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General Comments
It is the TAPS Group’s opinion that the NAESB “shadow standard” proposal of having duplicate standards that have a role in both reliability and business could lead to confusion and difficulty in keeping standards aligned over time.  Adding to the confusion and complexity, NERC and NAESB working groups have not arrived at a consensus on which standards should be shadowed, although we understand that the JIC has assigned a special group to address these issues.  Should NERC and NAESB proceed with shadow standards, strategies need to be developed to avoid numerous identified potential problems and issues.
TAPS believes that the case has not been made that the business standards cannot be extracted from reliability standards thereby removing the need for “shadow standards.”  

In some instances, the proposed approach of “no changes of intent” during conversion of existing rules under Version 0 standards does not seem to have been upheld.  It is difficult enough to assure that moving to functional entity names does not change the content of standards.  Wording changes that arbitrarily reflect even a slight change in the burden on standard users should not be allowed.  
Update Based on August 2-3, 2004 Joint NERC-NAESB Proposal
We have reviewed the results of the August 2-3, 2004 NERC-NAESB Joint Task Force Meeting and believe that progress has been made addressing issues we have identified in these comments and our comments to NERC.  At the meeting, apparent consensus was reached between NERC and NAESB Drafting Teams on the division of reliability and business standards.  The number of proposed shadow or duplicate NERC/NAESB standards has been reduced, leaving the TLR procedure as the remaining duplicate standard.  This reduces but does not eliminate our concerns regarding these shadow standards.
NAESB Time Error Correction
No comments other than general comments above.
NAESB Inadvertent Interchange Standard
No comments other than general comments above.
NAESB Coordinate Interchange Business Practice Standard Including Policy 3 Appendices
Regarding the question of whether Policy 3 Appendices should be separate Version 0 business practices, we see no compelling need for NAESB to convert these to Version 0 business practices.
See other comments above.

NAESB Area Control Error Special Cases
The NAESB translation from NERC Appendix A1 to this standard can have an impact on TAPS members that have geographically dispersed load and generation supplies.  Under Section 3 – Load or Generation Transfer by Telemetry, the term “should” replaces the words “may also” in the original Section D.  This conversion is not a translation of existing rules, but changes rules so that all transfer of load and generation must now be done with dynamic scheduling.
NAESB does not need to address Area Control Error Special Cases at this time if NERC standards continue for Version 0.  If needed, NAESB could develop a standard for NAESB Version 1.

NAESB Emergency Operations
The stated purpose of the NAESB Business Standard here is to cover the commercial aspects of the operation of the bulk system under emergencies as initiated by NERC.  This standard as drafted is more related to reliability than commercial practices.  This standard should cover only Balancing Authority and Reliability Authority communications and market issues during emergencies.
NAESB TLR Standard
As discussed in the general comments above, shadowed NERC and NAESB standards for TLRs have the potential to deviate over time and create confusion on both the reliability and business sides of TLRs.  The potential for this is real as the NAESB side is filed at FERC and subject to different change procedures.  This issue needs to be addressed in any shadowed standard.
