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Response - REC Code Manager Performance 

Assurance Consultation   

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. The Retail Energy Code (REC) has the strategic mission to facilitate the efficient and effective 

running of the retail energy market, including its systems and processes, and will promote 

innovation, competition and positive consumer outcomes. 

1.2. The RPA Code Manager (“Code Manager”) will monitor market participants and service provider 

performance, using dynamic risk assessments, digital technologies, and analytics to help drive 

market and code improvements. The Code Manager will be responsible for administering the 

REC Party entry and exit process on behalf of the Performance Assurance Board (PAB) and will 

develop and implement the Performance Assurance Framework (PAF) to identify, assess and 

mitigate retail market risks, working collaboratively with the other Code Manager functions and 

other REC service providers. 

1.3. The success of the REC Performance Assurance regime is dependent on the support and 

feedback of the industry on the design of the service. As such, it is critical that there is 

engagement with industry stakeholders on specific areas of performance assurance.  The REC 

Code Manager Performance Assurance consultation was published on 8th April 2021. The 

consultation introduced the following core components of the PAF:  

• The Performance Assurance Methodology (PAM) 

• The Retail Risk Register 

• Performance Assurance Techniques (PATs)  

• The Report Catalogue.  

1.4. The consultation asked industry for feedback across 13 questions relating to these core 

components. This document sets out the responses received and the Code Manager’s response 

to key feedback raised.   
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2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY   

2.1. The consultation received 25 responses from across industry, which included responses from 11 

Suppliers, six Distribution Network Operators (DNOs), three code bodies, two Metering 

Equipment Managers (MEMs), two REC Service Providers and one generator. We would like to 

thank the industry for participating in the consultation and for actively engaging with the process 

to introduce the Performance Assurance Framework.  

2.2. From the responses received there was overall support for the risk based approach to the PAF 

and the use of a tiered system as part of the PAM, with responses reiterating the importance of 

having a robust assurance framework in place to improve the way the market operates.  

2.3. Throughout the consultation responses there was feedback from industry that they would like 

more information on the detail that sits behind the principles of the PAF, such as risk thresholds, 

how Performance Charges will be set and the data that will be required from Parties. Consultation 

responses also stated the importance of the PAB having the right expertise and the need for 

continued engagement with industry to avoid the PAB operating in isolation.  

2.4. In response to the feedback received, the Code Manager will provide industry with the following 

information, published on the RECCo website, prior to REC v2 go-live in September 2021:  

• Further information on how Performance Assurance will work in practice through the 

Performance Assurance User Guide.   

• A Report Catalogue setting out information on the data that will be used to inform risk 

monitoring, including the data that will be acquired through central systems and any data 

items that will be requested directly from Parties and the timescales for this.   

2.5. The subsequent sections of this document set out the responses to each consultation question 

as well as setting out the Code Manager response to each question. The responses to the four 

consultation topics are set out in the following sections:   

• Performance Assurance Methodology – responses set out in section 3.  

• Retail Risk Register – responses set out in section 4. 

• Performance Assurance Techniques – responses set out in section 5.  

• Principles of data collection – responses set out in section 6.   

2.6. We have also included an Appendix which provides further detail on consultation responses and 

our response to points raised, and have consolidated this by themes per consultation question.  

2.7. In addition to the sections in this document, we have also published all non-confidential 

consultation responses in full on the RECCo website. Two organisations indicated their 

responses were confidential and these will not be published.  
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3. PERFORMANCE ASSURANCE METHODOLOGY  

Question 1 - Are you supportive of the enhanced definition for Retail Risk we have 

defined within Appendix A? 

3.1. 20 out of 25 responses were supportive of the enhanced Retail Risk definition, with one 

organisation not supporting the enhanced definition and four not responding. 10 organisations 

who supported the enhanced definition did so with comments and clarifications, with some 

providing suggested amendments to the definition.  

3.2. Those who agreed with the enhanced definition stated that it helps to ensure that the industry 

focuses on achieving positive consumer outcomes in addition to successfully completing 

processes and the definition is clear and better meets the policy intent of the REC. One Supplier 

stated that the enhanced definition places a focus on the outcomes and impacts of a failure to 

comply with the obligation in the REC and will enable the Performance Assurance Framework 

(PAF) to be focused in the right areas. 

3.3. Four of those who supported the definition with clarifications and suggested amendments did so 

on the basis the enhanced definition should be amended as follows:  

‘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 Party, REC Service User, REC 

Service Provider or other Party to meet the objectives, standards and/or core processes under 

the REC.’ 

3.4. The organisation that was not supportive of the enhanced definition stated they thought the 

enhanced definition was not necessary, and the original definition should be retained as this will 

still enable the Code Manager to use a risk-based approach to identify the REC process areas 

which, if not followed, could ultimately cause consumer detriment. 

 

Code Manager response  

 

3.5. Based on the consultation responses and the support received for the updated definition, we 

have adopted the enhanced definition, and this has been included as part of the drafting for REC 

v2. This enhanced definition will include the amendment that was suggested in consultation 

responses, as set out in paragraph 3.3, with one minor tweak to remove ‘and/or’ and replace with 

‘or.’ The enhanced definition is therefore as follows: 

‘A risk that retail energy consumer outcomes or the effectiveness of the retail market are 

measurably and significantly degraded by a failure by a REC Party, REC Service User, REC 

Service Provider or other Party to meet the objectives, standards or core processes under the 

REC.’ 
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3.6. For further detail on the responses received and our response to points raised, please see 

Appendix 1.   

Question 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? 

 

3.7. 17 out of 25 responses stated they agreed with the principle of Retail Risks being assessed using 

a tiered system, with four unable to give a view and four not responding. Nine of those who 

agreed with the principle provided clarifications alongside their responses. 

3.8. Those who agreed stated that a tiered system will be a proportionate approach and allows Parties 

to monitor and improve their performance. One Supplier stated they believed that Parties should 

be provided the opportunity to resolve issues which have been identified and a tiered system 

would allow this to happen. Another Supplier stated they recognised that each REC Party will 

have its own part to play in risk mitigation and agreed that there should be four levels of 

assurance.  

3.9. Those who provided clarifications alongside their responses stated they would like further 

information on what will be measured, how it will be measured and how thresholds will be set. 

One MEM stated they supported the approach but did not understand the definition of ‘fail’ or 

how it would be applied, and one Supplier stated the success of the tiered system will rely on 

setting the thresholds for each tiers appropriately, which they welcomed more information on.  

3.10. Four organisations were unable to give a view and requested further information on how the 

approach would work in practice. One respondent stated they would like further information on 

what action is driven by each of the ratings, and one Supplier stated the thresholds imply there 

are a set of metrics that will be used for categorisation and they would like more information to 

be able to fully assess this.  

 

Code Manager response  

 

3.11. We welcome the support for the tiered system and, based on the consultation responses, we will 

implement our tiered system of measurement, including the use of thresholds.  We acknowledge 

that the majority of consultation responses were seeking further information on how the tiering 

system will work in practice. In order to respond to these requests for further information, we have 

set out at a high level the process for setting thresholds below:  

• Our Performance Assurance Methodology covers how we will use thresholds and trend 

periods set by the PAB to guide our decisions relating to the application of Performance 

Assurance Techniques.  These thresholds and trend periods will be developed with the PAB 

and refined based on actual experience post REC v2 go-live. 
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• Our approach is to set thresholds based on real performance data.  There needs to be a 

sufficient amount of data in order to set meaningful thresholds, and therefore the first few 

months after REC v2 go-live will be used to gather and review this data in order to inform 

proposed thresholds.  

• In the first few months of operation we will gather data and run a risk assessment using this 

data on a monthly basis. We will work with Parties to validate the output of our risk 

assessment, and where performance assurance intervention is deemed necessary, for 

example in cases where the data shows consumer detriment, we will seek PAB approval for 

this intervention during the period before overall thresholds are set. We will use the data 

collected to develop our proposed thresholds, which will be based on reviewing the relative 

and absolute performance of Parties, the volatility of performance observed and assessing 

the extent and magnitude to which Retail Risks have been realised including consumer 

detriment as per the Retail Risk definition.  

• Once we have collated sufficient data, we will be in a position to propose thresholds and 

present these to the PAB, alongside the supporting analysis, for approval.  The target for 

thresholds coming into effect will be April 2022, to allow data to be gathered in the first few 

months of operation, and PAB approval and notice being given in early 2022. Once approved 

we will follow our methodology, which allows us to engage with Parties to understand the 

causes of performance that exceeds risk thresholds, informing the PAB of the outcomes. 

• We expect to review and update thresholds on a regular basis, in line with our requirements 

to regularly review and update relevant PAF products. This may include adjusting thresholds 

where we have seen a marked improvement in performance in order to drive continuous 

improvement within the market. Whilst we expect the majority of thresholds will be reviewed 

annually, some thresholds will have different change cycles so will be reviewed on a case-

by-case basis. For example, some may show immediate results, whereas others may take 

longer to identify trends. Where changes to PAF products are made, the REC Portal will 

notify Parties of all changes.  

3.12. For further detail on the responses received and our response to points raised, please see 

Appendix 1.   

Question 3 - Do you have any comments on the overall approach to the Performance 

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

3.13. 10 out of 25 responses were supportive of the overall approach to the PAM, with five 

organisations stating they would like further information, two giving no overall view, one not 

supporting the approach and seven not responding. 

3.14. Those who supported the PAM and the approach to identifying, analysing and assessing Retail 

Risks stated it was a rational and appropriate approach. One Supplier stated that the approach 

seemed appropriate and is aligned with similar Performance Assurance regimes under other 
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codes. Another Supplier agreed and stated that the overall approach is clear and noted that they 

expect to see further detail will be provided as these arrangements evolve in the run up to go 

live. 

3.15. Six organisations stated they would like further information on how the methodology will work in 

practice, including how the tolerance and threshold criteria will be set. One Supplier stated that 

without further clarity on the relevant criteria, tolerance thresholds and data collection 

requirements, it was difficult to assess the effectiveness of the methodology and therefore 

suggest amendments or alternatives. One respondent agreed and stated they would welcome 

more clarity on what performance measures will be used to assess each risk, how are thresholds 

and tolerances determined and how individual supplier models will be taken into account.  

3.16. One organisation that was not supportive stated that further work needed to be done to explain 

the PAF and how it will operate in practice, and that the Retail Risks and risk drivers should be 

refined through a wider consultation.  

 

Code Manager response 

  

3.17. We welcome the support for the PAM and confirm that we will implement the PAM from 

September 2021, and we reiterate our response to question 2 (set out in paragraph 3.11 above), 

where we have  set out further detail on the process for applying the PAM and thresholds. 

3.18. For further detail on the responses received and our response to points raised, please see 

Appendix 1.    

Question 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? 

3.19. 14 out of 25 responses agreed with this question, with three not having an overall view, three 

disagreeing and five not responding. Seven of those who agreed provided additional comments 

to support their responses.   

3.20. Those who agreed stated that performance should be measured using data available at the time 

and the PAB will be best placed to monitor such performance. One DNO stated they agreed that 

performance expectations should be based upon current levels of energy sector industry 

performance and noted they had seen previous examples of inappropriate benchmarks being 

used to target a theoretical level of performance which this approach would avoid.  

3.21. Those who provided additional comments to support their response stated the importance of the 

PAB having an appropriate level of industry knowledge to be able to monitor this performance. 

One generator stated they would expect experience and suitability to be considered as part of 

the enduring PAB recruitment process and that there will be sufficient industry expert 

representatives to ensure expectations are realistic given the circumstances. One Code body 
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stated that the PAB is best placed to understand performance expectation, but they believe that 

there should be a significant role for consumer bodies and the regulator to help steer consumer 

focus and validate the thresholds.  

3.22. Those who were unable to give a view and those who disagreed stated they required further 

information on the process to approve tolerances and thresholds, and that the approach could 

become subjective. One DNO stated they did not agree that performance expectations should 

be set by the PAB in isolation, and there needs to be more transparency for REC Parties in 

advance on how performance data will be treated. Two suppliers and one DNO stated they 

believed the performance criteria should be open to consultation with industry.  

 

Code Manager response  

 

3.23. We note the support from the consultation that performance expectations will be set by the PAB 

based on monitoring of real world market performance. We acknowledge the feedback received 

that industry would like further information on how this monitoring will work in practice, and 

reiterate our response to Question two (set out in paragraph 3.11 above), where we set out the 

process for setting thresholds in more detail.  

3.24. In response to the feedback that the PAB needs to have the right expertise in order to set 

performance expectations, industry can be assured that it is an explicit requirement in the PAB 

terms of reference that each member must have relevant experience and expertise either of the 

energy industry or of applying performance management techniques to a consumer facing 

organisation in another sector. There will also be a robust nomination and recruitment process 

overseen by the RECCo Board to appoint PAB members with the right skills and experience to 

be able to fulfil the role. Each nomination must include a summary of the nominee’s expertise 

and experience in relation to the role they are nominated for. Under the REC, PAB Members are 

expected to be knowledgeable individuals capable of making autonomous decisions on behalf of 

the industry, based on recommendations in reports provided by the Code Manager. The PAB 

Terms of Reference make clear that PAB Members are not representatives of the organisations 

that employee them, but of the constituency they are appointed to represent. The Code Manager 

will consider each nomination received, and will only progress those nominees that satisfy the 

expertise and experience requirements, prior to formal appointment to the PAB. It is also worth 

noting that the RECCo Board reserves the right to remove and seek the replacement of PAB 

members if the RECCo Board considers them incapable for any reason to carry out their duties.  

3.25. For further detail on the responses received and our response to points raised, please see 

Appendix 1.    
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4. RETAIL RISK REGISTER  

Question 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. 

4.1. 8 out of 25 responses were supportive of the Retail Risks, with 13 organisations providing partial 

support with detailed feedback, one organisation was not supportive, and three did not provide a 

response.   

4.2. Those who provided additional comments to support their responses highlighted queries around 

specific risks and some common themes arose. There were requests for clarity on the wording 

and scope of some of the risk drivers in order to better understand the intention of the risk drivers. 

There were also concerns around double jeopardy based on obligations already in scope under 

other codes or bodies, and this was highlighted across a number of different risk drivers. There 

were also questions around wording definitions such as ‘Gaining Supplier’ and ‘Losing Supplier.’  

4.3. There was also feedback that measuring the 14 Retail Risks and their respective risk drivers may 

be overambitious and instead there should be a focus on measuring high priority risks only. A 

number of responses emphasised the need for transparency on how the risk drivers linked to the 

REC obligations, how the PAB prioritised the Retail Risks and how the risk drivers will be 

measured. 

 

Code Manager response  

 

4.4. We would like to thank respondents for their detailed feedback and suggested improvements to 

the Risk Register. The comments and recommendations received have been insightful and we 

will use them to enhance and make the risk drivers as clear as possible. We will work to update 

the Retail Risk Register and will share the full updated version with industry following PAB 

approval.  

4.5. There were a number of suggested amendments that were raised and accepted, which are set 

out in the table below. These changes include maintaining the number of Retail Risks and risk 

drivers with some amended wording based on feedback received. Our response and 

clarifications to points raised on specific Retail Risks and risk drivers are set out in further detail 

in Appendix 1.   
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Retail Risk/risk 

driver  
Previous wording  Updated wording 

Retail Risk 1 

Consumer supply point communication 

is interrupted due to a lack of action or 

incorrect action by REC Parties. 

“Consumer supply point interruption 

due to a lack of action or incorrect 

action by REC Parties.” 

Risk driver 1.1 

Consumer supply disconnected by 

action / inaction by the losing/gaining 

supplier. 

“Consumer supply is incorrectly 

disconnected by action / inaction by the 

losing/gaining supplier.” 

Risk driver 1.2 

Consumer supply disconnected by 

action / inaction by the Switching 

Service Provider. 

“Consumer is incorrectly switched, or 

supply point deregistered by action / 

inaction by the Switching Service 

Provider.” 

Risk driver 1.3 

MEM inappropriately disconnect a 

customer by not performing meter 

works appropriately, leaving them 

without supply. 

“MEMs do not perform required 

metering works appropriately, leaving a 

consumer without supply.” 

Risk driver 1.4 

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. 

“Legacy Meters: A Registered Supplier 

for a Registered Meter Point with a 

Prepayment Meter does not replace the 

device or does not address issues with 

the Prepayment Meter as appropriate in 

the circumstances defined in the 

schedule and in the suitable timescale. 

This may include performing a 

decommission / recommission or 

updating the Prepayment Meter’s 

software depending on the issue and 

meter type.” 

Retail Risk 9  

Poor REC Service performance 

prevents a customer from switching 

suppliers effectively 

“REC Service performance prevents a 

consumer from switching suppliers 

effectively.” 

Risk driver 9.3 

Post CSS go-live: Customers are not 

able to switch suppliers due to the REC 

systems including Centralised 

Switching Service being down and not 

“Post CSS go-live: Unreliability of REC 

Systems, including unplanned outages 

cause problems in consumers 

switching.” 
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being able to process registration 

requests. 

Risk driver 9.4 

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). 

“Post CSS go-live: Switching Services 

do not process or send messages 

correctly or on time causing problems in 

consumers switching” (We will be 

assessing Switching Services through a 

Service Level Agreement Process). 

 

4.5. In addition to the responses set out in this section, we would like to assure industry that during 

the first year of operation we will be monitoring the Risk Register closely as part of continuous 

improvement. Within the Performance Assurance Operating Plan (PAOP), there is an established 

principle which states that within six months of REC v2 go-live the Code Manager will reassess 

the Risk Register with the PAB; this will act as an opportunity to continuously improve the Retail 

Risks and risk drivers.   

Question 6 - In your view, are there any priority Retail Risks that have not been 

captured? Please provide details. 

4.6. 10 out of 25 responses had no further Retail Risks to add, with 12 organisations suggesting 

further Retail Risks and three not responding.  

4.7. Those who suggested additional Retail Risks did so across the following areas:  

• there was a question around whether there should be a non-REC Party’s agreement to the 

accession agreement be included in the register; 

• a number of comments related to the addition of risks on management of Supplier of Last 

Resort (SoLR); 

• there were recommendations on potential new risk drivers under Retail Risks 2, 6 and 7, as 

well as risks around ERDS and GRDS; 

• a comment was raised regarding the opportunity to capture cross-code risks within the REC 

PAB;  

• a suggestion was made to add risks around the impact on consumers of the Faster Switching 

roll out programme; 

• a suggestion was made to add risks relating to consumer contact data within the Data 

Schedule; and 

• suggested risks relating to reliability of third party systems were highlighted. 
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Code Manager response  

 

4.8. We would like to thank respondents for their suggestions for additional Retail Risks and risk 

drivers. Our response and clarifications to points raised are set out in further detail in Appendix 

1. As set out in answer to question 5 above, will work to update the Retail Risk Register and will 

share the full updated version with industry following PAB approval. 
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5. PERFORMANCE ASSURANCE TECHNIQUES  

Question 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? 

5.1. 18 out of 25 responses agreed that the Code Manager and work of the PAB should be driven by 

risk, with two organisations partially agreeing and five organisations not responding.  

5.2. Those who agreed stated they were supportive of this approach as it allowed the focus to be on 

high risk areas for remediation, it would mean a more targeted approach to resolving market 

issues and would allow assurance to be focused on areas that have the highest impact on 

consumers. One Supplier noted that by focusing on risk, the PAB can have the biggest impact 

on driving performance improvement within the retail market, directing its efforts proportionately 

on the Parties demonstrating the worst performance.  

5.3. Of the two organisations that gave partial support, they both stated they agreed with a risk-based 

approach however they raised comments relating to the identified risks set out in the Risk 

Register and sought clarification on how PATs would be applied. One Supplier stated that they 

saw the value in applying a risk-based approach, however they were unclear how Parties would 

have the opportunity to engage collaboratively with the PAB, or how appeals would be made 

against PAB decisions. They also stated that the baseline performance expectation should be 

provided before the PAF is implemented. One MEM stated that it was an appropriate and 

effective approach, however raised concerns with the absence of an annual audit which could 

mean there would be no way of assessing or monitoring an individual party’s compliance with 

other significant requirements that have a detrimental impact on other Parties.  

 

Code Manager response  

 

5.4. We note that the majority of consultation responses agree that the Code Manager and PAB will 

be driven by risk and our focus is spent on targeted assessments.  We welcome that Parties are 

looking to engage with the Code Manager and PAB and suggest two ways in which they can do 

this. Firstly, Parties can directly communicate with the Code Manager around the application of 

a Performance Assurance Technique, for example asking for clarification or providing supporting 

information.  Secondly, Parties can engage with PAB members, whose role involves taking into 

account views from across the industry. In recruiting PAB members we have considered the need 

for a diverse range of perspectives, including members with experience of a variety of Party 

types. 

5.5. We have also developed detailed procedures on appeals, which will be published on the REC 

Portal, so that Parties can understand how to resolve issues they have, including when to involve 

the PAB. 
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5.6. We note that for MEMs there will continue to be assessments conducted as part of metering 

accreditation processes, which vary by code of practice but include cyclical technical audits. 

5.7. We agree that it will be important to baseline current and expected standards of performance, 

but will only be able to do so effectively once we are in receipt of relevant data, as set out above 

in response to Question 2.  However this should not preclude us from giving effect to aspects of 

the PAF in the meantime. The framework will therefore continue to evolve on an agile basis, 

rather than follow a strictly linear approach that may have hindered the development and 

subsequent efficacy of some comparable assurance regimes.  

5.8. For further detail on the responses received and our response to points raised, please see 

Appendix 1. 

Question 8 - Do you agree with the principle that any Performance Charges will be 

objective, deterministic and used to address specific industry challenges? 

5.9. 14 out of 25 responses agreed with the principle, with five organisations unable to give a view, 

one organisation not agreeing and five organisations not responding.  

5.10. One DNO that agreed with this principle stated that they were supportive of the approach and 

noted that consideration had been given to avoid the duplication of charges (except in certain 

circumstances). Of the 14 responses that agreed with the principle, nine of these included 

supplementary feedback and comments on the application of performance charges. These 

comments included the need for Performance Charges to be reasonable, proportionate and 

reflect the actual impact of non-compliance or poor performance and not simply being punitive. 

A number of respondents stated they would like to receive more information on the methodology 

for applying performance charges. 

5.11. Of the five organisations unable to make a view, they stated the reasons for this was needing 

more information on how they will be applied and how much these charges will be. One 

respondent stated that addressing the root cause of an issue is a more effective enduring solution 

than fining Parties for continuously getting it wrong, and a Service Provider stated it may be 

difficult to set appropriate charges for risks which are hard to quantify, for example the value 

placed on inaccurate data.  

5.12. The organisation that disagreed with applying Performance Charges stated that they have not 

historically been used by industry to address non-compliance, and they did not believe the REC 

should set them. They also stated that charges should only be reserved for persistent and 

significant compliance failures. 

 

Code Manager response 

  

5.13. We welcome the responses to this consultation, and agree that Performance Charges need to 

be reasonable, proportionate and reflect the actual impact of non-compliance or poor 
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performance.  To facilitate this and provide Parties comfort that any Performance Charges do not 

duplicate or otherwise diminish the efficacy of other incentives, in advance of introducing a new 

performance charge we will publish a full explanation and assessment of the proposed charge.  

This explanation will include the applicable criteria, thresholds, tolerances and anticipated level 

of the charge.  Where appropriate, this may include further detail on any escalation that may be 

applied until the charge becomes effective in driving the change in behaviours, or vice versa.  

Such Performance Charges would be introduced a Change Proposal, to be consulted and 

decided upon in accordance with the Change Management Schedule.  As such, Parties will have 

full visibility of the proposals and opportunity to contribute into their design, including alternative 

approach that may deliver comparable results. 

5.14. We agree with the respondent who suggested that the focus of the regime should be on 

addressing the root cause of an issue rather than levying charges; this is a key tenet of our 

approach.  For instance, we recognise that many industry processes are reliant upon data that 

may have been created much earlier and by parties that are not directly involved in the 

transaction where an issue manifests itself.  It is therefore important that we assure these feeder 

processes which drive eventual Retail Risk, rather than focus only upon that final point of failure.  

This whole of system approach will be further demonstrated as the framework evolves, and 

through the application of proportionate PATs which first seek to identify and share understanding 

of the root causes of issues, and only then to incentive the behaviours which will address them. 

5.15. For further detail on the responses received and our response to points raised, please see 

Appendix 1.     

Question 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? 

5.16. 20 out of 25 responses agreed that Performance Charges should not apply within the first year, 

with five organisations not responding. Six of those who agreed with this noted some concerns 

alongside their response. 

5.17. One respondent who agreed stated they were supportive of this approach as it allowed Parties 

to assess their performance in areas that may not have been highlighted as a risk previously, 

this will allow remedial action to be taken to meet the requirements prior to charges being 

applied. Another respondent stated that this approach would allow the market to understand 

the new processes which will be put in place under the PAB.  

5.18. Of the six organisations who noted concerns alongside their support for this approach, one 

respondent noted that REC Parties will not have forecast for any additional costs they may 

incur as a result of penalties being applied. Another respondent stated as there was limited 

detail on the monitoring of risks and the value of charges, setting Performance Charges in the 

first year would be neither fair nor effective. Another respondent repeated a point raised earlier 

in the consultation, that there is a danger that the Code Manager is trying to do too much too 
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soon and Parties need to have confidence in the REC Performance Assurance Framework 

before Performance Charges are applied.  

 

Code Manager response  

 

5.19. We welcome the responses to this question and the support for the approach to Performance 

Charges within the first year. We would like to reiterate our response to question 8, that 

Performance Charges would be introduced as a Change Proposal, to be consulted and decided 

upon in accordance with the Change Management Schedule, which will mean that Parties have 

full visibility of the proposals and opportunity to contribute into their design.  

5.20. For further detail on the responses received and our response to points raised, please see 

Appendix 1.     
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6. PRINCIPLES OF DATA COLLECTION  

Question 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?   

6.1. 18 out of 25 responses were supportive of this principle, with two organisations unable to give a 

view and five not responding. Nine of those who were supportive provided comments alongside 

their support.  

6.2. Those who agreed with the principle stated it was the most appropriate way for the REC to 

achieve its objectives and that regular monitoring and reporting will be key to the Performance 

Assurance role achieving its outcomes. One Supplier stated they were supportive providing that 

risks can be easily and cost efficiently measured, and where this is not possible regular periodic 

audits may be more appropriate. Two further Suppliers stated they supported the principle 

however were looking to find out further information on what will be measured and how this will 

be measured.  

6.3. The organisations that were unable to give a view stated they needed further information on the 

measurement thresholds and criteria before they were able to support the ongoing performance 

monitoring approach.  

 

Code Manager response  

 

6.4. We note the supportive responses and the recognition of the importance of ongoing performance 

monitoring. We agree that there may be certain risks that cannot be easily and cost effectively 

measured and we have identified certain areas whether a direct assurance approach will be 

applied – for example activities relating to maintaining the Priority Services Register where only 

limited insight can be gained from the related data flows , or processes relating to information 

security and data protection. We also refer to the responses to question 2 (paragraph 3.11) in 

respect of thresholds and criteria. 

Question 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? 

6.5. 21 out of 25 responses were supportive of the approach of obtaining data from central systems 

wherever possible, with four not responding.  
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6.6. Those who supported the approach stated it would provide greater consistency, reduce the 

burden on individual Parties and would be the most efficient method to collect data. One DNO 

stated a centralised approach to data gathering will ensure a consistent approach and will reduce 

the burden on Parties for any data retrieval and collation. Six responses (One generator, one 

MEM, one Code Body, one Service Provider and 2 Suppliers) that were supportive of the 

approach all referenced the need to avoid requesting data from individual Parties due to the 

impact and increase in costs this could have. Five responses (three Suppliers and two DNOs) 

stated they would welcome further information on the data items that would be requested from 

Parties and stated the importance of there being transparency with this information. Two 

respondents suggested that a six months lead time would be required if data was not sourced 

centrally.  

 

Code Manager response  

 

6.7. We note the positive responses to this question. Information regarding data that will be required 

to be provided by Parties directly will be published on the RECCo website through the Report 

Catalogue. This includes the use of existing reporting where possible (e.g. Ofgem complaints 

submission) where the data cannot be centrally sourced in order to reduce the effort required of 

Parties and leverage existing activities.  

Question 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 [of the consultation document]? If you disagree, please give reasons for this. 

6.8. 15 out of 25 responses were supportive of this approach, with four supportive but with clarification 

needed, and six not responding.  

6.9. Those who supported the approach stated that it allowed flexibility and analysis of performance 

to be conducted at an appropriate level. One Code Body stated they agreed with this approach 

as granular data will help identify problem areas at a much faster rate. One Supplier stated they 

fully support the approach and noted it will allow flexibility to change, for example in the event of 

a Supplier of Last Resort or trade sale. Another Supplier stated they supported the approach but 

suggested 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 until billing system 

migrations or data issues are completed or resolved. They suggested the REC PAB should 

enable separate monitoring of both portfolios so a SoLR event does not skew the performance 

of a supplier temporarily. 

6.10. Those who supported but with clarification needed raised specific feedback in relation to the 

question. One MEM stated whilst the proposal is clear regarding energy companies, they would 

like further detail of the process to be used for MEMs, as well as whether the proposal is intended 
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to report on performance in aggregate for both half-hourly and non-half hourly risks at licence 

level. One Supplier stated they would like further definition on what is meant by ‘energy company 

licence’ (in particular licence of MPID level) and also how the option to combine analysis would 

be implemented in terms of whether Parties could request the combining of licences at any point 

or only at a certain point in time.  

 

Code Manager response  

 

6.11. We note the supportive responses and have provided further clarity based on continuing work in 

this area and the items highlighted by Parties in their responses where further clarification was 

required in the following paragraphs. 

6.12. Performance assurance risk analysis will be performed based on the REC Party and role – for 

example a single legal entity could hold multiple electricity or gas supply licences, and also 

currently be a member of MOCOPA.  These multiple functions relate to three REC Market Roles: 

Non-Domestic Supplier, Domestic Supplier and Metering Equipment Manager. Each of these will 

by default be considered separately, however if multiple MPIDs were allocated to the electricity 

supply licence these would not be broken out. Within the REC Portal REC Parties will be setup 

as part of an Organisation Group (the RPS will be working with REC Parties to create appropriate 

groupings prior to go-live). If Parties wish to combine performance assurance this can be 

designated and will be performed for all Parties of the same role within the organisation group. 

This can be designated at any time but will only affect future risk assessments (for example 

existing in progress PATs will continue to apply based on the specific licence and role to which 

they were applied). 

6.13. Risk drivers, where relevant, differ between specific consumer and meter types (e.g. Half Hourly 

/ Non Half Hourly) and hence inherently will be measured separately. However, performance 

evaluation will be applied at the risk and party level. If performance requiring intervention in the 

form of one or more PATs is required, this will be focused on the area(s) of underperformance, 

for example specific consumer or meter types affected. 

6.14. We have developed principles of information publication (for example relating to peer comparison 

tables) for PAB approval. One principle that has been agreed is that information must be 

published in context – this included a specific scenario where performance relating to a recent 

SoLR may be excluded for a period of time to allow the new supplier an opportunity to transition 

the consumer base, although this would not necessarily extend until a system transfer. 
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Question 13 - Do you agree that data can be provided without requiring further 

consumer consent as outlined in paragraph 8.4.3? If not, please provide details of your 

rationale. 

6.15. Nine out of 25 responses agreed that data can be provided without requiring further consumer 

consent, with nine that neither agreed or disagreed, one that disagreed and six not responding.  

6.16. From those respondents who agreed, the rationale provided was that additional consent would 

not be required on the basis that this data was being requested to fulfil regulatory obligations. 

Another respondent stated that Suppliers already provide Privacy Notices to their consumers and 

inform them that their data may be used for consumer protection. 

6.17. One respondent who agreed also suggested that RECCo maps the data sources and consent 

requirements as it was not currently known if consent had previously been provided at a meter 

point/address level. Another respondent, whilst supportive, stated that personal data should only 

be shared when it is necessary for performance assurance purposes. They further noted that the 

consumer details should be pseudonymised so that only the licensed party and the data controller 

(e.g. the Code Manager) is able to identify the consumer.  

6.18. The respondent who disagreed did so on the basis that greater understanding was required on 

the type of data the Code Manager may require, the purpose and need for this data and how this 

would fit under the data protection framework. The respondent noted that the Maintenance and 

Qualification Schedule places stringent requirements on data controllers, but requirements on 

the Code Manager to have access to personal data seemed light touch in comparison. They 

further stated that they disagreed with the assertion that personal data can be shared with Code 

Manager under current lawful basis for processing personal data as precedent does not exist 

currently. Finally, they suggested that the Code Manager undertakes an impact assessment to 

determine what data it wishes to collect for the purpose of compliance monitoring, whether any 

of the data are personal data and provide a plan to REC Parties on the data protection framework 

it will operate. 

6.19. From those respondents who did not provide a view in support or against this question, key 

themes included more clarity being provided on the purpose and need for this data, visibility of 

the type of data items that would be requested and whether this would include PSR data, and 

clarity on how the Code Manager will comply with the Data Protection Act 2018. 

 

Code Manager response  

 

6.20. We appreciate the detailed responses provided and understand the request for further 

information and the clear focus respondents had on managing their compliance with data 

protection requirements. 

6.21. Information regarding data that will be collected, both from central sources and by Parties directly, 

will be published on the RECCo website through the Report Catalogue and we would recommend 



  
 
 
 

 
 
 

22 

REC   REC Code Manager PA consultation  

respondents review this for further details on the specific information that is proposed to be 

collected and utilised for performance assurance. 

6.22. All information will be handled in compliance with data protection regulations and in accordance 

with a full DPIA undertaken by RECCo with support of the Code Manager and informed by its 

legal advisors.  For instance, we can confirm that only the REC Party responsible for the data 

and the Code Manager will have access to any meter point / consumer level data – all other 

reporting, including to the PAB, will be performed at an aggregated level. The purpose of 

collecting meter point level data was outlined in the consultation and is primarily to allow 

combination of data from differing sources and to facilitate follow-up assurance activities with 

Parties.  

  



 

 
 
 

 
 
 

APPENDIX 1  

Performance Assurance Methodology  

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

Theme Consultation feedback received  Code Manager response  

Retail Risk 

definition 

There are several references within the document to Retail Risk which have 

paraphrased the definition in different ways. 

Thank you for drawing this to our attention. 

As part of the continuous improvement of 

PAF products we will rectify any 

inconsistencies with terminology when 

referring to Retail Risks.  

Market 

effectiveness 

The current definition fails to recognise the impacts upon customers and the market. 

Also, principles set out in Appendix A state that to be considered a Retail Risk, there 

must be a potential adverse impact to consumer outcomes or retail market 

effectiveness. Supplier responsiveness and co-operation across retail processes can 

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

significant degradation of consumer outcomes. Therefore, definition should be 

amended accordingly.  

We agree with the principle that either 

consumer detriment, or issues that relate to 

market effectiveness are relevant Retail 

Risks and that was the reason we proposed 

the enhanced definition. Effective 

cooperation across Parties will be 

considered where it either impacts consumer 

outcomes, or can impact other Parties in 

such a way it reduces market effectiveness. 



  
 
 
 

 
 
 

24 

REC   REC Code Manager PA consultation  

Theme Consultation feedback received  Code Manager response  

Non-REC Parties The use of the word ‘and’ in two places in the definition for Retail Risks is questionable. 

This would be better worded with the use of ‘or’ to avoid this being unintentionally over 

restrictive.  

In relation to the statement that Retail Risks may apply to Non-REC Parties on the 

basis that they will agree to an accession agreement. It must be clear if this agreement 

is in relation to the REC or the PA document. Also, Non-REC Parties can be included 

price comparison websites etc. It needs to be clear that this will be only where this does 

not cause conflict with existing obligations. 

We accept the suggestion to use ‘or’ instead 

of ‘and’ and this is reflected in the updated 

enhanced definition.  

In terms of accession, we would like to clarify 

it is not accession it is an access agreement, 

and it makes Non-REC Parties comply with 

the REC as a condition of access, which 

puts them subject to the PAF.   

There should not be the creation of any 

conflicting obligations, the definition should 

only relate to the use of REC services in line 

with the REC. 

Scope of PAF The definition should not result in narrowing the focus of the PAF, or by the PAB. 

The implementation of the REC has incorporated Codes containing processes, which 

are not directly or explicitly linked to the REC objective. The PAF therefore also should 

ensure that all parties comply with all such requirements. 

We agree that the definition should not result 

in a narrowing focus and would like to 

confirm this was not the intent of enhancing 

the Retail Risk definition, the purpose of 

which was to direct attention to areas of 

unsatisfactory customer experience or retail 

market inefficiency.  

Focus of 

performance 

It is critical that the REC Code Manager and PAB continually refer to the definition 

when identifying and assessing risks. This will ensure the focus of PA activities are 

We agree that all risks need to relate to the 

definition of Retail Risks.  Based on the 
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Theme Consultation feedback received  Code Manager response  

assurance 

activities 

targeted at the most appropriate retail areas and within the scope of REC governed 

systems and processes. Currently, not all proposed Retail Risks deliver against the 

definition. 

feedback we have received through this 

consultation we have reviewed our Retail 

Risks, updating them where appropriate.  

Updates are included in section four.  

Clarifications of 

key terms 

The REC Code Manager should provide clarification and provide a definition for the key 

terms: 

• retail energy consumer outcomes 

• effectiveness  

• measurably  

• significantly degraded 

• party behaviour and how it is measured 

 

Does the term “effectiveness of the retail market” mean the whole of the dual fuel retail 

market or whether we would consider impacts that affected significant parts of the 

market whether that be gas or electricity or market sectors.  

The use of the term “core processes” suggests that there are also “non-core processes” 

and clarity as what each term covers is required. 

Should “measurement rules” and/or “measurement criteria” be defined term(s)? 

The definition should reflect that service has been “measurably and significantly 

degraded by a failure” but the use of “other party” means the phrase is open ended 

We do not believe that every term in the 

Retail Risk definition requires definition, 

however we are happy to clarify:  

• retail energy consumer outcomes 

refer to the end results of energy 

market processes; 

• effectiveness refers to successfully 

producing the desired or intended 

result;  

• measurably refers to being able to 

define and measure;  

• significantly degraded refers to a 

reduction in quality that is deemed to 

be significant to the consumer or 

market. 
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Theme Consultation feedback received  Code Manager response  

without its own definition of “other party”. The use of “objectives, standards and core 

processes under the REC” is too restrictive and should be removed.  
We have defined “measurement rules” and 

“measurement criteria” within our 

methodology and therefore do not need to 

define these terms within the Code itself. 

We disagree with the comment that the use 

of “objectives, standards and core processes 

under the REC” should be removed. Our 

view is that the definition needs to be 

bounded and we would be unable to cover 

and assure risks that are open-ended.    

Separating 

causes and 

impacts of risks 

The list of risks doesn't include the "because of" or "leading to" clauses which are 

commonly part of a risk description. It could help to separate these aspects to ensure 

that the causes and impacts are fully understood.  

It is not clear within the framework where the actual task that is being monitored will be 

specified. Will this be included within the ‘REC obligations’ – if so, the description 

should be amended. 

The Retail Risks and risk drivers have been 

extracted from the different REC Schedules 

aiming to measure participants obligations. 

The cause of underperformance on the 

different risks is lack of compliance with their 

REC obligations and the overall impact we 

are aiming to avoid is customer detriment or 

inefficiency of retail market arrangements. 
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Question 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? 

Theme Consultation feedback received Code Manager response 

Clarification of 

key terms 

We do not understand the definition of a “Fail” and when this would be applied. It will be 

helpful to parties that such criteria are defined. 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". 

A binary pass/fail does not take into account the possible variations in retail 

performance and offer opportunities for early intervention.  

Many of our risk indicators identify failures 

in process steps, or negative consumer 

outcomes. In aggregate these can 

represent significant issues within the 

market.  However in some cases where a 

single case would represent a significant 

issue, for example if we were to identify 

metering practices that were unsafe, or 

actions that significantly disadvantaged 

vulnerable customers.  In these instances 

we would act rapidly to respond to the risk, 

to prevent recurrence and understand if 

escalations were required. 

Risk tolerance  There should be a low tolerance for risks that have a significant impact on market 

effectiveness or the consumer. This will ensure that the PAB minimises their occurrence 

and the number of consumers impacted. We believe that this should be dictated by the 

level of consumer impact, rather than the REC party’s market share.  

We agree, and this comment is consistent 

with our thinking on the different risk levels, 

particularly “Fail” which is designed to be 

applied where there is a significant 

detrimental consumer impact arising from 

participant actions or inactions. 
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Theme Consultation feedback received Code Manager response 

Measurement of 

performance and 

setting thresholds  

The success of this tiered system will rely on setting the thresholds for each of the tiers 

appropriately, and it is not yet clear how this will be done for the various metrics and risk 

drivers within the PAF. It is also reliant on the ability to measure performance reliably 

and objectively through accurate reporting, which may prove to be a challenge for some 

key REC obligations and associated Risk Drivers. Clarity on how this system will be set 

up for success and to deliver the right outcomes for consumers is required. 

We agree that Retail Risks should be assessed using a tiered system and feel that is 

important for the REC PAB to provide transparency around what is being measured, 

how it is being measured and what the performance thresholds / tolerances are to enter 

and exit each tier. Assessment of performance against these risks, must be able to be 

validated by suppliers, such that they are comfortable that reported performance is 

accurate. The regular monitoring and reporting across the range of identified risks and 

risk drivers, should not place an excessive additional burden on parties to facilitate 

measurement. 

The proposed thresholds must also be appropriate and proportionate for the metric. The 

frequency of monitoring should depend upon the risk that REC is trying to manage. 

There is a need to ensure there is a balance between risk management and efficiency 

for customers 

In relation to monitoring against thresholds, we would recommend REC PAB and the 

REC Code Manager take a flexible approach initially to setting thresholds. Different 

approaches to setting thresholds may be appropriate for monitoring different risks. In 

We agree that the setting of appropriate 

thresholds will be key to the success of the 

tiered system. Our approach to setting 

thresholds during the first year of operation 

is set out as part of paragraph 3.11.  
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Theme Consultation feedback received Code Manager response 

the initial stages, it is important that there is sufficient flexibility to take account of 

different types of suppliers and business models that are in operation. 

Supporting data We 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.  

We agree it is important for Parties and 

non-REC Service Users to understand the 

data requirements that will be required to 

enable regular monitoring. As set out above 

(paragraph 2.4), a Report Catalogue setting 

out information on the data that will be used 

to inform risk monitoring, including the data 

that will be acquired through central 

systems and any data items that will be 

requested directly from Parties, will be 

published in advance of go-live.  
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Question 3 - Do you have any comments on the overall approach to the Performance Assurance Methodology, in terms of identifying, 

analysing and assessing Retail Risks?  

Theme Consultation feedback received Code Manager response 

Capture of PSR 

data 

In the information to be captured in relation to each risk driver and the associated 

metrics to facilitate analysis of performance and inform the assessment of the Retail 

Risks, is “Related to customer vulnerability”, to capture if a risk driver relates to 

vulnerable customers or groups more likely to contain vulnerable customers.  

Although the definition of vulnerability is in line with the Ofgem definition of a 

vulnerable customer, without any basis for the identification of a vulnerable customer 

such a PSR Register we cannot see how this data can be captured. 

Given the whole market nature of our risk 

assessment we have sought to identify where 

our risks relate to customer vulnerability.  We 

acknowledge that our focus on consumer 

outcomes means that some of our risks relate 

directly to vulnerability, whereas others relate 

to all consumers and therefore to vulnerable 

customers too.  To enhance our approach we 

have consulted with Citizen’s Advice, 

alongside whom we have identified relevant 

frameworks for a more granular assessment of 

types of vulnerability.  These still are based on 

groups of consumer, not the vulnerability of an 

individual. 

How PAM will 

work in practice 

We would welcome more clarity around how the Performance Assurance 

Methodology would work in practice. A webinar, with a question and answer session, 

could help clarify how the methodology would be applied.  

We do not agree that a weighted score should be applied to larger Parties so that 

they’re not subject to additional assurance activities as a result of their size. In the 

We will publish User Guides and associated 

information on the RECCo website and intend 

to run industry engagement sessions from time 

to time. 
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Theme Consultation feedback received Code Manager response 

BSC, larger parties are subject to greater scrutiny as the supply of a larger number of 

customers, or volume, brings with it greater risk. We see no reason why the same 

logic shouldn’t apply under the REC. 

The ability to measure performance reliably and objectively through accurate 

reporting, which may prove to be a challenge for some key REC obligations and 

associated Risk Drivers. 

For this approach to succeed it is critical that the PAF identifies and focuses on 

appropriate Retail Risks and related Risk Drivers and is able to measure real 

performance in relation to those Risks. It is not currently clear how some of the Risk 

Drivers will be able to be monitored in a systematic, consistent and objective manner. 

The scoring system will take into account the 

volume of issues in both relative and absolute 

terms, and the impact of issues in terms of 

customer outcomes and efficiency of the retail 

arrangements.  

PAF scope It is unclear from the consultation whether the remit of the PAF methodology, solely 

includes the requirements of the Retail Energy Code or also the requirements of the 

numerous other codes, incorporated into the REC. 

The remit should therefore be clarified and this should have been clear prior to the 

consultation, as this potentially may have affected responses. 

We have concerns that the Risk Register could include risks that are outside of the 

remit of the REC and that to include assessment within the PAF for activities 

governed by licence conditions or other industry codes would be inappropriate 

For those identified risks that do fall within the remit of the REC, it is important that in 

the initial stages, there is a flexible approach taking to setting thresholds to ensure 

The Risk Register is intended to include 

relevant Retail Risks under the REC. RECCo 

is cognisant there are areas of potential 

overlap (e.g. metering where BSC and REC 

have requirements, and obligations which are 

covered by Guaranteed Standards of 

Performance). While it cannot ignore such 

risks, it will liaise with the other bodies to guard 

against “double jeopardy”. 
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Theme Consultation feedback received Code Manager response 

that they take account of the different size of and business models adopted by 

suppliers 

Clarification on 

risk-based 

approach 

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, 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. Some scenarios 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 have proposed a blend of direct assurance 

and ongoing risk monitoring, with our 

responsiveness to risk based on a process of 

priority setting overseen by the PAB.  This 

allows us to monitor a range of events, 

determining where to intervene based on 

market performance. 

Except in the cases of a hard “fail”, where 

performance is degrading, we will seek to 

understand the causes of this degradation 

before acting, which allows us to both focus on 

risk and ensure PAB remains within vires 

before taking improvement action. 

Measurement of 

performance 

and change 

process 

We require further detail on the actual metrics that will be monitored and the 

performance levels that Parties will be expected to achieve. This will enable us to 

ensure our internal processes are fully aligned to the PAF. It is also critical that the 

PAF is flexible enough to react to changes and changing priorities in the retail market 

as it continues to evolve. This may mean making updates to the PAF in between 

scheduled reviews where required. 

Parties should make sure that their processes 

are fully aligned to the requirements of the 

REC.  The Performance Assurance process 

will be based on the requirements of the REC, 

with the areas of focus changing based on 

changing market performance.   
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Theme Consultation feedback received Code Manager response 

It is not yet clear how the REC Change process and REC PAF processes will 

interact, and how the impact of any REC changes on either the PAF or the Retail 

Risks it monitors will be considered as part of the change management process. 

To help parties understand this we will share 

with them their performance against risk 

metrics in the form of performance 

dashboards.   

A key part of the REC Change Process is to 

consider any consequential impacts on PAF 

products, which are known as Category 3 

documents. Therefore when a new REC 

Change Proposal is raised, the Code Manager 

will carry out an impact assessment to 

determine the impacts on the PAF, such as the 

Retail Risk Register, Where impacts are 

identified, this will be highlighted through the 

impact assessment process and will also be 

communicated to the PAB. The PAB will have 

the final decision on amendments required to 

the PAF products.  

The Change Process User Guide that is being 

developed by the Code Manager will provide 

further information.  
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Theme Consultation feedback received Code Manager response 

Performance 

data 

Without further clarity on the tolerance rule criteria, where and what data will be taken 

centrally and any additional sources to be able to assess practical application from 

our perspective, it is difficult to assess the effectiveness of the methodology and 

therefore to be able to suggest amendments or alternatives. It is not clear what 

calculations would be used to assess the likelihood of a risk materialising; this should 

be transparent to ensure performance is assessed consistently and objectively, and 

ensure that Parties are fully aware of expected performance thresholds as we are, for 

example, with the current BSC settlement measures. 

Parties are expected to comply with the REC 

in full, with Performance Assurance measures 

of risk used to prioritise assurance work.  

Parties will have access to data on their 

performance, which they can use to improve 

performance.  This will be the same data used 

to inform the activities of the Code Manager. 

Materiality of 

failures 

When assessing the materiality of failure by parties to achieve their obligations and 

adhere to processes set out in the REC, it is not clear how the severity of detriment 

incurred by consumers will be differentiated and weighted within the Retail Risk 

Register.  

Risks have been prioritised by the PAB, who 

are responsible for the application of the 

Performance Assurance Framework.  This is 

informed by the PAB’s assessment of the 

severity of determinant incurred by consumers, 

as well as the impact on the effectiveness of 

markets and the likelihood of the risk 

crystallising. 

Use of metrics in 

individual 

organisations 

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.  

Performance metrics should only be set and applied to a REC party where they have 

direct control over the metric. Performance metrics should be agreed so that each 

REC Service Providers’ performance metrics 

are defined in Service Definitions, with REC 

Parties’ metrics identified by following the risk 

assessment process set out in the 

Performance Assurance Methodology. 
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REC party can make representation on how the metrics do or do not apply to their 

business and whether the metric is within their control.   
Any metrics set within this methodology exist 

to prioritise the work of the Code Manager, not 

to affect the work of Parties.  Licensed Parties 

are obliged by their licence to comply with the 

REC in full.  

Further 

clarification on 

process 

Risks and risk drivers appear not to be fully understood. We believe they should go 

out for wider consultation to refine these.  

Performance Assurance Techniques are not fully explained in terms of what the 

techniques are, how they would be applied, how audits would work, what the 

expectations are, etc. 

The Retail Risks and risk drivers have been 

refined based on feedback received from this 

consultation. Whilst it is not the intention to go 

out for another consultation on the same topic, 

we will work to update the Retail Risk Register 

and will share the full updated version with 

industry following PAB approval. 

Further information will also be shared on 

Performance Assurance Techniques through 

our Performance Assurance User Guide.  

Definitions of 

key terms 

We believe that that the following components to the risk assessment framework 

should be defined: 

▪ Risk appetite; 

▪ Risk tolerance; 

▪ Risk scope. 

We have defined Retail Risk within our 

consultation.  The Retail Risks and risk drivers 

relate to the obligations and consumer 

outcomes defined within the REC. 

We have considered the application of 

appetite, tolerance and scope, concepts 



  
 
 
 

 
 
 

36 

REC   REC Code Manager PA consultation  

Theme Consultation feedback received Code Manager response 

At present there appears to be some ambiguity about the risk scope as some risks 

and/or risk drivers set out in Table 1 of the consultation appear to go beyond the 

obligations, processes and/or standards set out in the REC.  

applied to enterprise risk management.  In the 

context of industry governance we believe the 

related concepts of PAB priority, metric 

tolerance set by PAB and Retail Risk serve 

similar functions more appropriate to the 

context of industry wide Performance 

Assurance. 
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Question 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? 

Theme Consultation feedback received Code Manager response 

Changes to the 

PAF 

Performance criteria should only be changed following a thorough consultation process. 

This process should also be a specific element of the REC PAF Schedule and outline the 

scenarios and frequency where PAB could consult on changing certain criteria.  

We would suggest no changes should be made before PAF is fully implemented. This will 

provide time to assess a market which is continuously evolving. 

The criteria used to assess Parties will 

evolve with the market.  Where this is 

reflected to changes in Retail Risk we will 

consult with the market, unless the 

changes are of a clerical nature.  The 

criteria used to identify whether further 

investigation is required are a risk 

management decision reserved to the 

Performance Assurance Board.  These 

are only used to direct Performance 

Assurance activity.  Parties are required 

to comply with the REC through their 

licences, with the level of risk criteria only 

relevant to organisations who fail to meet 

their obligations.  We therefore do not 

deem it appropriate to consult upon 

changes to these criteria. 

Tolerances and 

thresholds 

There’s a need to ensure that tolerances are proportionate and do not materially increase 

cost to serve through being overly ambitious or arbitrary.  

We agree with the comments on the 

setting of thresholds, and that they should 



  
 
 
 

 
 
 

38 

REC   REC Code Manager PA consultation  

Theme Consultation feedback received Code Manager response 

The thresholds and tolerances should be set at appropriate levels to drive incremental 

improvements in the market with thresholds and the baseline for good performance 

increasing over time. Being overly ambitious in setting tolerances at go live of the PAB, 

resulting in a majority of parties immediately finding themselves failing metrics, would 

suggest that performance expectations of parties may be unrealistic at that point in time. 

Equally, it may suggest that SLAs within the code are too onerous and unachievable. In this 

instance, we presume that the code manager would investigate and determine if prescribed 

SLAs are appropriate and whether there is a case for change before initiating more 

intrusive engagement with parties. 

be proportionate and avoid being overly 

ambitious or arbitrary. Our approach 

involves monitoring real world data and, 

when performance is low or worsening, 

acting to understand the cause.  It may be 

that this leads to action to change the 

REC to improve obligations, activity to 

address performance issues within 

Service Providers that affect Parties (or 

vice versa) or action to improve the 

performance of specific Parties. 

Performance 

expectations 

We do not agree (at this stage) that ‘performance expectations’ and ‘any other thresholds’ 

should be set by the PAB (in isolation) through monitoring of ‘real world market 

performance’. This approach could be too subjective and unduly driven by 

recommendations of individuals in the monitoring process. There needs to be more 

transparency for REC parties in advance on how performance data will be treated. We are 

supportive of performance expectations being based on the provisions of the REC. 

We agree that PAB should not set 

performance expectations in isolation, and 

propose to provide real world 

performance data to objectively establish 

expected performance levels.  We 

anticipate that performance levels will 

vary over time. Ideally this will involve 

improving performance where expected 

levels of performance increase, but we 

also acknowledge that issues with Service 

Provider performance can significantly 
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impact the performance of Parties. 

Because of this we do envisage situations 

where performance expectations may 

decrease, as has occurred in some 

Industry Codes in relation to the 

pandemic. 

Variation in 

operations  

There is a risk that the Retail Risks, risk drivers and associated performance metrics are set 

based on a perceived view of how all suppliers operate and do not take account of the wide 

variations in operating models that exist. The risk metrics may seek to drive a certain 

behaviour but this may be detrimental to some suppliers as they have solved the issue 

another way.  

We see a real risk that Retail Risks will be specified with risk drivers based on a poor 

understanding of prepayment and the various ways you can operate prepayment to 

minimise customer impacts from the many industry issues that exist.  

Risk metrics should be measurable and controllable by the REC party. There is mention of 

an accurate billing risk and a risk driver behind this for prepayment is mis-directed 

payments. The main reason we get misdirected payments is attributable to metering issues 

and customer behaviour.  

We acknowledge, and welcome, a 

diversity of business models.  However, 

all businesses must comply with the 

obligations of the REC.  Risk metrics are 

not used to identify any form of sanction 

to Parties, but instead used to prioritise 

the work of the Code Manager. 

It is also used to understand the 

effectiveness of the market as a whole.  

For example, misdirected payments can 

be identified at suppliers, but caused by 

actors other than suppliers. Performance 

Assurance will seek to understand the 

cause of the issue and enable its 

remediation.   
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Level of 

consumer 

detriment  

While performance data and world events should be taken into account when setting risk 

appetite, risk tolerance and performance expectations, should be set in accordance with an 

acceptable level of consumer detriment depending on the market segment, as per the risk 

definition. Risk appetite, risk tolerance and performance expectations should be reviewed at 

least annually, after a major incident occurs and before a major change to processes is 

implemented. There should also be some flexibility to allow temporary changes to risk 

appetite, risk tolerance and performance expectations in light on unexpected events (e.g. 

Covid-19) 

We agree that risk appetite, tolerance and 

performance expectations are not static 

and need to be updated as circumstances 

evolve. 

The PAB has a key role in overseeing the 

Code Manager’s Performance Assurance 

activity, including setting key metrics.  The 

PAB prioritisation of risks, as well as 

setting of performance expectations will 

be reviewed at least once a year.  

However, the PAB has vires to update 

them as circumstances dictate, which 

could be more frequently.  Other Industry 

Codes have changed their activities to 

reflect the impact of Covid-19, major 

incidents and major changes.  We 

anticipate the PAB will do the same. 
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Risk Register 

Question 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. 

Theme Retail Risk/risk 

driver 

Consultation Feedback Received Code Manager response/clarification 

Duplication of 

requirements 

Risk Driver 1.1 The risk driver is too broad and may overlap with the 

provisions outlined within SLC 27.9 through to 27.11C. 

As there is no time boxing of this risk driver - what is 

the definition of gaining supplier? When would a 

supplier move from gaining to incumbent? This risk 

description should be clarified that the risk drivers only 

apply to the switching process and associated 

timescales within the relevant REC Schedule. 

With regards to feedback on defined terms such as Gaining 

Supplier and Losing Supplier, these are consistent with the 

terminology used in the REC, and definitions for these terms 

can be found on the REC Interpretation Schedule(s).  

 

Credit Meter 

Devices 

Risk Driver 1.5 It is not clear what is being monitored here, and 

specifically how terms like “decommission/ 

recommission” or “update the Credit Meter’s software” 

would be relevant to the REC. These terms would 

seem to be more relevant to smart meters, the 

processes for managing which are not covered by the 

REC but by the supply licences and by the Smart 

Energy Code (SEC). 

Questions were raised about when credit meter devices 

would be replaced. Credit meters need to be safety checked 

on a continuing basis and when an issue is found with the 

device it would require a replacement of the device. 
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Theme Retail Risk/risk 

driver 

Consultation Feedback Received Code Manager response/clarification 

Scope  Risk Driver 1.6 The risk driver relating to “consumers cannot top up 

their prepayment meter” is very broad and could 

include customers experiencing payment difficulties - 

which is a duplication of SLC27. 

There was feedback that this driver appeared to be too 

broad and it was pointed out to us that issues relating to 

consumers’ inability to top-up their Prepayment Meters 

could result from other reasons which are already covered 

in other code obligations such as SLC27.  

We wish to clarify that this risk driver relates to issues with 

the Prepayment Meter Infrastructure where the consumer 

has no financial reasons to be unable to top-up the meter 

and has used the correct key. 

Duplication of 

obligations 

Retail Risk 2 The risk meets the definition for Retail Risk and should 

be a high priority risk for the PAB in its first year. 

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. 

There is concern that this is a duplication of our 

obligations under GDPR and could potentially result in 

two enforcement mechanisms. 

The risk title refers to privacy of consumer data which 

may imply that only confidentiality is of concern. Our 

Suggested amendments were raised for Retail Risk 2 to 

include confidentiality, integrity and availability to the 

definition of the risk. With regards to confidentiality, with the 

use of the word ‘privacy’ we aimed to reflect this aspect. We 

will be focusing on the availability of the REC Services 

rather than the availability of the data itself. This risk is 

covered under Retail Risk 9. Regarding integrity, we believe 

this concept would cover two different areas, firstly the 

malfunction of the technology itself i.e. wrong coding and 

secondly the malfunctioning of a business process. We 

believe through the different Retail Risks and risk drivers we 
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Theme Retail Risk/risk 

driver 

Consultation Feedback Received Code Manager response/clarification 

suggestion is for the risk title to be reworded: The 

confidentiality, integrity or availability of consumer data 

is compromised by inappropriate use of Parties' 

processes and protocols. 

are measuring the performance of these different business 

processes which would affect the integrity of the data. 

Misdirected 

and 

unallocated 

payments 

Retail Risk 4 The current drafting of the risk 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 believe exists for prepayment customers within 

the market, we propose potential rewording. 

Suggested amendments were raised for Retail Risk 4 

specifically around misdirected or unallocated payments not 

causing detriment to consumers, however we believe the 

current wording is appropriate as misdirected or unallocated 

payments do indirectly impact consumers. We are aware 

there are processes in place to ensure unallocated 

payments are allocated or misdirected payments are 

redirected to the correct supplier. The resolution of these will 

be taken into account within the performance measures on 

risk driver 4.4. 

Measurement 

criteria  

Risk Driver 4.5 As further commentary, the REC PAF should equally 

apply to Distribution Businesses (including iDNOs and 

iGTs) which should have obligations to provide 

accurate and timely information about connection 

equipment to MEMs, respond promptly to queries 

about their equipment or to resolve faults, etc. 

To further clarify, the measurement criteria for the Retail 

Risks take into account the different types of meters. 

Moreover, we are measuring all REC Parties performance 

including DNOs, iDNOs, GTs and iGTs where they have 

obligations under the REC Schedules. Additionally, we 

aimed to operate risk drivers on a dual fuel basis, where risk 
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Theme Retail Risk/risk 

driver 

Consultation Feedback Received Code Manager response/clarification 

It is not clear why gas has been called out as a 

separate Risk Driver to electricity in regard to 

misdirected payments and unallocated transactions. All 

of the other risk drivers seem to operate on a dual fuel 

basis, it is not clear why gas and electricity 

performance have been separated out in this instance 

where the impacts and outcomes should be the same. 

drivers have been separated for Gas and Electricity, this is 

due to performance measures being slightly different as the 

processes in place may differ. 

Combining of 

Retail Risks 

6,7&10 

Retail Risk 6,7 

and 10 

In order to remove duplication and consolidate the 

proposed PAB risk priorities, we recommend Retail 

Risk 6, 7 and 10 are consolidated under an 

encompassing data inaccuracy risk. 

A consolidation of Risks 6, 7 and 10 was suggested, 

however, we would like to clarify:  

Risk 6 relates to the Address Quality Data; both REL and 

MPL and encompass the obligations within the Address 

Management Schedule and the Registration Services 

Schedule for risk driver 6.3 specifically.  

Risk 7 relates to Meter Point Data including registered data 

points data and meter technical details which encompass 

obligations from the Resolution of CFSB Problems 

Schedule, Registered Meter Point Lifecycle Schedule and 

the Metering Operation Schedule (Please note we are 

working collaboratively with the BSC for a smooth transition 

of obligations within the Metering Operation Schedule). 
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Theme Retail Risk/risk 

driver 

Consultation Feedback Received Code Manager response/clarification 

Risk 10 focuses on obligations within the SPAA and MRA 

Transition Schedules, additional Registration Services 

Schedule (where not covered under Risk 7) and the Related 

Metering Point Schedule. 

Scope  Retail Risk 11 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. 

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 drivers within Retail Risk 11 are placeholders until the 

wider theft strategy is defined both from a policy perspective 

and an operational perspective. Theft is intended to be part 

of the Performance Assurance Framework, but 

measurement of performance will be contingent on the 

inclusion of specific metrics for this risk area. 
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Theme Retail Risk/risk 

driver 

Consultation Feedback Received Code Manager response/clarification 

Clarification on 

Retail Risk 13 

 

Retail Risk 13 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. 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. 

The description of this risk does not quite align with the 

risk drivers. The risk description implies that the risk is 

about metering in general, while the risk drivers 

specifically relate to the Smart Metering Installation 

Code of Practice. Clarity is required on the scope of 

this risk. 

Retail Risk 13 relates to obligations under the Smart Meter 

Installation Schedule (SMIS). Ofgem will currently retain 

SMIS obligations under their remit and so we would not 

expect to apply performance assurance techniques, unless 

that are complementary to and/or assist REC Parties in 

avoiding exposure to those which may be applied by Ofgem.  

The PAB will be cognisant of and avoid double jeopardy on 

Parties. 

Work of 

Erroneous 

Transfers 

Performance 

Retail Risk 12 We recommend picking up on the work done so far by 

ETPAB, as that data is already from a central source 

and suppliers have already been challenged on their 

performance. Starting again will reset the clock and 

effectively mean suppliers are paying for work that has 

We acknowledge the feedback and concerns on double 

jeopardy. In response to these concerns, we would like to 

assure industry that we are working together with the 

different organisations that manage current obligations. For 

example, we have conducted workshops with the ETPAB 
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Theme Retail Risk/risk 

driver 

Consultation Feedback Received Code Manager response/clarification 

Assurance 

Board (ETPAB) 

already been carried out under MRA and SPAA. 

Additionally, we strongly recommend the initial focus 

on ET looks at response timelines first as that has a 

clear impact on customers now. Work on reducing ETs 

is clearly important but it can take time to see 

improvements, while challenging poor response 

timescale should see quick improvements. 

The ETPAB originated from a concern communicated 

to MEC by Ofgem that Suppliers were not doing 

enough to address Erroneous Transfers. Following a 

full review, MEC agreed a further program of work to 

improve industry processes and to establish an 

Erroneous Transfer performance assurance framework 

and associated reporting arrangements. 

and discussed the existing arrangements to discuss how 

and when the ETPAB arrangements might transition across 

to the REC. It is anticipated that the ETPAB will continue to 

operate up until the closedown of the MRA and SPAA 

scheduled for the end of August 2021. After this, REC v2 

will go live and the existing MRA and SPAA ET 

arrangements will move under the auspices of the REC to 

be governed under the MRA and SPAA Transitional 

Schedules respectively. At this point, responsibility for any 

associated performance assurance activity will pass to the 

Code Manager.  

Transition of 

obligations 

N/A 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 a number of Retail Risks and Risk Drivers there 

seems to be an overlap with supplier licence 

obligations, which are subject to oversight and 

We are also working closely with the BSC and Ofgem 

amongst others to make the transition of obligations where 

needed as smooth as possible. Significant efforts are being 

taken to reduce the amount of information organisations 

need to provide to the Code Manager, by leveraging it at 

source where possible. We will continue to engage with 
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Theme Retail Risk/risk 

driver 

Consultation Feedback Received Code Manager response/clarification 

enforcement by Ofgem. There is also an overlap with 

the Guaranteed Standards of Performance (GSoP). 

This would appear to create the risk of ‘double 

jeopardy’ for suppliers, where a single failure could be 

penalised under both the licence and the REC. 

The current list of Retail Risks is broad and also 

appears to significantly overlap with existing 

obligations. Where this is the case, we would urge the 

Code Manager to review these with the intention to 

streamline the Retail Risks and eliminate that 

duplication. 

We have concerns that a number of the Risk Drivers 

underlying go above the remit of the REC and we 

consider that these should be removed as monitoring 

of those risks would fall to other parties, most notably 

Ofgem and other industry codes. 

We are concerned that the boundary between the 

arrangements under the REC and SEC has not been 

defined and therefore there is a risk of duplication of 

efforts. 

other code bodies, including those of legacy codes, in order 

to facilitate as seamless a transition as practicable. . 
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Theme Retail Risk/risk 

driver 

Consultation Feedback Received Code Manager response/clarification 

General - 

Guaranteed 

Standards of 

Performance 

N/A For a number of Retail Risks and Risk Drivers there 

seems to be an overlap with supplier licence 

obligations, which are subject to oversight and 

enforcement by Ofgem. There is also an overlap with 

the Guaranteed Standards of Performance (GSoP). 

Examples include maintenance of the Priority Services 

Register (PSR), erroneous switches, delayed switches 

and commissioning smart meters. This would appear to 

create the risk of ‘double jeopardy’ for suppliers, where 

a single failure could be penalised under both the 

licence and the REC. It must be ensured that the REC 

PAF does not cross over into territory governed by the 

supply licences, and place suppliers at risk of being 

penalised twice for the same failure. 

 

In instances where there may be an overlap with other 

obligations, such as GSoP enforced by Ofgem or GDPR 

enforced by ICOs, the Code Manager will ensure that PATs 

are complementary and do not expose Parties or service 

providers to the risk of double jeopardy. It will also be 

important that the scope of the Code Manager activity is 

clear and does not create any misunderstanding that 

compliance with REC obligations will necessarily fully 

discharge those which Parties may be subject to elsewhere.  

However, we will be monitoring performance on these risk 

drivers to understand whether a Party is compliant with REC 

obligations and that it is suitable to maintain its access to 

the REC Services, and to the extent that it is appropriate, 

efficiently discharge its wider obligations.  As part of this, we 

may work with the Parties to establish and monitor the 

remediation action plan where needed and seek to 

collaborate with other bodies. 

General 

feedback – 

transparency  

N/A There needs to be careful and transparent 

consideration of how the risks and measures will be 

reported and enforced. Some of the risks and risk 

drivers are already reported on, and their frameworks 

Regarding the questions around transparency, the PAB has 

focused its prioritisation on Retail Risks that impact 

consumers. Measurement of the risk drivers will be data 

driven and those organisations demonstrating good 
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Theme Retail Risk/risk 

driver 

Consultation Feedback Received Code Manager response/clarification 

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 

performance will have minimal touchpoints with the Code 

Manager through the assurance process.  

General 

feedback – 

Retail Risk 

measurement  

N/A It is not clear how a number of the Risk Drivers will be 

assessed, and which metrics will or could be used to 

monitor performance. Further detail is required on the 

metrics that will be used to monitor performance 

against the Risk Drivers to enable REC Parties to 

understand how that monitoring will work. 

There’s a lack of detail on how the specific risk drivers 

have been identified. It would be useful if they were 

more directly linked to REC obligations and 

furthermore that the PAB could share its assessment of 

the risk. Visibility of this detail would support a more 

detailed assessment of REC PAB priorities to be made 

With regards to the feedback from responses wanting to 

know more information on how Retail Risks will be 

measured, the following example can be used to explain this 

in more detail. As per the Resolution of Consumer-Facing 

Switching and Billing Schedule, specifically around the 

process for resolving Switch Meter Reading problems, there 

is an obligation on the Initiating Supplier to send a request 

via market messages to the Associated Supplier to agree a 

Switch Meter Reading within 5WDs of either (a) a Switch 

Meter Reading being disputed or (b) a Switch Meter 

Reading not being obtained. The Code Manager will assess 

whether such requests were made under the specified 
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Theme Retail Risk/risk 

driver 

Consultation Feedback Received Code Manager response/clarification 

and will ensure that the PAB prioritises its efforts where 

there is material consumer detriment that needs to be 

addressed. It will also allow parties to advise the PAB 

to what extent they have control over some of the risk 

drivers and ensuring that where they don’t, that 

appropriate allowances can be made in respect of 

performance. 

timeline and identify whether Parties have adhered to these 

timelines or not. This example relates to one of the 

performance measures within risk driver 5.2. In line with this 

example, all risk drivers will be measured based on the REC 

obligations specified in the different schedules. 

General 

feedback  

N/A The Code Manager’s priorities for the first year from 

September 2021 are overly ambitious. The Risk 

Register is lengthy, and to measure each risk driver 

associated with the 14 Retail Risks, represents an 

enormous task for the Code Manager and is likely to 

result in a lot of work for REC Parties. We strongly 

suggest a more proportionate and measured approach 

at inception with the initial focus being on a smaller 

number of highest priority risks. That more tempered 

approach will enable the Code Manager and PAB to 

get things right from the outset, rather than overly 

burden them and the industry with unachievable 

workloads and targets. 

We acknowledge the feedback around there being a high 

volume of risk drivers, however we are confident that these 

are the right areas of focus, as they have been identified 

from thorough analysis of the REC schedules and the 

obligations therein, and input from RECCo, PAB, industry 

and external stakeholders. We will be monitoring all of the 

identified risk drivers and will then identify which cases 

require further attention and intervention, which we believe 

to be an achievable approach.  



  
 
 
 

 
 
 

52 

REC   REC Code Manager PA consultation  

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

Theme Consultation feedback received Code Manager response 

Priority of Retail 

Risks 

We haven’t identified any priority Retail Risks that have not been captured. 

However, the Code Manager’s workplan is overly ambitious. In our view Retail 

Risks 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8 and 9 should remain a high priority, as they have the potential 

to cause the greatest consumer detriment or damage the effectiveness of the 

market. Focussing on a smaller number of high priority risks will give industry 

confidence that the PAF is working as it should do, before the Code Manager goes 

on to tackle a wider range of risks. We would welcome transparency around the 

priority scores, how these were determined, and which REC Parties will be 

measured against which Retail Risk. 

As mentioned in the response above, we 

acknowledge the feedback around there being a 

high volume of risk drivers, however we are 

confident that these are the right areas of focus, as 

they have been identified from thorough analysis of 

the REC schedules and the obligations therein, and 

input from RECCo, PAB, industry and external 

stakeholders. 

Management of 

SoLR 

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. This is a risk that should be included. 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.  

There is a lot of discussion in the industry about Supplier of Last Resort processes, 

but we note that Supplier of Last Resort is not listed as one of the priority Retail 

Risks. We assume that this is because while Supplier of Last Resort is problematic 

for the Suppliers and customers affected it does not sufficiently affect the 

“effectiveness of the retail market” as a whole.  

During our analysis of the Retail Risk Register, we 

discussed the SoLR risks, not only as an 

independent risk but also as something that a 

number of the other risks will consequentially 

impact. We are currently working with Ofgem to 

better understand potential changes that it may 

make to the SoLR regime and the role that the PAB 

and Code Manager may play both in assuring the 

efficacy of the arrangements, and any actions that 

could suitable be taken to mitigate against the risk 

of them occurring.  As with other processes in 
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which Ofgem continue to play an active role, we will 

safeguard against the risk of double jeopardy.  We 

will continue to measure performance and be 

involved in instances of underperformance but 

would take into account of a SoLR event or other 

extenuating circumstances. 

Issues around 

Retail Risk 7 

Risk 7 should also include a Risk Driver that has already been recognised as 

significant under the BSC.  Failings in this process either cause an incorrect agent 

to be appointed or delays in the appointment this results in settlement errors and 

billing issues for the customer. 

Risk 7 includes a Risk Driver regarding “accurate meter technical details”. It is 

unclear whether this extends to ensuring the correct energisation status is recorded 

for the site. 

Section 7.1.5 notes that “a failing in information security” would require more 

immediate intervention, however there is no mention of information security in the 

Risks or Risk Drivers noted in the Risk Table.   

We are currently working collaboratively with 

Elexon to consolidate a smooth transition of those 

BSC obligations transferring to the REC. The Risk 

Driver on meter technical details may be developed 

to include the risk factors moving into the REC.  

Regarding the concern on section 7.1.5, Retail Risk 

2 will cover a failure in information security. 

ERDS and 

GRDS  

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:  

• The Electricity Retail Data Service (ERDS) does not process or send 

messages correctly or at all; and  

Much of our work is focused on responding directly 

to Retail Risks and as part of this we will look at the 

performance of REC Service Providers.  We will 

examine reporting of service level performance, 

based on Service Definitions in the REC and 
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• 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. 

assess the accuracy of reporting of these service 

levels.  This covers ERDS and GRDS as important 

REC Services.  It will cover CSS, the Switching 

Operator Service and the CSS Certificate Authority, 

when these services are live. 

Governance  It would be useful to have clarity on whether some global areas of risk are 

considered to be part of the governance framework for other codes. Would this be 

governed as a performance failure under the REC? Equally energy suppliers have 

obligations through their licence obligations to consumers – will governance and 

enforcement be a matter for the REC or will Ofgem still continue to administer this? 

We have taken on board the feedback on the 

opportunity to capture cross-code risks and we will 

look to explore this further. 

Measurement of 

risks and 

duplication of 

licensing 

requirements 

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. 

Also, 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. We also believe that there is an opportunity to capture 

cross code risks within the REC PAB. There could be aspects of this BSC 

The Risk Register encompasses risks affecting 

different REC Parties; not all risks are relevant to all 

Parties. Moreover, the different types of meters 

have been considered in the development of the 

risks and the performance measures may differ 

depending on the meter type. 

As mentioned above, in instances where there may 

be an overlap with other obligations, such as those 

enforced by Ofgem, or data protection 
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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.  

There is duplication of the requirements expected of parties in relation to data 

protection which are already covered under already existing data protection 

legislation. The PAF should complement existing regulation rather than introducing 

inefficient duplication. 

requirements, the Code Manager will ensure that 

PATs are complementary and do not expose 

Parties or service providers to the risk of double 

jeopardy. It will also be important that the scope of 

the Code Manager activity is clear and does not 

create any misunderstanding that compliance with 

REC obligations will necessarily fully discharge 

those which Parties may be subject to elsewhere.  

However, we will be monitoring performance on 

these risk drivers to understand whether a Party is 

compliant with REC obligations and that it is 

suitable to maintain its access to the REC Services, 

and to the extent that it is appropriate, efficiently 

discharge its wider obligations.  As part of this, we 

may work with the Parties to establish and monitor 

the remediation action plan where needed and seek 

to collaborate with other bodies. 

Risks with 

reliability of third 

party systems 

There are not risks relating to reliability of third party systems. There was an 

industry-wide issue which delayed a large number of switches resulting in a failure 

of the Guaranteed Standards of Performance criteria. And there is a risk of similar 

failures arising which need specifically to be addressed via the PAF. The inclusion 

of non-REC parties into the Performance Assurance Framework would address 

With regards to the suggested risks relating to 

reliability of third party systems, we will be 

monitoring all REC Parties and REC Services, 

however, we have also considered actions of third 

parties like supplier agents, such as PPMIPs, and 
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future concerns with a principle of polluter pays performance charges. We agree 

that Performance Charges should not apply in the first year while the framework 

and PAB beds in to resolve any early distortions in performance. 

included performance measures related to them. 

We will work with other bodies and Parties towards 

an effective ‘whole of system’ assurance regime, 

but recognise that there are limitations to the scope 

of our activities and that to an extent we will 

therefore continue to rely on Parties’ responsibility 

for the performance of their supplier agents and 

ability to discharge their own obligations effectively 

through commercial arrangements. 

Data privacy and 

inaccuracy of 

data 

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:  

• 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.  

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 REL 

Match Rate Targets, a root cause analysis will need to be undertaken by the 

We are considering the assurance requirements for 

CSS Interface Providers, which may become non-

REC Party CSS Users.  This will be dependent on 

the successful progress of a change request 

through the governance of the Switching 

Programme. 

We are considering the assurance requirements for 

CSS Interface Providers, which may become non-

REC Party CSS Users.  This will be dependent on 

the successful progress of a change request 

through the governance of the Switching 

Programme.  
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REC Code Manager to understand whether the low Match Rates are due to 

poor quality data provided by (i)DNOs and (ii)GTs.  

• 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. 

We understand switching issues can occur for a 

range of reasons, with address quality being one of 

them.  At the point of CSS go live we may adjust 

the Performance Assurance Techniques we use so 

that they are more reflective of the new landscape 

of industry systems.  Where we assess 

organisations’ performance in relation to address 

quality it will be with reference to their role and 

obligations.  This will include obligations on 

Suppliers, DNOs, Gas Transporters and REC 

Service Providers.  

Should we identify poor performance we will act to 

understand the root cause.  Depending on the 

scenario this could involve a review of the actions of 

any Party involved in the management of address 

data.  

We anticipate that the major changes at CSS go 

live will provide better information for us to use to 

understand whether data quality issues do relate to 

poor customer outcomes or impacts on market 

effectiveness.  We will work with Service Providers, 
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Parties and others to evolve our approach based on 

this data and other relevant inputs. 

Switching One of the largest retail risks in the market relates to the impact on customers of 

the Faster Switching roll out programme. This should be reflected in the REC risks. 

We agree with the suggested risk around the 

impact on consumers of the Faster Switching roll 

out programme and this will be reflected within REC 

v.3. For instance, based information provided by the 

ET PAB we are aware that suppliers can currently 

mitigate Erroneous Transfers through manual 

intervention in the process; this remedy may not be 

practicable when faster switching timelines reduce 

the objection window.   

Non-REC 

parties 

In the Performance Assurance Methodology, one of the principles of Retail Risks is 

that they will apply to non-REC parties. Therefore, should an additional Retail Risk 

capture non-REC Party’s agreement to the accession agreement? 

With regards to the suggested addition of a Retail 

Risk for non-REC Party’s agreement to the 

accession agreement, currently under the scope of 

our work we will be monitoring compliance with non 

REC Party access agreements using a risk based 

approach. Organisations including non-REC Parties 

who do not accept the terms of the access 

agreement will not be able to access REC Services.  
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Metering   Metering issues has been captured as a Retail Risk 7 but it is not identified as 

being a risk driver for Retail Risks 4 & 5 which is somewhat surprising as they have 

a significant impact. 

Some risk drivers affect a number of Retail Risks, 

we are aware of this and a mapping of the different 

Risk Drivers to Retail Risks exist.  
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Annual audits  The Risk Register (risks and drivers) contains only those risks that meet the proposed 

revised definition of Retail Risks; however parties, in particular MEMS, are responsible 

for the completion of multiple other processes, many of which have a direct impact on 

others including, the energy supplier, other Codes, consumer or other party agents 

(MEMS and DCs). How will these other Risks be monitored and controlled? 

In the absence of an annual audit, there will be no means of assessing or monitoring 

an individual party’s compliance with other significant requirements that have a 

detrimental impact on many other parties (see above bullet point) and which often give 

the errant party an unfair competitive advantage.”  

We agree that a flexible assessment mechanism has the potential to be more efficient 

and minimise costs, recognising that demonstrable, stable, compliant performance 

justifies a ‘lighter touch’. Some further clarity would be helpful to understand the 

interaction between the risk management anticipated to be undertaken by the PAB and 

that which already exists under the technical codes. Currently every MOCOPA Party is 

audited annually this will persist in the MOCOPA Schedule until a further review by 

RECCo. The MAMCoP audits are also expected to continue after the transition in 

September 2021. 

We note that for MEMs there will continue to 

be assessments conducted as part of 

metering accreditation processes, which vary 

by code of practice but include cyclical 

technical audits. 

 



  
 
 
 

 
 
 

61 

REC   REC Code Manager PA consultation  

Theme   Consultation feedback received  Code Manager response  

The document does not identify any specific audit regimes. Without an auditing regime 

to check that all the processes are in place and operating it becomes impossible for the 

REC PAF to identify failures.  

Duplication   With reference to 7.1.7 “the same poor performance cannot be penalised twice”, and 

7.1.17 “we do not propose to implement Performance Charges in the same areas”; we 

would welcome clarity on this. For example, in the area of Supplier Volume Allocation 

you state on page 6 of your consultation “In these areas we will coordinate with other 

Parties to avoid duplication or gaps in assurance wherever possible”. Currently 

Elexon’s powers / sanctions include the application of fines through the Performance 

Assurance Reporting and Monitoring System (PARMS), and ultimately Removal of 

Accreditation. MEMs must not be subjected to double jeopardy in the transitional 

period.  

Our performance assurance approach is 

intended to include relevant Retail Risks 

under the REC, and RECCo is cognisant 

there are areas of potential overlap. While it 

cannot ignore such risks, it will liaise with the 

other bodies to guard against “double 

jeopardy”. 

Prioritisation of 

risks 

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. 

We note the feedback and suggestion to 

introduce an alternative rating system. At 

present, the rating system and prioritisation 

of risks is one that the PAB and RECCo are 

comfortable with, however when reviewing 

our PAOP throughout the reporting year a 

factor we can consider is the ongoing 

appropriateness of prioritisation.    
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Collaboration with 

the PAB  

While we see the value in applying a risk-based approach instead of regular audits, it is 

unclear how Parties have the opportunity to engage in the process collaboratively with 

the PAB. Considering our previous comments in relation to the value of contextual 

data, it is not clear how this would be utilised within the risk assessment process or 

suppliers allowed the opportunity to provide it. Neither is it clear how a Party would 

raise an appeal against any decision and subsequent application of PATs.  

 

We welcome that Parties are looking to 

engage collaboratively with the PAB. Parties 

can engage with PAB members, whose role 

involves taking into account views from 

across the industry. In recruiting PAB 

members we have considered the need for a 

diverse range of perspectives, including 

members with experience of a variety of 

Party types. 

We have also developed detailed procedures 

on appeals, which will be published on the 

REC Portal, so that Parties can understand 

how to resolve issues they have, including 

when to involve the PAB. 

Targeted 

assessments  

In principle this seems OK, but it is unclear how targeted assessments will be triggered 

and how these will work in practice and what it means for the 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.  

 

As set out in the PAM, where risk drivers are 

higher than agreed thresholds or increasing 

significantly, the Code Manager will act and 

apply PATs, which could include targeted 

assessments.  These decisions constitute 

Risk Determinations.  The way the Code 

Manager responds will be dependent on the 

type of metric which indicated a risk.   
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We agree that targeted assessments should 

not create unnecessary overheads for Parties 

that are performing as expected, and our 

approach focuses assurance activities on the 

highest priority areas, with the aspiration of 

reducing the burden of compliance for those 

that perform well. 
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Consultation and 

engagement with 

industry  

While we don’t disagree with the principle, it’s difficult to come to an informed 

view on Performance Charges without any indication of how and where they 

will be applied and how much they will be. Once defined and calculated, the 

charges should be consulted on to ensure transparency and appropriateness. 

Lessons should be learned from other codes, e.g. BSC modification P393 

‘disapplication of Supplier Charge SP01’ was raised and approved after 

evidence strongly suggested the charge was not effective in acting as an 

incentive and masked actual performance measures that comprise the 

compensation. Addressing the root cause of an issue is a more effective 

enduring solution than simply fining parties for continuously getting it wrong.  

We agree that Performance Measures and 

associated Performance Charges may not always be 

appropriate and, if poorly designed, can be 

counterproductive. We will consult on the criteria for 

and value of Performance Charges prior to their 

application.  We will also keep under review the 

effectiveness of Performance Charges. 

Further 

information 

requested  

Whilst we agree with the principle of Performance Charges to encourage, 

incentivise, and if necessary penalise poor performance, without the detail of 

when and how they will be applied and the actual values, it is not possible to 

comment on either the effectiveness or the fairness of the proposal. 

Performance Charges must be levied at the party responsible for the root 

cause of the error, rather than simply the party at which the error manifests 

itself. It is not clear whether this is the proposed approach or how this will be 

ensured. 

We have consulted on our Performance Assurance 

Framework, which includes the possibility for 

Performance Charges.  We will consult on the criteria 

for and the valuation of each Performance Charge 

prior to implementation. 

One of the reasons for this consultation is that 

consideration of the root cause of an issue is a key 

element of the design of Performance Charges.  
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Clarity must be provided on how the value of the charge will be arrived at. 

Section 7.1.18 states “charges are meaningful incentives, i.e. at least as much 

as the cost avoided by non-compliance….” What does this mean and how is 

this figure derived?  

We would welcome the provision of greater clarity around the proposals: 

▪ What is the prospective value of these performance charges?  

▪ How and when is the level of these charges determined and by whom?  

▪ How would RECCo determine that charges accurately reflect avoided 

costs, particularly where in many instances, poor performance will not 

necessarily be as a result of active decisions to conserve cash, but 

more generally due to people, process or system failure, which more 

often than not leads to increased rather than avoided cost? 

▪ Even where parties had avoided cost, how would RECCo determine 

charges that are reflective of those costs when parties utilise diverse 

operating / business models, varying technology approaches and 

degrees of automation, and therefore have varying costs to serve?  

▪ Under what circumstances would they be levied and for which severity 

of failures?  

▪ Specifically, how would RECCo utilise financial charges recovered 

from REC Parties and where there is a residual value after incurred 
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breach related costs are covered, could the offending party see its 

future costs being offset when aggregate RECCo charges are 

reduced? 

Double jeopardy  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 agree with the principle that Parties should have 

effective incentives, and that charges can be 

excessive.  One way in which they could be 

excessive is if Parties are subject to multiple charges 

for the same event that result in total charges that are 

disproportionate to the consumer harm. 

As a result we will consider other incentive regimes 

when developing any incentive, including 

Performance Charges. 

Appeals  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. 

While Performance Charges can function as effective 

incentives, they may not be appropriate in all cases. 

Performance Charges should be measurable and 

directly relate to consumer detriment or impact 

market effectiveness.  At an individual level, a 

Performance Charge may be applied when a party 

fails to do something it is required to do or does 

something outside the required timescale, causing 

degraded consumer outcomes or retail market 

inefficiency. The PAB will have approved in advance 
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the trigger for a Performance Charge being applied 

and its quantum, so in such instances an automatic 

appeals process would be inappropriate. In designing 

Performance Charges we will take great care to only 

use them where appropriate. 

Historic practices  As an industry, we have not historically utilised penalty charges for non-

compliance (with the exception of fines from Ofgem following significant 

investigation and industry consultation). We believe that REC should not use 

penalty charges. Penalty charges or fines if used should be reserved for 

persistent and significant compliance failures in high Retail Risk areas and 

should be determined by Ofgem. If both the REC PAB and Ofgem an penalise 

companies, there may be a risk of double jeopardy via overlapping fines. REC 

has a role in monitoring performance and seeking to address any potential 

issues with parties. Once all avenues have been exhausted, then Ofgem 

should become involved to address a specific company issue. 

We believe that Performance Charges should be 

used only for objective metrics that can be clearly 

identified and calculated.  Our framework does not 

allow for judgemental payments or penalties, which 

may be a more appropriate technique for regulators 

than Industry Codes particularly for application in 

areas where there is a high risk, either in terms of a 

high frequency of occurrence, or a high impact of 

non-compliance with Licence obligations. 

Performance 

charge values  

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?  

We agree that it is not appropriate to set 

Performance Charges in all cases.  We believe it is 

appropriate to set Performance Charges in areas 

where objective measures of performance exist, but 

will only propose to do so where there is an elevated 

Retail Risk.   This will include areas which directly 

relate to consumer detriment, as well as areas which 
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may cause events that lead to consumer detriment, 

such as inaccurate data.   

Service Providers  In principle we agree. However, we believe that Performance Charges should 

only apply to Service Providers. This is because licensed and non-licensed 

REC Parties will rely on Service Providers to deliver the services in accordance 

with the standards set out in the REC. Furthermore, licensed and non-licensed 

REC Parties will rely on Service Providers to achieve compliance with the REC 

and other parts of the regulatory framework, where relevant. It is therefore 

critical that Service Providers meet and are incentivised to exceed the required 

standards and are penalised for poor performance, where appropriate. 

Licensed parties are already subject to Performance Charges under the GSoP 

and a risk of financial penalty from Ofgem for material and persistent breaches 

under the REC. We understand that under the PAF, persistent and material 

breaches will be reported to Ofgem, so that Ofgem can decide whether to take 

an enforcement action and whether to impose a penalty. Another performance 

charge framework feels like a duplication of efforts.  

We agree that Service Providers should meet and be 

incentivised to exceed the required standards or 

penalised for poor performance.  We believe 

Performance Charges may be one way to do so, but 

that other techniques may be more appropriate. 

We believe that this also applies to Licensed Parties, 

and will consider other parties (including Ofgem and 

other Industry Codes) when implementing 

Performance Assurance Techniques. 
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Code 

Manager 

scope  

Yes, we agree that charges should not apply and be set to zero within the first year. 

There is a danger that the Code Manager is trying to do too much too soon. Parties 

need to have confidence in the REC Performance Assurance Framework before 

Performance Charges are applied, e.g. that the correct Supplier (losing or gaining) is 

being identified as at fault.  

We agree with these comments, and have therefore 

established a framework that looks to understand the 

root causes of issues before acting. 

Data and 

thresholds   

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. 

The REC PAB expects that Parties comply with the 

REC in full.  We agree that it is useful to define 

‘within the first year’.  The first year of operation will 

be from REC v2 go live for 12 months.  
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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.  

Transition  We agree that Performance Charges should not apply and that they should be set to 

zero for the first year. Parties will need time for the new processes and ways of 

working under the REC to bed in, and adjustments may also need to be made to any 

new reports to ensure they are accurate. Performance Charges should not be applied 

until REC Parties have full confidence that the reporting used to monitor 

performance, and any charges applied as a result, are a fair reflection of actual 

performance. 

Many REC Parties will not have forecast for any additional costs they may incur as a 

result of penalties being applied. Monitoring performance for the first year without 

applying charges will enable parties to understand how their performance is being 

reported, address any issues that they may not have been aware of, and forecast for 

the cost of any performance issues they are not able to address.  

The decision to start to apply charges will need to consider that REC v3.0 and the 

new Centralised Switching Service (CSS) are due to go live within the first year of 

operations. This is a major change, and may have an impact on performance in the 

short term during the postimplementation ‘storm’ period as new systems and 

processes bed in. Performance Charges related to areas impacted by the Faster 

We welcome the acknowledgement of the approach 

to set Performance Charges to zero in the first year. 

We will consider the impact of REC v3 go live on all 

of our Performance Assurance Techniques before 

REC v3 go live.  This will include consideration of the 

effectiveness of techniques to date, as well as the 

impact on the consumer and market participants for 

the changes as CSS goes live. 
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Switching changes should not be applied until those systems and processes are 

operating on a ‘steady state’ basis.  

We believe that before PAF is applied to activities relating to switching, there should 

be an equivalent grace period after the implementation of Faster More Reliable 

Switching, to allow for the industry to stabilise after such a significant change.  
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Principles of data collection  

Question 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?   

Theme   Consultation feedback received  Code Manager response  

Audits  We support the principle of ongoing performance providing risks can be easily and 

cost effectively measured. Where this is not possible, it may be more efficient to 

monitor some risks through regular periodic sample audits.  

We agree with this position, and have identified areas 

where monitoring is not appropriate, for example 

events where prevention is important to avoid 

detriment, or areas where central market data may 

not provide good information on the risk.  Two 

examples are (i) information security where in 

addition to applying PATs where parties have 

suffered breaches we will proactively assess parties’ 

arrangements, and (ii) the completeness of updates 

to the Priority Services Register (in addition to 

assessing consistency of PSR across entities).  

Risk 

measurement 

and 

baselines  

We are supportive of monitoring provided that it is agreed what is to be measured, 

how it is to be measured and how often. We would like to see transparency on this. 

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.  

We note the feedback from respondents that they 

would like further information on how performance 

will be measured and baselined and refer to 

paragraph 3.11 where the process for this is set out.  
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Sourcing 

data  

All industry participants need to understand exactly what will be required from us, 

particularly in terms of reporting requirements, if the data is not sourced centrally. 

We note the feedback from respondents that they 

would like further information on data requirements 

and refer to the Report Catalogue that will be 

published on the RECCo website that includes this 

information.  
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Question 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? 

Theme   Consultation feedback received  Code Manager response  

Integrated 

systems  

Has consideration been given to the use of integrated systems within some 

Parties, which often results in data not being sent over the DTN. The extent 

and scope of this practice should be understood in order to determine what 

centralised reporting would be impacted and, if necessary, consideration of 

alternative means of obtaining such data in order to ensure valid and fair 

analysis and reporting. 

We are aware of this practice and the impact it has on 

provision of data through the centralised option leveraging 

the DTN. We have discussed this consideration in the 

context of the specific data flow related data we require 

with Electralink and are continuing to review this as we 

work to develop the data extracts provided by Electralink. If 

specific data flows are required that are impacted by 

integrated systems then the affected parties will need to 

provide the data flows directly (noting that the obligation to 

produce the relevant data flows remains on parties 

adopting this approach). 

Clarity on 

data 

requests to 

Parties  

We support 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 

Under the REC, performance monitoring and assurance is 

designed to be more than solely quantifying the impact of 

known risks relating to individual areas of non-compliance. 

Instead, the Code Manager will operate a more dynamic, 

data-driven, analytics-enabled, monitoring regime to allow a 

more holistic and forward-looking approach focused and 

prioritised on the risks of unsatisfactory customer outcomes 
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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. 

We agree with the principle and our preference would be for data to be taken 

from central systems but as per our previous points, we would want 

transparency on the following:  

▪ What data would be obtained; how it would be validated and verified; 

from what sources and how any additional contextual data would be 

captured. Publishing the Report Catalogue to Parties would be 

extremely helpful. It would also allow parties the opportunity to self-

assess and to verify and validate the data provided. 

▪ We would want to be able to replicate the datasets internally so we 

can tackle performance in an aligned way, for example, as in BSC 

settlement performance. 

▪ As your conversations across central providers are concluded to 

clarify what central data can be provided, we would expect that a 

further consultation is undertaken for Parties to have a further 

opportunity to provide comments in relation to the provision of data.  

and retail market inefficiency. This represents a change in 

approach from current arrangements and will necessarily 

monitor a broader set of data points and metrics to confirm 

ongoing performance and compliance, or identify emerging 

issues of concern. 

A copy of the Report Catalogue, including details of data to 

be provided by parties and details of data that will be 

obtained through central sources will be published on the 

RECCo website.  

This includes details of the data required, formats and 

linkage to the REC Retail Risks which have been reviewed 

and approved by the PAB. 

We have sought to minimise the amount of data requested 

and in particular exclude sensitive data fields not required – 

customer name and debt values would both be examples of 

such exclusions. At the same time it is necessary to 

balance this approach with the additional effort required to 

provide and validate ‘processed’ data where only selected 

fields are provided versus providing the underlying 

dataflows/messages which are already available. 
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In addition as noted in the consultation REC are 

undertaking DPIA over data collected for the purposes of 

performance assurance. 

When data is utilised for risk assessment, individual parties 

will be able to access the details of the specific potential 

deviations identified which have contributed to their risk 

score via the REC Portal (this detail will only be available to 

the respective party and the Code Manager). We expect 

and encourage parties to utilise this data to help them 

understand their performance and any subsequent 

performance assurance activity will first understand the 

nature of the deviations and the underlying cause.  This 

may include considering contextual information relating to 

the Party, or the actions of other Parties or Service 

Providers. 

In particular we fully expect during the first few months of 

operate, including whilst thresholds are developed as noted 

above, there may be a need to ‘test and adjust’ the metric 

configuration and use of data to provide the required risk 

information. 
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Question 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 [of the consultation document]? If you disagree, please give reasons for this. 

Theme   Consultation feedback received  Code Manager response  

MEMs  Whilst the proposal is clear regarding energy companies, there is no description of 

the process to be used for MEMs, which equally needs to be defined and debated. 

Consideration and clarification needs to be provided as to whether the proposal is 

intended to report on performance in aggregate for both HH and NHH risks at 

licence level, or whether these will be separated out by Market and then reported at 

licence level   

Performance assurance will apply based on the REC 

Party role and, where appropriate, licence. 

Risk drivers, where relevant, differ between specific 

consumer and meter types (e.g. Half Hourly / Non 

Half Hourly) and hence inherently will be measured 

separately. However, performance evaluation will be 

applied at the risk and party level. 

Clarity on key 

term  

We broadly agree with this approach but would appreciate clarity on what is meant 

by ‘energy company licence’; is it the supply licence level or Market Participant ID 

level? Also, how would the option to combine analysis be implemented; could 

Parties request the combining of licences at any point or is it only at a certain point 

this can be requested?  

Energy company licence is this context refers to 

relevant Ofgem-issued licence.  

REC Parties will be setup within the REC Portal as 

part of an Organisation Group (the Code Manager 

will be working with REC Parties to create 

appropriate groupings prior to go-live). If Parties wish 

to combine performance assurance this can be 

designated and will be performed for all Parties of the 

same role within the organisation group. This can be 

designated at any time but will only affect future risk 

assessments (for example existing in progress PATs 
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will continue to apply based on the specific licence 

and role to which they were applied). 

MPID  We agree with the approach of analysing data at a licence level, as the alternative 

of reporting and monitoring performance at individual MPID level would be onerous. 

However, it is critical that suppliers are able see a more granular view of their 

performance at MPID level, particularly for larger organisations who run multiple 

supply business on different systems and in different market sectors.  

Also, when engaged by the Code Manager in relation to performance failures, it is 

reasonable for parties to request (and for the Code Manager to provide) underlying 

backing data from the reports (i.e. at MPxN level) to support analysis and to 

facilitate required improvements in performance being achieved. 

When data is utilised for risk assessment, individual 

parties will be able to access the details of the 

specific potential deviations identified which have 

contributed to their risk score via the REC Portal (this 

detail will only be available to the respective party 

and the Code Manager). We expect and encourage 

parties to utilise this data to help them understand 

their performance and any subsequent performance 

assurance activity will first understand the nature of 

the deviations and the underlying cause.  This may 

include considering contextual information relating to 

the Party, or the actions of other Parties or Service 

Providers. 

Switching 

Data Service 

Providers  

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).  

Data will be requested from SDSPs both for the 

purposes of providing data to assess REC Party 

performance and for the assessment of the SDSP 

performance directly. 

In the former case data will be required primarily at 

an MPxN level, which will then be utilised to perform 

analysis of REC Parties at the Party/Role/Licence 
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level as described. We will be continuing to work with 

SDSP to define and agree data provision as REC 

v3.0 is finalised. 

In the latter case data will be collected in line with the 

relevant performance and service level metrics set 

out in REC Service Definitions. 
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Question 13 - Do you agree that data can be provided without requiring further consumer consent as outlined in paragraph 8.4.3? If 

not, please provide details of your rationale. 

Theme   Consultation feedback received  Code Manager response  

PSR  We believe that this may require further clarification in relation to the PSR 

information to be provided. It is not clear at this point what level of detail is being 

requested and if customer information is intended to be included. We expect the 

report catalogue to define the requirement for this information, the customer 

consent element can be assessed for this area at this point. We would require early 

sight of this to ensure that we remain compliant with GDPR obligations.  

As noted above the Report Catalogue that will be 

published on the RECCo website will provide further 

detail of the specific data required.  

Note that due to a change in assurance approach the 

Report Catalogue does not contain a regular 

provision of PSR related data. 

Clarity on key 

terms  

We are unclear what 8.4.3 means by “existing consent for regulatory purposes”. We 

also have concerns regarding what seems to be the approach of acquiring as much 

data as possible and then looking at it to see whether it illustrates performance 

assurance concerns. We do not think that this is proportionate and question 

whether it complies with the Data Protection Act 2018. A better approach is to look 

at higher level data to identify possible concerns and then obtain data to allow 

further investigation if required.  

We note the statement “Consideration of how data is handled, retained and 

protected is covered within the contract between RECCo and the Code Manager”. 

As the intention seems to acquire data at MPRN level then the Performance 

Assurance service provider must comply with the Data Protection Act 2018 and 

then any additional obligations in its service provider contract with RECCo. We 

As noted in paragraph 8.2.3 of the original 

consultation we are proposing to obtain MPXN level 

data to facilitate integration of disparate data sources 

and to be able to provide specific details of items for 

investigation to parties. 

The Report Catalogue that will be published on the 

RECCo website will provide further detail of the 

specific data required.  
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would like to see a some more information on how the Performance Assurance 

service provider will comply with the Data Protection Act 2018.   



 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 


