
 
REC Code Manager Performance Assurance Consultation - April 2021 

 

CONSULTATION QUESTIONS  

1. Are you supportive of the enhanced definition for Retail Risk we have defined within Appendix A? 

• No, we are not supportive of the enhanced definition as we believe it is unnecessary. We believe the original definition (below) should be 

retained as this will still enable the Code Manager to use a risk-based approach to identify the REC process areas which, if not followed, could 

ultimately cause customer detriment. We believe retaining the original definition will still allow the Code Manager to focus on prioritising the 

achievement of the same consumer outcomes. 

• In terms of the enhanced definition itself, the wording is very broad; it is unclear who exactly would be covered by '...other Party' nor how the 

'effectiveness of the retail market' being 'measurably and significantly degraded' would be measured. Our covering letter explains our broader 

concerns about the level of clarity provided in the current proposals. 

• We absolutely agree that consumers should not experience detriment and welcome the focus on customers in the REC itself; however we also 

believe that if Parties are meeting the requirements set out in the REC this should be an enabler for the successful completion of the end 

customer-facing process, e.g. if the REC processes and timescales for disputed reads are met then the Supplier will be in a position to bill 

accurately. These end processes are already predominantly covered by existing obligations in the supply licence and other regulations e.g. 

GsoP, and therefore creating an enhanced definition of Retail Risk causes duplication of these. In striving to achieve compliance against the 

REC and other existing obligations, Parties would want to ensure that non-parties involved in the relevant processes would be co-operating 

with the process timescales and requirements so the REC Party consequently meets the relevant obligations. 

 

Original definition: 

‘a risk of any failure or error in a step or process required under the REC (including in each case a risk which has materialised as an actual 

failure or an error).’ 

 

2. Do you agree that Retail Risks should be assessed using a tiered system (pass/minor/major/fail) and that performance is measured against 

threshold based on regular monitoring? 

• The assessment criteria which results in the tiered classifications is still to be defined so it is difficult to agree, or not, with this approach.  As 

examples, some of the queries we have are: 

○ At what point might a minor become a major, and vice versa; for example - could this classification be based on the volume of RMPs 

exceeding a threshold or is it the length of time which it has exceeded by? To allow for Parties to be subject to objective risk 

assessment this should be transparent prior to the PAF being implemented. 

○ Does a certain number of minors constitute a major? These should be assessed proportionately, for example a Party may have 15 

minors and have no sanction, but may have 1 major and be sanctioned, which does not seem proportionate. 

○ What scenarios would be considered as a Fail? These should be consulted upon, clearly defined and signposted as absolute 

obligations for Parties before the PAF is implemented to provide stability and consistency for Parties. 



 
○ It is unclear how the tiered system would trigger remedial action, for example would the same activity to remedy the risk be required 

for minors and majors? As referred to above, the PATs which could be applied should be proportionate to the tiered system 

assessment. 

● While the intention, where possible, is to capture data from central sources we would welcome clarity on the validation and verification 

techniques that the Code Manager will employ to ensure that the data collated is fully understood.  We are also conscious that there will be a 

depth of contextual information that would greatly assist in any risk assessment, and without this enriching context, provided by Parties, we 

believe PATs could be applied unnecessarily in some instances under the current proposal of a tiered system and assessment.  We would 

expect regular catchups with Operational Account Manager would help to manage this risk without being burdensome on Parties, i.e. we 

would want to avoid regular reporting.  Separately, are learnings being taken from other performance assurance frameworks such as the 

Elexon Buzzer report by way of a 3 strike system? 

Without the Code Manager being clear how this measurement criteria will be defined and applied, it is incredibly complex to understand how 

the Performance Assurance Methodology (PAM) will be applied to Parties.  Providing the detail in the Retail Risk Register and the Report 

Catalogue would be helpful. 

 

3. Do you have any comments on the overall approach to the Performance Assurance Methodology, in terms of identifying, analysing and 

assessing Retail Risks? 

• Without further clarity on the tolerance rule criteria, where and what data will be taken centrally and any additional sources to be able to 

assess practical application from our perspective, it is difficult to assess the effectiveness of the methodology and therefore to be able to 

suggest amendments or alternatives. It is not clear what calculations would be used to assess the likelihood of a risk materialising; this should 

be transparent to ensure performance is assessed consistently and objectively, and ensure that Parties are fully aware of expected 

performance thresholds as we are, for example, with the current BSC settlement measures. 

• The primary intention behind this proposal is for the Code Manager to be able to identify if there has been customer detriment as a 

consequence of a Party’s performance. We reiterate the previous point that without contextual data it will be incredibly difficult to determine if 

there has been customer detriment, or whether rectifying action has already been taken within a Suppliers internal billing system.  

• While we welcome the recognition that there is significant industry activity happening, particularly within the Switching Programme, and that 

the Code Manager intends to take a pragmatic approach to those processes, we would urge that there is an initial review point to assess 

whether the market conditions are appropriate for those processes to be included within PAF, instead of including them after the 12 month 

period. 

 

4. Do you agree that performance expectations and any other thresholds are set by the PAB, based on the monitoring of real world market 

performance and the provisions of the REC?  

• Performance criteria should only be changed following a thorough consultation process. Paragraph 5.1.1 states that the thresholds are the 

specific requirements imposed by the REC, and these can only be changed through formal consultation; any consequential change in the 

performance expectations proposed by PAB should therefore form part of the consultation to review the threshold. This process should also 



 
be a specific element of the REC PAF Schedule and outline the scenarios and frequency where PAB could consult on changing certain 

criteria.   

• We would suggest no changes should be made before PAF is fully implemented i.e. only after the initial 12 months and the review point 

suggested in the previous point. This will provide time to assess a market which is continuously evolving. 

 

5. Are there any reasons why the Retail Risks defined in Table 1 should not be the initial priority focus for the PAB in the first year (from 

September 2021)? Please provide reasons to explain your answer. 

• The current list of Retail Risks is broad and also appears to significantly overlap with existing obligations. Where this is the case we would 

urge the Code Manager to review these with the intention to streamline the Retail Risks and eliminate that duplication.   

• We have detailed further comments in the table below for each individual Risk and risk drivers. 

 

 

 Risk as described in consultation  E.ON Comments 

 Risk Description:   
1. Consumer supply point communication is interrupted due to a 

lack of action or incorrect action by REC Parties  
Risk Drivers: 

• Consumer supply disconnected by action / inaction by the losing 
/ gaining supplier  

• Consumer supply disconnected by action / by the Switching 
Service Provider. 

• MEM inappropriately disconnect a customer by not performing 
meter works appropriately, leaving them without supply. 

• Legacy Meters: Registrable Supplier for a Registered Meter 
Point with a Prepayment Meter does not replace the device, 
does not perform a decommission / recommission or does not 
update the Prepayment Meter’s software as appropriate in the 
circumstances defined in the schedule and in the suitable 
timescale.   

• Registered Supplier for a Registrable Meter Point with a Credit 
Meter does not replace the device, does not perform a 
decommission / recommission or does not update the Credit 
Meter’s software as appropriate in the circumstances defined in 
the schedule and in the suitable timescale of the REC.  

• Consumers cannot top-up their Prepayment Meter. 

• It is unclear what risk this is describing - is the concern that a 
customer may go off supply? Or that communication (e.g. verbal / 
written) may be impeded? 

• How would the risk drivers be measured? E.g. what is the source 
data to measure the volume of customers that may go off supply? 
This is particularly relevant to potential in-life risks. 

• How would the risk performance be split between the supplier and 
MEMs; or will this risk (3rd bullet point) sit entirely with the MEMs? 

 
On review of the risk drivers we have the following concerns:  

• The risk driver “Consumer supply disconnected by action / inaction by 
the losing / gaining supplier” is too broad and may overlap with the 
provisions outlined within SLC 27.9 through to 27.11C.  As there is no 
time boxing of this risk driver - what is the definition of gaining 
supplier? When would a supplier move from gaining to incumbent?  
This risk description should be clarified that the risk drivers only apply 
to the switching process and associated timescales within the 
relevant REC Schedule. 

• The risk driver regarding a Credit Meter is confusing, when would we 
ever need to complete a decom/recom for a credit meter? Does this 
apply to smart credit meters rather than classic? 

• The risk driver relating to “consumers cannot top up their prepayment 



 

meter” is very broad and could include customers experiencing 
payment difficulties - which is a duplication of SLC27. 

 Risk Description: 
2. The privacy of consumer data is compromised by inappropriate 

use of Parties’ processes and protocols  
Risk Drivers: 

• Consumer Data is compromised in REC services (integrity of 
data is impacted) by the actions of a Party. 

• Data is accessed via REC Services through the use of access 
privileges that exceed what is legitimately required  

• Inability for MEMs to access the Gas and Electricity Enquiry 
Services for the authorised purposes of each Enquiry Service 
user in a timely manner  

• As outlined in our response to REC v2 we are concerned that this is a 
duplication of our obligations under GDPR and could potentially result 
in two enforcement mechanisms.  

• On review of the risk drivers we have the following concerns: 
o It is unclear how the inability of MEMs to access the Gas and 

Electricity Enquiry Services could compromise consumer 
data. 

 Risk Description: 
3. Priority Services Register is not up to date which may lead to an 

interruption of PSC’s services 
Risk Drivers: 

• Priority Services Register is not updated, preventing customers 
eligible for priority services from assistance to engage with their 
gas or electricity account and/or ensuring priority in the event of 
network disruption.   

• Priority Services Register includes ineligible customers, giving 
these individuals inappropriate access to assistance to engage 
with their gas or electricity account and/or ensuring priority in the 
event of network disruption.  

• We are concerned that this risk is already managed via suppliers’ 
obligations under the licence. 

• SLC 26: Priority Services Register Duty to establish a Priority 
Services Register - SLC 26.1 mandates licensees to “establish and 
maintain a Priority Services Register of its Domestic Customers” 



 

 Risk Description: 
4. Issues with Prepayment meters, including Smart Meters 

operating in prepayment mode, lead to problems switching, tariff 
errors, unallocated or misdirected payments  

Risk Drivers:  

• Consumers do not receive the tariff change update and therefore 
not charged at the tariff agreed in their contract.  

• A consumer is moved to Prepayment mode when they should 
not have been 

• A consumer is moved to Credit mode when they should not have 
been.  

• A consumer's payment for electricity is not allocated to the 
correct supplier, resulting in misdirected payments and 
unallocated transactions.   

• A consumer's payment for gas is not allocated to the correct 
supplier, resulting in misdirected payments and unallocated 
transactions. 

• Available data held by the PPMIP in relation to a Gas Supplier’s 
portfolio of Prepayment Meters is not up-to-date or accurate 
causing incorrect charges/debt position for a customer.     

• How will these risk drivers be monitored? What data will PAB be able 
to access to identify whether these scenarios have occurred and 
whether they are incorrect?   

• Suppliers are not entirely in control of the outcome of these 
processes as some are dependent on customer behaviour - for 
example, the customer may top up at a different shop to the one 
where the supplier sent the tariff update. Communication to the 
customer will make clear the required action to successfully receive 
these updates but suppliers cannot guarantee that this will be 
followed. This risk should instead look at suppliers’ processes and 
whether everything has been done to enable the updates to occur, 
rather than whether they actually did. This would align with the REC 
Prepayment Arrangements Schedule where the principle is: “2.1 
Each Energy Supplier shall take all reasonable steps to ensure that 
the Consumers it supplies can top-up their Prepayment Meter, and be 
charged at the correct tariff and any agreed debt recovery rate.” 

 Risk Description: 
5. Consumers do not receive an accurate first and final bill, which 

leads to high customer dissatisfaction   
Risk Drivers: 

• Issues with a Switch Meter Reading leads to a consumer not 
receiving an accurate opening and closing bill.   

• Issues with a Switch Meter Reading leads to a consumer not 
receiving an accurate opening and closing bill on a timely 
manner.   

• Where a Change of tenancy has taken place, the new occupier 
(consumer) is adversely affected by the supplier not taking timely 
action once notified of the change of tenancy.   

• PPM only - A Consumer’s payment is assigned to an Energy 
Supplier that does not have an Energy Contract for the relevant 
Registered Meter Point.  

• PPM only - A consumer's payment for energy is not allocated to 
a supplier, resulting in an inaccurate position on the meter.   

• We are concerned this duplicates SLC 27.17 and that suppliers 
already have an obligation to issue final bills in a timely manner. In 
the case of final bills there is an additional duplication with the 
Guaranteed Standards of Performance (GSoP) regulations. Also 
Change of Tenancy is not a scenario covered by the REC Schedules 
so we ask for clarification on this scenario being included. 

• It is unclear what is proposed to be measured by this risk: 
○ Is it the occurrence of high customer dissatisfaction and if so, 

how will PAB propose to identify and measure this, as 
suppliers may have other processes to avoid customer 
detriment - for example the back-billing requirements in 
SLC21BA.   

○ Or is it that the missing or disputed reads processes have 
been utilised; if so then it should be clear that this risk would 
only materialise if the allowed timescales within REC for 
these processes had been significantly surpassed and a 
resolution not reached. 



 

 Risk Description 
6. Inaccurate Address Management data results in errors that 

impact consumers  
Risk Drivers: 

• DNO does not initiate an update to a Meter Point Location 
Address (MPL Address) for a Registered Meter Point Record in a 
timely manner which prevents access for meter works.  

• Suppliers do not notify Agents of the updated MPL Address of a 
Registered Meter Point Record on a timely manner which 
prevents access for meter works.  

• Inaccurate Address Quality Data prevents the accurate 
processing of the Registration Service Requests which may 
result in an erroneous/prevented switch.  

• Retail Energy Location Address (REL addresses) do not meet 
the quality thresholds, which may result in Erroneous Switches.  

• There is still significant activity within the Switching Programme to 
develop the requirements in relation to the REL so we would urge 
that this risk is reviewed and updated to recognise any developments 
in relation to the REL requirements and ensure this risk is aligned. 

 Risk Description  
7.  Inaccurate meter point master data results in errors that impact 

consumers   
Risk Drivers: 

• A meter installed at a Consumer’s premises is associated to 
another Registered Meter Point, resulting in the Consumer being 
billed for the energy consumption at another premises.  

• An erroneous Registered Meter Point exists that relates to the 
same gas or electricity supply as another valid Registered Meter 
Point, resulting in the same consumption being billed against 
more than one Registered Meter Point.  

• Issues with Registered Meter Point data i.e. inaccurate Supply 
Effective From Date or Gas Shipper data may result in a 
consumer not being billed appropriately.   

• Meter Technical Details for gas and electricity are not accurate 
(NB can lead to settlement issues) 

• These are predominantly scenarios which Suppliers have little control 
over and are unable to identify until the customer highlights there may 
be an error. It would be helpful to know how the Code Manager 
intends to identify these instances. 

• Also, beyond CSS go-live there should be validation within the CSS 
system to identify some of these scenarios; we would encourage the 
current CSS design to be developed to ensure there is validation to 
identify and highlight these types of errors to prevent the risk 
materialising. 

• The PAF should also be clear which Party would be considered as 
causing the risk to materialise and be subject to consequential PATs. 

 Risk Description: 
8. Delayed Switches provides a negative customer experience of 

the energy market  
Risk Driver: 

• Legacy: customers are not switched in a timely manner due to a 

• This is duplication of the existing obligations in SLC14A and the 
GSoP regulations. 

• The scenarios covering Related Metering Points should have been 
tackled through the Switching Programme data-cleanse activity; 
where there are instances, within that data-cleanse activity, that has 



 

delay in the process by which registration service requests are 
operated. Dependencies on registration request steps cause 
delay in the switching process. 

• Where a supplier identifies a Related Metering Point relationship 
between two or more metering points that supply electricity to the 
same Consumer at the same location, the relationship is not 
created within central systems.   

• Once the Suppliers identifies a Related Metering Point 
relationship between two or more metering points that supply 
electricity to the same Consumer, the supplier does not notify the 
Electricity Retail Data Service (ERDS). 

• Once there is an agreement between gaining and losing supplier 
that an Erroneous Switch has taken place, an invalid objection to 
the corrective switch by the gaining supplier prevents the switch 
from taking place and the customer returning back to the losing 
supplier.   

• Legacy: In the switching process a Registered Meter Point is 
deregistered from the Losing Electricity Supplier but is not 
registered against a Gaining Electricity Supplier, leading to an 
unregistered Meter Point not allowing a consumer to switch and 
potentially accruing debt  

• A prepayment customer with debt is unable to switch suppliers 
due to the Gaining and Losing suppliers' inability to comply with 
the debt assignment protocol.   

meant suppliers have been unable to create the relationship then 
these should not be considered as an instance of risk under the 
proposed PAF. 

• Where a delay is caused by the Switching Service Provider then this 
should not be considered as a risk against the supplier. 

 Risk Description 
9. Poor REC Service performance prevents a customer from 

switching suppliers effectively   
Risk Description  

• The Switching Data Service Provider does not resolve incidents 
timely which prevents successful and cost-effective management 
of the Switching Arrangements.   

• The Switching Data Service Provider closes incidents without 
these being completely and appropriately resolved, which 
prevents effective management of the Switching Arrangements.  

• Post CSS go-live: Customers are not able to switch suppliers 
due to the REC systems including Centralised Switching Service 
being down and not being able to process registration requests.   

• We would appreciate clarity that this particular risk would only apply 
to the SDSP and does not apply to suppliers. 



 

• Post CSS go-live: Customers are not switched on a timely 
manner due to a delay in the process by which Registration 
Service Requests are operated. Dependencies on Registration 
Requests steps cause delay in the switching process (e.g. 
Internal validation processes dependencies).   

• Post CSS go-live: If a customer wishes to link metering points 
and switches are unmatched e.g. Gas Switch goes through but 
Electricity Switch does not.   

 Risk Description: 
10.  Inaccurate data or data that is not maintained appropriately 

leads to a delay in the switching process   
Risk Drivers: 

• Post CSS go-live: Errors in the data within the Switch Request or 
Registration Request would prevent a request to be processed 
appropriately.   

• Inaccuracy of data prevents suppliers from identifying a potential 
Related Metering Point relationship between two or more 
metering points that supply electricity to the same consumer at 
the same location.  

• We believe this should be included as a risk driver within Risk 
Description 8 as they both are relating to delayed switches. 

• Some scenarios which may cause data inaccuracy should have been 
captured as part of the Switching Programme data-cleanse activity 
and we would urge that where those scenarios could not be resolved 
that they should be exempt from being assessed against this Retail 
Risk. 

 Risk Description: 
11. Energy Theft is not investigated nor prevented   

Risk Drivers: 

• Energy Suppliers individually do not detect Energy Theft. 

• Energy Suppliers do not investigate suspected Energy Theft.   

• Energy suppliers do not respond to energy theft once detected.   

• Energy suppliers do not prevent energy theft by other means 
such as deterrence.   

 

 Risk Description: 
12. Erroneous switches occur, which result in a negative customer 

experience of the energy market 
Risk Driver: 

• A consumer is switched erroneously.  

• The supplier does not resolve an Erroneous Switch in a timely 
manner.   

• This is a duplication of the GSoP requirements and as the Code 
Manager recognises this in the consultation document, we would ask 
for clarity on the intention behind this Retail Risk being included.   

• The definition of timely should be aligned to the existing obligations. 



 

 Risk Description: 
13. Retail consumers have a negative customer experience as part 

of the metering works conducted   
Risk Driver: 

• Energy Suppliers' smart meter installation teams do not provide 
adequate support and guidance as part of the smart meter 
installations for domestic customers, resulting in a negative 
customer experience as reflected from surveys conducted   

• Energy Suppliers' smart meter installation teams do not provide 
adequate support and guidance as part of the smart meter 
installations for micro business customers, resulting in an 
inability to engage with the smart meter. 

• Energy suppliers do not submit findings from their customer 
surveys resulting in an inability to report findings on metering 
engagement 

• Smart meter installations have not been conducted appropriately 
or have been undertaken by unqualified staff.   

• Smart meter installation interactions with the customers are not 
conducted in a timely manner.  

• The definition of timely should be aligned to the existing obligations. 

• It should be clear if it is suppliers or the MEMs who would be 
assessed against this risk. 

 Risk Description: 
14.  Central green deal databases are not maintained and kept up to 

date by energy suppliers  
Risk Driver: 

• Identification of instance of non-compliance relating to 
 i) provision of information outside the required timescales; and 
 ii) where the required information has not been received by 
GDCC number of noncompliance instances in respect of each 
operational requirement.  

• The risk driver is unclear as the second bullet point stipulates the 
number of non-compliances but it is not clear how this would fit within 
the risk-based framework and scoring matrix the Code Manager 
intends to utilise. 

 

 

6. In your view, are there any priority Retail Risks that have not been captured? Please provide details  

• No, we do not believe there are any further Retail Risks to include. 

• We do believe that there may be too much being captured within the Retail Risks, for example, there is duplication of the requirements 

expected of parties in relation to data protection which are already covered under already existing data protection legislation. The PAF should 

complement existing regulation rather than introducing inefficient duplication. 

 



 
7. Do you agree with the principle that our work and that of the PAB, will be driven by risk and our focus is spent on targeted assessments 

where the risk scores determine issues rather than regular audits for every REC Party? 

• While we see the value in applying a risk-based approach instead of regular audits, it is unclear how Parties have the opportunity to engage in 

the process collaboratively with the PAB. Considering our previous comments in relation to the value of contextual data, it is not clear how this 

would be utilised within the risk assessment process or suppliers allowed the opportunity to provide it. Neither is it clear how a Party would 

raise an appeal against any decision and subsequent application of PATs.   

• Clarity on the baseline performance expectation should be provided before PAF is implemented; will this be the REC thresholds, the allowed 

tolerances or another metric? 

• We believe that the PAT should be appropriate for the risk assessment; the PAF Schedule and PAM should provide clarity of the hierarchy of 

PATs which would be applied. 

• We believe the role of the OAM is critical here and the relationship it has with its Party. We expect the OAM to be forthcoming and engaging 

regularly with its Party, so as not to catch the Party off guard, but more so to provide support where performance can be improved, mitigating 

the need for targeted assessments. 

 

8. Do you agree with the principle that any performance charges will be objective, deterministic and used to address specific industry challenges? 

• We agree with the principle but seek assurance and clarity on how objectivity will be determined and assessed. We would also welcome 

transparency of the performance charge scale before PAF is implemented. 

 

9. Do you agree that as a general rule performance charges should not apply and be set to zero for REC Parties within the first year? 

• Yes, we are in agreement with this. Also, in line with our response in question 3, we believe that before PAF is applied to activities relating to 

switching, there should be an equivalent grace period after the implementation of Faster More Reliable Switching, to allow for the industry to 

stabilise after such a significant change. 

 

10. Are you supportive of the principle of ongoing performance monitoring to enable the Code Manager and PAB to conduct a risk-based approach 

to REC performance assurance? 

• This seems to be a duplication of questions 2 and 3 so we refer you to our answers of those questions. 

 

11. Do you agree with the principle of obtaining data from central systems (including if necessary making changes to existing contracts and codes) 

and utilising existing data sources and mechanisms, wherever possible, rather than requesting each REC Party to compile and submit data to the 

REC Portal? 

• We agree with the principle and our preference would be for data to be taken from central systems but as per our previous points, we would 

want transparency on the following: 



 
○ What data would be obtained; how it would be validated and verified; from what sources and how any additional contextual data would 

be captured. Publishing the Report Catalogue to Parties would be extremely helpful. It would also allow parties the opportunity to self 

assess and to verify and validate the data provided.  

○ We would want to be able to replicate the datasets internally so we can tackle performance in an aligned way, for example, as in BSC 

settlement performance. 

○ As your conversations across central providers are concluded to clarify what central data can be provided, we would expect that a 

further consultation is undertaken for Parties to have a further opportunity to provide comments in relation to the provision of data. 

 

12. Do you agree with the approach of analysing data at an energy company licence level by default, with the option of combining analysis as 

outlined in paragraph 8.3.2? If you disagree, please give reasons for this. 

• We broadly agree with this approach but would appreciate clarity on what is meant by ‘energy company licence’; is it the supply licence level 

or Market Participant ID level? Also, how would the option to combine analysis be implemented; could Parties request the combining of 

licences at any point or is it only at a certain point this can be requested?   

 

13. Do you agree that data can be provided without requiring further customer consent as outlined in paragraph 8.4.3? If not, please provide details 

of your rationale. 

• If we are required by regulation to share certain Personal Data such as ‘meter point’ we will rely on ‘legal obligation’ as the lawful basis to do 

so, as stipulated under UK GDPR Art 6(1)(c). Whether we can rely on that though will come down to the type of data that needs to be shared 

and whether we are under a regulatory or legal obligation to do so. Special Category Data for example, requires not only an Article 6 condition 

but also an Article 9 condition – which might require Explicit Consent from the Data Subject. We also cannot rely on legal obligation to share or 

process Personal Data if there isn’t one and would need to identify another lawful basis under Article 6, which might be ‘Consent’ Article 

6(1)(a) but more likely ‘legitimate interest’ Article 6(1)(f). It would be helpful if there were a list of each Personal Data type we can expect to be 

shared or processed and confirmation that in each case, the PAB is confident it is set out in regulation or legislation that there is an obligation 

for the supplier to share this data. 

 

 

 

 


