
 

 

 
14th May 2021 
 
Dear colleague, 
 
Re: Code Manager Consultation 01 - Xoserve 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the RPA Consultation.  We have responded to 
the questions where we have a specific opinion – we trust that this approach is helpful. 
 
We do not consider that our response is confidential. 
 
As a general observation regarding the provision of data to support the RPA, typically we 
would support the principle of providing detailed data in support of provision of data to the 
relevant party to help identify and address poor performance.  We would not expect that 
record level data would need to be provided related to Supply Meter Points that are 
demonstrated to be performant. 
 
In collating this response, we have consulted with our colleagues within Correla who support 
us in fulfilling our role as the CDSP.  Should you wish to clarify any responses, please do so 
via Mark Tolladay mark.tolladay@correla.com who will assist in directing your enquiry. 
 
Consultation questions: 

1. Are you supportive of the enhanced definition for Retail Risk we have defined 
within Appendix A? 
At a principle level it seems appropriate to articulate the consequences of a party’s 
failure in terms of the impact to a consumer outcome, however doing so may remove 
focus where the actions of one party may impact another.  

 

The detailed table described in Appendix A ‘Analysing Retail Risks’ provides a 
comprehensive framework against which to assess any risk identified.  We presume 
that the risks identified in Table 1 shall be collated in this format, which will add clarity 
to the content of this table.  At present the risks contained in Table 1 might benefit 
from further elaboration in line with the framework in Appendix 1.  The list of risks 
doesn't include the "because of" or "leading to" clauses which are commonly part of a 
risk description.  This can be helpful to ensure that the cause is addressed, not just 
the symptoms; the "Risk Drivers" appear to be a mixture of the "because of" (causes) 
and "leading to" (impacts).  It could help to separate these aspects to ensure that the 
causes and impacts are fully understood – which appears to be the proposed 
approach within Appendix 1.  For example, we would observe that the Risk 8,9, 10 
are all related to an impacted consumer switch – but the separation into each risk 
appears to do so on the basis of the cause (e.g. data) or the party (e.g. the service 
providers in risk 9) using the assessment in Appendix 1 may make this apparent if 
this is indeed the case.  It is not clear within the framework where the actual task that 
is being monitored will be specified. We presume that this  will  be included within the 
‘REC obligations’ – if so, we would suggest that the description is amended to be 
specific in this regard. 

 

2. 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?  
In principle yes, but definition of these boundaries will be critical. It will also be helpful 
to parties that such criteria are defined for a defined period, and that notice of change 

mailto:mark.tolladay@correla.com


 

 

is provided. e.g. there may be a drive for continuous improvement which may be 
achieved by tightening these targets, but these may take time for parties to achieve. 
This may require formal REC change assessment which does not appear to be 
specified at this time.  The incorporation of a "Fail Criteria" means that the Risk 
Register can also include risks which have crystallised (i.e. issues) which is often a 
gap in some risk management systems and should remove the need for a separate 
"Issues Register". 

 

3. Do you have any comments on the overall approach to the Performance 
Assurance Methodology, in terms of identifying, analysing and assessing 
Retail Risks? 
The focus upon consumer impacts may attach greater emphasis upon a specific 
error type – e.g. would customers be more adversely affected by over-billing in 
comparison to under billing, so might that skew the ratings.  In terms of the examples 
provided within the paper these appear to focus more upon the number of failures, 
rather than the proposed framework on how relative impacts are captured or 
considered.  We appreciate that these may be examples only and presume that other 
metrics will be considered. 

 
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? 
This approach makes sense to provide achievable targets, provided that the PAB 
may knowingly deviate from this approach should an industry wide challenge be 
proposed to achieve an industry wide step change in performance. 

 

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.  
As discussed in answer 1, analysis of these using the framework envisaged in the 
Appendix A may better clarify the actual risks and impacts.  This may in turn further 
clarify the priority of risk. 

 

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 risk 
scores determine issues, rather than regular audits for every REC Party? 
The criteria for such targeted assessments will be critical in determining our support 
for this or otherwise, but in principle targeted assessment seems a sensible approach 
so 'performing' parties do not have unnecessary overheads. 

 

8. Do you agree with the principle that any performance charges will be objective, 
deterministic and used to address specific industry challenges?  
Whilst the concept of performance charges could help to deliver a better experience 
for the customer, it may be difficult to set appropriate charges for risks which are hard 
to quantify: for instance what value can be placed on inaccurate data? 

 
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? 
This approach would be beneficial to the industry to focus on resolution of defects 
which will inevitably occur following large scale system change.  It will also assist the 



 

 

industry to test the regime and ensure that this is proportionate and the expected 
performance can be baselined.  It may be beneficial to define the status of post 
migration systems and processes at which point the regime would start to apply, to 
ensure stable performance is being measured, but agree that this should be no 
earlier than 12 months from REC v2 go-live.  A similar stabilisation period should be 
considered following CSS implementation.  

 

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?  
Regular monitoring and reporting at a monthly frequency are key to the Performance 
Assurance role achieving its outcomes.  The framework needs to be set for a defined 
period of time, and sufficient notice of change (or a transitional period) be given to 
parties so that processes and systems can be amended. 

 

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? 
This will be the most efficient approach for REC parties, and reduces issues with 
satellite compilation of data – i.e. compiled consistently and objectively. 

 

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 have no objections to this approach. It is assumed that central providers will 
provide the data at MP Id level and aggregation will be undertaken by RPA. 

 

 
Yours Sincerely  
 
 

David Addison 
Regulatory Affairs Manager - Xoserve 
david.addison@xoserve.com 

mailto:david.addison@xoserve.com

