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P210 – REVISIONS TO The text in section p related to single notifications of energy contract volumes and metered volume reallocations - Urgent Consultation QUestions

BSC Parties (“Parties”) and other interested parties are invited to respond to this consultation expressing their views or provide 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

	Company Name:
	

	No. of BSC Parties Represented
	

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

	No. of Non BSC Parties Represented
	

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



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



	Does this response contain confidential information?
	


	Q
	Question
	Response (
	Rationale

	1. 
	Do you agree that the Code has potential for misinterpretation with regard to the single notification process, and therefore should be revised?
	Yes / No
	

	2. 
	Do you agree that the basis for any revisions to the single notification process should be established conventions and practices?
	Yes / No
	

	3. 
	Effect of overwrite notifications on Settlement Days beyond its Effective To Date

Do you agree that the Code should be amended to unambiguously reflect that a replacement notification should overwrite the previous notification for all Settlement Periods on all Settlement Days from the Effective From Date of the replacement notification (as is current practice)?
	Yes / No
	

	4. 
	Part day overwrites of notifications

Do you agree that the Code should be amended to unambiguously reflect that a replacement notification should always overwrite the entire previous notification for the Settlement Day (subject to Gate Closure) and that any Settlement Periods omitted in the replacement notification will be considered to be withdrawn and a MWh value of zero be applied (as is current practice)?
	Yes / No
	

	5. 
	Business validation of notifications

Do you agree that the Code should be amended to reflect that the Energy Contract Volume Allocation Agent (ECVAA) systems should reject an entire notification if any one Settlement Period fails validation (as is current practice)?
	Yes / No
	

	6. 
	Notification of validation failures

Do you agree that the Code should be amended to reflect that the ECVAA should not be required to provide information on validation (‘Notification Feedback’) to a participant who has opted out of receiving Notification Feedback?
	Yes / No
	

	7. 
	Refusal and rejection of notifications for credit reasons

Do you agree that the Code should be amended to reflect that, if a Party is in Level 2 Credit Default, the ECVAA systems should:

· Only reject individual Settlement Periods of a notification if that Settlement Period value has the effect of increasing the indebtedness of the Party (as is current practice)?

· Refuse the entire notification if any one Settlement Period has the effect of increasing indebtedness (as is current practice)?

· Not refuse a whole notification or reject an individual Settlement Period of a notification if one Settlement Period does not decrease indebtedness i.e. the ECVAA systems should not reject or refuse when a Settlement Period has a neutral effect on indebtedness (as is current practice)?
	Yes / No

Yes / No

Yes / No
	

	8. 
	Cross Referencing for MVRNs

Do you agree that the cross reference in P3.3.2(a)(vii) is incorrect and should refer to paragraph 3.6.1 and  not 3.5.1?
	Yes / No
	

	9. 
	Do you believe Proposed Modification P210 (i.e. the Modification be implemented on the next working day following an Authority direction to make the Modification) better facilitates the achievement of the Applicable BSC Objectives than the current baseline?

Please give rationale and state objective(s)


	Yes / No
	

	10. 
	Do you believe Alternative Modification P210 (i.e. the Modification be implemented with effect from the date it was raised – 5 February 2007) better facilitates the achievement of the Applicable BSC Objectives than the current baseline?

Please give rationale and state objective(s)


	Yes / No
	

	11. 
	Do you believe Alternative Modification P210 better facilitates the achievement of the Applicable BSC Objectives than Proposed Modification P210?

Please give rationale and state objective(s)


	Yes / No
	

	12. 
	Do you agree with the Modification Group’s recommendation concerning the Implementation Date for:

P210 Proposed?

P210 Alternative?

Please give rationale.


	Yes / No

Yes / No
	

	13. 
	Do you agree with the Modification Group’s recommendation to include the addition of supporting information relating to the submission and processing of notifications into BSCP71?


	Yes / No
	

	14. 
	Do you agree with the Modification Group’s recommendation that the identified changes to BSCP71 should be implemented on the P210 Implementation Date?


	Yes / No
	

	15. 
	Not withstanding the Modification Group’s view that the changes to BSCP71 should be implemented on the P210 Implementation Date, do you agree that the BSC changes themselves provide an unambiguous statement of how single notifications will be processed? 
Please give rationale. If “No”, please state clearly any areas where you believe there remains some ambiguity.


	Yes / No
	

	16. 
	Do you agree with the Modification Group’s view that the BSC changes that have been provided correctly and fully addresses the issue or defect identified in the Modification Proposal? 

Please give rationale.


	Yes / No
	

	17. 
	What would be the impacts on your business were P210 not approved?


	
	

	18. 
	Are there any further comments on P210 that you wish to make?


	Yes / No
	


Please send your responses by 12pm on 28 February 2007 to modification.consultations@elexon.co.uk and please entitle your email ‘P210 Urgent Modification Consultation’. Please note that any responses received after the deadline may not receive due consideration by the Panel.

Any queries on the content of the consultation pro-forma should be addressed to Chris Stewart on 020 7380 4309, email address chris.stewart@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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