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Company Confidential/ 
Anonymous 

1. Do you understand the intent of DCP 413? Working Group Comments 

DRAX & OPUS  Yes.  

ENWL  Yes.  

NATIONAL GRID  Yes.  

NPg  Yes.  

SPEN  Yes.  

UKPN  Yes.  

Working Group Conclusions:  

All responders confirmed that they understood the intent of the CP.   

 

Company Confidential/ 
Anonymous 

2. Are you supportive of the principles of DCP 413? Working Group Comments  

DRAX & OPUS  No. 
 

No, highlights that extensive work has 
already been undertaken to mitigate 
risk for credit cover by DCP 349 and 
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We do not support the principles of DCP413. DCP349 was raised to look at 
this issue and after a thorough evaluation, the Work Group concluded that 
the risk at the time was predominantly associated with Suppliers using Good 
Payment History to secure Credit Cover. DCP 349 went on to make sensible 
changes to the Good payment History rules and strengthen other security 
criteria. 
 
Since DCP349 was approved, Ofgem have undertaken extensive work to 
improve Supplier resilience which included the SLC4B requirement on 
Suppliers to have ‘sufficient control of their material economic and 
operational assets’ (particularly focusing on hedging and billing). 
Additionally, Ofgem have introduced Enhanced monitoring of Suppliers 
which since March 2022 has required Suppliers to undertake quarterly 
Financial Stress Tests. 
 
Given the recent implementation of DCP349 along with this Ofgem work, we 
see no justification to challenge the opinion of the Work Group for DCP349 
stated above. We also note that National Grid ESO raised CMP311 to 
investigate the same issue as DCP413 and that following thorough 
evaluation within the Work Group, the proposer eventually withdrew the 
modification. 
 
We also note that the proposer has given no indication of any benefits to 
Consumers from this change whereas they explicitly state that 3 Suppliers 
alone in their area will lose between £5.5m and £8m of Credit allowance. 
Assuming a consistent geographic spread of consumers across England, 
Scotland and Wales these Suppliers could end up losing upwards of £100m 
or more of Credit allowances each which would result in increased costs 
that Consumers would have to pay for. 

Ofgem for existing and new market 
entrants. 
Also raises risk that small and medium 
sized suppliers could see their cover 
changed by significant amounts 
resulting in large financial risk and 
possibly more suppliers failing. 
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ENWL  Yes. Noted 

NATIONAL GRID  Yes. Noted 

NPg  Yes. Noted 

SPEN  Yes I support the principles of DCP413, it may become more relevant once 

the Good Payment Factor method changes in June 2023. 

Noted 

UKPN  Yes. Noted 

Working Group Conclusions: The majority of respondents (five) stated that they supported the principles this CP. 

The one respondent who didn’t support the change stated that the issue was raised as part of DCP 349 and that as this change will be delivered June 2023 

this changed mitigated the risks around Good Payment History (GPH).  

They also noted the extensive work that Ofgem have undertaken to make the process more rigorous for new market entrants to ensure that they have 

sufficient collateral to enter the market.  

They also noted other measures Ofgem have taken like quarterly financial stress tests and new licence conditions obligating suppliers to have ‘sufficient 

control of their material economic and operational assets’ (particularly focusing on hedging and billing). 

It was also noted that the change could put some suppliers under significant financial pressures potentially resulting in more suppliers failing causing 
additional costs within the industry 
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3. For DNOs only - of all Suppliers who have failed within your area 
since 01 January 2021 how many would have used an independent 
credit assessment for cover? 

Working Group Comments 

DRAX & OPUS  N/A Noted 

ENWL  None. Noted 

NATIONAL GRID  6. This responder noted they do 
proactively advise that an ICA can be 
used whilst others do not which may 
explain why they have some examples. 

NPg  None. Noted 

SPEN  0. Noted 

UKPN  None. Noted 

Working Group Conclusions: Five of the six responses stated that they’d either had no failed suppliers who used an independent credit assessment (ICA) or 

this question was not applicable to them. 

One respondent stated that they’d had 6 suppliers fail since 01 January 2021 who’d used an independent credit assessment. 

It was noted by the responder who had 6 failed suppliers that they do proactively advise an independent assessment can be used which could explain why 

they had seen examples of suppliers with an ICA failing and the other respondents hadn’t. 
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4. For DNOs only - Can you please populate the table provided in 
paragraph 4.9 of the Consultation Document for anonymised 
suppliers showing the credit assessment based on the rating 
provided compared with the recommended allowance to determine 
the impact on suppliers. The recommended Allowance for some 
agencies would be described as the credit rating 

Working Group Comments 

DRAX & OPUS  N/A  

Anon  
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Anon  
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Anon  There were no suppliers who provided their own independent assessment 
in 2021. All suppliers were given a credit allowance based our 
recommended allowance. 

 

Anon  
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Anon  

 

 

Working Group Conclusions: The Working Group noted how post approval, this CP could alter the amount of collateral significantly for some suppliers.  

It was also noted that the impact appeared to have a wider effect on smaller to medium suppliers. 

One respondent noted verbally within the Work Group that they had experienced some significant variations between distributors on the amount of credit 
that would be offered. In two distributors cases the variation was as high as a difference of 20* between the amount of credit offered between the two. 

The same supply business can see variances in value across the various different credit reference agencies when requesting an ICA. This can be explained 
by some credit reference agencies applying a cap on the amount credit offered. 

 

Company Confidential/ 
Anonymous 

5. For suppliers only - Given the forth coming implementation 

of DCP 349, more suppliers will potentially be using 

independent credit assessments. What would be the impact 

of these two changes working together? 

Working Group Comments 
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DRAX & OPUS  N/A  

ENWL  N/A  

NATIONAL GRID  N/A  

NPg  No comment.  

SPEN  No comment.  

UKPN  No comment.  

Working Group Conclusions: There were no views on this question within the consultation.  

 

 

Company Confidential/ 
Anonymous 

6. Do you consider that the proposal better facilitates the 

DCUSA General Objectives? If so, please detail which of the 

General Objectives you believe are better facilitated and 

provide supporting reasons. If not, please provide 

supporting reasons. 

Working Group Comments 

DRAX & OPUS  Absolutely not. 
 
We believe DCUSA General Objective 2 “The facilitation of effective 
competition in the generation and supply of electricity and (so far as is 

No objectives positively impacted and 
believes that objective 2 is negatively 
impacted. 
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consistent therewith) the promotion of such competition in the sale, 
distribution and purchase of electricity” is negatively impacted as 
implementation of this change proposal will likely cause several Suppliers to 
exit the market resulting in increased costs for consumers and ultimately 
less competition. 
 
We believe the other 4 DCUSA General Objectives are not impacted. 

ENWL  As this change will ensure the credit afforded is more reflective of the risk a 
business poses, we believe DCUSA General Objectives 3 and 4 will be better 
facilitated by this change. 

3&4 

NATIONAL GRID  We think that this change better facilitates General Objective 3. Objective 3 

NPg  Yes, this proposal better facilitates the DCUSA General Objectives, 
specifically 3 & 4. 

3&4 

SPEN  I think this proposal better facilitates the DCUSA General objectives as it 

makes sense to only allow suppliers credit cover to their affordability based 

on ICA. 

 

UKPN  DCUSA General Objectives 3 & 4 are better facilitated by this change as 
allowing the use of an independent credit assessment for a User’s Credit 
Allowance will ensure the credit afforded is more reflective of the risk for 
each specific business. This change will better facilitate the efficient 
discharge of the DNO and IDNO Licence obligations and promote efficiency 
in the implementation and administration of the DCUSA. 

3&4 
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Working Group Conclusions: Five respondents believed that DCUSA objective 3 would be better facilitated by this change proposal. 

One responder also believed that objective 4 was better facilitated. 

The only supplier to respond to the consultation did not believe any of the DCUSA objectives were better facilitated by the change. 

This responder also stated that DCUSA objective 2 is negatively impacted as implementation of this change proposal will likely cause several Suppliers to 
exit the market resulting in increased costs for consumers and ultimately less competition. 

 

Company Confidential/ 
Anonymous 

7. Are you aware of any wider industry developments that may 

impact upon or be impacted by this CP? 
Working Group Comments 

DRAX & OPUS  We believe that as proposed, the implementation of this proposal would 
cause some Suppliers significant financial problems as they will be unable to 
meet the significantly increased collateral requirements. 

Wider impacts to suppliers causing 
financial risk in meeting the new 
collateral requirement. 

ENWL  No. Noted 

NATIONAL GRID  This is combination with DCP349 may force some suppliers to move from 

effectively free credit cover provided by credit rating or good payment to 

providing either a letter of credit or a cash deposit both of which would 

have a cost. 

DCP 349 

NPg  No. Noted 

SPEN  The revised Good Payment Factor method, starting in June 2023. DCP 349 
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UKPN  Other than DCP349 as noted in the consultation we are not aware of 

anything further. 

DCP 349 

Working Group Conclusions: Three out of the six respondents believed that DCP 349 'Effectiveness of the current provision of unsecured cover under 
Schedule 1' could be impacted as a result of this change being implemented. 

One respondent also noted again that the implementation of this proposal would cause some Suppliers significant financial problems as they will be 
unable to meet the significantly increased collateral requirements. 

 

 

Company Confidential/ 
Anonymous 

8. Are you supportive of the implementation date? Working Group Comments 

DRAX & OPUS  No. 

As stated earlier, we do not support this change proposal but if it were to be 
approved then a lead time of 24 months would be essential so that 
Suppliers would be able to plan their finances to accommodate potentially 
significant collateral requirements. 

Doesn’t support the proposal but if 
approved then 24 months 
implementation time to allow for 
suppliers to prepare for the change. 

ENWL  Where the implementation of a change results in system changes we are 
supportive of a lead time of 6 months following Authority approval. 

6 months post approval as per 
proposers view 

NATIONAL GRID  In order for this change to be smoothly implemented and the suppliers to 
have sufficient notice of any impact on them we think that this change 
should be a minimum of 6 months after the implementation of DCP 349 

6 months post DCP 349 approval as per  

https://www.dcusa.co.uk/change/effectiveness-of-the-current-provision-of-unsecured-cover-under-schedule-1/
https://www.dcusa.co.uk/change/effectiveness-of-the-current-provision-of-unsecured-cover-under-schedule-1/
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(29th June 2023) and given that this falls over the Christmas break no earlier 
than 31st January 2024. 

NPg  Yes. 6 months post approval as per 
proposers view 

SPEN  Yes. 6 months post approval as per 
proposers view 

UKPN  Yes. 6 months post approval as per 
proposers view 

Working Group Conclusions: The majority of respondents (five), were supportive of a 6-month lead time post authority approval as per the change 
proposal. 

One respondent stated that whilst they were not supportive of the change, if it was approved, they believed a 24-month implementation window was 
needed to allow suppliers as much time as possible to prepare for any changes to their credit allowance. 
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9. Do you have any comments on the proposed legal text? Working Group Comments 

DRAX & OPUS  No. Noted 

ENWL  We believe the legal text as drafted delivers the intent of this change. Noted 
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NATIONAL GRID  No. Noted 

NPg  No – this looks to be satisfactory. Noted 

SPEN  No. Noted 

UKPN  Clause 2.8 should have capitalised Company and User and an apostrophe on 

User’s. 

Highlighted some typographical errors 

Working Group Conclusions: There were no additional comments on the legal text offered saved for some typographical errors. 
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10. Do you have any other comments on DCP 413? Working Group Comments 

DRAX & OPUS  No. Noted 

ENWL  This change is required as an Independent Credit Assessment can result in a 
supply business being afforded £m’s worth of credit when the Credit 
Assessment Factor is applied. The amount of credit should be more in line 
with the outcome of the Independent Credit Assessment. 

Noted 

NATIONAL GRID  No. Noted 
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NPg  No. Noted 

SPEN  No. Noted 

UKPN  No. Noted 

Working Group Conclusions: No additional comments were raised that hadn’t been noted earlier within the consultation. 

 

 

 

  


