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Wholesale Retail Code Change Proposal – Ref CPW106 

Modification 
proposal  

Wholesale Retail Code Change Proposal1  – CPW106 – Management 
of long-term vacant Supply Points 

Decision The Authority has decided that it cannot properly form an opinion 
on the approval of this Change Proposal and requests that the Panel 
either: revises and resubmits the Final Report2; or considers 
whether other tools (e.g. introduction of an Alternative Performance 
Indicator (API) and/or reform of the Market Performance 
Framework (MPF)) could be more effective to improve this aspect of 
data quality. 

Publication date 8 February 2022 

Implementation 
date 

N/A 

 

1 The terms used in this document are those defined in the Wholesale Retail Code. 
2 'Final Report' in this document has the meaning given in the Market Arrangements Code 

We cannot properly form an opinion on the approval of this Change Proposal.  

The issue this Change Proposal seeks to address essentially appears to be one of 
potentially poor data quality in relation to premises that have been recorded as Vacant 
for a substantive period of time.  

Poor data quality continues to be a key market friction that is impeding the business 
retail market from working more effectively and delivering improved outcomes for 
customers, society and the environment. Poor quality data therefore requires 
resolution as a priority. 

Reform of the Market Performance Framework (MPF) has great potential to strengthen 
incentives on Trading Parties to improve and maintain good quality customer, 
consumption and asset data and we are strongly supportive of this programme of 
work. Additionally, we support more immediate steps by MOSL and the Market 
Performance Committee (MPC) to explore a more holistic approach to monitoring 
Trading Party Performance – moving away from a pure reliance on current MPF 
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Background  

In its 2018/19 market audit report, PwC highlighted the increase in the number of 
vacant premises in CMOS as a key concern. The Market Operator (MOSL) initiated work 
to review the issue further and included vacant premises as a high priority issue in its 
2019/20 Market Performance Operating Plan.  

As the increasing number of vacant premises was identified as a key concern in the 
2018/19 market audit, PwC selected vacant premises for review as part of the 2019/20 
audit. In January 2020, PwC published its ‘Outputs from review of Vacants’ report. It 
made a number of recommendations, including that: 

"MOSL should consider publishing the data surrounding properties that have 
been vacant for a prolonged period of time. MOSL could then assign the 
ownership of this data to Wholesalers and encourage Wholesalers to proactively 
manage these properties and liaise with Retailers in order to remove eligible 
SPIDs from the market." 

The recommendations made in the report were taken forward and formed part of the 
Market Performance Operating Plan for 2020/21. Improvements to the management of 
long-term vacant Supply Points was included as one of the options for reducing the 
level of vacancy in the market. 

In February 2020, MOSL published its ‘Vacancy Insights Report’, which provided 
greater insight into vacant premises in the business retail market. The final 
recommendation report details that following publication of this report, there was a 
range of activity, including formation of a vacancy working group which has provided 
insight and proposed amendments to the current approach to managing vacant 
premises set out in the Wholesale Retail Code (WRC). 

standards and to incorporate other important aspects of company performance, 
including in relation to data quality.   

Whilst we are strongly supportive of data improvement initiatives, it is not apparent 
that this Change Proposal will effectively or proportionately achieve its original 
objective. Additionally, the analysis that was completed to evaluate the impacts 
specifically of this Change Proposal does not appear to have taken account of all 
relevant factors. In failing to do so, it potentially misrepresents the beneficial 
outcomes that implementation of the Change Proposal could achieve. Therefore, we 
are currently unable to conclude that the costs of implementation are likely to be 
outweighed by the benefits that can be achieved for customers and the market.  

https://mosl.co.uk/document/market-operator-compliance/1401-nhh-market-audit-report-2018-19/file
https://mosl.co.uk/services/market-assurance/performance-and-risk/mpop/mpop-documentation/2574-2019-20-market-performance-operating-plan-full-version/file
https://mosl.co.uk/documents-publications/1403-pwc-2019-20-market-audit-q1-vacants-review-1/file
https://mosl.co.uk/document/changes/2172-cpw106-vacancy-insight-report-pdf/file
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The final recommendation report states that this Change Proposal is one of a number of 
initiatives underway to reduce the number of 'Long Term Vacant Supply Points'3 
registered in the market. 

The issue 

The final recommendation report states that as of 1 April 2021, there were 
approximately 450,000 vacant Supply Points, equivalent to approximately 270,000 
premises and 17.1% of all SPIDs registered in the market. Of the vacant Supply Points, 
approximately 115,000 (equivalent to around 26% of vacant supply points) are classed 
as Long-Term Vacant Supply Points with no identifiable consumption for over six years.  

It is noted that these premises could have been incorrectly classified as Eligible 
Premises at market opening, become uninhabitable or been subject to a change of use 
and therefore should no longer be registered as Eligible Premises in CMOS. 

The final recommendation report details that the concerns identified relating to there 
being long-term vacant Supply Points registered in CMOS include that the size of the 
market could be artificially inflated, and additional costs could be incurred, including 
for example: 

• Costs associated with tracing activity at premises; 
• Costs associated with Meter Reads; 
• Market Performance Standard Charges; and 
• Customer bill impacts. 

The Change Proposal4 

This Change Proposal seeks to introduce obligations for the management of 'Long Term 
Vacant Supply Points', including a process for identification and deregistration (where 
appropriate) of these from CMOS.  

To assist in identification of ‘Long Term Vacant Supply Points’, it is proposed that a new 
definition is inserted into the WRC, as follows: 

“Long-Term Vacant Supply Points 

 

3 As defined in the drafting proposed by CPW106 
4 The proposal and accompanying documentation is available on the MOSL website at 
https://www.mosl.co.uk/market-codes/change#scroll-track-a-change      

https://www.mosl.co.uk/market-codes/change#scroll-track-a-change
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Supply Points associated with Eligible Premises that have been marked as Vacant 
Premises for six (6) consecutive years or more with no identifiable consumption 
within the last six (6) years. No identifiable consumption shall be identified by 
meeting any of the following criteria: 
 

• Supply Points that have received no Regular Cyclic Reads or Pre-Loaded 
Reads during the past six (6) years; or  

• Supply Points that have received at least two (2) Regular Cyclic Reads or Pre-
Loaded Reads during the last six (6) years but registered zero consumption; 
or 

• Supply Points for which Retail Services are charged for on an Assessed or 
Unmeasured basis;” 

The final recommendation report explains that the six year timeframe in the above 
definition has been proposed to align with the Limitation Act 1980, which sets the 
periods for civil claims based on tort or contract at six years.  

It is proposed that the minimum Meter Read frequency is also reduced to once every 
three years for meters which are associated with 'Long-Term Vacant Supply Points' 
('Triennial Read Meters').  

A process has been proposed to ensure that 'Long-Term Vacant Supply Points' are kept 
under review and action is taken to Deregister them from the market, where this is 
appropriate. MOSL will produce a guidance document. The box below sets out the 
proposed process steps. 

1. MOSL will produce a 'Candidate List'5 which details potential 'Long-Term Vacant Supply Points' 
for each Wholesaler-Retailer pairing based on the water Supply Point or the sewerage Supply 
Point if the service is sewerage only. The 'Candidate List' will include both metered and 
unmetered SPIDs. MOSL will publish the list on its portal and will notify both the Retailer and the 
Wholesaler that it is available to download. MOSL will update the 'Candidate List' at least every 
Month to reflect any updates. 

2. Within three Months of publication of the 'Candidate List', the relevant Retailer will review it and 
update the Occupancy Status / confirm if the Supply Point is correctly recorded as a 'Long-Term 
Vacant Supply Point'. Alternatively, they should use process C6 of the Operational Terms to 
initiate the Deregistration process. 

3. The Wholesaler can download the 'Candidate List' at the same time as the Retailer to begin 
reviewing this and undertaking appropriate actions. 

 

5 As defined in the drafting proposed by CPW106 
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4. Once the Retailer has reviewed the reviewed and updated 'Candidate List' (which it must do no 
later than three Months after publication), MOSL will republish the revised 'Candidate List' and 
notify the Wholesaler of publication. Within 20 Business Days, the Wholesaler is required to 
provide a timeframe (which can be no more than 12 Months) for investigating and either 
deregistering, confirming the Supply Point is a 'Long-Term Vacant Supply Point' or that the 
premises are occupied. 

5. MOSL will update the Retailer of the timeframe provided by the Wholesaler for investigation of 
the 'Candidate List' to ensure alignment of expectations. 

6. The Wholesaler will undertake an investigation for each of the Supply Points on the 'Candidate 
List', the outcome of which should result in the 'Long-Term Vacant Supply Point' status being 
changed to: 
• Verified Eligible 'Long-Term Vacant Supply Point'; 
• Occupied Premises (the Wholesaler and Retailer should work together to reach agreement 

on the Occupancy Status, if they are unable to agree they should use the Vacancy Change 
Application process set out in CSD 0105: Error rectification and retrospective amendments); 
or 

• Deregistered (the Wholesaler should also consider whether permanent or temporary 
disconnection would be appropriate). There are specified circumstances in which it would 
be able to immediately proceed to Deregistration without further investigation. Wholesalers 
and Retailers should work together to agree eligibility or where they cannot agree the 
dispute can be referred to the Authority for a determination to be made. 

7. All Supply Points will remain on the 'Candidate List' until the next 'Candidate List' of 'Long Term 
Vacant Supply Points' is published.  

8. Within 14 Months of the initial 'Candidate List' being published, MOSL will review the 
effectiveness of each Wholesaler's investigation of the list and will share the findings with 
Trading Parties/the Panel. MOSL may recommend introduction of an Additional Performance 
Indicator and may undertake future effectiveness reviews at its discretion.  

9. 18 Months after publication of the initial 'Candidate List', MOSL will publish a new 'Candidate List' 
which will include all Supply Points that meet the definition of 'Long Terms Vacant Supply 
Points', including those which have previously been verified, although those which have already 
been verified are only required to be re-verified once every six years. 

Industry consultation and assessment 

There were two industry consultations on this Change Proposal. The initial consultation 
related to the first iteration of the proposal which was amended following consideration 
of the responses received. A summary of the initial proposal and the consultation 
responses can be reviewed in the final recommendation report. 

The second consultation on the revised proposal was published on 24 March 2021 and 
closed to responses on 14 April 2021.  There were 18 responses from 10 Wholesalers, 
seven Retailers and the Consumer Council for Water (CCW).  

https://mosl.co.uk/change/changes/management-of-long-term-vacant-supply-points#pills-consul
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We have summarised below the key consultation response themes and the Proposer’s 
reply: 

Agreement with the revised solution 

Over half of consultation respondents agreed with the revised solution (five 
Wholesalers, four Retailers and CCW). 

Of those that did not agree, one Wholesaler suggested that the Retailer review of the 
'Candidate List' should be mandated. This Wholesaler considered that the Retailer 
would have information relating to the Supply Points on the 'Candidate List' from the six 
years that it has been responsible for them. Another Wholesaler did not consider that 
there was any evidence of a material impact from the number of 'Long-Term Vacant 
Supply Points'. This Wholesaler suggested that enhanced monitoring and targets for 
improvements would be a more proportionate response in the first instance. A different 
Wholesaler also did not consider this issue to be a priority and did not think that the 
proposed process was fit for purpose. It suggested that there could be an unintended 
consequence created for Supply Points associated with long unread meters – they 
could be deregistered from the market, creating Gap Sites. One Wholesaler that did not 
agree with the proposed solution commented that it transferred the responsibility for 
the management of 'Long-Term Vacant Supply Points' from Retailers to Wholesalers 
and their back-office systems. This respondent instead suggested an alternative 
solution which involved a long term vacant flag in CMOS. 

A Retailer thought that the 12 Month timeframe for Wholesalers to investigate 'Long-
Term Vacant Supply Points' is too long. This Retailer also considered that the proposed 
six year timeframe for re-verification of Supply Points that have been previously verified 
was too long, it thought that if this element of the solution is being retained then upon 
the second re-verification should result in the Supply Point being marked as occupied 
or Deregistered from the market. It was also suggested by this respondent that the 
premises should be temporarily disconnected where it is identified as a Long-Term 
Vacant Supply Point. 

A Retailer expressed concern that implementation of a new definition of 'Long-Term 
Vacant Supply Points' may allow Wholesalers to continue to delay addressing the poor 
quality of data entered at market opening. This Retailer said that it remains principally 
unfair that Retailers retain ultimate responsibility (and associated cost) for sites that 
have never been (and are unlikely to become) owned or occupied by a Non-Household 
Customer within the water retail market. A different Retailer that did not agree with the 
proposed solution, thought that it was unnecessary and that it will not have the desired 
impact on the perceived issue.  
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CCW considered that there is a need to implement a defined process. It thought that 
the steps outlined in the original and revised proposals should help to ensure that 
'Long-Term Vacant Supply Points' receive an increased level of attention from Trading 
Parties. 

Views on reducing the minimum read frequency to every five years 

Only one Wholesaler respondent agreed with the proposed modification. It said that if 
the five yearly meter read cycle differs to the ‘six yearly check’, the premises would be 
investigated twice in a six year period which seems sufficient. 

All other Wholesaler respondents did not agree with the proposal to reduce the 
minimum read frequency to once every five years. The Wholesaler respondents that did 
not agree provided the following reasons: 

• It would be preferable to set the minimum meter read frequency at every two years 
instead because it could take up to five years to identify consumption, multiple 
occupancies could have occurred during that timeframe or a leak could go 
undetected for a significant period of time; 

• Checking a meter after five years could result in ignored excessive volumetric use or 
leakage. This Wholesaler noted the financial and environmental impacts and costs 
of this and proposed a six month Meter Read cycle should be the minimum; 

• The increase should be to no more than one Year to align with the requirement in 
the Customer Protection Code of Practice (CPCoP) to provide an accurate bill based 
on a Meter Read; 

• Reducing the Meter Read frequency to five Years would not enable a Retailer to 
meet its obligations in respect of maintaining the correct occupancy status; 

• The proposed increase would not encourage active monitoring of the premises; 
• Meter reading obligations are the only guarantee that the occupancy of the property 

is being regularly maintained therefore the current Meter Read cycle should be 
retained; and 

• The Meter Read frequency should align with the settlement process. 

Of the Retailer respondents, five out of seven supported the proposal to amend the 
Meter Read frequency to five years. Reasons provided included that it would afford 
flexibility in one Retailers metering strategy for Vacant Premises meaning resources 
could be redeployed to provide greater benefits, it would reduce a Retailer's cost to 
serve, the timeframe could be relaxed if the new definition of 'Long-Term Vacant 
Supply Points' is introduced although, this Retailer expected that more frequent Meter 
Reads would still be taken due to incentives outside of the Market Performance 
Framework (it did not elaborate on what it considered these incentives to be). 
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Two Retailer respondents did not agree. One thought that Vacant Premises should have 
Meter Reads at least once a year to identify leakage and highlighted the importance of 
Meter Reads to confirm if the occupancy status requires review. The other Retailer that 
did not agree considered five yearly meter reads to be insufficient. This respondent said 
that the proposal was arbitrary and counterproductive as Meter Reads are a tool which 
can be used to determine the occupancy status of a premise. 

CCW also did not agree with the proposal to amend the Meter Read frequency. CCW 
expressed concern that a reduced onus on Retailers to read meters for 'Long-Term 
Vacant Supply Points' may result in some occupiers remaining unidentified, with the 
possibility of bill shocks. 

Proposer’s reply 

Having considered the industry’s response, the Proposer has modified the minimum meter 
read frequency to once every three years.  

The Proposer highlighted that the relaxed Meter Reading frequency does not affect the 
right of a Wholesaler to check for leakage more or less frequently (for example, as part of 
its leakage management policy) nor does it affect the ability to query the occupancy of the 
Supply Point before the next Meter Read. Equally, it does not remove a Retailer’s obligation 
to ensure that the premises is maintained at the correct Occupancy Status. 

Views about Wholesaler Meter Reads for 'Long-Term Vacant Supply Points' that are 
part of a Meter Network 

There were divided opinions as to who should be responsible for reading these meters. 
Just over half of respondents suggested that responsibility should remain with the 
Retailer. 

The majority of Wholesalers agreed that there should be no change in the current rules 
and that Retailers should retain responsibility for obtaining Meter Reads for 'Long-Term 
Vacant Supply Points' that are part of a Meter Network at the existing frequency. One 
Wholesaler said that the Meter Read frequency should not be amended for such 
meters. 

One Wholesaler thought that where there is a sub-meter from an ineligible water 
meter, it is essential for accurate billing that the sub-meter is frequently read and the 
Wholesaler will already be going to site to read the ineligible meter. However, they did 
not consider that there should be associated market performance charges with failing 
to read the meter.  
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One Wholesaler considered that to provide the best available customer journey for 
customers who are part of a Meter Network set up for billing purposes, it makes sense 
for the Wholesaler to manage Meter Reads of 'Long-Term Vacant Supply Points' where 
they are part of a Meter Network. This Wholesaler thought this because where a Supply 
Point is remaining in the market, it remains the responsibility of the Retailer and the 
frequency of Meter Reads should align with the minimum within the network. 

The majority of Retailer respondents suggested that the Meter Read for 'Long-Term 
Vacant Supply Points' that are part of a Meter Network should become the 
responsibility of the Wholesaler. Reasons provided for this included that it would allow 
Wholesalers to read the Meter Network at the appropriate frequency so that any 
required derived volumes can be correctly calculated for any Non-Market Meter on that 
network. A Retailer said that if a Supply Point is Deregistered from the market then it 
should not be the Retailers responsibility to read that meter. Another Retailer thought 
that in many cases, the long-term vacancy status of a Supply Point will likely represent 
poor quality of data at market opening and that it remains unfair to require Retailers 
obtain reads of these possibly inaccurate Supply Points. This respondent considered 
that retaining the obligation for the Retailer to read such meters could create greater 
incentive for Wholesalers not to Deregister sites. 

One Retailer suggested that the responsibility should remain with the Retailer as 
vacancy does not, and should not, switch the responsibility to the Wholesaler. This 
Retailer highlighted that there is a process for Wholesalers to enter Meter Reads should 
they wish to do so. This respondent said that the issue to which the question refers is 
where the relevant meter is at the top of the network (a ‘top meter’) as other meters in 
the network deduct from this. If the top meter is located in a place that the Retailer is 
unable to access during vacancy (e.g. internally), this could result in issues. This 
Retailer suggested that Wholesalers should be encouraged, as best they can, to ensure 
that the top meter is located where vacancy cannot inhibit the obtaining of the Meter 
Read, or should be of such type that a Meter Read can be obtained via a “smart” 
process (such as AMR). 

CCW highlighted that it does not want to see customers (both household & non-
household) experiencing adverse billing impacts as a result of any changes to the 
Meter Reading frequency. Therefore, it would be beneficial for the Retailer to retain 
responsibility for Meter Readings, as this may be easier than introducing new 
obligations on Wholesalers. 

Proposer’s reply 

Having considered the industry’s response, the Proposer recommended that whoever is 
responsible for billing the customer (whether it is a household or NHH customer) in the 
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Meter Network should read the relevant meter(s) in order to bill their respective 
customer(s), including the meter on the Long-Term Vacant Supply Point. 

Costs of implementation 

The Wholesaler respondents generally suggested that implementation costs would be 
medium to high.  

One Wholesaler did not anticipate any costs as it does not have any 'Long-Term Vacant 
Supply Points'. Another did not anticipate any system costs but considered that it 
would need additional resource to manage the administration and investigations 
required, this Wholesaler projected medium costs of between £10k and £100k per 
annum. Other Wholesalers also indicated that there would be increased resource costs.  

One Wholesaler only foresaw additional costs where the Retailer did not undertake an 
initial review of the list or share any relevant information with the Wholesaler as this 
could result in wasted effort and delays. Another Wholesaler acknowledged that there 
would be costs associated with implementation of CPW106, however considered that 
the activity would be in the best interests of the market and would further the 
principles and objectives of the codes. 

One Wholesaler projected high implementation costs, highlighting that due to their 
extent, a business case would need to be sought. They considered that the costs for 
Wholesalers to implement the proposed changes would be high whereas the cost 
savings for Retailers would be marginal. This Wholesaler also thought that 
consideration should also be given to the costs to customers in terms of reconnection 
fees where the premises has been disconnected in line with the proposed process. 

Of the Retailer respondents, several highlighted resourcing implications others did not 
consider that there would be implementation or ongoing costs. One Retailer, whilst 
highlighting resourcing implications considered that implementation and ongoing 
costs would be far less than having to maintain and manage the current volume of 
'Long-Term Vacant Supply Points' in its portfolio. Another said that this change will 
decrease cost to serve by allowing it to focus trace activity on active Eligible Premises 
instead of non-eligible 'Long-Term Vacant Supply Points'. 

One Retailer said that it would incur implementation costs and operational costs. This 
Retailer was concerned ‘by the suggestion that T112 transactions are sent deliberately 
to the market that are going to purposely fail’. It highlighted that Retailers are required 
to review Supply Points and then issue T112 Data Transaction to re-confirm vacancy. It 
considered that implementation of the proposal would result in a large amount of failed 
Data Transactions within its systems. As an alternative solution to avoid these issues, 
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this Retailer suggested creation of separate Data Item to be updated through a new 
Data Transaction. 

Proposer’s reply 

The Proposer recognised that the Change Proposal would result in a slight adjustment to 
responsibilities and costs associated with the management of 'Long-Term Vacant Supply 
Points'. However, the Proposer considers that this change is proportionate and reasonable 
and affords a better balance of responsibilities between Wholesaler and Retailers in this 
area. The costs associated with the initial tranches of CPW106 will in part be a function of 
the data quality, completeness, and accuracy at market opening. Wholesalers with better 
data should incur lower costs. Where poorer quality market data is a factor, it is not 
inappropriate that Wholesalers should bear a cost to remedy this. It is also recognised that 
regional economic factors will influence the number of 'Long-Term Vacant Supply Points', 
and hence the costs for Wholesalers to manage them on an enduring basis will vary 
slightly, but these aspects are not considered to be materially different. Once the initial 
reviews are completed, the Proposer considers that subsequent reviews will involve 
significantly lower numbers of premises and hence significantly lower costs. 

The Proposer also stated that it is envisaged that the process will produce significant 
benefits for Wholesalers by the identification of Occupied Premises and ineligible premises.  

Panel recommendation 

The Panel considered this Change Proposal at its meeting on 29 June 2021. It 
recommended, by a majority decision (12 votes in favour and one against), that the 
Authority approve this Change Proposal. This recommendation has been made on the 
basis of improving the Principles of efficiency, proportionality, customer participation 
and simplicity, cost-effectiveness and security6. The recommended date of 
implementation was 5 November 2021 or alternatively 22 March 2022. 

The final recommendation report details that two Panel members highlighted that 
there are existing operational processes for deregistration of vacant premises. Other 
members agreed, but noted that there was no incentive to address 'Long-Term Vacant 

 

6 The Panel’s assessment of this proposal was completed prior to implementation of CPM040/CPW121 and 
therefore its assessment was completed against the principles and objectives that were in place at the 
time of its meeting. 

https://www.ofwat.gov.uk/publication/market-arrangements-code-and-wholesale-retail-and-code-change-proposals-ref-cpm040-and-cpw121/
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Supply Points' and considered that this Change Proposal would introduce an incentive 
to review these sites. 

It is noted that some Panel members questioned whether the 12 Month timescale for 
Wholesalers to review the 'Candidate List' was too long. A Wholesaler Panel member 
confirmed that the timescale would be challenging given the number of premises that 
would need to be assessed. The Proposer explained that the change sought a balance 
between not over-challenging Trading Parties and delivering benefits within 18 
months. Another Panel Member suggested the timescales could be reduced in the 
future if appropriate. 

Some members thought that ‘considerable Trading Party resource’ would be required 
to assess the initial 'Candidate List', one Panel member queried how the possibility of a 
negative cost-benefit ratio would be mitigated. The Panel were advised that CPW106 is 
not prescriptive about how Trading Parties carry out their investigative work therefore 
there is scope for flexibility in their inspection regime to reduce costs. The cost-benefit 
analysis detailed in the final recommendation report was based on pilot studies 
conducted by Trading Parties. 

A Panel member noted that the Change Proposal could also lead to premises being 
recognised as occupied and Retailers being able to correctly begin charging customers 
that are occupying those premises. This member noted that although this would not 
increase Wholesaler revenue (due to the wholesale price cap mechanism), it would 
create value for existing customers by reducing their share of market costs. 

The Panel member that voted against the Change Proposal believed it would not 
improve the current situation and would drive Trading Party resources into an area that 
had not historically been focussed on because it was not cost effective to do so. 

Our decision and reasons for our decision 

We have considered the issues and the supporting documentation provided in the 
Panel’s final recommendation report and have decided that we cannot properly form an 
opinion on the approval of this Change Proposal. It is not apparent from the information 
and evidence presented if implementation of this Change Proposal will better facilitate 
the principles and objectives of the WRC. We therefore request that the Panel either: 
revises and resubmits the Final Report; or considers whether other tools (e.g. 
introduction of an Alternative Performance Indicator (API) and/or reform of the Market 
Performance Framework (MPF)) could be more effective to improve this aspect of data 
quality. 

We outlined in our 'State of the Market 2020-21 Report' that significant issues 
regarding poor quality customer, consumption, and asset data continue to persist in 

https://www.ofwat.gov.uk/regulated-companies/markets/business-retail-market/state-of-the-market-2020-21-review-of-the-fourth-year-of-the-business-retail-water-market/
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the market. Resolving this market friction remains a key priority for the market to 
function effectively, which is crucial to delivering better outcomes for customers, 
society and the environment. Ofwat's interim CEO, David Black, further emphasised the 
importance of Wholesalers' role in improving data quality in his letter to Wholesalers 
following our review of incumbent company support for effective markets (Project 
RISE). This letter set out our expectation that Wholesalers reflect on our findings from 
our investigation into Thames Water, including on the actions that Thames Water has 
committed to in order to improve the quality of its market data.  

Recognising the need for industry to play its role and the importance of a well-designed 
performance framework7 as a means of facilitating this, MOSL is working with Trading 
Parties, CCW and Ofwat to reform the current Market Performance Framework (MPF). A 
call for inputs on the future MPF was published in November 2021, with further 
consultations expected, and the new framework to be implemented in 2023/24. We 
consider this work is crucial to strengthening incentives on Trading Parties to improve 
the quality of market data and strongly encourage reform of MPF to explore incentives 
on Trading Parties to improve data quality.  

Additionally, we support more immediate steps by MOSL and the Market Performance 
Committee (MPC) to explore a more holistic approach to monitoring Trading Party 
Performance – moving away from a pure reliance on current MPF standards and to 
incorporate other important aspects of company performance, including in relation to 
data quality.   

Whilst we are strongly supportive of and encourage data improvement initiatives, the 
information and evidence presented in the final recommendation report for this 
Change Proposal leaves us unable to properly conclude that the proposed solution 
would effectively or proportionately achieve the desired outcomes. We have set out the 
reasons for this below.  

The objectives of the Change Proposal 

The Change Proposal Form for CPW106 summarises the objective of the proposal as 
follows: 

" To reduce the number of long-term vacant premises in the market by 
defining the criteria under which Supply Points for long term vacant premises 

 

7 This can include reputational and financial incentives as well as processes such as enhanced monitoring, 
audit and performance plans etc.  

https://www.ofwat.gov.uk/publication/letter-from-david-black-reviewing-incumbent-company-support-for-effective-markets-rise/


 

14 

should be deregistered and implementing a process for their deregistration 
and potential temporary or permanent disconnection." 

Long term vacant Supply Points are not in and of themselves problematic for the 
market. However, where the occupancy status of a premises is not accurately recorded 
in CMOS, or the premises is not eligible for the market and should be Deregistered, this 
results in poor data quality in relation to long term vacant premises.  

It is not clear whether and how the proposed solution would contribute to addressing a 
substantive element of the issue it was originally intended to address – i.e. 
Deregistration of non-Eligible Premises from the market. This is particularly so given 
that the final recommendation report highlights that CPW106 is not prescriptive about 
how Trading Parties carry out their investigative work to verify the status of 'Long-Term 
Vacant Supply Points' and that they could be flexible in their inspection regime to 
reduce costs. Whilst this element of flexibility might be beneficial, it is not apparent 
what impact this might have on the effectiveness of the investigations and therefore, 
the outcomes that would be achieved as a result of them.  

In addition to the above, the proposed definition of 'Long-Term Vacant Supply Point' is 
narrow. Whilst this may be suitable for the purposes of the issue that the Change 
Proposal was originally raised to address (i.e. that non-eligible premises should be 
deregistered from the market), it is unlikely to result in an effective process for the 
management of long-term vacant premises8 more broadly, as data quality issues may 
apply equally to long-term vacant premises that would fall outside of this definition.  

Analysis of the issue 

The data used to inform the 'spread of scenarios' that are detailed in the final 
recommendation report for the purpose of the cost benefit analysis of this Change 
Proposal was taken from three individual Retailer projects. These projects related to 
review of Supply Points that had been marked as vacant for a substantive period of 
time. However, the projects did not all solely relate to Supply Points that fall within the 
proposed definition of 'Long-Term Vacant Supply Points'. Only one out of the three 
Retailers focused solely on Supply Points that met this definition9, and this Retailer 
identified significantly lower levels of Occupied Premises than the other two Retailers 
in the examples provided. In relation to the other Retailer projects, one reviewed 

 

8 Which the final recommendation report details to be an additional aim of the Change Proposal 
9 We sought further information from MOSL based on which we have identified that only the Retailer 
referred to as 'Retailer C' in the final recommendation report can be confirmed to have reviewed Supply 
Points that are 'Long-Term Vacant Supply Points' (as defined in the Change Proposal).  
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Vacant Supply Points which were recording consumption and the other undertook no 
consumption analysis.  

As the premises targeted by this Change Proposal have 'no identifiable consumption', it 
is reasonable to expect that they are less likely to be identified as Occupied Premises 
than those which have identifiable consumption. They are instead more likely to 
become verified 'Long Term Vacant Supply Points'. Due to the issues with the samples 
used to inform the cost benefit analysis, the outputs of this do not appear to provide a 
reliable picture of the benefits of the Change Proposal if it were implemented. Any 
revised Final Report should reflect on this in setting out the benefits that are expected 
to accrue from implementing the Change Proposal.  

Meter Read frequency 

We do not agree with the proposal to decrease the Meter Read frequency to three yearly 
Meter Reads. Extended timeframes between Meter Reads may result in negative 
outcomes for customers in the form of back-bills and unidentified leakage. 
Additionally, we are concerned that the Change Proposal has the potential to 
exacerbate data quality issues relating to premises that have been recorded in CMOS as 
vacant for extended periods of time and premises with long unread meters. A 'Triennial 
Read Meter' is proposed to be defined as 'a meter that is associated with a Long-Term 
Vacant Supply Point…'. Verification of the occupancy status is not required for a meter 
to fall within the definition of 'Long Term Vacant Supply Point'. Therefore, where a 
Supply Point falls within this definition, the proposed reduced Meter Read frequency 
would automatically apply, and extended periods of time could elapse prior to a Meter 
Read being obtained which could result in delays in occupancy being identified.  

Taking the above into account, we are not convinced that this aspect of the Change 
Proposal would be consistent with the primary principle or lead to greater efficiency, 
simplicity or a seamless Non-Household Customer experience.  

Decision notice  

In accordance with section 6.3.8 of the Market Arrangements Code, the Authority 
cannot properly form an opinion on this Change Proposal.  We therefore request that 
the Panel either: revises and resubmits the Final Report; or considers whether other 
tools (e.g. introduction of an Alternative Performance Indicator (API) and/or reform of 
the MPF) could be more effective to improve this aspect of data quality. 

Georgina Mills 
Director, Business Retail Market 


