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14 May 2021 
 
 
              Email: rachaelanderson@utilita.co.uk 
By email only  
 
Dear REC Code Manager, 
 
Re: REC Code Manager Performance Assurance Consultation  

Thank you for the opportunity to provide our comments on the REC Code Manager Performance 

Assurance consultation. This letter and the attached Appendix A together form Utilita’s response to 

the consultation. 

Utilita is a smart energy Supplier with 12 years’ experience providing smart services. Our level of 

expertise in supporting our customers is unique as Utilita has the largest number of smart 

prepayment customers of any Supplier. Utilita’s customer portfolio includes 87% with smart meters 

and of this, 93% are prepayment customers, many of whom have a high level of vulnerability. 

Therefore, providing a high-quality service to our prepayment customers is paramount. 

Overall, Utilita believe the introduction of the REC Performance regime can bring genuine 

improvements to the way in which the market operates. The regime must however remain risk 

based and where significant risks materialise, the REC Code Manager and PAB should apply 

interventions proportionate to the risk at hand.  

Whilst we are mostly supportive of the approach outlined within the document, our comments 

largely focus on the initial identification of risks for inclusion within the Risk Register which we do 

not believe currently meet the definition of a REC Retail Risk. We are also concerned that there are a 

number of compliance issues. Utilita believes that the PAB should instead be focusing on de-risking 

the retail market within the scope of the REC unless the PAB is explicitly outlined within code as an 

escalation point. Blurring the lines in some of the ‘risks’ identified in the consultation changes the 

core focus of the PAB away from risk management. We believe PAB should be designed to fix small-

scale issues but mitigate large-scale risks to the market. 

In order to properly identify the material retail risks in the market, we believe the REC Code 

Manager and PAB should map and review the end-to-end journey to identify what risks truly exist. 

We are concerned that by reviewing the scope of REC processes has led to a focus on some areas 

that are edge cases that impact a very small minority of customers rather than risks that may appear 

smaller but that have the potential to cause much greater detriment in aggregate to a greater 

number of consumers. 

Should you have any questions or if you would like to discuss any of the points above, please do not 

hesitate to contact us. 

 

Your sincerely, 

By email  

 

Rachael Anderson 
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Senior Market Transformation Adviser 

Appendix A – Consultation question responses 

Performance Assurance Methodology  

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

Utilita supports the enhanced definition subject to one minor amendment: 

‘A risk that retail energy consumer outcomes and/or 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.’ 

The definition must enable the PAB to monitor and mitigate against risks which cause significant 

impacts to the effectiveness of the retail market which may or may not result in degraded outcomes 

to consumers. Supplier responsiveness and co-operation across retail processes can for example 

significantly affect the effectiveness of the retail market without necessarily causing any significant 

degradation of consumer outcomes. The proposed change to the definition also supports the 

principles in applying the definition within Appendix A of the document which states: 

 “To be considered a Retail Risk, there must be a potential adverse impact to consumer outcomes or 

retail market effectiveness”. 

Finally, we believe it is critical that the REC Code Manager and PAB continually refer back to the 

definition when identifying and assessing risks. This will ensure the focus of performance assurance 

activities are targeted at the most appropriate retail areas (i.e., those causing material detriment to 

the market and/or end consumers) and stays within the scope of REC governed systems and 

processes. We believe the current proposed Retail Risks do not all currently deliver against the 

definition for several reasons and have provided specific comments under our response to question 

6. 

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?   

Utilita agrees in principle with the proposed tiered system and measuring of performance against 

predetermined thresholds, subject to the REC Code Manager and PABs application of practical 

judgment. 

Decisions on where interventions are required must be on a case-by-case basis relative to risks 

posed to the market and/or affected consumers. The PAB should be a group of experts with many 

years of operational and performance assurance experience. Therefore, the PAB should be given the 

powers to manage risks as they see fit within an agreed framework, without prescriptive paths for 

them to follow. Remedial actions upon a REC Party must however be relative to the overall 

magnitude of risk to the market and/or consumers for the regime to be successfully risk based and 

drive improved performance across market participants. 

3.  Do you have any comments on the overall approach to the Performance Assurance Methodology, 

in terms of identifying, analysing and assessing Retail Risks?   

Utilita believe the introduction of the REC Performance regime can bring genuine improvements to 

the way in which the market operates by remaining risk based, and where significant risks 

materialise only applying proportionate interventions. Whilst we are mostly supportive of the 



 

Utilita Energy Limited, Hutwood Court, Bournemouth Rd, Chandler's Ford, Eastleigh SO53 3QB                                              Tel: 03452 072 000 
Registered in England & Wales No: 04849181 Regulated by Ofgem                                                                                                 www.utilita.co.uk 

approach outlined within the document, we do not consider that the initial identification of risks for 

inclusion within the Retail Risk Register to all meet the definition of Retail Risk. 

We understand the REC Code Manager has a role to play in both managing Party compliance to the 

REC as well as REC risk management, however we have concerns whether the approach to 

performance assurance so far is achieving RECCo’s ambitions of being risk based. A number of the 

proposed risks seem to place a large focus on compliance to REC requirements rather than a more 

holistic assessment of the material risks across the end-to-end consumer journey. For example, we 

note that risk 7 contains risk drivers around several edge case industry scenarios (i.e., crossed 

meters and duplicate MPxNs). Although these scenarios may be operationally challenging at times to 

resolve, they occur very rarely and impact a very small proportion of customers. As the REC will 

contain procedures to help Suppliers resolve these case-by-case scenarios we do not believe the risk 

is justified nor achieves the definition for a Retail Risk. All such risks must be rigorously tested 

against scope to ensure that the PAB remains within vires. 

We also observe that several of the risks/risk drivers focus on areas largely out of scope of the REC 

such as billing or settlement related risk which should be actioned under the BSC. Utilita has 

provided specific comments on each of the risks and risk drivers under our response to question 6.  

Our observations reinforce the importance of the REC Code Manager and PAB continually referring 

back to the definition of Retail Risk to ensure the performance assurance regime remains risk based, 

focusing on high and increasing risks to market effectiveness and/or consumers. 

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?  

Utilita agrees with the proposals under section 5.1.11 which state that the PAB should be 

responsible for agreeing risk thresholds and tolerances and where possible, risk tolerances should be 

consistent with specific requirements and obligations imposed under the REC. The REC Code 

Manager must however provide industry with an opportunity to provide feedback on proposed 

thresholds and tolerances before they are baselined. This is to prevent market participants being 

unfairly penalised where the data sources used to define performance expectations has limitations 

or do not reflect real world scenarios. For example, there may be instances where a Party does not 

send a particular market message which is being monitored due to the fact it also acts as a separate 

entity which is a recipient of the market message (i.e., using the example of a where a Supplier is 

also a MEM). 

Retail Risk Register 

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.  

Utilita has found the early sight of the proposed Retail Risks to be helpful in understanding the focus 

of the PAB in the first year. However, we also have a number of comments regarding some of the 

risks’ inclusion. In summary, the Retail Risks identified seem to largely focus on ensuring compliance 

to REC governed requirements rather than a more proactive assessment of material risks that may 

occur across the end-to-end customer journey. As a result, we do not consider all the proposed 

Retail Risks to meet the proposed definition of Retail Risk and therefore warrant a focus in isolation 

by the PAB.  Our individual comments on each of the risks and risk driver are outlined below: 
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Retail Risk 1: Consumer supply point communication is interrupted due to a lack of action or incorrect 

action by REC Parties.  

Utilita agrees with the inclusion of this risk and that the risk meets the definition of a Retail Risk 

under the REC however we would recommend that the wording is updated to refer to ‘supply point 

interruption’ rather than ‘supply point communication’. 

Risk Driver  Utilita comments 

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

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk driver 
subject to amendments to its wording. 
 
We recommend amending to include 
‘…incorrectly disconnected...’as a disconnection 
can be intentional (i.e., a PPM customer self-
disconnection) and therefore any monitoring 
activity must take this into account to avoid 
unnecessary interventions. 
 
 

Consumer supply disconnected by action / 
inaction by the Switching Service Provider 

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk driver 
subject to amendments to its wording. 
 
Currently, we are unclear how this risk would 
manifest itself. Based on our assumptions of 
the intentions of the risk looking to be 
monitored, alternative wording could include: 
 
‘Consumer is incorrectly switched or supply 
point deregistered by action / inaction by the 
Switching Service Provider’. 
 

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

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk driver 
subject to amendments to its wording. 
 
We propose the following amendment for 
clarity of the risk intending to be monitored: 
 
‘MEM does not perform required metering 
works appropriately, leaving a customer 
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. 

Utilita does not support the inclusion of this risk 
driver when it seems to be covering a number 
of different Prepayment related processes 
(assuming under the prepayment schedule 
which it is referring to?) rather than focusing on 
actual risk.  
We recommend it is either split out or 
consolidated to reflect the risk at play i.e., a 
Suppliers poor PP processes lead to 
interruptions to a customer supply. 

Registered Supplier for a Registrable Meter 
Point with a Credit Meter does not replace the 

Utilita does not support the inclusion of this risk 
driver when we are unclear in which 
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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. 

circumstances this risk would manifest itself 
nor what schedule it is referring to. 
 
We would welcome clarity on how this risk 
driver would be monitored to better 
understand the risk. 

Consumers cannot top-up their Prepayment 
Meter. 

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk driver 
due to the distress and inconvenience that 
could be experienced by the customer. 
 
To note, consumers may not be able to top-up 
their prepayment meter due to financial 
reasons so this must be factored into any PAB 
monitoring. 

 

Retail Risk 2: The privacy of consumer data is compromised by inappropriate use of Parties' processes 

and protocol 

Utilita agrees that this risk meets the definition for Retail Risk and should be a high priority risk for 

the PAB in its first year. Utilita also recommends consideration of other potential areas where 

customer data could be compromised such as inappropriately sharing debt data under the Debt 

Assignment Protocol against a customer request. 

Risk Driver Utilita Comments 

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

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk driver 
due to the importance of securely handing and 
processing consumer data. 

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

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk driver 
due to the importance of securely handing and 
processing consumer data. 

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

Utilita does not support the inclusion of this risk 
driver. Firstly, the risk driver does not reflect 
the overarching risk which refers to data being 
compromised rather than being inaccessible?   
 
Secondly, we are unsure whether this is 
actually a risk within the market or simply an 
issue that should be rectified outside of the 
performance assurance regime.  

 

Retail Risk 3: Priority Services Register is not up to date which may lead to an interruption of PSC's 

services 

Utilita supports prioritising Priority Services customers however the risk as written relates solely to 

the list of PSR customers and does not focus on the tangible actions that could/should come off the 

back of that list. Without focussing on the risk to consumers, and retaining the focus on maintaining 

a list, Utilita do not support the inclusion of this risk.  

We believe consideration should also be given to risks associated to networks not accessing updates 

to PSR data i.e., where gateways are not set up sufficiently for example. 
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Risk Driver Utilita Comments 

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.  
 

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk driver 
subject to amendments to the wording. 
 
We propose the following amendments to the 
risk driver wording to provide clarity and a 
better focus on the risk at play: 
 
Priority Services Register is not knowingly 
updated, which may prevent eligible customers 
eligible for priority services receiving from 
assistance. to engage with their gas or 
electricity account and/or ensuring priority in 
the event of network disruption.  
 
The Priority Service Register can only be as 
accurate as the information provided by a 
customer; therefore, Suppliers should only 
expect possible interventions where they are 
knowingly not making required updates. 
 

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. 

Utilita does not support the inclusion of this risk 
driver when we do not consider it to meet the 
definition of a Retail Risk due to being 
predominantly a data quality issue rather than 
causing significant detriment to the 
effectiveness of the market nor to customers.  
 
We also do not consider the risk to data quality 
warranting the level of data the PAB will 
require to effectively monitor the risk. Central 
data sources alone cannot indicate whether a 
customer is still eligible for PSR services or not.   
 
If the risk driver is still to be included, the focus 
should be on Suppliers knowingly not removing 
a customer from the PSR when they are 
ineligible. 

 

Retail Risk 4: Issues with Prepayment meters, including Smart Meters operating in prepayment mode, 

lead to problems switching, tariff errors, unallocated or misdirected payments 

Utilita supports the inclusion of a prepayment only risk when prepayment customers are a sector of 

customers who are traditionally poorly served in the market and their continuation of supply should 

be paramount. The current drafting of the risk however includes areas that we consider do not meet 

the Retail Risk definition and rather the focus of the PAB should remain on worthwhile risks to 

consumers and market effectiveness. For example, unallocated or misdirected payments are low 

priority risks when they do not cause detriment to consumers and there are processes in place to 

ensure suppliers can receive monies for unallocated or misdirected payments. To reflect the risk, we 
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believe exists for prepayment customers within the market, we propose the following alternative 

risk wording: 

‘Prepayment customers are poorly managed which may lead to charging errors or problems 

switching.’ 

Risk Driver Utilita Comments 

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

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk driver 
subject to amendments to the wording. 
 
There may be genuine instances where a 
supplier has sent tariff update requests to 
customers, but the prepayment meter has not 
been updated i.e., depending on where a 
customer chooses to top up their meter or due 
to a lack of comms at the meter. Therefore, the 
risk driver should be reflective of this. For 
example: 
 
‘Suppliers have not appropriately actioned a 
tariff change update meaning a customer is not 
charged at the tariff agreed in their contract.’ 

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

Utilita does not supports the inclusion of this 
risk driver when we do not consider it to meet 
the definition of a Retail Risk. If this scenario 
does occur, we believe it to be rare and easily 
rectified by a Supplier without causing material 
detriment to a customer.  
 
We also unclear how the PAB will effectively 
monitor against this risk when this activity is 
often driven by a supplier and customer 
contract change.  
 
 

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

Utilita does not supports the inclusion of this 
risk driver when we do not believe this to meet 
the definition of a Retail Risk. If this scenario 
does occur, we believe it to be rare and easily 
rectified by a Supplier without causing material 
detriment to a customer.  
 
We also unclear how the PAB will effectively 
monitor against this risk when this activity is 
often driven by a supplier and customer 
contract change.  
 
 

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

Utilita does not support the inclusion of this risk 
driver when we do not consider it to meet the 
definition of a Retail Risk. Where payments are 
not allocated to the correct Supplier this is a 
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misdirected payment. An unallocated 
transaction is where a payment is not allocated 
to any Supplier. In neither case a customer is 
impacted, rather this is a Supplier cash flow 
issue. 
 
There are also processes in place to ensure 
allocated unallocated monies or redirect 
misdirected payments to the correct supplier. 

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

Utilita does not supports the inclusion of this 
risk driver when we do not believe this to meet 
the definition of a Retail Risk. Where payments 
are not allocated to the correct supplier this is a 
misdirected payment. An unallocated 
transaction is where a payment is not allocated 
to any supplier. In neither case a customer is 
impacted, rather this is a supplier cash flow 
issue. 
 
There are also processes in place to ensure 
allocated unallocated monies or redirect 
misdirected payments to the correct supplier. 

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. 

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk driver. 
 
We understand this relates to a process that 
only exisits within gas however it may be 
beneficial to also consider extending to the 
obligations that exist under electricity.   

 

Retail Risk 5: Consumers do not receive an accurate first and final bill, which leads to high customer 

dissatisfaction 

Utilita does not support this risk when billing is captured by obligations placed on suppliers under 

licence. The REC and REC PAB must therefore not seek to supersede the primacy of licence through 

the REC Performance Assurance Framework. Further still poor meter read data has consequential 

risks to settlements and therefore is better addressed under the BSC. For these reasons we do not 

consider retail risk 5 to be included as a PAB priority risk area. 

Risk driver Utilita Comments 

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

Utilita does not supports the inclusion of this 
risk driver when billing is outside of the scope 
of the REC. 
 
We are also unclear what the PAB would 
monitor to assess this risk driver other than 
Supplier’s compliance in following the disputed 
and missing reads process. Since PAB will be 
included as an escalation point within the 
disputed and missing reads escalation process 
from September 2021, there should already be 
compliance monitoring in place rather than any 
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further activities being required through risk 
management. 

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

Utilita does not supports the inclusion of this 
risk driver when billing is outside of the scope 
of the REC. 
 
We are also unclear what the PAB would 
monitor to assess this risk driver other than 
supplier’s compliance in following the disputed 
and missing reads process. Since PAB will be 
included as an escalation point within the 
disputed and missing reads escalation process 
from September 2021, there should already be 
compliance monitoring in place rather than any 
further activities being required through risk 
management. 

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. 

Utilita does not supports the inclusion of this 
risk driver when billing is outside of the scope 
of the REC. 
 
We are unclear which REC obligation this 
assures against nor what data is available to 
PAB to reasonably enable monitoring against 
this risk, to warrant this risk driver being 
included as a PAB priority.  

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. 

Utilita does not supports the inclusion of this 
risk driver. This should be removed as its 
already covered by a risk driver under risk 4 (i.e. 
a misdirected payment). 

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

Utilita does not supports the inclusion of this 
risk driver. This should be removed as its 
already covered by a risk driver under risk 4 
(i.e., an unallocated payment). 

 

Retail Risk 6: Inaccurate Address Management data results in errors that impact consumers 

In order to remove duplication and consolidate the proposed PAB risk priorities, Utilita recommends 

Retail Risk 6, 7 and 10 to be consolidated under an encompassing data inaccuracy risk. 

Risk Driver  Utilita Comments 

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. 

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk driver 
due to the detriment this can cause for a 
customer where vital metering work cannot be 
carried out in a timely manner. 
 
We recommend this risk driver be updated to 
cover both gas and electricity arrangements. 

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. 

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk driver 
due to the detriment this can cause for a 
customer where vital metering work cannot be 
carried out in a timely manner. 
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The PAB must be aware of limits to central data 
i.e. where the Supplier is also the appointed 
MEM to the supply point. 

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

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk driver 
due to the detriment this may cause to a 
customer. 

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

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk driver 
due to the detriment this may cause to a 
customer. 

 

Retail Risk 7: Inaccurate meter point master data results in errors that impact consumers 

In order to remove duplication and consolidate the proposed PAB risk priorities, Utilita recommends 

Retail Risk 6, 7 and 10 to be consolidated under an encompassing data inaccuracy risk. 

Risk Driver  Utilita Comments 

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. 

Utilita does not supports the inclusion of this 
risk driver.  
 
We do not consider edge case scenarios such as 
crossed meters which impact a very small 
proportion of customers meet the definition of 
a REC Retail Risk and therefore should not be a 
priority risk area for the PAB. 

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. 

Utilita does not supports the inclusion of this 
risk driver.  
 
We do not consider edge case scenarios such as 
duplicate MPxNs which impact a very small 
proportion of customers meet the definition of 
a REC Retail Risk and therefore should not be a 
priority risk area for the PAB. 

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. 

Utilita does not supports the inclusion of this 
risk driver when billing is outside of the scope 
of the REC. 
 
We are also unclear whether this risk could 
ever materialise/ is possible in a real-world 
scenario. 

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

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk driver 
however Meter Technical Details data quality 
also poses a risk to settlements so to avoid 
duplication, any risk monitoring under the REC 
must be aware of activities being undertaken 
under the BSC. 
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Retail Risk 8: Delayed Switches provides a negative customer experience of the energy market 

We do not consider the REC’s role to manage customer experience when this is a commercial driver 

and potential market differentiator for suppliers. The PAB should instead be concerned with risks 

associated with the poor handling of REC governed interoperation processes (and systems) and we 

would recommend the risk is amended to reflect this. For example, ‘Customer switches are delayed 

or prevented due to sustained and systemic poor business procedures.’ 

Risk Driver Utilita Comments 

Legacy: customers are not switched in a timely 
manner due to a delay in the process by which 
registration service requests are operated. 
Dependencies on registration request steps 
cause delay in the switching process 

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk driver 
however as Suppliers are naturally incentivised 
to have low switching rejection rates, we 
believe this risk should have a medium/low 
priority rating. 
We also recommend the risk driver wording is 
simplified to better focus on the risk at play i.e., 
‘incomplete or inaccurate data within a switch 
request causes delays to customers switching’.  

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. 

Utilita does not support the inclusion of this risk 
driver when we do not perceive the risk to 
meet the definition of a Retail Risk due to the 
small number of RMPs the risk impacts. 
 
We are also unclear on how the PAB will 
reasonably monitor this through available data 
and due to the relatively small number of 
metering points this risk could relate to, we 
therefore do not consider this to be a priority 
risk for the PAB. 

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). 

Utilita does not support the inclusion of this risk 
driver when we do not perceive the risk to 
meet the definition of a Retail Risk due to the 
small number of RMPs the risk impacts. 
 
Again, we are also unclear on how the PAB will 
reasonably monitor this through available data 
and due to the relatively small number of 
metering points this risk could relate to, we do 
not consider this to be a priority risk for the 
PAB. 

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. 

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk driver 
due to the continuation of detriment this could 
cause to a customer. We recommend it is 
extended to also cover monitoring invalid 
objections in the Debt Assignment Protocol 
(DAP).  

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 

Utilita does not support the inclusion of this risk 
driver when we are unclear how the risk would 
manifest itself within a real-world scenario and 
even if it was possible this seems like an edge-
case scenario rather than a priority area for 
PAB monitoring. 
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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. 

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk driver 
subject to this moving under the prepayment 
risk as a risk driver for poor prepayment 
processes being operated. 

 

Retail Risk 9: Poor REC Service performance prevents a customer from switching suppliers effectively  
 

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk and recommend this as one of the highest PAB priorities due 

to the significant detriment this can cause to both market effectiveness and end consumers. 

Risk Driver Utilita Comments 

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

Utilita s6upports the inclusion of this risk driver 
as this could cause customer and overall 
detriment to market effectiveness.  

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

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk driver 
as this could cause customer and overall 
detriment to a market effectiveness. 

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. 

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk driver 
subject to amendments to the wording. 
 
Utilita recommends the wording be simplified 
for clarity. For example: 
 
‘Post CSS go-live: Unreliability of REC Systems, 
including unplanned outages cause problems in 
customers switching.’ 

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).  
 

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk driver 
subject to amendments to the wording. 
 
Utilita recommends the wording be simplified 
for clarity. For example: 
 
‘Post CSS go-live: REC Systems do not process 
or send of messages correctly or on time 
causing problems in customers switching.’ 
 

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. 

Utilita does not support the inclusion of this risk 
driver when there are numerous scenarios 
which can result in switches going through at 
different times i.e., due to a customer request. 
We are therefore unclear how the PAB will 
reasonably monitor this risk with available data 
when OFAF functionality is optional across 
suppliers. 
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Retail Risk 10: Inaccurate data or data that is not maintained appropriately leads to a delay in the 

switching process 

In order to remove duplication and consolidate the proposed PAB risk priorities, Utilita recommends 

Retail Risk 6, 7 and 10 to be consolidated under an encompassing data inaccuracy risk. 

Risk Driver Utilita Comments 

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

Utilita does not support the inclusion of this risk 
driver when this is a duplication to the risk 
drivers under Risk 9. 

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. 

Utilita does not support the inclusion of this risk 
driver when this is a duplication to the risk 
drivers under Risk 8. 

 

Retail Risk 11: Energy Theft is not investigated nor prevented 

Interfering with gas and electricity supplies can result in serious safety concerns for consumer. We 

recommended the REC Code Manager and PAB consider a new priority risk to cover risks associated 

with customer safety concerns which incorporates risks associated with energy theft. Associated risk 

drivers could include the following areas: 

• Energy theft; and 

• Poor metering work practice; and 

• PSR. 

Risk Driver Utilita Comments 

Energy Suppliers individually do not detect 
Energy Theft. 

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk driver. 
 
The PAB should be mindful when monitoring 
this risk that some energy supplier portfolios 
may genuinely have very little cases of energy 
theft to detect due to the types of customers 
they are serving i.e. in particular some 
commercial suppliers. 

Energy Suppliers do not investigate suspected 
Energy Theft.   
 

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk driver. 
 

Energy suppliers do not respond to energy theft 
once detected.   

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk driver. 
 

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

Utilita does not support the inclusion of this risk 
when we believe Suppliers actively detecting 
and investing theft are the primary ways to 
deterrer theft within the market. Therefore, 
this risk driver acts as a duplication to the other 
energy theft related risk drivers. suppliers are 
already naturally commercially incentivised to 
prevent and act on energy theft.  
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Retail Risk 12: Retail consumers have a negative customer experience as part of the metering works 

conducted 

Firstly, we do not believe customer experiences should be a focus of any REC risk when customer 

experience is a Supplier responsibility, and it sits outside of the scope of the REC. 

Similarly, to our comments on Retail Risk 11 we recommended the REC Code Manager and PAB 

consider a new priority risk to cover risks associated with customer safety concerns. Associated risk 

drivers could include the following areas: 

• Energy theft; and 

• Poor metering work practice; and 

• PSR. 

Risk Driver Utilita Comments 

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 

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk driver. 
 

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 

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk driver. 
 

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

Utilita does not support the inclusion of this risk 
when it is a compliance related monitoring 
activity rather than a risk which meets the 
definition of a REC Retail Risk. 

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

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk driver. 
 
We believe this is a major risk due to the 
severity of impact this could cause for a 
customer and therefore should be a Priority 
focus of the PAB. 

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

Utilita supports the inclusion of this risk driver. 
 

 

Retail Risk 13: Central green deal databases are not maintained and kept up to date by energy 

suppliers 

Due to the nature of the Green Deal arrangements within the market, we strongly recommend the 

PAB to limit any monitoring activities (if any) to data already produced and available to prevent any 

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

details.  

Utilita recommends the REC Code Manager and PAB mapping and reviewing the customer journey 

across the retail market in order to ensure completeness of all priority risks being identified.  

We have initially identified the following Retail Risk areas which could cause significant detriment to 

the effectiveness of the market and/or consumers and should therefore be included within the REC 

Risk Register: 

1. The Electricity Retail Data Service (ERDS) does not process or send messages correctly or at 

all; and 

2. The Gas Retail Data Service (GRDS) does not process or send messages correctly or at all. 

The ERDS and GRDS are both critical systems which interface with the Centralised Switching Service 

(CSS) and must be monitored alongside the functioning of other REC switching services. DNOs and 

GTs, as REC Parties, are obligated to ensure that the services are provided in line with the REC and 

therefore should be subject to the REC Performance Assurance Framework with the significant 

detriment that could be caused to both market efficiency and end consumers if the services were to 

fail. 

Performance Assurance Techniques  

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?  

Yes, Utilita believes this approach is fundamental in effectively reducing burden and costs within  

industry.  

We see very little benefit in requiring market participants that pose low risk to the market to 

resource regular and wide focusing audits. By allowing risks to drive the REC Code Manager and 

PABs work, this will enable market participants to focus on what should be their primary 

responsibility which is improving their customers services. This approach should also promote 

additional benefits such as enabling the Code Manager to facilitate a proactive response within the 

retail market to managing emerging risks with upcoming wider industry change and reform. We feel 

strongly that these types of benefits will only be achievable where available resources are allocated 

in a far more targeted way, determined by the severity and volume of risks. 

Finally, we are concerned that proposed focus of PAB includes a number of compliance-based risks. 

Utilita believes that the PAB should instead be focusing on de-risking the retail market within the 

scope of the REC unless the PAB is explicitly outlined within code as an escalation point. Blurring the 

lines in some of the ‘risks’ identified in the consultation changes the core focus of the PAB away 

from risk management. We believe PAB should be designed to fix small-scale issues but mitigate 

large-scale risks to the market. 

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 of applying proportionate performance charges where their application 

is objective and only where the monitoring of industry data highlights a significant risk to the 

effectiveness of the whole retail market and/or consumers. We consider poor service provider 

performance as an example where performance charges should be applied under the REC as this 
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impacts the entire market.  This will provide commercial motivations to drive service changes where 

reputation damage is not deemed as a large enough incentive i.e. learning from past experiences 

within industry where service providers over commit and under deliver. This will also help build 

confidence within parties that value for money will be obtained for the services in which they are 

funding and receiving from RECCo.  

Where performance charges are chosen as a reasonable and proportionate performance assurance 

technique to apply to REC Parties, it is imperative that parties are not unduly charged for risks that 

are already liable to compensation within other regulatory schemes, such as the Guaranteed 

Standards of Performance (GSoP). We note that the consultation states that performance charges 

covered by GSoP could still be issued to parties where ‘other Parties and/or Service Providers bear 

increased costs due to the failure by a REC Party’. With the application of GSoP metrics to Erroneous 

Transfers, a Supplier in certain cases may have to pay up to £120 compensation to a customer. We 

consider further risks of performance charges under the REC to be unnecessary and double counting 

and rather a different performance assurance technique should be applied including a targeted audit 

to look specifically at and address process failures of the Party. 

We would also recommend that the REC Code Manager and PAB develop a list of exemptions where 

a performance charge should not apply to a specific industry challenge, similarly to what Ofgem has 

developed for consumer compensations under GSoP. 

Lastly, the consultation does not detail any process to respond to or appeal against a performance 

charge where a party believes they have been unfairly penalised. Industry data does not always tell 

the complete story and therefore a process for responding to the application of a performance 

charge would be administratively much more efficient before a party can expect a charge being 

applied to its RECCo invoices. 

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?  

Utilita supports this proposal for a number of reasons. Firstly, Utilita has not had visibility of a REC 

performance charge methodology and requests that this is shared with industry ahead of being 

introduced.  

Secondly, the REC performance assurance regime would run the risk of disincentivising positive 

behaviours from market participants where key elements of the regime are rushed through to meet 

ambitious targets for implementation within the first year.  

Finally, the switching programme is a major industry programme which impacts the majority of 

Supplier business processes alongside introducing a complex new dual fuel switching service with 

interfaces across a number of legacy industry services. The REC Code Manager and PAB should be 

cognisant of the pressures currently placed on market participants to successfully deliver to the 

intentions of Ofgem’s switching programme, alongside other parallel industry change programmes 

and introducing further threats through REC performance charges seems unjustified at a time of 

unprecedent industry change. 

Principles of data collection   

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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For the performance assurance regime to be truly risk-based, Utilita would expect the Code Manager 

and PAB to monitor performance for high priority or increasingly prevalent retail risks until the risks 

have been effectively mitigated and/or no longer meets the definition of a Retail Risk. We appreciate 

that some Retail Risks will remain as priority risks under the REC Risk Register i.e., CSS and other REC 

Services availability, however we would also expect a mark of the regime’s success is that some risks 

can be mitigated against with changes to processes and REC drafting over time. Hence removing the 

need for ongoing monitoring across all REC Retail Risks. 

 

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?  

Yes, Utilita supports in principle the REC Code Manager requesting and accessing central data 

sources where justified, over requesting each REC Party to compile and submit onerous data 

requests. Any data requests to code parties, however, must be explicitly justified and relate 

specifically to monitoring an identified PAB priority risk under the REC risk register. Sensitive 

customer data must also be removed before the REC Code Manager receives data from central data 

sources, for example we do not consider customer name and debt value data items included within 

industry messages to support any monitoring of Suppliers performance under the Debt Assignment 

Protocol.  

In analysing obtained data, the REC Code Manager and PAB must also fully understand and take into 

account any limitations with the data sources as part of any performance assessments. For example, 

Suppliers are at different stages within their smart meter roll out which means accessing legacy 

prepayment data from PPMIPs presents some challenges in assessing Suppliers performance across 

Prepayment related processes.  

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.  

Yes, Utilita supports the approach of analysis data at an energy company licence level. 

Where a Supplier takes over another supply portfolio through the Supplier of Last Resort (SoLR) 

process, the Supplier should be able to keep that portfolio separate to its own if it chooses, at least 

for a period of time until billing system migrations or data issues are completed/resolved. We 

believe the REC PAB should enable separate monitoring of both portfolios so a SoLR event does not 

skew the performance of a supplier temporarily.  

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. 

Utilita is comfortable in providing non-personal data for performance monitoring purposes under 

the scope of the REC however any data requests must be justified and align to specific monitoring of 

PAB deemed priority risk areas.  

Where personal data is requested to be shared, we would require the REC Code Manager to first 

confirm the lawful basis in which personal data sharing was required alongside conducting a Data 

Protection Impact Assessment (DPIA) to minimise any risks in processing and handling requested 

data. 


