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General comments

It is FRCC's opinion that the NAESB “shadow standard” proposal is not appropriate and adds confusion and unnecessary work for all of the entities in the industry. NERC has an important goal to transition its existing operating policies, planning standards and compliance templates into a base set of reliability standards from which further improvements and changes can be made. The FRCC does not understand why the extraction of business practices cannot occur after the adoption of the Version 0 NERC Reliability Standards with the transition to Version 1 NERC Reliability Standards. This approach would eliminate any need for “shadow standards”. The JIC has been established to determine which organization should develop the standard when the separation is not entirely clear. We should use the existing process we have to limit the overlap of efforts. We understand a special group has been assigned by NERC and NAESB to help resolve these issues in short order. 

With that said, we offer the following comments on the proposed standards assuming the JIC will determine which organization should develop each standard.

General Comments

NAESB Business Standards should have some sort of numbering system instead of being identified only by a title. The numbering system should make the Standards clearly identified as NAESB Standards to avoid any confusion with NERC Standards.  In addition, the numbering system should be aligned with the companion NERC reliability standards to help operators utilize both in an effective and efficient manner.

There must be consistency in the terms used in the Standards with pro forma tariff terms or other documents, including NERC Standards. For example, in the NAESB Transmission loading relief Standard, the term point-to-point transactions is used while the term Bilateral Transactions is used in the Coordinate Interchange Business Practice Standard without a definition. Bilateral Transactions is not used by NERC.

NAESB Time Error Correction Standard

FRCC supports leaving NERC as the ultimate control of when time error accumulation is triggered and when time error payback has to stop for reliability reasons. 
NAESB Inadvertent Interchange Standard

References to NERC subcommittees or any entity other than a Functional Model entity should be converted to refer to NERC until an assignment to a Functional Model entity can be determined by NERC. We think this change will help keep the two sets of standards independent and to minimize cascading changes when one makes a change in the future. The Functional Model becomes the base for all to communicate responsibility. 

In Appendix B section 4, Binding Arbitration, it seems a bit presumptuous that we can force an arbitrator to render a decision in 30 days even though this may be reasonable in general. We assume that the idea was to allow a reasonable time after presentations were made and there was no limit on the presentation time and that would be controlled by the arbitrator. We suggest that the arbitrator be given the opportunity to request more time for whatever reason if needed.
NAESB Control Error (ACE) Equation

The NAESB conversion from NERC Appendix 1A to this standard makes changes that have a significant business impact on some entities that operate geographically dispersed load and generation control areas. If this is Version 0 then there should be no changes from present NERC guidelines or standards.

Specifically, in the ACE equation load or generation can be placed on either the actual metered portion of the equation or the scheduled portion of the equation.  

In Section 3, Load or Generation Transferred by Telemetry, the meaning of the standard is changed by the changing of the words from “may also” to “should” to “shall”.  A metered tie that has only load on one side can be transferred to another BA by telemetry and be treated as a Pseudo-Tie.  By changing should to shall all transfers of load and generation now must be done with dynamic scheduling.  The correct words in 3 are:

Load or generation maybe transferred from one BALANCING AUTHORITY to another BALANCING AUTHORITY by telemetry through the use of pseudo-ties or dymanic scheduling.  When dynamic scheduling is used for telemetered transfer of load or generation from one BALANCING AUTHORITY to another, both BALANCING AUTHORIES must modify their ACE equation as follows:

3.1 To transfer load, using dynamic scheduling, the BALANCING AUTHORITY giving up the transferred load shall add the load to its ACE equation (+ISL ).

3.2 The BALANCING AUTHORITY ACCEPTING the load, using dynamic scheduling, shall subtract the transferred load from its ACE equation (-ISL).

3.3 For generation, the BALANCING AUTHORITY giving up generation, using dynamic scheduling, shall subtract it (-ISG) and the BALANCING AUTHORITY accepting the generation, using dynamic scheduling,  shall add it (+ISG) to its ACE equation.

NAESB Coordinate Interchange Business Practice Standard

The NAESB definitions do not agree with NERC OC manual definitions.  

For instance Reliability Period has been defined but does not include the time a transaction is physically implemented.  This definition may be OK under the NERC Version 0 Standard 10 because it is for Interchange Transaction Tagging where the NAESB Standard is for Coordinate Interchange.   But again the definition may not because tagging is required when the Tag is changed due to a Reliability Requirement like TLR.  

Business Practices

1.0 This is a duplicate of NERC Version 0 Standard 010-R4 without the timing requirement.  Should be eliminated from NAESB Standards at this time.

1.2 
Similar to NERC Version 9 Standard 010-R2 but has different entities responsible for tagging.  Should be eliminated from NAESB Standards at this time.

1.3 
This is a similar to NERC Version 0 Standard 011-R5&R6.  Should be eliminated from NAESB Standards at this time.

4.0 
This is a similar to NERC Version 0 Standard 010-R4.  Should be eliminated from NAESB Standards at this time.

5.0 
This is a similar to NERC Version 0 Standard 011-R1.  Should be eliminated from NAESB Standards at this time.

8.0 
No reference to ERCOT Reference Document.

9.1 & 10.0 
NERC Version 0 Standards also have Submission and Response Timetable appendix.  Appendix A should be eliminated from the NAESB Standards at this time.  

14.0, 14.1 & 14.2   
This is a similar to NERC Version 0 Standard 012-R1.  Should be eliminated from NAESB Standards at this time.
NAESB Emergency Operations Business Standard

The only section agreed to be transferred by the drafting teams was elevating transmission service priority during an emergency..

This Standard is more related to Reliability than Business. It should be limited to BA/RA communications and market issues during emergencies with NERC taking on all other emergency situations issues.

NAESB Transmission Loading Relief Standard

This seems to be incorporated in NERC Version 0 Standard 039. Right now there is no reason for NAESB and NERC to both have TLR Procedures that are similar or even the same.  
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