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We welcome the opportunity to comment on the Performance Assurance Framework proposals and have 
provided detailed comments within this response.   

 
To highlight the key themes within our response, there are a number of areas we want to highlight here. 
 

1. We are strongly in favour of a Performance Assurance Framework (PAF) being in place as it 
will help to drive consistency across the market and protect customers.  We are open to 
working collaboratively with REC to help shape a PAF framework that will work efficiently from 
the perspective of a.) not duplicating existing monitoring and/or regulatory and/or code 
requirements and.) streamlining processes so that attention is placed on customer outcomes 
rather than technicalities. 
 

2. There is duplication of existing obligations primarily with supply licence and Guaranteed 
Standards of Performance (GSoP) obligations. We strongly believe that retaining the original 
risk definition, rather than the enhanced definition, would naturally remove this duplication but 
still retain the ability to focus on customer outcomes. 
 
We particularly want to highlight a concern regarding pre-payment meter customers as we 
believe supplier licence condition requirements already provide sufficient protection. We are 
significantly concerned that a focus on managing risks associated with pre-payment meter 
customers in addition to the regulations that already exist, could dis-incentivise suppliers from 
supplying prepayment customers as we have already observed that some suppliers do not 
actively recruit prepayment customers due to their higher cost to serve. By creating a more 
onerous risk management regime that focuses on pre-payment meter customers, risks further 
increasing that cost to serve which could in turn, further restrict the options available to pre-
payment meter customers. We refer you to Table 1 of our main response where we have 
provided more detailed commentary on the Risks Register. 
 

3. We are supportive of a pragmatic approach to Performance Assurance. However, there is a 
lack of clarity and transparency on the fundamental detail of how the PAF would work in 
practice; it is alluded to within the consultation by describing the content of the Retail Risk 
Register and Report Catalogue and we would encourage the publication of these documents 
as part of a future consultation so that REC Parties can contribute and help shape the PAF.   
 
We are concerned that without appropriate validation and verification of the data used to 
assess risk that the Code Manager will lack valuable context.  As an example, Supplier of Last 
Resort is specified in the consultation as being considered an exception but where companies 
may perhaps be migrating to new platforms, which would involve a change of supply process, 
how would these be identified and treated as exceptions also? 
 
A further example is the data cleanse activity that the REC Manager will be carrying out, but 
supply parties are yet to understand how this will work. We are concerned by the lack of 
information provided thus far given that go-live is 4 months away, which does not provide 
sufficient time for readiness.  
 

4. The Retail Risks and risk drivers are broad in their definitions and it is not clear which Parties 
they would apply to. The Retail Risk Register was described as holding this detail so 
transparency of this document would be very helpful. 
 

5. There is insufficient clarity on the remit of the Performance Assurance Framework itself as 
some performance is monitored by other codes. We are mindful that there could be a dual 
impact on Parties and so we want to ensure that there is no chance of there being any scope 
creep into the remit of this PAF on activities that are monitored elsewhere. 


