Alternative and Workgroup Vote Guidance
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Following the implementation of Open Governance on the CUSC there can be up to two stages of vote which can take place.
Please be aware that in order to be eligible to participate in any votes, Workgroup members need to have attended at least 50% of meetings.
Stage 1 - Alternative Vote

This will take place if any alternative options to the Original solution have been identified.  The Alternative vote is carried out to identify the level of Workgroup support there is for any potential alternative options that have been brought forward by either any member of the Workgroup OR an Industry Participant as part of the Workgroup Consultation.  

Once the potential alternative form has been fully completed and the potential alternative solution has been discussed within the Workgroup, the Workgroup will then decide whether the potential alternative better facilitates the CUSC objectives in comparison to the CUSC as it is today (the baseline) and/or the Original solution.
Should the majority of the Workgroup OR the Chairman believe that the potential alternative solution would better facilitate the CUSC objectives then the potential alternative will be fully developed by the Workgroup with legal text to form a Workgroup Alternative Code modification (WACM) and submitted to the Panel and Authority alongside the Original solution for the Panel Recommendation vote and the Authority decision. 
Stage 2 - Workgroup Vote 

This Workgroup vote is not outlined within the Governance Rules of the CUSC; however, it is stated within the Terms of Reference for each Workgroup.

The Terms of Reference and Workgroup vote process were agreed by the CUSC Panel following the introduction of Open Governance. 

It was decided that to assist both the Panel, Industry (within the Code Administrator Consultation) and lastly the Authority in understanding the views of the Workgroup that it would be beneficial to hold a vote ahead of sending the Workgroup Report back to the Panel.

The Workgroup vote will consist of two rounds. The first round will conclude if the Original proposal and/or any WACMs better facilitate the CUSC objectives.  The second round will be to vote which of the options is best.

You will also be asked to provide a statement to be added to the Workgroup Report alongside your vote to assist the reader in understanding the rationale for your vote.
The Applicable CUSC Objectives (Charging) are:

(a) That compliance with the use of system charging methodology facilitates effective competition in the generation and supply of electricity and (so far as is consistent therewith) facilitates competition in the sale, distribution and purchase of electricity; (b) Facilitating effective competition in the generation and supply of electricity, and (so far as consistent therewith) facilitating such competition in the sale, distribution and purchase of electricity;

b) That compliance with the use of system charging methodology results in charges which reflect, as far as is reasonably practicable, the costs (excluding any payments between transmission licensees which are made under and accordance with the STC) incurred by transmission licensees in their transmission businesses and which are compatible with standard licence condition C26 requirements of a connect and manage connection); 
(c) That, so far as is consistent with sub-paragraphs (a) and (b), the use of system charging methodology, as far as is reasonably practicable, properly takes account of the developments in transmission licensees’ transmission businesses;
(d) Compliance with the Electricity Regulation and any relevant legally binding decision of the European Commission and/or the Agency. These are defined within the National Grid Electricity Transmission plc Licence under Standard Condition C10, paragraph 1 *; and
(e) Promoting efficiency in the implementation and administration of the CUSC arrangements.
*Objective (d) refers specifically to European Regulation 2009/714/EC. Reference to the Agency is to the Agency for the Cooperation of Energy Regulators (ACER).

Workgroup Vote

Vote recording guidelines:

“Y” = Yes

“N” = No

“-“  = Neutral

Vote 1 – does the original or WACMs facilitate the objectives better than the Baseline?

	Workgroup Member
	Better facilitates ACO (a)
	Better facilitates ACO (b)
	Better facilitates ACO (c)
	Better facilitates ACO (d)
	Better facilitates ACO (e)
	Overall (Y/N)

	
	Jennifer Geraghty / Aaron Priest – SSE Generation Ltd. (Proposer)

	Original
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WACM 1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WACM 2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Voting Statement: 


	
	John Tindal – SSE Renewables Developments (UK) Ltd/ Garth Graham - SSE Generation Ltd.

	Original
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WACM 1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WACM 2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Voting Statement: 



	
	Grahame Neale – National Grid ESO

	Original
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WACM 1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WACM 2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Voting Statement: 



	
	Paul Jones – Uniper Energy

	Original
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WACM 1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WACM 2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Voting Statement: 



	
	Paul Mott – EDF Energy Limited

	Original
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WACM 1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WACM 2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Voting Statement: 



	
	Simon Swiatek– BayWa RE  

	Original
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WACM 1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WACM 2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Voting Statement:



	
	Lizzie Foot / Alan Knight – Hoolan Energy Limited

	Original
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WACM 1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WACM 2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Voting Statement:



	
	Guy Nicholson / Alex Savvides – Statkraft

	Original
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WACM 1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WACM 2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Voting Statement:


	
	Dennis Gowland – Fairwind Orkney Ltd.

	Original
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WACM 1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WACM 2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Voting Statement:




	
	Robert Longden – Cornwall Insight Ltd.

	Original
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WACM 1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WACM 2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Voting Statement:


Vote 2– where one or more WACMs exist, does each WACM better facilitates the Applicable CUSC Objectives than the Original Modification Proposal?
	Workgroup Member
	WACM1 better than Original Yes/No
	WACM2 better than Original Yes/No

	Jennifer Geraghty / Aaron Priest – SSE Generation Ltd. (Proposer)
	
	

	John Tindal – SSE Renewables Developments (UK) Ltd/ Garth Graham - SSE Generation Ltd.
	
	

	Grahame Neale – National Grid ESO
	
	

	Paul Jones – Uniper Energy
	
	

	Paul Mott – EDF Energy Limited
	
	

	Simon Swiatek– BayWa RE  
	
	

	Lizzie Foot / Alan Knight – Hoolan Energy Limited
	
	

	Guy Nicholson / Alex Savvides – Statkraft
	
	

	Dennis Gowland – Fairwind Orkney Ltd.
	
	

	Robert Longden – Cornwall Insight Ltd.
	
	


Vote 3– Which option is the best? (Baseline, Proposer solution (Original Proposal), WACM1 or WACM2)
	Workgroup Member
	BEST Option?

	Jennifer Geraghty / Aaron Priest – SSE Generation Ltd. (Proposer)
	

	John Tindal – SSE Renewables Developments (UK) Ltd/ Garth Graham - SSE Generation Ltd.
	

	Grahame Neale – National Grid ESO
	

	Paul Jones – Uniper Energy
	

	Paul Mott – EDF Energy Limited
	

	Simon Swiatek– BayWa RE  
	

	Lizzie Foot / Alan Knight – Hoolan Energy Limited
	

	Guy Nicholson / Alex Savvides – Statkraft
	

	Dennis Gowland – Fairwind Orkney Ltd.
	

	Robert Longden – Cornwall Insight Ltd.
	


