
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
The Code Manager  
Retail Energy Code 
 
Email: enquiries@recmanager.co.uk 
  
 
10th May 2021 
 
Dear Code Manager, 
 
 
Re: REC Code Manager Performance Assurance Consultation 
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide representation on the above noted proposal.  
 
We have attached our responses to specific questions in the attached appendix. Please note, we have only 
responded to questions where we have a specific comment to add, other questions have been left blank 
 
 
I hope these comments will be of assistance and please contact me should you require any further information 
in respect of this response. 

 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Tracey Saunders (via email) 
Market Services Manager (Industry Codes) 
Mobile: 07580 215743  

mailto:enquiries@recmanager.co.uk
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Appendix 1 
 
1 Are you supportive of the enhanced definition for Retail Risk we have defined within Appendix A? 
 
Whilst we support the majority of the enhanced definition, we question the use of the word ‘and’ in two places in the 
definition for Retail Risks as identified below. Suggest that this would be better worded with the use of ‘or’ to avoid this 
being unintentionally over restrictive 
 
A risk that retail energy consumer outcomes and the effectiveness of the retail market are measurably and 
significantly degraded by a failure by a REC or other Party to meet the objectives, standards and core processes 
under the REC.’ 
 
In relation to the statement that Retail Risks may apply to non REC Parties on the basis that these Parties will agree 
to an accession agreement which requires these parties to comply with the requirements of the PAF. These non REC 
Parties could included price comparison websites, automated switching service providers and shippers. In the case of 
shippers, for example, these are subject to Licence requirements along with compliance in relation to obligations 
within other codes (UNC, IGT UNC). This needs to be clear that this will be only where this does not cause conflict 
with existing obligations within these other areas.  
 
The above statement also refers to non REC Parties agreeing to an accession agreement, it needs to be clear what 
this accession agreement is in relation to, ie REC or just the Performance Assurance document. 
  
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? 
 
The documentation refers to a number of instance around REC Parties, eg, weighted scores which is the percentage 
of instances where the REC Party did not meet the requirements….. also Measurement criterial will be defined to 
evaluate risk drivers relation to key process requirement on REC Parties ….  As mentioned above, it is stated that 
Retails Risks may apply to non REC Parties, therefore are they excluded from the analysis of Retail Risk? This needs 
to be clarified and if appropriate re-worded to ensure non REC parties are also captured. 
 
3. Do you have any comments on the overall approach to the Performance Assurance Methodology, in terms 
of identifying, analysing and assessing Retail Risks? 
 
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? 
 
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. 

 
6 In your view, are there any priority Retail Risks that have not been captured? Please provide details 
 
Management of Supplier of Last Resort (SoLR) has been a focus of some of the Regulatory Design User Groups, and 
Design User Groups, as to how this is managed.  I believe that this is a risk that should be included, not only as an 
independent risk, but also as something that a number of the other risks will consequentially impact (eg inaccurate 
data, PSR information etc) 
 
There is also concern around the audit trail and rights of access to history in the instances where a SoLR results in a 
supplier short code being reassigned to a new legal entity, rather than the portfolio moving to a new or existing short 
code solely assigned to the incoming supplier. 
 
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? 
 
8. Do you agree with the principle that any performance charges will be objective, deterministic and used to 
address specific industry challenges? 
 
 
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? 
 
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? 
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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 that ot would seem efficient to collect data from central systems. 
 
Noting your comment around changes to existing contracts and codes, we would encourage this to be sought at an 
early stage to allow time for the correct governance processes for each relevant code to be followed. We would also 
stress that any such changes, and subsequent requests, are clearly defined and that data provided is limited to the 
purpose in which it is requested and is deleted once it is no longer needed. Where possible this data should be at an 
aggregated level. Where data is no aggregated, the data needs to be effectively anonymised and circulation of it 
controlled. Furthermore where it contains individual Meter Point level data compliance with GDPR and the Data 
Protection Act 2018 is maintained.   
 
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. 
 
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. 
 
 


	Tracey Saunders (via email)

