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P161 Assessment Consultation QUestions

BSC Parties and other interested parties are invited to respond to this consultation expressing their views or providing any further evidence on any of the matters contained within this document.  In particular, views are sought in respect of the following questions.  Parties are invited to supply the rationale for their responses.

	Respondent:
	Name

	No. of BSC Parties Represented
	

	BSC Parties Represented
	Please list all BSC Parties responding on behalf of (including the respondent company if relevant).

	No. of Non BSC Parties Represented
	

	Non BSC Parties represented
	Please list all non BSC Parties responding on behalf of (including the respondent company if relevant).

	Role of Respondent
	(Supplier/Generator/ Trader / Consolidator / Exemptable Generator / BSC Agent / Party Agent / other – please state 
)


	Q
	Question
	Response 1
	Rationale

	1. 
	Do you believe Proposed Modification P161 would better facilitate achievement of the Applicable BSC Objectives?

Please give rationale and state objective(s)
	Yes / No
	

	2. 
	Do you believe that any of the potential Alternative Modifications identified by the GSMG would better facilitate achievement of the Applicable BSC Objectives as compared to the Proposed Modification:

a. Restricted Voting Rights for Executive Directors (i.e. Option 1)?

b. Weighted Voting Rights for Industry Directors (i.e. Option 2)?

c. Additional Industry Directors (i.e. Option 3)?

Please give rationale, state objectives, and indicate preferred option (if any)
	a. Yes / No


	

	3. 
	
	b. Yes / No


	

	4. 
	
	c. Yes / No


	

	5. 
	Do you believe that the potential Alternative Modifications identified by the GSMG would better facilitate achievement of the Applicable BSC Objectives as compared to the current Code baseline:

a. Restricted Voting Rights for Executive Directors (i.e. Option 1)?

b. Weighted Voting Rights for Industry Directors (i.e. Option 2)?

c. Additional Industry Directors (i.e. Option 3)?

Please give rationale and indicate preferred option (if any)
	a. Yes / No


	

	6. 
	
	b. Yes / No


	

	7. 
	
	c. Yes / No
	

	8. 
	Do you believe that there are any alternative solutions that the GSMG has not identified and that should be considered?

Please give rationale
	Yes / No
	

	9. 
	It has been suggested that executive input into Board business and an executive presence at Board meetings would provide benefits in terms of communication (between BSCCo Executive and the Board) and scrutiny (of BSCCo by non-executive directors). In your opinion:

a. To what extent would these benefits be delivered by requiring the relevant BSCCo executives to attend all Board meetings?

b. To what extent would these benefits be delivered by making the relevant BSCCo executives Directors of the Board?

Please give rationale
	a. Not at all /  Partially / Fully


	

	10. 
	
	b. Not at all / Partially / Fully
	

	11. 
	Do you agree with the GSMG that the most appropriate second BSCCo executive to add to the Board (i.e. in addition to the Chief Executive) would be one holding a commercially and financially orientated role?

Please give rationale
	Yes / No
	

	12. 
	Do you believe that an appropriate balance between executive and non-executive views would be achieved under:

a. The Proposed Modification?

b. Restricted Voting Rights for Executive Directors (i.e. Option 1)?

c. Weighted Voting Rights for Industry Directors (i.e. Option 2)?

d. Additional Industry Directors (i.e. Option 3)?

Please give rationale
	a. Yes / No


	

	13. 
	
	b. Yes / No


	

	14. 
	
	c. Yes / No


	

	15. 
	
	d. Yes / No


	

	16. 
	Do you believe that an appropriate balance between industry and non-industry views would be achieved under:

a. The Proposed Modification?

b. Restricted Voting Rights for Executive Directors (i.e. Option 1)?

c. Weighted Voting Rights for Industry Directors (i.e. Option 2)?

d. Additional Industry Directors (i.e. Option 3)?

Please give rationale
	a. Yes / No


	

	17. 
	
	b. Yes / No


	

	18. 
	
	c. Yes / No


	

	19. 
	
	d. Yes / No


	

	20. 
	Do you believe that the Proposed Modification would introduce a potential conflict of roles for executive directors (i.e. between their role as managers and their role as directors)?
Please give rationale
	Yes / No
	

	21. 
	Do you believe that under the potential Alternative Modifications identified by the GSMG a conflict of roles for executive directors (i.e. between their role as managers and their role as directors) would be avoided:

a. Restricted Voting Rights for Executive Directors (i.e. Option 1)?

b. Weighted Voting Rights for Industry Directors (i.e. Option 2)?

c. Additional Industry Directors (i.e. Option 3)?

Please give rationale
	a. Yes / No


	

	22. 
	
	b. Yes / No
	

	23. 
	
	c. Yes / No
	

	24. 
	Do you believe that the Board structure proposed under P161 would be appropriate for a non-profit company such as BSCCo?

Please give rationale
	Yes / No
	

	25. 
	Do you believe that the Board structures of any of the potential Alternative Modifications identified by the GSMG would be appropriate for a Non-Profit company such as BSCCo?

a. Restricted Voting Rights for Executive Directors (i.e. Option 1)?

b. Weighted Voting Rights for Industry Directors (i.e. Option 2)?

c. Additional Industry Directors (i.e. Option 3)?

Please give rationale
	a. Yes / No


	

	26. 
	
	b. Yes / No


	

	27. 
	
	c. Yes / No


	

	28. 
	Do you agree with the Code rights and obligations of the proposed executive directors as established by the GSMG (see Section 7)?

Please give rationale
	Yes / No
	

	29. 
	Are there any further comments on P161 that you wish to make?
	Yes / No
	


	Parties are encouraged to provide financial information with regards to either the costs or benefits of the Modification Proposal to support the Assessment Procedure.  Where requested this information can be treated as confidential, although all information will be provided to the Authority.


Please send your responses by 17.00 on Friday 19 March 2004 to modification.consultations@elexon.co.uk and please entitle your email ‘P161 Assessment Consultation’. Please note that any responses received after the deadline may not receive due consideration by the Modification Group.

Any queries on the content of the consultation pro-forma should be addressed to Roger Salomone on 020 7380 4369, email address roger.salomone@elexon.co.uk. 

� Delete as appropriate – please do not use strikeout, this is to make it easier to analyse the responses
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