Comments on DCP 214 “Voting”
by Franck Latrémolière on Tuesday 5 August 2014
1. [bookmark: _Toc262902365]This submission is about DCP 214 “Voting”.
The initial assessment process was too restricted
The following parties are affected by DCUSA (this list might not be exhaustive):
(a) DCUSA Parties.
(b) Potential new entrants into the electricity sector who might wish, or be required to, become DCUSA Parties.
(c) Electricity customers and generators who are subject to the National Terms of Connection.
(d) Current and potential electricity customers and generators who might wish to arrange for new or modified connections.
(e) Electricity customers and generators who bear the economic consequences of the use of system charging methodologies (through competition between suppliers).
(f) Potential new electricity customers and generators who might become subject to the National Terms of Connection, or who might be exposed to the effect of use of system charging methodologies.
DCUSA governance is an essential part of DCUSA, and one of the main determinants of risks borne by any party who is affected by DCUSA.  All the categories of parties listed above are affected by changes to DCUSA governance.
The DCP 214 form explains that voting results are an important aspect of DCUSA Governance, even for Part 1 changes, because the voting result determines which forms of legal recourse are open to those dissatisfied with Ofgem’s decision.  I agree.
I think that it was a mistake to advertise DCP 214, a proposal to make a material change to an important part of the DCUSA governance processes, only to the first category (i.e. a tiny minority) of affected parties in the list above.
The proposed solution does not meet its intent
The proposed solution for DCP 214 does not appear to meet its intent.  The intent is “To ensure that the recommendation made to Ofgem of a Part 1 change or the outcome of a Part 2 change truly reflects the interests (voting or otherwise) of the parties”.
The solution set out in the proposal form would make various improvements (I think) to the way in which the interests of DCUSA Parties are reflecting in voting results.  But it would not ensure that the outcome truly reflects the interests (voting or otherwise) of all the parties affected by a proposed DCUSA change.
It might not be difficult to improve the solution to meet the intent
Because the list of parties affected by DCUSA changes is potentially very wide and difficult to delineate, a straightforward extension of the current voting rules is probably not a suitable way of ascertaining the interests of affected parties who are not DCUSA Parties.
The DCP 214 working group should explore whether there are workable solutions that could help remedy the existing defect in DCUSA voting arrangements with regards to affected parties who are not DCUSA Parties.
I think that the key to designing these arrangements is the observation that non-party interest in DCUSA governance is currently very limited.  In part, this is due to the opacity of current DCUSA processes; things might eventually improve in this area.  However, the experience suggests that, even with an open and transparent process it is unlikely that additional barriers to participation need to be erected.
I submit that the following process would be workable and would help ensure that the recommendation made to Ofgem of a Part 1 change or the outcome of a Part 2 change truly reflects the interests (voting or otherwise) of the parties:
(g) All steps of the assessment process of all DCUSA change proposals should be advertised on an unrestricted public website (configured with no restrictions on indexing by Internet search engines).  (DCP 211 could help deliver this.)
(h) A postal address, email address and a web form should be established to receive votes from interested parties at the same time as the DCUSA Party voting process.  It should be clearly stated that DCUSA Parties are not entitled to use that system, and that accurate identification and contact details must be included with every vote.
(i) The Secretariat should compile any votes received through this new system alongside the voting results, as a separate party category.  All votes received through the new system should be assigned the same weight (same as for Gas Supplier Parties), which should be the lower of 20 per cent and one over the number of votes received though the new system.
(j) Only in cases where the unweighted results for the new party category would be determinant of the overall result, the Secretariat should contact each of those who responded through the new system and make a basic check of their identity and authority (this could be simply sending an email to a corporate email address asking for confirmation of the vote).  Any unconfirmed or duplicated vote would be excluded at this stage.
(k) [bookmark: _GoBack]The Part 1 recommendation to Ofgem or the Part 2 outcome would be calculated on the same basis in the solution in the DCP 214 form, with the new party category on the same footing as any other party category.
The effect of these rules for a Part 1 change is that at least three objections from affected parties who are not DCUSA Parties would be needed to have any effect.
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