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REC Code Manager Performance Assurance Consultation - OVO Energy response

OVO Energy welcomes this consultation on the REC Code Manager’s Performance
Assurance Framework (PAF). We strongly support the need for robust assurance to
ensure that all REC Parties are meeting their obligations and we agree with the overall
approach set out in the framework.

We have set out our full response to the consultation in Annex 1 with detailed feedback
on the risks in Annex 2.  In summary:

● Measurement of drivers - we have a concern that it may be difficult to
accurately measure some of the risk drivers. This includes ensuring that the
measures correctly identify the REC Party at fault and to ensure that there aren’t
additional reports that REC Parties need to produce in order for REC Performance
Assurance Board (PAB) to monitor performance (i.e. going against the general
principle to use data from central systems).

● Duplication of reporting - we have a concern that some of these measures may
duplicate other reports that we already submit to Ofgem.

● Engagement with industry - we would welcome greater levels of proactive
stakeholder engagement on the proposals being developed by the REC PAB. This
includes ensuring that PAB meeting documentation is easily accessible, and
hosting industry events to showcase the proposals and enable REC Parties to
contribute to the development of the REC PAF.

If you have any questions or would like further information, please contact
policy@ovoenergy.com.
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Samuel Van-Arnold
Regulation Manager
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Annex 1 - response to questions

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

We are supportive of the enhanced definition. Positive customer outcomes should be
the central priority for any customer facing industry. The enhanced definition helps to
ensure that as an industry we focus on achieving positive customer outcomes in
addition to successfully completing processes. We are therefore supportive of this being
exemplified within this definition.

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?

We are supportive of taking this approach.

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

Overall approach appears to be rational.

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?

Yes. It is important that this is led by the impact on the customer. For example, if a
customer's PSR data is out of date, this could have a direct and detrimental impact on a
customer that is in a vulnerable position. However, if the customers' traditional PAYG
vends are misdirected, it is the supplier that is most affected, rather than the customer.

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.

There needs to be careful and transparent consideration of how the risks and measures
will be reported and enforced. We already report on some of the risks and risk drivers,
and there are already frameworks in place to enforce where there are issues. For
example, for erroneous transfers we automatically provide customers with
compensation for the erroneous gain and where we do not resolve it in a timely
manner. We also report on this data to Ofgem on a quarterly basis. The REC PAB needs
to detail where there may be overlaps with other reports or enforcement actions, and
set out how its approach will ensure there isn’t a double jeopardy for REC Parties.



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

We have provided detailed feedback on the risks in Annex 2. We have two overarching
concerns. The first is the difficulty in measuring some of the drivers of the risks,
including ensuring that the correct REC Party at fault is identified and to ensure that
there aren’t additional reports that REC Parties need to produce in order for REC PAB to
monitor performance (i.e. going against the general principle to use data from central
systems). Our other concern is that some of these measures duplicate other reports that
we already submit to Ofgem. There is therefore a risk of creating an additional burden
and also duplication of penalties e.g. erroneous transfers already have reporting and
compensation arrangements in place.

We also believe that there is an opportunity to capture cross code risks within the REC
PAB. For example, P375 would enable metering behind the boundary point. As a
Supplier and a Meter Operator, there could be aspects of this BSC modification that
could need to be captured including data errors caused by VLP activity that have a
negative impact on BAU switching activity.

Another area that requires greater clarification are the risks represented within the
consultation for non-smart meters. This is because there are non-smart specific
metering issues that could cause delays to the switching process. We believe this needs
to be explored further within the risks highlighted under the framework.

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?

We agree with taking a risk based approach and undertaking targeted assessments.

One consideration is whether the rating system needs to be refined. Currently 9/14 risks
are ‘higher priority’. Review of the rating system would enable better determination of
the impacts of these risks. This could be through the introduction of another rating level,
reviewing the inputs into the ratings to ensure that they are robust or setting annual
priority areas that are linked to the RECCo Board objectives.

It would also be useful to make it clear what REC parties are captured under each risk.
This will help to more accurately set measures for the parties who are responsible for
achieving the positive customer outcome.

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

We agree. We believe that objectivity could be ensured by employing an independent
party who is not employed within a REC Party to set performance charges e.g. some
employees of suppliers are members of existing code performance boards.
Furthermore, there is a need for clear differentiation between market segments defined
within the risks to ensure that performance charges are levied against the correct
parties (e.g. HH/NHH, domestic/non-domestic, PAYG/Non-PAYG, smart/non-smart). For
example, under the UNC, Unidentified Gas for End User Categories 1 and 2 are split



between domestic/non-domestic and PAYG/non-PAYG to ensure charges are accurately
apportioned.

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?

We agree that as a general rule, performance charges should not apply for the first year.
It is important that thresholds are based on industry performance and time is allowed to
gather enough data to set robust targets. These can then be incrementally adjusted to
ensure that they continue to be fit for purpose. This period also enables REC Parties to
embed processes and provide feedback to REC Board on any potential issues with the
framework ahead of charges being enforced.

In addition, it would be useful to have an understanding of what the measures,
thresholds and potential charges will be ahead of the charges being enforced. This
would allow REC Parties to drive improvements in the priority areas and ensure good
outcomes are achieved. It is therefore imperative that the REC PAB has a clear
engagement strategy to showcase the changes, the expectations of REC Parties and
enable REC Parties to feed into the creation of the PAF.

We also consider that “within the first year” needs to be explicitly defined. Currently it is
not clear if this means calendar year, financial year or the year from when REC goes live.

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?

We are supportive of ongoing performance monitoring and risk based approach to REC
performance assurance.

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 as much as possible data should be obtained from central systems and
existing data sources, with minimal additional reporting required from REC Parties.
Again this could be risk based. So REC Parties who are not meeting thresholds, in
particular high priority thresholds, could be subjected to requests for information as per
the Performance Assurance Techniques, rather than subjecting the entire market to
reporting requirements.

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 agree with this approach. If it is only analysed at a group level there is a potential risk
that one of the licences is not delivering good customer outcomes, but this poor
performance could be diluted by the performance of the other licenced parties.



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.

Yes, we agree.



Annex 2 - OVO feedback on risks

Risk Driver Feedback

1. Consumer supply point
communication is
interrupted due to a lack of
action or incorrect action by
REC Parties.

-

General feedback on risk -

There is a need for greater clarification of
this risk and its drivers as there are many
different causes of disconnection. For
example, there is no differentiation given
between logical disconnects and physical
disconnects or if there is a disconnection
of the WAN. Another example is the
decommissioning and recommissioning
for traditional meters.

There is also a need to clarify the
measures used to assess the drivers. For
instance, how an action will be deemed as
being correct or incorrect. Further, there
will be a need to distinguish between
supplier and customer causes of
disconnection.

1. Consumer supply point
communication is
interrupted due to a lack of
action or incorrect action by
REC Parties.

Consumers cannot top-up
their Prepayment Meter.

This needs greater clarification on how
this will be measured. There are
numerous causes of customers being
unable to top up their meter and may be
out of the supplier’s control. For example,
this could be an issue with the top up
point or the Prepayment Meter
Infrastructure Provider. The customer
may also not be using the correct key. It
needs to be considered whether it would
be appropriate to apply Performance
Assurance Techniques in these scenarios.

2. The privacy of consumer
data is compromised by
inappropriate use of
Parties' processes and
protocols

-

General feedback on risk -

We agree with this risk in principle, but it
would be useful to understand how:

● this risk and its drivers will be
measured.

● this performance assurance
regime could interact with the
ICO’s enforcement process - it is
imperative that REC Parties aren’t
penalised twice for the same issue.



Risk Driver Feedback

3. Priority Services Register
is not up to date which may
lead to an interruption of
PSC's services

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 believe that this driver is low risk and
that very few customers falsely state PSR
requirements. We believe this driver could
in fact create a greater risk due to the
measures that suppliers may implement
to improve performance. These could
result in eligible customers not being
added or being delayed from being added
to the PSR e.g. suppliers requesting proof
of their circumstances before adding to
PSR.

4. Issues with Prepayment
meters, including Smart
Meters operating in
prepayment mode, lead to
problems switching, tariff
errors, unallocated or
misdirected
payments

-

We believe that this risk is too broad and
that Traditional PPM and Smart PPM
issues need to be separated into two
separate risks. Presently, the smart risks
are not well defined. For example, every
smart PAYG customer should be switched
to credit mode prior to Change of Supply
to ensure continuity of supply during the
transfer. Therefore, a clear risk for smart
is that a PPM customer leaves their
current supplier and the process to
change the mode of the meter and
exchange the security key fails, leaving the
new supplier unable to configure the
meter and potentially the customer
unable to top up.

5. Consumers do not
receive an accurate first and
final bill, which leads to high
customer dissatisfaction

-

This could be difficult to measure. For
example, there needs to be a clear
definition of “accurate” and consideration
for how this potentially conflicts with the
Guaranteed Standards of Performance
that require suppliers to issue final bills
on time rather than using industry
approved reads.

There are also additional considerations
for the complexities around moving
customers between multirate and single
rate meters.



Risk Driver Feedback

5. Consumers do not
receive an accurate first and
final bill, which leads to high
customer dissatisfaction

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

There is a need for clarity on how the
measures and Performance Assurance
Techniques will operate, given that there
is already a Guaranteed Standard of
Performance penalty in place for this.

6. Inaccurate Address
Management data results in
errors that impact
consumers

-
We agree with this risk and the measures
should help to maintain the integrity of
the data.

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

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

Need to ensure that there isn’t duplication
of measures and Performance Assurance
Techniques with the BSC Performance
Assurance Board.

8. Delayed Switches
provides a negative
customer experience of the
energy market

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

We would be grateful for clarification on
this risk driver.

10. Inaccurate data or data
that is not maintained
appropriately leads to a
delay in the switching
process

-

We agree that inaccurate data leads to
delays, but it’s not clear how the data
under Risk 10 differs from that in the
other risks. We consider that this risk is
too broad and should be more clearly
defined. Non-specificity will only lead to
confusion and, ultimately, undermine the
purpose of assurance.



Risk Driver Feedback

11. Energy Theft is not
investigated nor prevented

Energy Suppliers
individually do not detect
Energy Theft. (Please note
this risk is subject to
RECCo work on wider
theft arrangements)

The way that this risk is articulated
doesn't clearly set out what is at risk and
the suitable level of detection/effort. If a
single case was detected, that would
satisfy the risk as it is laid out. What
qualifies as a satisfactory level of
detection for this risk to have been
allayed? As drafted this is too broad to
drive good customer outcomes.

11. Energy Theft is not
investigated nor prevented

Energy Suppliers do not
investigate suspected
Energy Theft. (Please note
this risk is subject to
RECCo work on wider
theft arrangements)

This driver is too broad. There are varying
levels of investigations for example
desktop, field and forensic. As currently
drafted, it’s difficult to determine what
this driver is aiming to achieve.

11. Energy Theft is not
investigated nor prevented

Energy suppliers do not
respond to energy theft
once detected. (Please
note this risk is subject to
RECCo work on wider
theft arrangements)

This requires more clarification as to what
a “response” means.

11. Energy Theft is not
investigated nor prevented

Energy suppliers do not
prevent energy theft by
other means such as
deterrence. (Please note
this risk is subject to
RECCo work on wider
theft arrangements)

Deterrence can take a number of forms
from education and warnings, to robust
steps taken in repeat instances of theft, or
the installation of anti-tamper devices. As
drafted, a range of interpretations could
be drawn from this, which could lead to
inconsistent interpretations.


