needs to be done on potential bilateral measures of experience between retailers 

and wholesalers.  

The Committee has decided to: 

• Continue with its recommendation to introduce a deregistration standard to the OPS in April 2018.  

• Not recommend the introduction of a VOA BA Reference standard due to it being a lower impact 

item for the market.  

• Recommend that the development of a new trade effluent standard is passed to the Trade Effluent 

Issues Committee for subsequent consideration by the Market Performance Committee. The 

                                                      

 

6 Acceptance criteria is included within Appendix C. 
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Committee notes that this would mean that this addition would need to be considered in a later 

Change Proposal for implementation at a date later than April 2018. 

• Place the development of data quality performance standards on its forward agenda of work for 

2018/19. 

• Not adopt a ‘one in one out’ policy, however it will continue to monitor the market performance 

framework to ensure proportionality 

• Not include a customer experience measure at this stage, as this is more closely aligned with 

Ofwat’s market monitoring framework than the performance framework. 

• Not add any other additional OPS at this stage of the market. 

 

 

Recommendation 7: No changes are made in the code to prevent charging from 
commencing in April 2018. 

Pre-consultation recommendation  

It is intended that financial charges (Market Performance Standard Charges) will be levied on Trading 

Parties who fail to comply with the MPS. The code sets out an initial suspension period on these charges 

which ends on 31 March 2018. As such, charges will come into effect on 1 April 2018 unless there is a 

clear and material issue that justifies further suspension of any charge introduction. 

The Committee notes that charges should not be levied on incorrect data. MOSL is committed to 

ensuring that all MPS and OPS reporting is accurate and fit for purpose before charging is introduced. 

There will be an assurance process on performance reporting during the last quarter of this financial 

year, the findings of which will be shared with the Panel.  

The Committee found that, while the proposed new MPS look quite different to the current ones, the 

fundamentals of what they measure are not materially different and there is no change to the actual level 

of the Charges. As such, the Committee recommends that charging should start on 1 April 2018 and that 

no change to the code wording is made to prevent this. 

Consultation responses to Question 7 

Do you agree that no changes should be made to the code to prevent MPS charging commencing in 
April 2018? 

Responses - in numbers 
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Responses – key themes / rationale 

• A majority of retailers do not agree with the introduction of MPS charges due to the accuracy of 

the current MPS reporting, with a number of respondents requesting an extension of six months. 

• One respondent requests assurance on the accuracy of the reporting, the quality of data to be 

sufficient such that Retailers are not unfairly charged for incorrect data owned by the Wholesaler, 

and consideration of post April 2018 data cleansing projects. 

• One retailer stated that the MPS charges are unfairly skewed towards retailers, based on historic 

poor performance from what is now wholesale entities. MPS should be suspended for a further 

year. 

Post-consultation changes  

The Committee has not changed Recommendation 7. 

The Committee has made further recommendations outside of amends to MPS charging. 

 In reaching its decision, the Committee noted that: 

• The primary reason for a majority of retailers wanting to delay charging was a mistrust of reporting. 

• Wholesalers, whilst in favour of the introduction of charges, also have concerns with the accuracy 

of reporting. 

• The Committee recognises the concerns expressed on this question, and accepts further work 

must be done to provide assurance on the robustness of reporting prior to the commencement of 

charges. 

• To date, there has been no reporting of very late retailer meter reads which has caused 

uncertainty for retailers in the likely charges they may incur. 

• MOSL will continue to address reporting issues and provide assurances that the post-Apr 2018 

standards reporting and charging system will be fit for purpose.  

• Ofwat requires a high threshold to be met to agree to any further postponement of charges. 

• It will be appraised of MOSL’s plans and that Trading Parties will have opportunity to be involved 

in assurance processes e.g. understanding the specification of the standards, and testing and 

validation of the new systems.  

• There is a potential for data cleansing activities to drive market performance charges, although 

trading parties have up to the end of March 2018 to carry out this activity.  

• It expects to monitor data quality, data cleansing and interaction with performance charging on an 

ongoing basis.  

The Committee has decided to: 

• Continue on the basis that charging would commence in April 2018 on the basis that MOSL will 

provide assurances to the Panel, Ofwat and trading parties on the robustness of its reporting by no 

later than the end of February 2018.  

• Recommend that both Panel and Ofwat will make their decisions about the Change Proposal, 

assuming that reporting and charging are accurate. 

• Draft an urgent Code Change proposal to extend the Initial Suspension Period which would be 

submitted to the Panel if assurances received by the Committee are not satisfactory and a late 

decision to is required in respect of either some or all the charges to apply from 1 Apr 2018. 
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Recommendation 8: The level of the cap for MPS should remain unchanged 

Pre-consultation recommendation  

Performance charges are currently capped each month at 0.15% of a Trading Party’s primary charges, 

which is equivalent to the cap set under the market code in Scotland.  

The Committee found that sufficient evidence is not yet available for it to undertake a review of the 

viability of the cap or to propose an alternative. 

The Committee has discussed that when evidence is available, it will be important to consider:  

• The proportionality of the level of charge for wholesaler and retailers based on their relative 

margins and funding mechanisms 

• The comparability of the level of the cap on performance charges with Scotland, where 

materially different retail margins may apply in England and Scotland 

• Alternative methods for limiting charges, such as applying thresholds for underperformance 

before charges apply 

The Committee concluded that, at this time, the level of the cap should remain unchanged, unless and 

until there is more evidence to support revision.  

Consultation responses to Question 8 

Do you agree that the level of the cap should remain unchanged for 2018/19? 

Responses - in numbers 

 

Responses – key themes / rationale 

• A majority of respondents agreed with the current level of the cap, stating that there was limited 

evidence available to propose an alternative. 

• No respondents suggested increasing the level of the cap. 

• One wholesaler suggested that the level of the cap should alter based upon the level of the 

trading party’s performance, for example, if your performance is of 90%, your cap will be 1%; 

95%, your cap will be 0.5%; 97%, cap will be 0.25% 

• A number of respondents highlighted that the cap was equivalent to that in Scotland where 

allowed retail margins are far greater and therefore it should be lower than in Scotland. 

• One retailer noted that PR14 made no allowance for charges at retailer level, and 100% 

performance is unachievable therefore there the charges constitute retail margin squeeze. 
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Post-consultation changes  

The Committee has not changed Recommendation 8. 

The Committee has made further recommendations which regards to MPS charging. 

In reaching its decision, the Committee noted that: 

• There were no responses calling for a higher cap,  

• The main areas of concern were around tolerance, implied margin differentials with Scottish 

market, and a lack of evidence to propose another cap.  

• Many comments were issues with margin and not the cap.  

• The current size of the cap may severely limit the opportunity to set other parameters to ensure 

all TPs would be within the active range of the incentive. 

• It would likely be unacceptable to increase the cap. 

The Committee has decided to: 

• Keep its recommendation to leave the level of the cap unchanged at 0.15% primary charges for 

2018/19. 

• Consider changing the cap for subsequent years once accurate and extensive evidence is 

available.  

 

Recommendation 9: The level of MPS charges should remain unchanged  

Pre-consultation recommendation  

As with the overall cap on MPS charges, the current charges for each standard are based on the 

charges in the Scottish market. 

The Committee is not aware of any evidence that supports a change at this point. Therefore, the 

Committee proposes that the level of MPS charges remain unchanged at this stage. 
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Consultation responses to Question 9 

Do you agree that the level of MPS charges should remain unchanged? 

Responses - in numbers 

 

Responses – key themes / rationale 

• A majority of respondents agreed that the level of charges should remain unchanged. 

• A wholesaler suggested changing Level 1 charges for all MPS to £0 (which would make level 1 

charge a reputational charge as performance of the TP will be published in the MPS reports) 

• A retailer stated that it does not believe the charges are reflective of the customer/market impact. 

• A retailer stated that the charges are based on the Scottish market, where data quality is much 

higher, and margins are much larger. The charges should be lower. A single performance charges 

is disproportionate affect smaller customers, in that a single charge could eliminate the available 

margin on that customer. This will incentivise switching for larger customers only. 

• A retailer highlighted that a target of 100% on meter reads was unachievable and this has been 

recognised within Ofwat’s historic regulatory measures (DG8).   

Post-consultation changes  

The Committee has changed it recommendation 

In reaching its decision, the Committee noted that: 

• More evidence has been made available to the Committee since its publication of the consultation 

document on 08 October. 

• The current charging system, based on current evidence, would not incentivise trading parties - 

retailers in particular – and therefore would not be effective at driving market improvement. This 

was due to the narrow effective range over which any incentive to improve performance would 

apply. 

• Currently the same level of charges applies for both retailer and wholesaler standards (Level 1 is 

£10; level 2 is an additional £15 (£25 total); and level 3 is an additional £15 (£40 total)).  

• Increasing the level of the cap would likely improve the incentives to drive better performance, 

however this would increase exposure which is not supported by the market.  

• Any underperformance past the cap may not have any financial incentive to improve. 

• There are significantly different levels of activities (tasks completed) between wholesalers and 

retailers, this combined with the common performance charges and a common cap may render 

the incentives ineffective for retailers.   
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• For performance charges to drive retailer behaviour, without changing the cap, they should to be 

reduced to take account for the sheer volume of tasks and ensure that as many retailers as 

possible are exposed within the active range of the incentive rather than being beyond the cap. 

• The risk that reducing the charging levels might render some remedies to avoid an incremental 

individual failure uneconomic.  

• Evidence suggests that 100% compliance on MPS8 is unattainable due to access issues and 

potentially poor wholesaler data. 

The Committee has decided to: 

• Recommend that the level of charges should be reduced for all MPS whereby level 1 is £5; level 2 

is an additional £5 (£10 total); and level 3 is an additional £10 (£20 total). This will ensure that 

more trading parties are financially incentivised to meet the success criteria, and reduce the 

probability of breaching the cap, and drive better market behaviours. 

• Recommend that a threshold is applied for retailer missing meter reads (MPS8) such that five 

percent of the total number of expected tasks in any period may breach the success criteria and 

not incur a performance charge. For clarity, this means that if 95 percent of the total expected 

tasks meet the success criteria, zero charges will be incurred. This level was based on evidence 

revealed during the consultation. 

 

 

Recommendation 10: A zero charge should replace no charge 

Pre-consultation recommendation  

The Committee has discussed at length whether charges should be applied at the moment a success 

criteria is breached to drive the right behaviour. All the MPS except one have no charges applying at the 

first point of failure (i.e. level 1). 

The Committee recommends that additional charges are not introduced where there are not currently 

charges as this would change the level of charging.  

The Committee proposes that where it is currently stated that there is ‘no charge’ that this is restated as 

a ‘zero charge’ to ensure flexibility for further reviews in the future.  
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Consultation responses to Question 10 

Do you agree that a zero charge should replace no charge? 

Responses - in numbers 

 

Responses – key themes / rationale 

• All but one retailer agreed with this recommendation 

• The retailer disagreed because it stated that it does not see any benefit of making this change” 

Post-consultation changes  

The Committee has not changed Recommendation 10. 

In reaching its decision, the Committee noted that: 

• All but one respondent supported its recommendation. 

• The change ensures flexibility in the market performance framework for future reviews. 

As such, the Committee found no substantive evidence or rationale for it to change its recommendation. 

 

Recommendation 11: All charges should currently be market operator credited  

Pre-consultation recommendation  

CSD0002 states whether each penalty payment is credited to the market operator (market operator 

credited), for distribution between Trading Parties as per the Market Arrangements Code, or whether it is 

paid to another retailer (retailer credited). 

There were two MPS measures that were retailer credited and all others were market operator credited. 

The Committee has proposed under Recommendation 4 that these two measures (MPS 6A and MPS 

6B) are changed to ensure that wholesalers are incentivised to submit late meter reads as retailers are 

under (current) MPS 8A and MPS 8B. This means that all charges in the new proposed MPS measures 

will be market operator credited. 

The Committee proposes that unless a specific detriment to individual retailers (either water and/or 

sewerage retailers) can be identified then the crediting of performance charges should remain 

unchanged and be credited to the market operator. 

The evidence has not yet been available for the Committee to undertake analysis of the financial impact 

of underperformance against the MPS on another party.  
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As such, and considering Recommendation 4, the Committee recommends that all charges are currently 

credited to the market operator.  

The Committee proposes to maintain the concept of retailer credited charges for potential use at a later 

date. 

Consultation responses to Question 11 

Do you agree that all MPS charges should currently be market operator credited? 

Responses - in numbers 

 
 

Responses – key themes / rationale 

• A majority of respondents agreed that all MPS charges should currently be market operator 

credited 

• A number of respondent proposed that wholesaler missed meter reads (MPS6) should be 

retailer credited as failures have a detrimental effect on retailers  

• A wholesaler questioned whether the charges could be given to a charity. 

• A retailer noted that its view on the level of charges is intrinsically linked to recommendation 12 

and the redistribution of charges. 

Post-consultation changes  

The Committee has not changed Recommendation 11. 

 In reaching its decision, the Committee noted that: 

• A significant majority of respondents agreed with its recommendation. 

• It had recommended removal of the only standards (MPS 6a and 6b) which included a Retailer 

Credited component. The replacement standards would be classified as Market Operator 

Credited which would be consistent with the equivalent retailer standard.  

• Assessing the impact of wholesaler underperformance on retailers is challenging 

• The concept of Retailer Credited is retained in the code and that it would further review the 

potential for Retailer Credited charges in 2019/20 or subsequent performance years. 

As such, the Committee found no substantive evidence or rationale for it to change its recommendation. 

 

 

5, 22%

18, 78%

Overall

No Yes

3, 33%

6, 67%

Retailer

No Yes

2, 14%

12, 86%

Wholesaler

No Yes



Version 0.2 

Review of the MPS and OPS – Recommendation  Page 29 of 56 

Recommendation 12: Consideration should be given to the annual distribution of market 
operator credited MPS charges 

Pre-consultation recommendation  

The mechanism for distributing market operator credited MPS charges is set out in the Market 

Arrangements Code. It is outside of the Committee’s delegated authority from the Panel and as such not 

strictly within the scope of this review.  

However, the Committee notes that currently under the Market Arrangements Code, all market operator 

credited charges are redistributed across retailers and wholesalers at the end of the financial year based 

on their market shares. This is not the only option. In Scotland, for example, these funds are used by the 

market operator to finance initiatives of benefit to the market. 

The Committee would like to understand the views of Trading Parties on the distribution and/or use of 

market operator credit charges. If amendments are considered desirable then the Committee would 

advise the Panel of the views of respondents, whilst noting that there is no requirement to address this at 

the same time as the anticipated Change Proposal resulting from this review.  

Consultation responses to Question 12 

Do you agree with the current mechanism for distribution of charges as set out in the MAC? 

Responses - in numbers 

 

Responses – key themes / rationale 

• A significant proportion of retailers do not agree with the current distribution of charges. 

• A number of respondents (both retailer and wholesaler) stated that charges levied on retailers and 

wholesalers should be redistributed to retailers and wholesalers respectively.  

• A number of respondents suggested that in the first instance, MPS charges should be used to 

support industry-wide initiatives and that only if there is a surplus that this should be redistributed. 

A couple of respondents noted that there is precedence for this in the Scottish market. 

Post-consultation changes  

The Committee has changed its recommendation. 

In reaching its decision, the Committee noted that: 

• The mechanism by which any MPS charges are redistributed at the end of the year is an important 

part of the package of financial incentives alongside the cap and level of charges. 
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• The vast majority of MPS charges are, and for the foreseeable future expected to be, levied on 

retailers. 

• On average wholesalers do c. 1,000 tasks per month which could incur an MPS charge where 

retailers do c. 25,000 tasks per month which could incur a charge. Similar failure rates therefore 

imply larger exposures to Retailers. 

• Under the current arrangements, Market Operator Credited MPS Charges paid by Retailers and 

Wholesalers will be treated as a single ‘pot’, which is then redistributed in equal proportions across 

Retailers and Wholesalers, i.e. Retailers as a group receive 50% of total charges, and 

Wholesalers receive 50% of total charges.  

• The overall effect of the incentive mechanism should be to financially reward the better performers 

at the cost of the poorer performers which are not delivering the targeted performance levels. 

• Ringfencing of separate Retailer and Wholesaler ‘pots’ would be expected to sharpen competitive 

effects within each of the Wholesaler and Retailer communities.  

This creates the situation whereby retailers are contributing significantly more money in terms of MPS 

Charges to a single pot than Wholesalers. This asymmetry in the level of contribution to charges is not 

reflected in the distribution mechanism. As such, a distortion arises whereby Wholesalers will receive an 

inappropriate benefit at the cost of the Retailer community.  

The Committee has decided to: 

• Propose to the Panel that Wholesaler and Retailer Charges ‘pots’ be ringfenced for redistribution 

purposes to create a fairer redistribution and ensure that retailer charges are not transferred to 

wholesalers. 

 

 

Recommendation 13: No charges should be currently introduced for underperformance 
against the OPS 

Pre-consultation recommendation  

Wholesalers are responsible for reporting the OPS to MOSL on a quarterly basis. This information is 
then consolidated by MOSL and a peer comparison report and data extract is made available. 

The process relies on all wholesalers monitoring and reporting the OPS using the same approach. To 
charge Trading Parties on information which is collated from numerous individual parties rather than 
sourced from the central system introduces risks around consistency and interpretation. 

To ensure the required consistency in the data to enable it to be used to confidently leverage charges, 
independent audit of the information and standardised processes are likely to be required to provide 
confidence and assurance to all Trading Parties that they are being charged using a robust mechanism.  

This will be costly for wholesalers and the Committee concluded that it could be disproportionate to the 
benefit gained or risk forgone. Further consideration of the potential to introduce OPS charging should be 
considered at the next review of the performance standards. 

The Committee proposes that performance charges are not introduced or applied in relation to any 
failure to meet the OPS for 2018/19. 

As no OPS charges are proposed as part of this review, the Committee found the consideration of how 
potential OPS charges could be credited to be not applicable at this time.  
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Consultation responses to Question 13 

Do you agree that performance charges should not be introduced for the OPS for 2018/19? 

Responses - in numbers 

 

Responses – key themes / rationale 

• Whilst all wholesalers agreed with the recommendation, a number of retailers disagreed stating 

that OPS charges should be implemented for 2018/19 as these activities are having an impact on 

retailer performance under the MPS.  

• Respondents noted that consistency in reporting of OPS is vital with some suggesting that this 

data should be audited.  

• A number of retailers proposed that OPS charging should commence in October 2018, which 

would allow for the work required.  

Post-consultation changes  

The Committee has not changed Recommendation 13. 

The Committee has made further recommendations with regards to OPS charging. 

In reaching its decision, the Committee noted that: 

• There is a clear disagreement between retailers and wholesalers on whether charges should be 

introduced. 

• There are significant challenges with relying on data which is collected by c. 25 different parties, 

particularly in terms of its robustness and comparativeness, for the purposes of charging.  

• There is the potential that wholesaler underperformance against the OPS could lead to retailer 

MPS charges. 

• It is not feasible to design and implement a changing regime for the OPS prior to April 2018.   

The Committee has decided: 

• To maintain its recommendation that performance charges should not be introduced for the OPS 

in April 2018/19 

• That in principle there should be OPS charging for underperformance  

• To develop a plan for potential introduction of charging for OPS by no later than March 2018. This 

plan is to include consideration of activities required to standardise OPS reporting and 

consultation.   
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Recommendation 14: Wholesalers should submit OPS data on a monthly basis 

Pre-consultation recommendation  

Wholesalers currently monitor and collect OPS performance information monthly. This information is 
then provided to MOSL on a quarterly basis. A peer comparison report is then produced for all 
wholesalers.   

More frequent submission of OPS data by wholesalers will allow more frequent comparison without 
increasing the burden on wholesalers as they are currently collecting this information monthly.  

The Committee recommends that wholesalers should submit OPS data each month to allow more 
frequent comparison of performance under the operational terms.  

Consultation responses to Question 14 

Do you agree that OPS data should be submitted by wholesalers on a monthly basis? 

Responses - in numbers 

 

Responses – key themes / rationale 

• Vast majority support more frequent monitoring. 

• Two wholesalers stated that they do not see the advantage in monthly reporting and that this 

would require additional effort.  

Post-consultation changes  

The Committee has not changed Recommendation 14. 

 In reaching its decision, the Committee noted that: 

• A large majority of respondents agreed 

• Monthly OPS data is already compiled by wholesalers as part of quarterly reporting.  

As such, the Committee found no substantive evidence or rationale for it to change its recommendation. 

 
  

2, 8%

22, 92%

Overall

No Yes

0, 0%

9, 100%

Retailer

No Yes

2, 14%

12, 86%

Wholesaler

No Yes

0, 0%

1, 100%

CCWater

No Yes
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Recommendation 15: OPS should be included within the performance resolution 
process 

Pre-consultation recommendation  

Currently the OPS are not included within the performance resolution process set out in CSD0002. This 
process is administered by MOSL whereby if, currently under the MPS, a Trading Party has three 
consecutive months of underperformance, MOSL will review if a performance rectification plan would 
help improve performance. MOSL provides more information on this process in its policy statement. 

The Committee notes that: 

• OPS data is provided by each individual wholesaler and as such lacks the level of assurance 

gained from using central system transactions 

• The performance resolution process is only applied by MOSL for areas of material 

underperformance 

• MOSL engages with Trading Parties throughout the process to understand drivers for reported 

underperformance 

Considering the above, the Committee proposes that the OPS should be included within the 
performance resolution process to provide for a structured process for addressing underperformance 
against the OPS. 

Consultation responses to Question 15 

Do you agree that OPS should be included within the performance resolution process? 

Responses - in numbers 

 

Responses – key themes / rationale 

• The vast majority of respondents support the inclusion of OPS in the performance resolution 

process. 

• Three wholesalers disagreed with the recommendation due to OPS data lacking sufficient 

robustness, lack of value and potential ‘double jeopardy’ with Outcome Delivery Incentives.  

  

3, 12%

21, 88%

Overall

No Yes

0, 0%

9, 100%

Retailer

No Yes

3, 21%

11, 79%

Wholesaler

No Yes

0, 0%

1, 100%

CCWater

No Yes

https://www.mosl.co.uk/download-document/b60e9cef8caa1f04defc44fee33bba16
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Post-consultation changes  

The Committee has not changed Recommendation 15. 

In reaching its decision, the Committee noted that: 

• A large majority of respondents agreed 

• The performance resolution process involves engagement with MOSL to understand 

underperformance and carried no financial charges for underperformance 

• Inaccuracies / challenges with the data could be explained as part of the engagement with MOSL. 

As such, the Committee found no substantive evidence or rationale for it to change its recommendation. 

 

4. Reporting and assurance  

MOSL is currently developing alternative MPS reporting which will provide robust MPS information and 
enable changes to be executed more promptly without the reliance on CMOS releases. 

As part of this reporting MOSL will be coordinating a programme of assurance which includes: 

• MOSL testing 

• Pilot testing with a select number of trading parties in December 2017 

• Testing available for all trading parties during January 2018 

• Independent assurance in February 2018 

Building market confidence in the MPS reporting will require the engagement of trading parties in testing.  

MOSL testing 

MOSL will test the data extraction process and SQL scripts used to generate performance information. It 
will develop and make available a detailed specification for each standard which will include how it is 
derived from transactional data and calculated. It will also provide a clear statement of interpretations 
and any known errors to trading parties.   

Pilot testing in December 2017  

On the 11 December MOSL will commence a period of pilot testing with several trading parties. MOSL 
will provide trading parties with MPS reports for the current standards for the periods of May 2017 to 
October 2017 alongside the detailed specification of how the MPS standards are derived from 
transactional data and calculated. 

Trading parties will query their local systems to replicate the reports, for the relevant MPS and notify 
MOSL where Trading Parties believe that there is an error in the MOSL reports. This will enable MOSL 
to resolve any errors prior to completing its development activity. 

Testing in January 2018 

On 08 January 2018 MOSL will publish data extracts which will include data for both the current MPS 
and proposed MPS as detailed in this document. This will enable all trading parties to test the reporting 
and compare it with their own data, highlight any issues with reporting to MOSL. The new system for 
reporting enables MOSL to make amendment to the reports promptly and resolve any potential issues 
prior to commencement of charging. 
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Independent assurance in February 2018 

An independent auditor will support this assurance programme by building confidence in areas of highest 
risk that are not fully transparent to trading parties. This will focus on extraction of data from CMOS and 
any interpretation around known data issues and defects. For example, testing of the extraction to 
ensure it is complete and accurate, and any agreed transition rules. The auditor will provide its 
independent report in February 2018. 

Extending the initial suspension period 

If the Panel and/or Ofwat are not satisfied in the assurance they receive around the robust of MPS 
reporting, an urgent change proposal will be raised and discussed at the Panel meeting on 27 February 
2018. This change proposal would extend the initial suspension period on charging until a point at which 
the Panel and/or Ofwat deem appropriate. 
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Appendix A - List of respondents to consultation 

Associated retailers 

• Affinity for Business 

• Anglian Water Business and NWG Business Limited 

• Pennon Water Services 

• Three Sixty Water 

• Water Plus 

• SES Business Water 

• Water2business 

Public Bodies 

• Consumer Council for Water 

Unassociated retailers 

• Business Stream 

• Clear Business Water 

Wholesalers 

• Affinity Water 

• Anglian Water Services 

• Bristol Water 

• Dwr Cymru Welsh Water 

• Northumbrian Water  

• Portsmouth Water 

• SES Water 

• South East Water 

• South West Water 

• Southern Water 

• Thames Water 

• United Utilities 

• Wessex Water 

• Yorkshire Water 
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Appendix B - Acceptance criteria 

Criteria Rationale 

1 

Does the standard measure the areas 
judged to be of the greatest market 
impact? 
If yes, continue to criteria two. If no, see 
criteria four. 

The package of performance standards should be proportionate to the level of market risk 
and as such should focus on the areas with the most significant risk. 
Areas judged to be of the greatest impact are: 

• Services impacting the customer; 
• The accuracy of Wholesaler and Retailer settlement;  
• The efficiency of the switching process;   
• Enabling effective registration and deregistration; and  
• The quality of market data 

2 

Does the standard measure if retailers and 
wholesalers are meeting their obligations? 
If yes, continue to criteria three. If no, see 
criteria four. 

The obligations which the Trading Parties must deliver are also the standards by which they 
are assessed to be compliant 

3 
Is the standard transparent? 
If yes, consider adding the standard and 
see criteria five. If no, see criteria four. 

The transparency of standards is important when considering their effectiveness in driving 
desired behaviour and enabling peer-comparison. 
  
The MPC will consider: 

• The complexity of the standard;  
• The way in which the standard is articulated; and 
• The overall number of the standards 

4 

Does the standard warrant monitoring? 
If yes, consider additional performance 
indicator. If no, remove / do not add 
standard. 
 

Some standards may be useful to monitor whilst not measure areas of the greatest market 
impact.  
These standards may cover ‘niche’ areas or specific activities. 
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Criteria Rationale 

5 

Does charging mitigate and manage non-
compliance? 
If yes, consider adding a charge. 
If no, only add a zero charge.  
 

The purpose of implementing charges for underperformance is to increase the incentive for 
Trading Parties to meet their obligations. 
However, it is important that the level of charge is not disproportionate to the consequences 
of not meeting the obligation.  
The MPC will consider the extent to which in principle: 

• The market performance charges provide sufficient incentives; 
• The charges should apply consistently for all measures; and/or 
• The data is available for the Committee to undertake analysis of the value 

of the disincentive caused by underperformance. 
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Appendix C - Changes to the MPS in detail 

Current 
MPS  

Nature of change Detail 

MPS 1A 

1. Aligning performance 
standards to the market code 

1. The time period within the success criteria has been changed from ten (10) BD to five (5) BD to align 
with the obligation set out in CSD0101. This new success criteria will replace MPS 1A, MPS 1B, and    
MPS 1C. 

2. Only one standard should 
measure one task 

2. A level 2 charge will continue to be applied after ten (10) BD, however, this will no longer be a separate 
standard for reporting purposes. 

MPS 1B 

1. Aligning performance 
standards to the market code 

1. The time period within the success criteria has been changed from fifteen (15) BD to five (5) BD to align 
with the obligation set out in CSD0101. This new success criteria will replace MPS 1A, MPS 1B, and MPS 
1C. 

2. Only one standard should 
measure one task 

2. A level 3 charge will continue to be applied after fifteen (15) BD, however, this will no longer be a 
separate standard for reporting purposes. 

MPS 1C 

1. Aligning performance 
standards to the market code 

1. The time period within the success criteria has been changed from forty (40) BD to five (5) BD to align 
with the obligation set out in CSD0101. This new success criteria will replace MPS 1A, MPS 1B, and MPS 
1C. 

2. Only one standard should 
measure one task 

2. A reoccurring level 2 charge will continue to be applied every forty (40) BD, however, this will no longer 
be a separate standard for reporting purposes. 

MPS 1D No change to the standard 
The time period within the success criteria will remain ten (10) BD and an equivalent SLA will be added to 
CSD0101.  

MPS 1E 
1. Aligning performance 
standards to the market code 

1. This standard will be removed as MPS 1D will align to CSD0101. 
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Current 
MPS  

Nature of change Detail 

2. Only one standard should 
measure one task 

2. A level 3 charge will continue to be applied after fifteen (15) BD, however, this will no longer be a 
separate standard for reporting purposes 

MPS 1F 

1. Aligning performance 
standards to the market code 

1. This standard will be removed as MPS 1D will align to CSD0101. 

2. Only one standard should 
measure one task 

2. A reoccurring level 2 charge will continue to be applied every forty (40) BD, however, this will no longer 
be a separate standard for reporting purposes 

MPS 2A 
1. Ensuring each performance 
standard has a single set of 
SLAs 

1. Different SLAs have been set in CSD0101 for activities being undertaken by Wholesalers and Accredited 
Entities. These two SLAs have been split into two standards. 

MPS 2B 

1. Aligning performance 
standards to the market code 

1. This standard will be removed as MPS 2A will align to CSD0101. 

2. Only one standard should 
measure one task 

2. A level 3 charge will continue to be applied after nine (9) BD for Wholesaler activities and twelve (12) BD 
for Accredited Entities, however, this will no longer be a separate standard for reporting purposes. 

MPS 3A 

1. Aligning performance 
standards to the market code 

1. The time period within the success criteria has been changed from fifteen (15) BD to ten (10) BD to align 
with the obligation set out in CSD0101. This new success criteria will replace MPS 3A. 

2. Only one standard should 
measure one task 

2. A level 3 charge will continue to be applied after fifteen (15) BD, however, this will no longer be a 
separate standard for reporting purposes. 
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Current 
MPS  

Nature of change Detail 

MPS 4A 

1. Aligning performance 
standards to the market code 

1. The time period within the success criteria has been changed from five (5) BD to two (2) BD to align with 
the obligation set out in CSD0104. This new success criteria will replace MPS 4A and MPS 4B. 

2. Only one standard should 
measure one task 

2. A level 2 charge will continue to be applied after five (5) BD, however, this will no longer be a separate 
standard for reporting purposes. 

MPS 4B 

1. Aligning performance 
standards to the market code 

1. The time period within the success criteria has been changed from ten (10) BD to two (2) BD to align 
with the obligation set out in CSD0104. This new success criteria will replace MPS 4A and MPS 4B. 

2. Only one standard should 
measure one task 

2. A level 3 charge will continue to be applied after ten (10) BD, however, this will no longer be a separate 
standard for reporting purposes. 

MPS 5A 

1. Aligning performance 
standards to the market code 

1. The time period within the success criteria has been changed from five (5) BD for activities undertaken 
by a Wholesaler and eight (8) BD for activities undertaken by an Accredited Entity to five (5) BD for I and F 
reads by a Wholesaler, eight (8) BD for all I and F reads by an Accredited Entity, and two (2) BD for all X 
and Y reads except for Private Water and Private Trade Effluent Meter Treatment types. Additionally, the 
time period within the success criteria has been changed from fifteen (15) BD for I,F,X,Y reads, for Private 
Water and Private Trade Effluent Meter Treatment types, to ten (10) BD. This new success criteria will 
replace MPS 5A and MPS 5B. 

2. Only one standard should 
measure one task 

2. A level 2 charge will continue to be applied after five (5) BD for activities undertaken by a Wholesaler 
and eight (8) BD for activities undertaken by an Accredited Entity for all Meter Treatment types except 
Private Water and Private Trade Effluent. Additionally, a level 2 charge will continue to be applied after 
fifteen (15) BD for I,F,X,Y reads, for Private Water and Private Trade Effluent Meter Treatment types. 
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Current 
MPS  

Nature of change Detail 

3. Ensuring each performance 
standard has a single set of 
SLAs 

3. Different SLAs have been set in CSD0202 for activities being undertaken by Wholesalers and Accredited 
Entities. Additionally, there are different SLAs for I and F reads, X and Y reads, and various Meter 
Treatment types. As such this standard has been split into five different standards covering: 

• I and F reads by a wholesaler for a meter with a Meter Treatment type of Potable, Non-Potable or 

Sewerage; and 

• X and Y reads by a wholesaler for a meter with a Meter Treatment type of Potable, Non-Potable or 

Sewerage; and 

• I and F reads by an Accredited Entity for a meter with a Meter Treatment type of Potable, Non-

Potable or Sewerage; and 

• X and Y reads by an Accredited Entity for a meter with a Meter Treatment type of Potable, Non-

Potable or Sewerage; and 

• I,F,X and Y reads by a Wholesaler for a meter with a Meter Treatment type of Private Water or 

Private Trade Effluent; and 

MPS 5B 

1. Aligning performance 
standards to the market code 

1. The time period within the success criteria has been changed from thirteen (13) BD for activities 
undertaken by a Wholesaler and sixteen (16) BD for activities undertaken by an Accredited Entity to five (5) 
BD for I and F reads by a Wholesaler, eight (8) BD for all I and F reads by an Accredited Entity, and two (2) 
BD for all X and Y reads except for Private Water and Private Trade Effluent Meter Treatment types. 
Additionally, the time period within the success criteria has been changed from twenty-three (23) BD for 
I,F,X,Y reads, for Private Water and Private Trade Effluent Meter Treatment types, to ten (10) BD. This 
new success criteria will replace MPS 5A and MPS 5B. 

2. Only one standard should 
measure one task 

2. A level 3 charge will continue to be applied after thirteen (13) BD for activities undertaken by a 
Wholesaler and sixteen (16) BD for activities undertaken by an Accredited Entity for Meter Treatment types 
except Private Water and Private Trade Effluent. Additionally, a level 3 charge will continue to be applied 
after twenty-three (23) BD for I,F,X,Y reads, for Private Water and Private Trade Effluent Meter Treatment 
types. 

MPS 5C 
1. Aligning performance 
standards to the market code 

1. The time period within the success criteria has been changed from thirteen (13) BD to five (5) BD to 
align with the obligation set out in CSD0202. This new success criteria will replace MPS 5C and MPS 5D. 
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Current 
MPS  

Nature of change Detail 

2. Only one standard should 
measure one task 

2. A level 1 charge will continue to be applied after thirteen (13) BD, however, this will no longer be a 
separate standard for reporting purposes. 

MPS 5D 

1. Aligning performance 
standards to the market code 

1. The time period within the success criteria has been changed from sixty (60) BD to five (5) BD to align 
with the obligation set out in CSD0202. This new success criteria will replace MPS 5C and MPS 5D. 

2. Only one standard should 
measure one task 

2. A level 2 charge will continue to be applied after sixty (60) BD, however, this will no longer be a separate 
standard for reporting purposes. 

MPS 6A 

1. Performance standards and 
charges should not drive 
perverse behaviours 

1. MPS 6A measures timeliness based on when a transaction is received rather than when it is expected. 
To avoid incentivising Wholesalers to not submit meter reads, this standard has been replaced by a 
Wholesaler version of MPS 8A, which measures performance based on the expected date of meter reads. 

2. Aligning performance 
standards to the market code 

2. The time period within the success criteria (for MPS 8A) has been changed from one hundred and sixty 
(160) BD to one hundred and forty (140) BD to align with the obligation set out in CSD0202. This new 
success criteria will replace MPS 6A. A recurring level 3 charge will be applied every one hundred and sixty 
(160) BD. 

MPS 6B 

1. Performance standards and 
charges should not drive 
perverse behaviours 

1. MPS 6B measures timeliness based on when a transaction is received rather than when it is expected. 
To avoid incentivising Wholesalers to not submit meter reads, this standard has been replaced by a 
Wholesaler version of MPS 8B, which measures performance based on the expected date of meter reads. 

2. Aligning performance 
standards to the market code 

2. The time period within the success criteria (for MPS 8B) has been changed from forty (40) BD to twenty-
five (25) BD to align with the obligation set out in CSD0202. This new success criteria will replace MPS 6B. 
A recurring level 3 charge will be applied after every forty (40) BD. 
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Current 
MPS  

Nature of change Detail 

MPS 7A 

1. Aligning performance 
standards to the market code 

1. The SLA for visual or remote transfer reads will be changed in CSD0202 to five (5) BD, to align to the 
SLA for cyclic reads. The time period within the success criteria has been changed from ten (10) BD to five 
(5) BD to align with this obligation set out in CSD0202. This new success criteria will replace MPS 7A, MPS 
7B and MPS 7C. 

2. Only one standard should 
measure one task 

2. A level 1 charge will continue to be applied after ten (10) BD, however, this will no longer be a separate 
standard for reporting purposes. 

Transfer reads and cyclic reads will be measured under two different standards to be able to identify the 
performance for each read type 

MPS 7B 

1. Aligning performance 
standards to the market code 

1. The SLA for visual or remote transfer reads will be changed in CSD0202 to five (5) BD, to align to the 
SLA for cyclic reads. With the alignment of the SLAs in CSD0202, this standard will be removed as there is 
no reason to apply a separate standard for Regular Cyclic Reads with a Meter Read Method of “Customer”. 

2. Only one standard should 
measure one task 

2. A level 1 charge will continue to be applied after ten (10) BD, as set out for MPS 7A. 

Transfer reads and cyclic reads will be measured under two different standards to be able to identify the 
performance for each read type 

MPS 7C 

1. Aligning performance 
standards to the market code 

1. The SLA for visual or remote transfer reads will be changed in CSD0202 to five (5) BD, to align to the 
SLA for cyclic reads. The time period within the success criteria has been changed from sixty (60) BD to 
five (5) BD to align with this obligation set out in CSD0202. This new success criteria will replace MPS 7A, 
MPS 7B and MPS 7C. 

2. Only one standard should 
measure one task 

2. A level 2 charge will continue to be applied after sixty (60) BD, however, this will no longer be a separate 
standard for reporting purposes. 

MPS 7D 
1. Aligning performance 
standards to the market code 

1. The time period within the success criteria has been changed from five (5) BD to two (2) BD to align with 
the obligation set out in CSD0202. This new success criteria will replace MPS 7D and MPS 7E. 
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Current 
MPS  

Nature of change Detail 

2. Only one standard should 
measure one task 

2. A level 2 charge will continue to be applied after five (5) BD, however, this will no longer be a separate 
standard for reporting purposes. 

MPS 7E 

1. Aligning performance 
standards to the market code 

1. The time period within the success criteria has been changed from ten (10) BD to two (2) BD to align 
with the obligation set out in CSD0202. This new success criteria will replace MPS 7D and MPS 7E. 

2. Only one standard should 
measure one task 

2. A level 3 charge will continue to be applied after ten (10) BD, however, this will no longer be a separate 
standard for reporting purposes. 

MPS 8A 

 

1. Aligning performance 
standards to the market code 

1. The time period within the success criteria has been changed from one hundred and sixty (160) BD to 
one hundred and forty (140) BD to align with the obligation set out in CSD0202. This new success criteria 
will replace MPS 8A. 

2. Only one standard should 
measure one task 

2. A level 3 charge will continue to be applied after one hundred and sixty (160) BD, however, this will no 
longer be a separate standard for reporting purposes. 

3. Ensuring standards are 
achievable 

3. A threshold is applied for retailer missing meter reads (MPS8) such five percent of the total number of 
expected tasks in any period may breach the success criteria and not incur a performance charge. For 
clarity, this means that if 95 percent of the total expected tasks meet the success criteria, zero charges will 
be incurred. 

MPS 8B 

1. Aligning performance 
standards to the market code 

1. The time period within the success criteria has been changed from forty (40) BD to twenty-five (25) BD 
to align with the obligation set out in CSD0202. This new success criteria will replace MPS 8B. 

2. Only one standard should 
measure one task 

2. A level 3 charge will continue to be applied after forty (40) BD, however, this will no longer be a separate 
standard for reporting purposes. 
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Current 
MPS  

Nature of change Detail 

 
3. Ensuring standards are 
achievable 

3. A threshold is applied for retailer missing meter reads (MPS8) such five percent of the total number of 
expected tasks in any period may breach the success criteria and not incur a performance charge. For 
clarity, this means that if 95 percent of the total expected tasks meet the success criteria, zero charges will 
be incurred. 
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Appendix D - New MPS  

A level 1 charge will apply if the Trading Party exceeds the Code SLA and as such does not meet the success criteria. At all levels, a charge will apply if a 
Trading Party exceeds the stated number of days.   

For each standard, the level of charge incurred will be the cumulative value of all charges up to the level of failure. For example, for MPS 1, if a retailer 
submits the transaction (T103.R) 20 business days after the Market Operator sends its transaction (T102.M), this will include a level 1, level 2 and level 3 
charge (£0 + £25 + £15 = £40).  

 

MPS  Process  Success criteria  
Current 

MPS  

Level 1  Level 2  Level 3  Level 4  

Code 

SLA  
Charge  

Applies 

after  
Charge  

Applies 

after  
Charge  

Applies 

after  
Charge  

MPS 

1  

Partial  

Registration  

Receipt by the Market Operator from 
the Retailer of a T103.R (Submit 
Partial Registration Application /  

Rejection) within five (5) BD of the  

Market Operator sending a T102.M 

(Notify New SPID) to the Retailer.  

MPS  

1A/B/C  

5 BD  £0  10 BD  £25  15 BD  £15  
Every 

40 BD  
£25  

MPS 

2  

Partial  

Registration  

Receipt by the Market Operator from 
the Retailer of a T132.R (Submit 
Core Customer Data) within ten (10)  

BD of the Market Operator sending a  

T107.M (Notify Connection  

Complete) to the Retailer, unless the 

Customer Name Data Item is already 

populated.  

MPS  

1D/E/F  

10 BD  £25  15 BD  £15  
Every 

40 BD  
£25  
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MPS 

3  

New  

Connection  

Notifications  

Receipt by the Market Operator of a  

T107.W (Submit Notification of  

Connection Complete) within five (5) 
BD of the Effective From Date 
contained within the transaction, for  

activities undertaken by the 
Wholesaler.   

This applies to the “New” connection 

type only, and not to “Gap Site” or 

“Entry Change of Use”.   

MPS  

2A/B  

5 BD  £25  9 BD  £15  

        

MPS 

4  

New  

Connection  

Notifications  

Receipt by the Market Operator of a  

T107.W (Submit Notification of  

Connection Complete) within eight 
(8) BD of the Effective From Date 
contained within the transaction, for  

activities undertaken by an 
Accredited Entity.   

This applies to the “New” connection 

type only, and not to “Gap Site” or 

“Entry Change of Use”.   

MPS  

2A/B  

8 BD  £25  12 BD  £15  
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MPS 

5  

Connection 
Notifications 
for Gap Site 
or Entry  

Change of  

Use  

Receipt by the Market Operator from 
the Wholesaler of a T107.W (Submit 
Notification of Connection Complete) 
within ten (10) BD of the Market 
Operator sending a T102.M (Notify 
New SPID) to the Wholesaler.    

  

This applies only to T102.M 

transactions with “Gap Site” or “entry 

Change of Use” connection type, but 

not the “New” Connection type.   

MPS 

3A  
10 BD  £0  15 BD  £40  

        

MPS 

6  

Disconnection 

/  

Reconnection   

The T115.W (Declare  

Disconnection/Reconnection/Deregis 
tration) is received by the Market 
Operator within two (2) BD of the 
Effective From Date contained within 
the transaction.   

This standard only applies in the 
case of a Temporary Disconnection 
or Reconnection.  

This standard does not apply in the 

case of a Permanent Disconnection 

or Deregistration.   

MPS  

4A/B  

2 BD  £0  5 BD  £25  10 BD  £15  
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MPS 

7  

Late Meter 

Read 

submission   

The T104.W (Submit Meter Details) 
or T105.W (Submit Meter Read) or 
T117.W (Submit Meter Exchange) is 
received by the Market Operator 
within five (5) BD of the Meter Read 
Date contained within the transaction 
in respect of I and F reads, for 
activities undertaken by the  

Wholesaler. This standard applies for 
meters with a Meter Treatment type  

of Potable, Non-Potable or 

Sewerage.  

MPS  

5A/B  

5 BD  £25  13 BD  £15  

        

MPS 

8  

Late Meter 

Read 

submission   

The T104.W (Submit Meter Details) 

or T105.W (Submit Meter Read) or 

T117.W (Submit Meter Exchange) is 

received by the Market Operator 

within eight (8) BD of the Meter Read 

Date contained within the transaction 

in respect of I and F reads, for 

activities undertaken by an 

Accredited Entity. This standard 

applies for meters with a Meter 

Treatment type of Potable, 

NonPotable or Sewerage.  

MPS  

5A/B  

8 BD  £25  16 BD  £15  
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MPS 

9  

Late Meter 

Read 

submission   

The T104.W (Submit Meter Details) 

or T105.W (Submit Meter Read) or 

T117.W (Submit Meter Exchange) is 

received by the Market Operator 

within ten (10) BD of the Meter Read 

Date contained within the transaction 

in respect of I and F reads for a 

meter with a Meter Treatment type of 

Private water or Private Trade 

Effluent.   

MPS  

5A/B  

10 BD  £0  15 BD  £25  23 BD  £15  

    

MPS 

10  

Late Meter 

Read 

submission   

The T104.W (Submit Meter Details) 
or T105.W (Submit Meter Read) or 
T117.W (Submit Meter Exchange) is 
received by the Market Operator 
within two (2) BD of the Meter Read 
Date contained within the transaction 
in respect of X and Y reads, for 
activities undertaken by a  

Wholesaler. This standard applies for 

meters with a Meter Treatment type 

of Potable, Non-Potable, Sewerage, 

Private Water or Private Trade 

Effluent.  

MPS  

5A/B  

2 BD  £0  5 BD  £25  13 BD  £15  

    

MPS 

11  

Late Meter 

Read 

submission   

The T104.W (Submit Meter Details) 
or T105.W (Submit Meter Read) or 
T117.W (Submit Meter Exchange) is 
received by the Market Operator 
within two (2) BD of the Meter Read 
Date contained within the transaction 
in respect of X and Y reads, for 
activities undertaken by an 
Accredited Entity. This standard 

MPS  

5A/B  

2 BD  £0  5 BD  £25  13 BD  £15  

    



Version 0.2 

Review of the MPS and OPS – Recommendation  Page 52 of 56 

applies for meters with a Meter 
Treatment type of Potable, Non- 

Potable, Sewerage, Private Water or 

Private Trade Effluent.  

MPS 

12  

Late Meter 

Read 

submission   

The T105.W (Submit Meter Read) is 

received by the Market Operator 

within five (5) BD of the Meter Read 

Date contained within the transaction 

in respect of Cyclic reads for 

NonMarket Meters. This standard 

applies for meters with a Meter 

Treatment type of Potable or Non-

Potable.  

MPS  

5C/D  

5 BD  £0  13 BD  £10  60 BD  £15  

    

MPS 

13  

Missed Meter 

Read  

In respect of Regular Cyclic Reads, a 
Twice-Yearly Read Meter is read 
within one hundred and forty (140) 
BD (excluding periods of vacancy) of 
the later of:  
- the Go Live Date; or    

- the last Meter Read Date for 
that meter; or   
- the date of submission of an 

Initial  

Read; or   

- the date upon which the last 
Market Performance Charge (if any) 
was applied in respect of this 
measure for this meter; or   

MPS 

6A  
140 BD  £0  160 BD  £40  
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- the last Registration Start 
Date for the relevant Supply Point 
(except where the Supply Point was 
last registered by way of a Volume  

Transfer)  

This standard applies for Non-Market 

meters with a Meter Treatment type 

of Potable or Non-Potable.  

MPS 

14  

Missed Meter 

Read  

In respect of Regular Cyclic Reads, a 
monthly Read Meter is read within 
twenty-five (25) BD (excluding 
periods of vacancy) of the later of:  
- the Go Live Date; or    

- the last Meter Read Date for 
that meter; or   
- the date of submission of an 
Initial Read; or   

- the date upon which the last 
Market Performance Charge (if any) 
was applied in respect of this 
measure for this meter; or   
- the last Registration Start 
Date for the relevant Supply Point 
(except where the Supply Point was 
last registered by way of a Volume  

Transfer)  

This standard applies for Non-Market 

meters with a Meter Treatment type 

of Potable or Non-Potable.  

MPS 

6B  
25 BD  £0  40 BD  £40  
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MPS 

15  

Late Meter 

Read 

submission   

The T105.R (Submit Meter Read) is 
received by the Market Operator 
within five (5) BD of the Meter Read 
Date contained within the transaction 
in respect of a Regular Cyclic Read.  

This standard applies for all Meter 

Treatment types except CrossBorder 

Meters.  

MPS  

7A/B/C  

5 BD  £0  10 BD  £10  60 BD  £15  

    

MPS 

16  

Late Meter 

Read 

submission   

The T105.R (Submit Meter Read) is 

received by the Market Operator 

within five (5) BD of the Meter Read 

Date contained within the transaction 

in respect of a Transfer Read. This 

standard applies for all Meter 

Treatment types except CrossBorder 

Meters.  

MPS  

7A/B/C  

5 BD  £0  10 BD  £10  60 BD  £15  

    

MPS 

17  

Missed Meter 

Read  

The Meter Read Date within the 
T105.R (Submit Meter Read) 
received by the Market Operator is 
within two (2) BD of the latest  

Registration Start Date submitted via 

a T108.R (Transfer Registration 

Application) transaction for the 

associated Supply Point in respect of 

Transfer Reads. This standard 

applies for all Meter Treatment types 

except Cross-Border Meters.  

MPS  

7D/E  

2 BD  £0  5 BD  £25  10 BD  £15  
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MPS 

18  

Missed Meter 

Read  

In respect of Regular Cyclic Reads, a 
Twice-Yearly Read Meter is read 
within one hundred and forty (140) 
BD (excluding periods of vacancy) of 
the later of:  
- the Go Live Date; or    

- the last Meter Read Date for 
that meter; or   
- the date of submission of an 

Initial  

Read; or   

- the date upon which the last 
Market Performance Charge (if any) 
was applied in respect of this 
measure for this meter; or   
- the last Registration Start 
Date for the relevant Supply Point 
(except where the Supply Point was 
last registered by way of a Volume  

Transfer)  

MPS 

8A  
140 BD  £0  160 BD  £40  

        

MPS 

19  

Missed Meter 

Read  

In respect of Regular Cyclic Reads, a 
monthly Read Meter is read within 
twenty-five (25) BD (excluding 
periods of vacancy) of the later of:  
- the Go Live Date; or    

- the last Meter Read Date for 
that meter; or   
- the date of submission of an 

Initial  

Read; or   

- the date upon which the last 
Market Performance Charge (if any) 

MPS 

8B  
25 BD  £0  40 BD  £40  
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was applied in respect of this 
measure for this meter; or   
- the last Registration Start 
Date for the relevant Supply Point 
(except where the Supply Point was 
last registered by way of a Volume  

Transfer)  

 


