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Making a positive difference
for energy consumers

Energy code reform - statutory consultation on
modifications to the Retail Energy Code and affected
licences - response template

This document provides a template for responses to our statutory consultation on

modifications the Retail Energy Code and affected licences, published on 4 September 2026.

If you are interested in responding to this consultation, please complete this word document

and send it to industrycodes@ofgem.gov.uk by the end of the day on 16 October 2026.

Guidance

We typically publish consultation responses when we publish our decision. To ensure that we
can correctly attribute your response, please ensure that you enter all relevant details in the

“your company’s details” section (template part 1).

If you would like us to treat your response as being confidential, either in full or in part, please
indicate this to us below. Further information on how we will treat your response, data and

confidentiality can be found at the end of this document.

Please use template part 2 to provide your responses. For all questions, the template below
provides space for you to enter free text comments. Some questions also ask whether you
agree with our proposals. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with

relevant proposals by deleting all but one of the bullets provided.

There is also a section for “general feedback” (template part 3). Please use this section to

provide any views on the overall consultation process.
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Template part 1: your organisation’s details

Contact name Jon Dixon

Role title Director of Strategy and Development
Company nhame Retail Energy Code Company
Telephone number 020 3830 7016

Email address Jon.dixon@retailenergycode.co.uk
Date of submission 16 October 2026

Do you want your response treated as
confidential?

(If yes, please indicate whether you would
like the whole of your response to be
confidential, or just particular parts). No

Template part 2: consultation responses

Part 1: Part One: Proposed changes to the Retail Energy Code (REC)

Question 1: Do you agree that the drafting in the relevant annexes appropriately reflects the
proposed changes to clarify RECCo’s accountability as the licensed code manager and remove

code provisions that are no longer applicable?

Strongly agree

Comments:

We consider that the amendments are effective in converting the REC main body from the
current REC board/ appointed Code Manager model to a RECCo licensed code manager model

under code reform.
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Question 2: Do you agree that the drafting in clause 1.7 of schedule 1 as set out in Annex B

appropriately reflects the proposed change to clarify that RECCo’s activities and

Strongly agree

Comments:

We agree with the drafting which treats the Code Manager Licence as the source of truth and
changes to the REC only where they are needed to be consistent with day one licence go-live

requirements.

Question 3: Do you agree that the proposed amendments to the Final code modification

template text, as set out in annex E, deliver the intent of our proposed policy?

Agree

Comments:

We support a consistent approach to the code modification process across codes, where
appropriate, and broadly agree with the proposed drafting, including the REC specific

provisions.

However, we consider that the provisions relating to the Cross-Code Steering Group (CCSG)
should be strengthened. The current draft focuses primarily on identifying cross code impacts
arising from modification proposals and we consider the provisions should extend to other

changes affecting codes, including changes to subsidiary documents, issues and derogations.

Also, the current drafting does not reflect the need for the CCSG to have a role in wider
strategic coordination for example the CCSG should have a mandate to coordinate cross code

activities in support of the Strategic Direction Statement (SDS).

Without a broader mandate there is a missed opportunity for the CCSG to fulfil a strategic role
coordinating change across codes. We therefore recommend that Ofgem strengthens the

drafting to reflect these wider responsibilities as part of phase 2 deliberations.

Question 4: Do you agree that the proposed amendments to the Final stakeholder advisory

forum template text, as set out in Annex AG, deliver the intent of our proposed policy?


https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2026-08/Final-code-modification-template-text.pdf
https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2026-08/Final-code-modification-template-text.pdf
https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2026-08/Final-code-modification-template-text.pdf
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Agree

Comments:

We support the proposed SAF membership arrangements, including the number of code party
representatives, which we consider will strike an appropriate balance between ensuring
diversity of views and maintaining a forum of a manageable size capable of providing effective

challenge and advice.

We also support with the proposed transitional arrangements for the SAF. However, for the
REC, we have already appointed the SAF Chair and are progressing the recruitment of other
members including commencing the nomination and election process for code party

representatives. We expect the SAF to be fully constituted and operational from licence grant.

Our experience of implementing these arrangements has highlighted a number of areas
where we consider greater flexibility or clarification would be beneficial, particularly as other
Code Managers establish their respective stakeholder advisory forums in future licence award

phases.

Late Nominations: The proposed drafting requires nominations received after the deadline
must be disregarded. We consider that the Code Manager should have discretion to accept
late nominations in limited circumstances, particularly where no nominations have been
received for a particular category of representation. This could avoid the need to repeat the

nomination process while maintaining a fair and transparent is process.

Nominations for multiple roles: The text does not explicitly address circumstances where an
individual is nominated for more than one representative role. We recommend clarifying that
candidates should be required to select which role they wish to stand for before the elections

commence, to avoid the possibility of an individual being elected to multiple positions.

Confirmation requirements: We consider that the requirement for members to provide
confirmatory information at least 30 days before appointment is unnecessarily prescriptive
and could hinder SAF participation particularly if the member fills a vacancy arising from
another member’s resignation. We recommend allowing the Code Manager greater flexibility
over the timing of these confirmations, provided all necessary requirements are satisfied

before appointment. It is also unclear whether the same level of confirmatory information is
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necessary from all code parties for example would we would expect to need impartiality

confirmation from the consumer representatives?

Election timescales: We also consider that allowing 15 days for the election process is
unnecessarily long and could again cause unnecessary delays to appointing a members. We

would recommend shortening this period.

These changes would provide greater operational flexibility without undermining the

principles of transparency, fairness and independence that underpin SAF arrangements.

Question 5: Do you agree with our proposed approach to transitioning to the SAF, as set out

in Annex AG at paragraph 13?

Agree

Comments:

We support the proposed transitional arrangements, particularly the ability to undertake the
appointment and election processes for SAF members ahead of licence grant. This will help
ensure that the SAF can become operational from day one of the Code Manager

arrangements.

As set out in our response to Question 4, for the REC we are currently in the process of SAF
recruitment. We already have appointed the chair and are in the process of recruiting other
SAF members including code party representatives through the nomination and election
process for the SAF code party representatives. We expect the SAF to be fully constituted and

operational from licence grant.

We also support the principle of allowing the code manager to appoint existing change panel
members to serve as an interim SAF where necessary. We consider this a sensible contingency
to ensure the continuity of stakeholder advice should the SAF not be established by licence

grant although we do not anticipate needing to use this provision for the REC.

Question 6: Do you agree that the proposed REC amendments set out in annex A, reflects our
policy position that all identified activities undertaken by RECCo under, or in connection with,

the REC should form part of its code manager business?

* Strongly agree
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Comments:

We agree that all the services under the REC should form part of the code manager business

as these are integral to the effective functioning of the code manager role.

Question 7: Do you agree that the drafting in clause 15 of annex A accurately reflects the
proposed changes to clarify that RECCo must comply with both the performance
requirements set out in the licence and existing code obligations relating to performance
assurance?

Strongly agree
Comments:

We agree that the proposed drafting accurately reflects the policy intent by clarifying that the
Code Manager performance framework under the licence operates alongside, rather than
replaces the existing REC Performance Assurance arrangements.

Question 8: Do you agree that the drafting in clauses 5.6 and 5.10 of annex A, and clauses 8.1
and 8.2 of annex D, accurately reflect the proposed changes to align the code with the

requirements in the licence and remove code provisions that are no longer applicable?

Strongly agree
Comments:

We agree that the proposed drafting accurately reflects the policy intent by aligning REC board

and shareholder obligations to ensure consistency with the Code Manager Licence.

Question 9: Do you agree that changing references to the ‘REC Board’ to the ‘RECCo Board’
throughout the code accurately reflects the proposed change to improve clarity and

consistency of the governance arrangements within the code?

Strongly agree

Comments:
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We agree that changing the references from the REC board to RECCo Board improves clarity
and consistency within the code. The change makes it clear that that the RECCo Board is the
governing body of the licensed Code Manager. It avoids potential ambiguity between the
previous REC governance arrangements and those applying under the new Code Manager

framework, ensuring consistency with the licence.

Question 10: Do you agree that the drafting in clauses 9.21 and 9.23 of annex A and clauses
8.3-8.5 of annex D accurately reflect the proposed changes to align the REC’s annual reporting,
financial reporting, planning and assurance arrangements with the code manager licence and

reduce duplication between the REC and the licence?

Strongly agree
Comments:

We agree that the proposed drafting in the main body appropriately aligns the REC’s annual
reporting, financial reporting, planning and assurance arrangements with the requirements
of the Code Manager licence.

We also support the amendments to schedule 4 which align RECCo’s corporate governance
arrangements with the Code Manager licence while retaining the existing shareholder and
company governance structure where appropriate.

However, we would like to reiterate two concerns previously raised with Ofgem regarding the
underlying licence requirements

Corporate Governance Statement: The licence requires Code Managers to prepare a
Corporate Governance Statement as though they were quoted companies. As RECCo is not a
guoted company we consider this requirement is inappropriate and creates uncertainty about
how compliance should be demonstrated. We intend to provide as comprehensive a
statement as possible but recommend that the licence requirements are amended to reflect
those applicable to a large company rather than a quoted company.

Regulatory Accounts: We recognise the need for appropriate financial transparency and
assurance. However, we consider that requiring separately audited regulatory accounts in
addition to RECCo’s audited statutory accounts introduces unnecessary duplication and
additional costs without commensurate benefits for consumers. We consider that Ofgem’s
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reporting requirements could be met more proportionately through enhanced disclosures
within RECCo’s existing financial statements.

While we recognise that these issues are unlikely to be resolved through this statutory
consultation we would welcome their consideration.

Question 11: Do you agree that the drafting in clause 8.3 of annex D accurately reflects the

proposed change to clarify the matters requiring approval by the RECCo board?

Strongly agree
Comments:

We agree that the proposed drafting clearly identifies the matters requiring RECCo Board
approval and appropriately reflects the Board's responsibilities under the Code Manager
licence. We support the approach of ensuring that appropriate approval arrangements are in
place for these matters, while retaining the ability to delegate decisions where permitted

under the code.

Question 12: Do you agree that the drafting in clause 8.6 of annex D accurately reflects the
proposed change to clarify the circumstances in which RECCo may delegate operational

decisions, and the matters that must remain reserved to the RECCo board?

Strongly agree
Comments:

We agree that the proposed drafting appropriately clarifies the circumstances in which the
RECCo Board may delegate operational decisions, while identifying those matters that must
remain reserved to the Board. We support this approach, which provides flexibility for the
effective management of RECCo's activities while maintaining appropriate Board oversight

and accountability.

Question 13: Do you agree that the drafting in clause 9 of annex A accurately reflects the
proposed changes to align the code arrangements on the budget and planning processes, and

the budget appeals process with the requirements in the code manager licence?
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Strongly agree

Comments:

We agree that the proposed drafting appropriately aligns the REC's budget and planning
arrangements, including the consultation, publication and budget appeal requirements, with
the Code Manager licence.

We also support the clarification of the different categories of costs included in the budget
and the requirement for parties and RECCo to seek to resolve disputes before pursuing a
budget appeal.

Question 14: Do you agree that the drafting in clause 9.6 of annex A accurately reflects the
proposed changes to ensure the code manager objectives are appropriately reflected in the
annual budget process?

Strongly agree

Comments:

We agree that the proposed drafting appropriately reflects the requirement for RECCo to take
account of the Code Manager objectives when preparing its annual budget. This ensures that

the budget process is aligned with RECCo's responsibilities as the licensed Code Manager.

Question 15: Do you agree that the drafting in clause 9.7 of annex A accurately reflects the
proposed change to encourage earlier engagement before budget appeals are raised?

Strongly agree
Comments:

We agree the proposed drafting accurately reflects the intention to encourage earlier
engagement by requiring code parties and RECCo to make reasonable efforts to resolve
concerns before raising a budget appeal. We consider this is a proportionate approach that
provides an opportunity to resolve disagreements where possible and to escalated to a formal

appeals process only where agreement cannot be reached.

Question 16: Do you agree that the drafting in clause 5.4 of annex A accurately reflect the
proposed changes to ensure that the code manager objectives are appropriately reflected in

the code?
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Strongly agree

Comments:

We agree that the proposed drafting accurately reflects the intended change by requiring the
RECCo Board to act in a manner that achieves the Code Manager objectives alongside the
relevant REC objectives. This ensures that the Board's responsibilities under the REC are

aligned with the requirements of the Code Manager licence.

Question 17: Do you agree that the drafting included in clauses 9 and 10 of annex A, annex
D and annex J accurately reflect the proposed change to align the code arrangements
related to cost recovery, including terminology, with the requirements and language in the

code manager licence?

Strongly agree
Comments:

We agree that the proposed drafting accurately reflects the changes required to align the
REC's cost recovery arrangements with the Code Manager licence. We support the
amendments, which clarify the costs that RECCo can recover, the requirements for allocating
and recovering those costs, and the relationship between the cost recovery methodology, cost

recovery statement and licence obligations.

Question 18: Do you agree that the drafting included in clause 2.3, schedule 10 of annex J and
schedule 1 of annex B accurately reflects the proposed changes to clarify how the cost
recovery methodology and cost recovery statement interact with the requirements in the
code manager licence, including the proposed transitional arrangements?

Strongly agree

Comments:

We agree that the proposed drafting appropriately clarifies the interaction between the cost
recovery methodology, the cost recovery statement and the Code Manager licence, including

the transitional arrangements. We support the approach of maintaining the existing cost

recovery arrangements during the transition to the new licensed framework.

Question 19: Do you agree that the drafting included in clause 9.4 in annex A accurately
reflects the proposed change to expand the costs that RECCo can recover to include those

10
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incurred in carrying out licensed code manager activities and other costs recoverable under
the licence?

Strongly agree

11
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Comments:

We agree that the proposed drafting accurately reflects the intended expansion of RECCo's
recoverable costs to include those incurred in carrying out its licensed Code Manager activities
and other costs recoverable under the licence. This ensures that RECCo can recover the costs

associated with fulfilling its responsibilities as the licensed Code Manager.

Question 20: Do you agree that the drafting included in schedule 10 of annex J accurately
reflects the proposed change to align the code with licence requirements related to core

charges?

Strongly agree
Comments:

We agree that the proposed drafting accurately reflects the changes required to align the
REC's arrangements for the allocation and recovery of core charges with the requirements of

the Code Manager licence.

Question 21: Do you agree that the drafting included in schedule 10 of annex J accurately
reflects the proposed change to align the code with licence requirements related to usage-

based charges?
Strongly agree
Comments:

We agree that the proposed drafting accurately reflects the changes required to align the
REC's arrangements for the allocation and recovery of usage-based charges with the

requirements of the Code Manager licence.

Question 22: Do you agree that the drafting in clause 9.1 of annex D accurately reflects the
proposed change to align code arrangements with the not-for-profit licence requirement, and

to clarify how surplus amounts related to licensed activities should be treated?

Strongly agree

12
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Comments:

We agree that the proposed drafting appropriately aligns the REC with the not-for-profit
requirements of the Code Manager licence and clarifies the treatment of surplus working
capital, underspends and other amounts relating to Code Manager Business. We support the
provision allowing RECCo to retain and apply these amounts in accordance with the licence

and the REC.

Question 23: Do you agree that the drafting in clause 4.1 of annex D accurately reflects the
proposed changes to align the activities that RECCo can undertake, and restrict the actions of

shareholders in line with the requirements of the code manager licence?

Strongly Agree

Comments:

We agree that the proposed drafting appropriately aligns the activities RECCo is permitted to
undertake with the requirements of the Code Manager licence, while ensuring that
shareholder powers are exercised consistently with those requirements. The amendments
provide clarity on the scope of RECCo's Code Manager Business and permitted business

activities, and the associated restrictions on shareholders.

Question 24: Do you agree with the proposed consequential changes to main body, clause 6

as set out in Annex A to modify delegated authority arrangements for REC subcommittees?

Strongly agree

Comments:

We agree that the proposed amendments appropriately reflect the revised delegated
authority arrangements by clarifying that authority for RECCo Board subcommittees derives
from the RECCo Board. This is consistent with RECCo's responsibilities and accountability as

the licensed Code Manager.

13
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Question 25: Do you agree with the proposed changes to distinguish between REC

Governance Bodies and Sub-committees?

Strongly agree

Comments:

We agree with the proposed changes to distinguish REC Governance Bodies from RECCo Board
subcommittees. This provides greater clarity on their respective governance roles and ensures
that the SAF and REC Performance Assurance Board are appropriately recognised as REC

Governance Bodies rather than subcommittees of the RECCo Board.

Question 26: Do you agree with the proposed drafting, including classifying the REC
Performance Assurance Board as a REC Governance Body rather than a sub-committee, as
reflected in the proposed amendments to clause 6 of the REC main body in Annex A and
schedule 6 in Annex F (including clauses 2.3 to 2.5)?

Strongly agree
Comments:

We agree that the proposed drafting appropriately reflects the classification of the REC
Performance Assurance Board as a REC Governance Body rather than a RECCo Board
subcommittee. We also support the consequential amendments to Schedule 6, which clarify
the respective responsibilities of RECCo, the RECCo Board and the REC PAB, and align the
associated governance arrangements with the Code Manager licence.

Question 27: Do you agree with the proposed amendments to section 15 and section 16 of
the REC main body, schedule 6, schedule 9, and schedule 12, which are intended to align the
REC with the new REC Governance Body model, clarify the respective roles of the REC PAB,
RECCo and the RECCo Board, and update related governance and decision-making
arrangements?

Strongly agree

Comments:

We agree that the proposed amendments appropriately align the REC with the new
Governance Body model and clarify the respective roles and responsibilities of RECCo, the

RECCo Board and the REC Performance Assurance Board. We support the changes to the

14



Energy code reform programme- statutory consultation on modifications to the Retail Energy Code and
affected licences — response template

associated governance and decision-making arrangements, which ensure consistency with
the REC objectives, existing code obligations and the requirements of the Code Manager

licence.

Question 28: Do you agree with the proposed insertion to schedule 11 of clause 9.6A in
Annex K relating to unresolved disputes concerning prepayment transactions on the Multiple
Supplier Report?

Strongly agree

Comments:

We agree with the proposed insertion of clause 9.6A, which clarifies RECCo's responsibilities
where unresolved disputes concerning prepayment transactions on the Multiple Supplier
Report are escalated to it. We support the requirement for RECCo to take reasonable steps to
facilitate resolution, including requesting relevant information and, where appropriate,
referring potential code breaches or performance assurance issues to the REC PAB.

Question 29: Do you agree with the proposed consequential changes to main body, clause 23
of Annex A in relation to code derogations?

Strongly agree

Comments:

We agree with the proposed consequential amendments to clause 23, which update the
terminology relating to code derogations to ensure consistency with the Code Manager

licence and the new governance arrangements.

Question 30: Do you agree with the proposed clarifications relating to code derogations vs.

modification proposals?

Strongly agree

Comments:

We agree with the proposed clarifications and support the requirement for the REC

Performance Assurance Board to consider whether an issue would be more appropriately

15
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addressed through a modification proposal rather than a derogation. This helps ensure that
issues requiring a change to the REC are addressed through the appropriate governance

process.

Question 31: Do you agree that the proposed drafting in clause 24.5, schedule 5 of annex E
accurately reflects the proposed change to mirror an existing obligation in the DTSA on the
responsible body for the DTS to deliver changes to the DTS that are required to support
approved REC modifications in accordance with the REC change process?

Strongly agree

Comments:

We agree that the proposed drafting appropriately reflects the existing DTSA obligation by
requiring the responsible body for the DTS to implement changes necessary to support
approved REC modifications, in accordance with the REC change process and the associated
release plan.

Part 2: Proposed changes to affected licences

Question 32: Do you agree that the proposed modifications to the annex AL electricity supply
and annex AN gas supply standard licence conditions appropriately reflect the transition to
the new code manager framework, while retaining necessary obligations on relevant licensees
as REC parties?

Agree

Comments:

We agree that the proposed modifications appropriately reflect the transfer of responsibility
for maintaining the REC from suppliers to the licensed Code Manager. We also support the
retention of the relevant obligations on electricity and gas suppliers to ensure they continue

to meet their responsibilities as REC parties.

Question 33: Do you agree that the proposed amendments to the definition of the REC in the
affected licences contained in annexes AN, Al, AJ, AK, AL, AO, AP appropriately reflect its
designation under section 182 of the Energy Act 2023 and the transition to the new code
manager framework

16
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Agree

Comments: We agree with the proposed modifications to amend the definition of the Retail
Energy Code in the affected licences. We agree that the amendments should reflect the

prospective designation of RECCo by the Secretary of State.

We also welcome Ofgem's recent clarification that the inclusion of RECCo's governance and
administration responsibilities for the REC Enquiry Services within its Code Manager business
does not alter existing responsibilities under the REC or the obligations on electricity

distribution licensees under Standard Licence Condition 18.

As RECCo progresses its work to evolve the gas and electricity Enquiry Services, we would
welcome further engagement with Ofgem to consider whether the existing licence and REC
obligations remain appropriate for the intended service delivery arrangements and whether

any consequential modifications may be required.

Question 34: Do you agree with the proposed drafting for a new principles-based standard
licence condition requiring cooperation on code modifications related to SDS, for all gas and

electricity licences, included in Annex AJ?

Agree

Comments:

We support the proposed principles-based standard licence condition requiring gas and
electricity licences to cooperate with code managers in developing and delivering code
modifications necessary to implement the SDS. We agree that this should include providing
information reasonably required to plan, assess and implement modifications, and notifying
the Code Manager where a proposed modification would have a material impact on their

systems, processes or operations.

Template part 3: general feedback
We believe that consultation is at the heart of good policy development. We welcome any comments about

how we’ve run this consultation. We’d also like to get your answers to the following questions.

17



Energy code reform programme- statutory consultation on modifications to the Retail Energy Code and
affected licences — response template

Question Response

Do you have any
comments about the
overall process of this
consultation?

Do you have any
comments about its tone
and content?

Was it easy to read and
understand? Or could it
have been better written?

Were its conclusions
balanced?

Did it make reasoned
recommendations for
improvement?

Any further comments?

Your response, data and confidentiality

You can ask us to keep your response, or parts of your response, confidential. We’ll respect
this, subject to obligations to disclose information, for example, under the Freedom of
Information Act 2000, the Environmental Information Regulations 2004, statutory directions,

court orders, government regulations or where you give us explicit

18
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permission to disclose. If you do want us to keep your response confidential, please clearly

mark this on your response and explain why.

If you wish us to keep part of your response confidential, please clearly mark those parts of
your response that you do wish to be kept confidential and those that you do not wish to be
kept confidential. Please put the confidential material in a separate appendix to your
response. If necessary, we’ll get in touch with you to discuss which parts of the information in
your response should be kept confidential, and which can be published.

We might ask for reasons why.

If the information you give in your response contains personal data under the General Data
Protection Regulation (Regulation (EU) 2016/679) as retained in domestic law following the
UK’s withdrawal from the European Union (“UK GDPR”), the Gas and Electricity Markets
Authority will be the data controller for the purposes of GDPR. Ofgem uses the information in
responses in performing its statutory functions and in accordance with section 105 of the

Utilities Act 2000. Please refer to our Privacy Notice on consultations, see Appendix 4.

If you wish to respond confidentially, we'll keep your response itself confidential, but we will
publish the number (but not the names) of confidential responses we receive. We won’t link
responses to respondents if we publish a summary of responses, and we will evaluate each

response on its own merits without undermining your right to confidentiality.
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