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14 May 2021 

 

DCC RESPONSE TO REC CODE MANAGER CONSULTATION - PERFORMANCE ASSURANCE  

 

DCC welcomes the opportunity to respond to the REC Code Manager consultation on Performance 

Assurance. Detailed answers to the questions put forward, and other comments on the consultation, are 

set out in the annex to this letter. We have also raised several clarification questions.  

 

We are broadly supportive of the principles outlined in the consultation. However, in some cases this 

support is contingent on the provision of further information about how the principles of the 

Performance Assurance Framework will be applied. We would welcome the REC Code Manager’s views 

on the points we have raised in this response and further information regarding how these principles will 

be applied in practice. This will provide us with reassurance surrounding the detail on the how the 

Performance Assurance Framework (PAF) will be applicable to DCC.  

 

We would like to highlight two key points for DCC regarding the PAF. First is the accountability 

surrounding targets for Retail Energy Location (REL) Address quality. DCC recommends the PAF 

acknowledges that achieving such targets is not fully within the control of DCC and the Central Switching 

Service (CSS). The REC Code Manager should consider the level of accountability placed on all relevant 

parties, including on Gas Transporters (GTs) and Distribution Network Operators (DNOs) – the source 

data providers – for data quality, so as to ensure DCC is not the only party held to account within the 

PAF. It is our opinion that other parties need to be held to account as all have the responsibility of 

providing good quality input data into the CSS.  

 

The REC Transition Schedule states that “each Switching Data Service Provider, and each Party to the 

extent it is required to do so pursuant to the Database Remedy Document and the Design Products, shall 

provide data to the CSS Provider in the timetable required by and otherwise in accordance with the 

requirements of Database Remedy Document and the Design Products, so as to enable the CSS Provider to 

develop the Retail Energy Location Data”. If this continues under RECV3, DCC has no authority to enforce 

the timing and quality of provision and would welcome RECCO confirmation that the PAB would be 

willing to use its authority to do so. 

 

Secondly, we consider that it is important to highlight that DCC (the CSS Provider) has built its systems to 

the baselined DB4 requirements and any additional requirements for reporting need to be processed 

through the formal Ofgem Change Control process to be impact assessed and agreed before their 

delivery is scheduled so as not to impact the Development, Build and Testing activities in advance of Go 

Live. It should be recognised that delivery may not be possible until after Go Live. Accordingly, the 

Performance Assurance Board should consider what interim arrangements are needed. 
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If you have any questions relating to our response, please do not hesitate to contact Sarita Kataria 

(Sarita.Kataria@smartdcc.co.uk) in the first instance, or me. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

Siobhan Stanger 

Chief Regulatory Office 
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1 DCC Consultation Response 

1.1 REC Performance Assurance Methodology 

Q1: Are you supportive of the enhanced definition for Retail Risk we have defined within 

Appendix A? 

DCC is broadly supportive of the enhanced definition for Retail Risk. 

 

Please can the REC Code Manager clarify and provide a definition for the following terms: 

 

• “retail energy consumer outcomes” – although Appendix A references outcomes there is 

no definitive list of what these outcomes are 

• “effectiveness” – How is effectiveness assessed? 

• “measurably” – Where are the measures defined? 

• “significantly degraded” – What is meant by significantly degraded and where is it 

defined? 

• How will “party behaviour” be measured? 

 

Q2: Do you agree that Retail Risks should be assessed using a tiered system 

(pass/minor/major/fail) and that performance is measured against thresholds based 

on regular monitoring? 

 

DCC agrees that retail risks should be assessed using a tiered system and performance measured against 

thresholds. We would welcome more detail on this approach, as well as examples of this process.  

 

We also suggest steps are taken to identify what the available data is, what data is needed that is not 

available, how that data may be obtained and what the associated costs are. It is essential that where an 

organisation is required to provide information for risk monitoring, the requirement is thoroughly impact 

assessed before being agreed as some information provision may require additional development 

activity. 

 

The definition of the four classifications (in para 5.1.10) is specific to REC Parties, whereas the preceding 

paragraph refers to the risks being applied to service providers in addition to REC Parties. There is a need 

for consistency here. 

 

Q3: Do you have any comments on the overall approach to the Performance Assurance 

Methodology, in terms of identifying, analysing and assessing Retail Risks?  

 

The definition of Retail Risk applies to different types of organisations. It is not entirely clear from the 

consultation how the metrics will be attributed to individual organisations. More detail and clarification is 

required for DCC to provide more detailed comment.  
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Q4: 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? 

 

We agree with this principle. However, it is difficult to comment on this proposal without understanding 

further details and, in particular, how this will work in practice. We would welcome further information 

and a discussion with RECCo.  

 

1.2 Retail Risk Register 

 

Q5: 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. 

 

We do not have any comment on this question. 

 

Q6: In your view, are there any priority Retail Risks that have not been captured? Please provide 

details. 

 

Risk number 2 mentions Data Privacy. We believe that the performance of CSS Interface Providers 

(Adaptor Services) in this area should be considered. 

 

Risk number 6 refers to the inaccuracy of data and the quality of REL thresholds.  We suggest the 

following points are considered: 

 

a) The CSS is reliant on the accuracy of data provided to it by (i)DNOs and (ii)GTs and as such it is 

appropriate for performance measures (relating to accuracy of data) to apply to those 

organisations. DCC will make every effort to obtain a match from the source data provided by 

(i)DNOs and (ii)GTs to Ordnance Survey’s Address Base Premium Product. However, a match to 

Ordnance Survey’s Address Base Premium will be dependent on the quality of the source data 

provided by those organisations. Therefore, if DCC does not meet its REL Match Rate Targets, a 

root cause analysis will need to be undertaken by the REC Code Manager to understand whether 

the low Match Rates are due to poor quality data provided by (i)DNOs and (ii)GTs. 

 

b) A Retail Energy Location (REL) Address will only be matched to Ordnance Survey’s Address Base 

Premium Product where a confidence score of 90 or above has been achieved and it is a unique 

match, or where a manual inspection of the data by either the CSS provider or the source data 

provider has been made and the address selected. Therefore, there will be a number of addresses 

that fail to meet the above definition but those addresses may still be capable of being switched 

successfully. 

 

It is important that a link between the cause of a failed switch / erroneous transfer is understood 

rather than making an assumption that it has failed because of poor address quality. After a 

recent investigation by DCC there is no evidence to suggest that poor address data quality causes 

erroneous transfers. 
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1.3 Performance Assurance Techniques 

 

Q7: 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 risk scores determine issues, rather than regular 

audits for every REC Party? 

 

We agree with the principle.  

 

Q8: Do you agree with the principle that any performance charges will be objective, deterministic 

and used to address specific industry challenges? 

 

The consultation states that the PAB will define the performance charges that will be established.  

 

It is important that no new performance charges are established without adequate consultation with the 

parties concerned and the basis of the charge fully understood, agreed and representative of a genuine 

pre-estimate of the loss being incurred to the industry. If this is not the case, then charges could be seen 

as penalties. This consultation with parties should ensure that no new charges are levied on organisations 

unless it is clear that the organisation having the charge applied is actually the root cause of the issue 

giving rise to the charge. For example, we would not expect DCC to be liable for a charge due to a poor 

quality address having been used in a switch where that address was supplied in the first place by either 

a DNO or GT. 

 

We also consider that the measurement process for establishing whether a performance charge applies 

should not be unduly expensive to industry. 

 

Q9: 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? 

 

We agree. This may need to be considered on a case by case basis. We suggest that the Performance 

Assurance Function considers the accuracy of data from source data providers (DNOs and GTs) in respect 

of address quality may be something that should be incentivised during year one following Switching Go 

Live. 

 

1.4 Principles of Data Collection 

 

Q10: 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?  

 

We agree with the principle but there needs to be a consistent baseline of performance to measure 

against and that baseline should also inform the risk. 

 

There is reference to obtaining data centrally (e.g. para 8.2.1 refers to obtaining data directly from the 

CSS Provider). It is important to note that the CSS Provider has built its systems to the baselined DB4 

requirements and that any additional requirements for reporting are processed through the formal 

Ofgem Change Control process to be impact assessed and agreed before their delivery is scheduled so 

as not to impact the Development, Build and Testing activities in advance of Go Live.   
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Q11: 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 that the data should be gathered from the central systems whenever possible. Reusing existing 

processes and mechanisms that are tried and tested will reduce programme risk and reduce costs to 

industry.  Architectural principles should be applied to the design of this, particularly in assessing the 

need to actually move and copy large amounts of data from existing systems versus the use of modern 

technologies to access data in situ. DCC’s role as the central data processor during the implementation 

and roll-out of the smart metering programme has given us valuable insight and experience into the 

benefits of this approach, and the potential for driving efficiency, improving performance and reducing 

cost. We would be happy to share our learning in this area.  

 

Any additional requirements for obtaining data would need to be processed through the formal Ofgem 

Change Control process to be impact assessed and agreed before their delivery is scheduled so as not to 

impact the Development, Build and Testing activities in advance of Go Live . It should be recognised that 

delivery may not be possible until after Go Live. Accordingly, the Performance Assurance Board should 

consider what interim arrangements are established. 

 

Finally, we note that any data sharing from central systems will require robust Data Protection Impact 

Analysis. Sharing data should only be permitted where GDPR requirements have been met. If GDPR 

requirements cannot be satisfied, then the data should not be shared.  

 

Q12: 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 consider that this is reasonable. However this does not clearly state the approach to the 

management of Switching Data Service Providers. 

 

This approach should be used at energy company level where this data is available. Any requirements to 

change existing reporting should go through appropriate change control and be totally recoverable 

under the relevant licences. 

 

In relation to clause 8.2.3, a thorough analysis of the level of detail should be undertaken, particularly in 

the context of the future scenarios (e.g. intraday switching). The volume of data on ‘reports’ could be 

significant under these scenarios and the approach should be future-proofed as much as is feasible.   

The reports and any required storage and transfer solutions have not been considered within the DB4 

requirements and any additional requirements will therefore need to be processed through the formal 

Ofgem Change Control process.  

As noted previously, the replication of large amounts of data across the industry would introduce data 

quality risks that might be mitigated through employing an architectural approach to the overall system 

and modern data management and integration technologies.  

As outlined in paragraph 8.3.3, DCC’s baselined design (and support of other processes) requires the REC 

Code Manager to have access to the switching Service Management System – we envisage this as the 

channel by which any ‘reports’ would be made available. 
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Q13: 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. 

 

DCC take the handling of personal data seriously. Aggregate anonymised data should not need 

additional consent. However, whether or not additional consent is needed at a meter point/address level 

would depend on the consent provided originally when the data was obtained. We suggest the data 

sources should be mapped out by RECCo and the consent requirement identified. 

 


