WEQ BPS Document for 11/29/04 Conference Call and 11/30/04 WEQ EC Meeting:  Document Incorporates All Final Industry Comments on Version 0 and Resopnses to these Final Comments by the WEQ BPS
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I. ACE

A. CAISO Comments on ACE

1. Comments Submitted by CAISO

Comment Form

ACE Special Cases 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-003-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to: 

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





:
Gordon Brown




Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
:
CAISO

Email of Contact




:
gbrown@caiso.com

Phone Number on Contact



:
(626) 537-2788

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

· The Definitions section contains a mismatched collection of definitions taken from various sources such as the Functional Model, NERC Terms and Policies, etc., many of which are still in the process of being updated.  I suggest that in order achieve a consistent set of definitions, we match NAESB Standards definition to the Glossary that will be incorporated in NERC Version 0 Standards.  To the extent that the NERC Version 0 definition does not satisfy the need for the NAESB Standard, i.e. the term requires more explanation, etc., NAESB would supply an appropriate definition, subject to reaching consensus on the definition’s validity and/or appropriateness.   

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

General Comments

· After reviewing this latest draft of NAESB’s proposed Business Standard, it has become increasingly clear that the issue of “ACE Equation, Special Cases” has been inappropriately assigned to NAESB.  The subject of generation control, and thus the ACE expression, is innately linked to physical generator movement, actual interchange flow, and grid reliability.  To segregate a small, yet important portion of the ACE expression for any purpose is irresponsible, and simply does not meet any test of reasonableness.  It is important that the entire ACE expression is managed by a single entity, namely the Regional Council, in order to ensure that 1) ACE is not compromised, 2) special cases are addressed appropriately with sufficient accommodation for regional differences, and above all, 3) reliability is maintained.  More importantly, however, the subject of ACE, and its various components should never be opened to voting by non-impacted parties.  Regional Councils are the parties responsible for determine the ACE methodology and coordinating such methodology among the Control Areas/Balancing Authorities within that Region.  If NAESB has concerns that a Region’s AGC methodology is somehow incorrect, or perhaps needs to be modified to meet changing market conditions, then NAESB should first approach the various Regional Councils to solicit their approval (even if only in concept) and the approval of their members before attempting to create standards and submitting it for vote among non-impacted parties, such as NERC, and extra-Regional entities.

· The WECC variant of the ACE expression, including the automatic time error correction term is not reflected in this Standard even though it is a regional business practice.

· The term “ACE Expression”, or “ACE Formula” is preferable to “ACE Equation”.

2. WEQ BPS Response to CAISO Comments on ACE
Comment Form

ACE Special Cases 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-003-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to: 

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





:
Gordon Brown




Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
:
CAISO

Email of Contact




:
gbrown@caiso.com

Phone Number on Contact



:
(626) 537-2788

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

· The Definitions section contains a mismatched collection of definitions taken from various sources such as the Functional Model, NERC Terms and Policies, etc., many of which are still in the process of being updated.  I suggest that in order achieve a consistent set of definitions, we match NAESB Standards definition to the Glossary that will be incorporated in NERC Version 0 Standards.  To the extent that the NERC Version 0 definition does not satisfy the need for the NAESB Standard, i.e. the term requires more explanation, etc., NAESB would supply an appropriate definition, subject to reaching consensus on the definition’s validity and/or appropriateness.   JJD: See note on CAISO’s comments to Coordinate Interchange.
Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

General Comments

· After reviewing this latest draft of NAESB’s proposed Business Standard, it has become increasingly clear that the issue of “ACE Equation, Special Cases” has been inappropriately assigned to NAESB.  The subject of generation control, and thus the ACE expression, is innately linked to physical generator movement, actual interchange flow, and grid reliability.  To segregate a small, yet important portion of the ACE expression for any purpose is irresponsible, and simply does not meet any test of reasonableness.  It is important that the entire ACE expression is managed by a single entity, namely the Regional Council, in order to ensure that 1) ACE is not compromised, 2) special cases are addressed appropriately with sufficient accommodation for regional differences, and above all, 3) reliability is maintained.  More importantly, however, the subject of ACE, and its various components should never be opened to voting by non-impacted parties.  Regional Councils are the parties responsible for determine the ACE methodology and coordinating such methodology among the Control Areas/Balancing Authorities within that Region.  If NAESB has concerns that a Region’s AGC methodology is somehow incorrect, or perhaps needs to be modified to meet changing market conditions, then NAESB should first approach the various Regional Councils to solicit their approval (even if only in concept) and the approval of their members before attempting to create standards and submitting it for vote among non-impacted parties, such as NERC, and extra-Regional entities. JJD: This was decided by the JIC.
· The WECC variant of the ACE expression, including the automatic time error correction term is not reflected in this Standard even though it is a regional business practice. JJD: NAESB Standards are voluntary. The WECC can decide not to adhere to the standard until FERC declares it to be mandatory.  At that time, the WECC can apply with the FERC for a waiver.  We can, if we desire, indicate in the applicability section that the standard does not apply to the WECC.
· The term “ACE Expression”, or “ACE Formula” is preferable to “ACE Equation”. JJD: no preference.
B. Entergy Comments on ACE

1. Comments Submitted by Entergy

Comment Form

ACE Special Cases 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-003-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to: 

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





: Ed Davis

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
: Entergy Services, Inc

Email of Contact




:  edavis@entergy.com

Phone Number on Contact



:  504-310-5884

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

This NAESB Standard has many defined terms that have the same name as terms defined in the NERC Version 0 Standards Glossary. However, the definitions of these terms are different in the NAESB Standards than those same terms in the NERC V0 Glossary. The NAESB drafting teams did not have access to the NERC defined terms until NERC recently issued its V0 Glossary.

The industry potentially has terms defined by NAESB and NERC with different definitions which will lead to more confusion in the industry. For instance, the definition of “Reliability Coordinator” is very different in the NAESB Standards and the NERC V0 Glossary.

There is also the case that NAESB and NERC have different defined terms with the same meaning, word for word. 

NAESB TLR Standard

Reliability Area - The collection of generation, transmission, and loads within the boundaries of the Reliability Coordinator. Its boundary coincides with one or more Balancing Authority Areas. 
NERC V0 GLOSSARY

Reliability Coordinator Area - The collection of generation, transmission, and loads

within the boundaries of the Reliability Coordinator. Its boundary coincides with one or more Balancing Authority Areas.

Therefore, Entergy strongly suggests those terms defined by NERC not be included in the NAESB Standards. However, if NAESB does include the NERC defined terms they should be included in NAESB Standards as reference only with specific wording that these terms are defined by NERC. 

Specifically, we suggest NAESB delete from this Standard the following NERC defined terms:

Area Control Error

Balancing Authority

Balancing Authority Area

Dynamic Schedule

Interchange Schedule

Interconnection

Net Actual Interchange

Net Interchange Schedule

Pseudo-Tie

Supplemental Regulation Service

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

None

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

None

General Comments

None

Please Note that any Response to Entergy’s Comments by the WEQ BPS will be inserted here as point 2, under Section I, B.

2. WEQ BPS

Comment Form

ACE Special Cases 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-003-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to: 

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





: Ed Davis

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
: Entergy Services, Inc

Email of Contact




:  edavis@entergy.com

Phone Number on Contact



:  504-310-5884

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

This NAESB Standard has many defined terms that have the same name as terms defined in the NERC Version 0 Standards Glossary. However, the definitions of these terms are different in the NAESB Standards than those same terms in the NERC V0 Glossary. The NAESB drafting teams did not have access to the NERC defined terms until NERC recently issued its V0 Glossary.

The industry potentially has terms defined by NAESB and NERC with different definitions which will lead to more confusion in the industry. For instance, the definition of “Reliability Coordinator” is very different in the NAESB Standards and the NERC V0 Glossary.

There is also the case that NAESB and NERC have different defined terms with the same meaning, word for word. 

NAESB TLR Standard

Reliability Area - The collection of generation, transmission, and loads within the boundaries of the Reliability Coordinator. Its boundary coincides with one or more Balancing Authority Areas. 
NERC V0 GLOSSARY

Reliability Coordinator Area - The collection of generation, transmission, and loads

within the boundaries of the Reliability Coordinator. Its boundary coincides with one or more Balancing Authority Areas.

Therefore, Entergy strongly suggests those terms defined by NERC not be included in the NAESB Standards. However, if NAESB does include the NERC defined terms they should be included in NAESB Standards as reference only with specific wording that these terms are defined by NERC. 

Specifically, we suggest NAESB delete from this Standard the following NERC defined terms:

Area Control Error

Balancing Authority

Balancing Authority Area

Dynamic Schedule

Interchange Schedule

Interconnection

Net Actual Interchange

Net Interchange Schedule

Pseudo-Tie

Supplemental Regulation Service

JJD: The NERC and NAESB processes are independent enough that consistency of definitions can never be guaranteed.  However the BPS made every effort to ensure such consistency exists based on definitions available at the time of publication. This should be handled as a maintenance item.
Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

None

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

None

General Comments

None

C.  IRC Comments to ACE

Comment Form

ACE Special Cases 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-003-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to: 

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





:
Karl Tammar




Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
:
ISO RTO Council - SRC

Email of Contact




:
ktammar@nyiso.com
Phone Number on Contact



:
518.356.6205
Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

General Comments

The ACE expression is innately linked to physical generator movement, actual interchange flow, and grid reliability.  The requirements in this business practice are regional in nature and apply to the Regional Councils that are responsible for determining the ACE methodology and coordinating such methodology among the Control Areas/Balancing Authorities within that Region.  

The IRC is concerned that the development of NAESB Version 0 Business Practices has resulted in requirements that have a greater impact on reliability requirements than anticipated when the JIC made its original assignment to NAESB.   It may not be the intent for these NAESB Business Practices to impact reliability any more than was considered by the JIC but it is impossible to understand any business practice’s impact on reliability until details of the requirements are known.   In addition, certain NAESB Ver 0 Business Practices are conflicting with requirements and procedures that are currently specified and developed by Regional Reliability Councils (RRC).  These NAESB standards, though intended to specify requirements for continental business practices, have an integral effect on how RRCs meet reliability requirements.  As such, the IRC recommends that NAESB review its proposed Business Practices to ensure Version 0 Business Practices do not conflict with RRC requirements and negatively impact reliability.

2. WEQ BPS Response

Comment Form

ACE Special Cases 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-003-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to: 

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





:
Karl Tammar




Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
:
ISO RTO Council - SRC

Email of Contact




:
ktammar@nyiso.com
Phone Number on Contact



:
518.356.6205
Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

General Comments

The ACE expression is innately linked to physical generator movement, actual interchange flow, and grid reliability.  The requirements in this business practice are regional in nature and apply to the Regional Councils that are responsible for determining the ACE methodology and coordinating such methodology among the Control Areas/Balancing Authorities within that Region.  JJD: Original NERC Policy did not specify the regional variations as indicated in this comment..  

The IRC is concerned that the development of NAESB Version 0 Business Practices has resulted in requirements that have a greater impact on reliability requirements than anticipated when the JIC made its original assignment to NAESB.   It may not be the intent for these NAESB Business Practices to impact reliability any more than was considered by the JIC but it is impossible to understand any business practice’s impact on reliability until details of the requirements are known.   In addition, certain NAESB Ver 0 Business Practices are conflicting with requirements and procedures that are currently specified and developed by Regional Reliability Councils (RRC).  These NAESB standards, though intended to specify requirements for continental business practices, have an integral effect on how RRCs meet reliability requirements.  As such, the IRC recommends that NAESB review its proposed Business Practices to ensure Version 0 Business Practices do not conflict with RRC requirements and negatively impact reliability.

JJD: If these NAESB BPS have a negative impact on reliability, then the original NERC Policies had a negative impact on reliability.  If they conflict with RRC requirements, then so did the NERC Policies.  The BPS has no desire to create reliability problems, but its objective in this effort was to convert existing policy.

Mirants Comments on ACE

1. Comments Submitted by Mirant on ACE
Comment Form

ACE Special Cases 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-003-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to: 

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





: Alan Johnson

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
: Mirant

Email of Contact




: alan.r.johnson@mirant.com

Phone Number on Contact



: (678) 579-3108

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

Suggest that the definitions of the following terms should be modified to match the definitions contained within NERC’s Glossary of Terms Used in Reliability Standards, Version 0-Draft 3:

Area Control Error (ACE), Balancing Authority (BA), Balancing Authority Area, Dynamic Schedule, Interchange Schedule, Interconnection, and Pseudo-Tie. 

Believe that the use of identical terms would minimize confusion.

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

1.2.2
Please replace “actual tie flows” with “Net Interchange Schedule”.

3.1.1 Please replace “Balancing Authority” with “Balancing Authority Area”.

3.1.2 Please replace “Balancing Authority” with “Balancing Authority Area”.

3.1.3 Please replace “Balancing Authority” with “Balancing Authority Area”.

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

· Looks good.  Consistent with examples found in the existing policy (Policy 1, Appendix 1A, section B)

General Comments



2. WEQ BPS Response to Mirant on ACE
Comment Form

ACE Special Cases 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-003-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to: 

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





: Alan Johnson

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
: Mirant

Email of Contact




: alan.r.johnson@mirant.com

Phone Number on Contact



: (678) 579-3108

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

Suggest that the definitions of the following terms should be modified to match the definitions contained within NERC’s Glossary of Terms Used in Reliability Standards, Version 0-Draft 3:

Area Control Error (ACE), Balancing Authority (BA), Balancing Authority Area, Dynamic Schedule, Interchange Schedule, Interconnection, and Pseudo-Tie.   JJD: The NERC and NAESB processes are independent enough that consistency of definitions can never be guaranteed.  However the BPS made every effort to ensure such consistency exists based on definitions available at the time of publication. This should be handled as a maintenance item..

Believe that the use of identical terms would minimize confusion.

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

1.2.2
Please replace “actual tie flows” with “Net Interchange Schedule”.

3.1.4 Please replace “Balancing Authority” with “Balancing Authority Area”.

3.1.5 Please replace “Balancing Authority” with “Balancing Authority Area”.

3.1.6 Please replace “Balancing Authority” with “Balancing Authority Area”.

JJD: Balancing Authority is an entity, Balancing Authority Area is a “territory”.

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

· Looks good.  Consistent with examples found in the existing policy (Policy 1, Appendix 1A, section B)

General Comments

D. NERC Comments on ACE

1. Comments Submitted by NERC

Comment Form

ACE Special Cases 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-003-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to: 

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





: Carl Monroe, NERC RS Chairman

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
: NERC Resources Subcommittee

Email of Contact




: cmonroe@spp.org

Phone Number on Contact



: 501 664 0146

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

1. The NERC Resources Subcommittee does not believe that this standard is necessary.  All definitions that relate to ACE need to be contained within the NERC ACE Standard.  Part of he reason is that it needs to be considered in the scheduling practices and TLR practices.

2. Ensure tht any term that affects the ACE equation needs to be entered as equal and opposite values by both parties (Balancing Authorities source and sink).

3. A requirement (procedure) needs to be in place to direct both BAs on how to handle situations (back-up procedures) when telemetry fails.

4. Representation of ACE equation Inadvertent Interchange metric terminology needs to be the same as the Inadvertent Interchange metric terminology for consistency.

5. Supplemental Regulation Services should specify not only Dynamic Schedules but should also include Pseudo Ties.

6. Requirements 3.1.1. and 3.1.2. if the load is assumed to be a positive value, the sign is incorrect.  The language within the standard needs to be crystal clear.  3.1.3. also seems to be backwards.

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

General Comments

7. The NERC Resources Subcommittee does not believe that this standard is necessary.  All definitions that relate to ACE need to be contained within the NERC ACE Standard.  Part of he reason is that it needs to be considered in the scheduling practices and TLR practices.
2. WEQ BPS Response to NERC’s Comments on ACE

Comment Form

ACE Special Cases 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-003-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to: 

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





: Carl Monroe, NERC RS Chairman

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
: NERC Resources Subcommittee

Email of Contact




: cmonroe@spp.org

Phone Number on Contact



: 501 664 0146

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

1. The NERC Resources Subcommittee does not believe that this standard is necessary.  All definitions that relate to ACE need to be contained within the NERC ACE Standard.  Part of he reason is that it needs to be considered in the scheduling practices and TLR practices. JJD: This was decided by the NERC/NAESB Joint Recommendation and affirmed by the JIC.

2. Ensure tht any term that affects the ACE equation needs to be entered as equal and opposite values by both parties (Balancing Authorities source and sink). Narinder Saini agreed that the requirement is appropriate.  JJD: The requirement is appropriate but wasn’t specifically listed in the original NERC Policy.  We can add, but must do so with the understanding that it is a NEW requirement.

3. A requirement (procedure) needs to be in place to direct both BAs on how to handle situations (back-up procedures) when telemetry fails. JJD: Same as 2.

4. Representation of ACE equation Inadvertent Interchange metric terminology needs to be the same as the Inadvertent Interchange metric terminology for consistency. JJD: Not sure they are inconsistent.

5. Supplemental Regulation Services should specify not only Dynamic Schedules but should also include Pseudo Ties. Same as 2. NERC requirement doesn’t say Psuedo Ties can be used, but current practice allows.

6. Requirements 3.1.1. and 3.1.2. if the load is assumed to be a positive value, the sign is incorrect.  The language within the standard needs to be crystal clear.  3.1.3. also seems to be backwards. Narinder Saini: reviewed Appendix 1A - The Area Control Error (ACE) Equation of NERC Operating Policies and found that Requirements 3.1.1, 3.1.2, and 3.1.3 are correct.   Comments # 6 received from the NERC Resources Subcommittee questions the sign used for Load and Generation Transfer by telemetry.  The logic used for adding load to the ACE equation for the Balancing Authority giving up the load and subtracting it from ACE for the Balancing Authority accepting the load is correct.  The reason for these actions is that the Balancing Authority is giving up load, its ACE should increase by the amount of load it is giving up so that the generation can reduce to meet its load requirement after accounting for the given up load.  The reverse is true for the Balancing Authority accepting the load. Therefore, NERC Resources Subcommittee's comment does not appear to be correct.

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

General Comments

7. The NERC Resources Subcommittee does not believe that this standard is necessary.  All definitions that relate to ACE need to be contained within the NERC ACE Standard.  Part of he reason is that it needs to be considered in the scheduling practices and TLR practices. Same as 1.
II. Coordinate Interchange (CI)
A. Allegheny’s Comments to CI

1. Comments Submitted by Allegheny

Comment Form

Coordinate Interchange 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-002-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





: William J. Smith

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
: Allegheny Power

Email of Contact




: wsmith1@alleghenypower.com

Phone Number on Contact



: (724) 838-652

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

Requirements 1.3, 1.6, and 7.1 - References to the timing requirements in NERC Standards should be updated to the latest Version 0 numbering scheme.

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

Appendix A Subsection B

References to the timing requirements in NERC Standards should be updated to the latest Version 0 numbering scheme.

General Comments

2. WEQ BPS Response to Allegheny on CI
Comment Form

Coordinate Interchange 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-002-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





: William J. Smith

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
: Allegheny Power

Email of Contact




: wsmith1@alleghenypower.com

Phone Number on Contact



: (724) 838-652

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

Requirements 1.3, 1.6, and 7.1 - References to the timing requirements in NERC Standards should be updated to the latest Version 0 numbering scheme. JJD: NERC Changed their numbering scheme. The following should be the new references. NAESB Version 0 CI Std Requirement 1.3 references NERC Attachment 1-INT-001-0. NAESB Version 0 CI Std Requirement 7.1 and 8.1 references NERC Attachment 1-INT-004-0.

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

Appendix A Subsection B

References to the timing requirements in NERC Standards should be updated to the latest Version 0 numbering scheme. JJD: Agreed. See above.

General Comments

B. CAISO Comments on CI

1. Comments Submitted by CAISO

Comment Form

Coordinate Interchange 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-002-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





:
Gordon Brown


Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
:
CAISO

Email of Contact




:
gbrown@caiso.com

Phone Number on Contact



:
(626) 537-2788

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

· The Definitions section contains a mismatched collection of definitions taken from various sources such as the Functional Model, NERC Terms and Policies, etc., many of which are still in the process of being updated.  I suggest that in order achieve a consistent set of definitions, we match NAESB Standards definition to the Glossary that will be incorporated in NERC Version 0 Standards.  To the extent that the NERC Version 0 definition does not satisfy the need for the NAESB Standard, i.e. requires more explanation, etc., NAESB would supply an appropriate definition, subject to reaching consensus the definition’s validity and/or appropriateness.   

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

General Comments

2. WEQ BPS Response to CAISO Comments on CI

Comment Form

Coordinate Interchange 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-002-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





:
Gordon Brown


Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
:
CAISO

Email of Contact




:
gbrown@caiso.com

Phone Number on Contact



:
(626) 537-2788

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

· The Definitions section contains a mismatched collection of definitions taken from various sources such as the Functional Model, NERC Terms and Policies, etc., many of which are still in the process of being updated.  I suggest that in order achieve a consistent set of definitions, we match NAESB Standards definition to the Glossary that will be incorporated in NERC Version 0 Standards.  To the extent that the NERC Version 0 definition does not satisfy the need for the NAESB Standard, i.e. requires more explanation, etc., NAESB would supply an appropriate definition, subject to reaching consensus the definition’s validity and/or appropriateness.   JJD: The NERC and NAESB processes are independent enough that consistency of definitions can never be guaranteed.  However the BPS made every effort to ensure such consistency exists based on definitions available at the time of publication. This should be handled as a maintenance item.
Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

General Comments

C. Entergy Comments on CI

1. Comments Submitted by Entergy

Comment Form

Coordinate Interchange 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-002-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





: Ed Davis

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
: Entergy Services, Inc.

Email of Contact




:  edavis@entergy.com

Phone Number on Contact



:  504-310-5884

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

This NAESB Standard has many defined terms that have the same name as terms defined in the NERC Version 0 Standards Glossary. However, the definitions of these terms are different in the NAESB Standards than those same terms in the NERC V0 Glossary. The NAESB drafting teams did not have access to the NERC defined terms until NERC recently issued its V0 Glossary.

The industry potentially has terms defined by NAESB and NERC with different definitions which will lead to more confusion in the industry. For instance, the definition of “Reliability Coordinator” is very different in the NAESB Standards and the NERC V0 Glossary.

There is also the case that NAESB and NERC have different defined terms with the same meaning, word for word. 

NAESB TLR Standard

Reliability Area - The collection of generation, transmission, and loads within the boundaries of the Reliability Coordinator. Its boundary coincides with one or more Balancing Authority Areas. 
NERC V0 GLOSSARY

Reliability Coordinator Area - The collection of generation, transmission, and loads

within the boundaries of the Reliability Coordinator. Its boundary coincides with one or more Balancing Authority Areas.

Therefore, Entergy strongly suggests those terms defined by NERC not be included in the NAESB Standards. However, if NAESB does include the NERC defined terms they should be included in NAESB Standards as reference only with specific wording that these terms are defined by NERC. 

Specifically, we suggest NAESB delete from this Standard the following NERC defined terms:

Balancing Authority

Balancing Authority Area

Interchange Schedule

Interchange Transaction

Interchange Transaction Tag

Interconnection

Load-Serving Entity

Purchasing-Selling Entity

Reliability Coordinator

Sink Balancing Authority

Source Balancing Authority

Transmission Service Provider

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

None

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

None

General Comments

None

Please Note that any Response to Entergy’s Comments by the WEQ BPS will be inserted here as point 2, under Section II, C.

2. WEQ BPS Response

Comment Form

Coordinate Interchange 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-002-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





: Ed Davis

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
: Entergy Services, Inc.

Email of Contact




:  edavis@entergy.com

Phone Number on Contact



:  504-310-5884

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

This NAESB Standard has many defined terms that have the same name as terms defined in the NERC Version 0 Standards Glossary. However, the definitions of these terms are different in the NAESB Standards than those same terms in the NERC V0 Glossary. The NAESB drafting teams did not have access to the NERC defined terms until NERC recently issued its V0 Glossary.

The industry potentially has terms defined by NAESB and NERC with different definitions which will lead to more confusion in the industry. For instance, the definition of “Reliability Coordinator” is very different in the NAESB Standards and the NERC V0 Glossary.

There is also the case that NAESB and NERC have different defined terms with the same meaning, word for word. 

NAESB TLR Standard

Reliability Area - The collection of generation, transmission, and loads within the boundaries of the Reliability Coordinator. Its boundary coincides with one or more Balancing Authority Areas. 
NERC V0 GLOSSARY

Reliability Coordinator Area - The collection of generation, transmission, and loads

within the boundaries of the Reliability Coordinator. Its boundary coincides with one or more Balancing Authority Areas.

Therefore, Entergy strongly suggests those terms defined by NERC not be included in the NAESB Standards. However, if NAESB does include the NERC defined terms they should be included in NAESB Standards as reference only with specific wording that these terms are defined by NERC. 

Specifically, we suggest NAESB delete from this Standard the following NERC defined terms:

Balancing Authority

Balancing Authority Area

Interchange Schedule

Interchange Transaction

Interchange Transaction Tag

Interconnection

Load-Serving Entity

Purchasing-Selling Entity

Reliability Coordinator

Sink Balancing Authority

Source Balancing Authority

Transmission Service Provider

JJD: The NERC and NAESB processes are independent enough that consistency of definitions can never be guaranteed.  However the BPS made every effort to ensure such consistency exists based on definitions available at the time of publication. This should be handled as a maintenance item.
Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

None

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

None

General Comments

None

D. Mirant Comments on CI

Comments Submitted by Entergy on CI

Comment Form

Coordinate Interchange 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-002-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





: Alan Johnson

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
: Mirant

Email of Contact




: alan.r.johnson@mirant.com

Phone Number on Contact



: (678) 579-3108

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

Several terms are listed that are also in the NERC glossary.  Because they are i) primarily reliability related terms and ii) the business practice is linked to several NERC standards, suggest utilizing the NERC definition.  The terms are as follows: Balancing Authority (BA), Balancing Authority Area, Interconnection, Load-Serving Entity (LSE), Purchasing-Selling Entity (PSE), Reliability Coordinator (RC), Sink Balancing Authority and Source Balancing Authority.

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

1.3 Believe the reference should be to NERC Version 0 Standard INT-001-0, Attachment 1-INT-001-0.

1.6 Believe the reference should be to NERC Version 0 Standard INT-001-0, Attachment 1-INT-001-0.

2.1 Do we really mean, “defer” here? The requesting PSE may certainly “delegate” the task to the Market Operator, but it shouldn’t be able to defer its responsibility to another entity.

6.0 Question whether this requirement is really a Version 1 issue.  Current NERC Policy 3, section 2.3 states that the tag should be submitted in the format established by each Interconnection.  For the Eastern Interconnection, such format is described in the Electronic Tagging Functional Specification.  For ERCOT the process is described in the ERCOT Reference Document. Couldn’t find support for the proposed business practice in current policy.

7.1 Believe the reference should be to NERC Version 0 Standard INT-004-0, Attachment 1-INT-004-0.

8.1 Believe the reference should be to NERC Version 0 Standard INT-004-0, Attachment 1-INT-004-0

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

Appendix A

· Interchange Transaction where the sink is in the Eastern Interconnection

· Current policy calls for the PSE to communicate tag information either by fax or telephone to all WECC BAs and TPs on the transaction path (see NERC Appendix 3A2 part B).  Was this intentionally left out of the proposed requirement (first bullet) based upon known practices? 

· References to NERC’s Version 0, Attachment 010-1 should be Standard INT-001-0, Attachment 1-INT-001-0.

· Interchange Transaction where the sink is in the Western Interconnection

· Under current policy (see NERC Appendix 3A2, part B), the requirement listed under the first bullet pertains to Pre-Scheduled transactions only.  Was the requirement modified based upon known practices or is this an oversight?

· For the requirements listed under the first two bullets, current NERC policy calls for the PSE to communicate tag information either by fax or telephone to all WECC BAs and TPs on the transaction path (see NERC Appendix 3A2 part B).  Was this intentionally left out of the proposed requirement (first bullet) based upon known practices?

· References to NERC’s Version 0, Attachment 010-1 should be Standard INT-001-0, Attachment 1-INT-001-0.

Appendix C

· Why was GPE replaced with PSE in this appendix? Doesn’t this change take away a right that an entity has today?  If so, isn’t that a Version 1 issue?

Appendix D

· Part A, section 1.1 – Is there such a thing as a MRD Transaction anymore? I thought NERC suspended that program about a year ago.

General Comments

Please Note that any Response to Mirant’s Comments by the WEQ BPS will be inserted here as point 2, under Section 
2. WEQ BPS Response

Comment Form

Coordinate Interchange 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-002-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





: Alan Johnson

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
: Mirant

Email of Contact




: alan.r.johnson@mirant.com

Phone Number on Contact



: (678) 579-3108

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

Several terms are listed that are also in the NERC glossary.  Because they are i) primarily reliability related terms and ii) the business practice is linked to several NERC standards, suggest utilizing the NERC definition.  The terms are as follows: Balancing Authority (BA), Balancing Authority Area, Interconnection, Load-Serving Entity (LSE), Purchasing-Selling Entity (PSE), Reliability Coordinator (RC), Sink Balancing Authority and Source Balancing Authority.

JJD: The NERC and NAESB processes are independent enough that consistency of definitions can never be guaranteed.  However the BPS made every effort to ensure such consistency exists based on definitions available at the time of publication. This should be handled as a maintenance item.
Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

1.4 Believe the reference should be to NERC Version 0 Standard INT-001-0, Attachment 1-INT-001-0.  JJD: Change should be incorporated as per BPS response to other comments on this standard

1.7 Believe the reference should be to NERC Version 0 Standard INT-001-0, Attachment 1-INT-001-0.  JJD: Change should be incorporated as per BPS response to other comments on this standard

2.2 Do we really mean, “defer” here? The requesting PSE may certainly “delegate” the task to the Market Operator, but it shouldn’t be able to defer its responsibility to another entity. JJD: Delegate would be an acceptable word change.

7.0 Question whether this requirement is really a Version 1 issue.  Current NERC Policy 3, section 2.3 states that the tag should be submitted in the format established by each Interconnection.  For the Eastern Interconnection, such format is described in the Electronic Tagging Functional Specification.  For ERCOT the process is described in the ERCOT Reference Document. Couldn’t find support for the proposed business practice in current policy.

7.2 Believe the reference should be to NERC Version 0 Standard INT-004-0, Attachment 1-INT-004-0. JJD: Change should be incorporated as per BPS response to other comments on this standard

8.2 Believe the reference should be to NERC Version 0 Standard INT-004-0, Attachment 1-INT-004-0 JJD: Change should be incorporated as per BPS response to other comments on this standard

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

Appendix A

· Interchange Transaction where the sink is in the Eastern Interconnection

· Current policy calls for the PSE to communicate tag information either by fax or telephone to all WECC BAs and TPs on the transaction path (see NERC Appendix 3A2 part B).  Was this intentionally left out of the proposed requirement (first bullet) based upon known practices? JJD: Yes?  

· References to NERC’s Version 0, Attachment 010-1 should be Standard INT-001-0, Attachment 1-INT-001-0.  JJD: Change should be incorporated as per BPS response to other comments on this standard

· Interchange Transaction where the sink is in the Western Interconnection

· Under current policy (see NERC Appendix 3A2, part B), the requirement listed under the first bullet pertains to Pre-Scheduled transactions only.  Was the requirement modified based upon known practices or is this an oversight? JJD: ???

· For the requirements listed under the first two bullets, current NERC policy calls for the PSE to communicate tag information either by fax or telephone to all WECC BAs and TPs on the transaction path (see NERC Appendix 3A2 part B).  Was this intentionally left out of the proposed requirement (first bullet) based upon known practices? JJD. Yes?

· References to NERC’s Version 0, Attachment 010-1 should be Standard INT-001-0, Attachment 1-INT-001-0.  JJD: Change should be incorporated as per BPS response to other comments on this standard

Appendix C

· Why was GPE replaced with PSE in this appendix? Doesn’t this change take away a right that an entity has today?  If so, isn’t that a Version 1 issue? JJD: Entities in Version 0 standards must be “Functional Model” entities.  GPE is not a functional model entity.  If PSE is not the appropriate Functional model entity, please specify what the appropriate FM entitity should be. (Roman?)

Appendix D

· Part A, section 1.1 – Is there such a thing as a MRD Transaction anymore? I thought NERC suspended that program about a year ago.  JJD: It is still contained in existing NERC Policy.  BPS recommends its removal as a Version 1 change.

General Comments

E. IRC Comments  to CI

Comment Form

Coordinate Interchange 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-002-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





:Karl Tammar


Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
:ISO-RTO Council – Standards Review

 Committee
Email of Contact




:Ktammar@nyiso.com

Phone Number on Contact



: 518-356-6205

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

Appendix A - Interchange Transaction Tagging Between Interconnections, Section A – Between ERCOT and Eastern Interconnections.

Requirements for coordination of ATC across the DC tie between SPP and ERCOT do not reflect the current practices as provided for in filed SPP tariffs and procedures.  ISO-RTO Council (“IRC”) concurs with SPP’s previously provided individual comments to Draft 2 to make appropriate changes to this section.  We are aware of the specific directive of the Version 0 drafting initiative the Business Practices Subcommittee is operating under which does not allow for any changes to the existing NERC requirements.    However, the IRC does not support the establishment of standards which employ practices that are known to be out of date.  It is the IRC’s understanding that NASEB elected not to include an out-of date ERCOT transaction curtailment process from NERC Policy 9 as part of the NAESB TLR Business Practice.  NAESB also elected not to include the WECC transaction curtailment process in the NAESB TLR Business Practice because it was not consistent to be included as a continental business standard.  
The requirements in Appendix A are also regional in nature and apply only between transactions across the ERCOT and SPP borders. We believe it is inappropriate for NAESB to include these regional ATC procedures in a continental standard for Coordinate Interchange.  
For these reasons, the IRC requests NAESB to remove Appendix A from the Version 0 Coordinate Interchange standard.   Any additional business requirements for coordinate interchange between ERCOT and SPP can be requested as Version 1 changes in the future.
General Comments


The IRC is concerned that the development of NAESB Version 0 Business Practices has resulted in requirements that have a greater impact on reliability requirements than anticipated when the JIC made its original assignment to NAESB.   It may not be the intent for these NAESB Business Practices to impact reliability any more than was considered by the JIC but it is impossible to understand any business practice’s impact on reliability until details of the requirements are known.   In addition, certain NAESB Ver 0 Business Practices are conflicting with requirements and procedures that are currently specified and developed by Regional Reliability Councils (RRC).  These NAESB standards, though intended to specify requirements for continental business practices, have an integral effect on how RRCs meet reliability requirements.  As such, the IRC recommends that NAESB review its proposed Business Practices to ensure Version 0 Business Practices do not conflict with RRC requirements and negatively impact reliability.
2. WEQ BPS Response

Comment Form

Coordinate Interchange 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-002-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





:Karl Tammar


Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
:ISO-RTO Council – Standards Review

 Committee

Email of Contact




:Ktammar@nyiso.com

Phone Number on Contact



: 518-356-6205

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

Appendix A - Interchange Transaction Tagging Between Interconnections, Section A – Between ERCOT and Eastern Interconnections.

Requirements for coordination of ATC across the DC tie between SPP and ERCOT do not reflect the current practices as provided for in filed SPP tariffs and procedures.  ISO-RTO Council (“IRC”) concurs with SPP’s previously provided individual comments to Draft 2 to make appropriate changes to this section.  We are aware of the specific directive of the Version 0 drafting initiative the Business Practices Subcommittee is operating under which does not allow for any changes to the existing NERC requirements.    However, the IRC does not support the establishment of standards which employ practices that are known to be out of date.  It is the IRC’s understanding that NASEB elected not to include an out-of date ERCOT transaction curtailment process from NERC Policy 9 as part of the NAESB TLR Business Practice.  NAESB also elected not to include the WECC transaction curtailment process in the NAESB TLR Business Practice because it was not consistent to be included as a continental business standard.  JJD: This comment is accurate.  The change requested does not reflect existing NERC Policy and was earmarked as a Version 1 change because we did not get verification from ERCOT that the change requested by SPP was appropriate.  If the EC desires to make the change, it can find the request in SPP’s comments to the second draft posting.

The requirements in Appendix A are also regional in nature and apply only between transactions across the ERCOT and SPP borders. We believe it is inappropriate for NAESB to include these regional ATC procedures in a continental standard for Coordinate Interchange.  JJD: The appendix is specific to transactions across SPP to ERCOT and is a direct conversion of NERC Policy 3. 

For these reasons, the IRC requests NAESB to remove Appendix A from the Version 0 Coordinate Interchange standard.   Any additional business requirements for coordinate interchange between ERCOT and SPP can be requested as Version 1 changes in the future.  JJD: If Appendix A were removed, there would not be any specifications regarding how a transaction is tagged across the SPP/ERCOT interface.  This would be an incomplete conversion of Policy 3.

General Comments

The IRC is concerned that the development of NAESB Version 0 Business Practices has resulted in requirements that have a greater impact on reliability requirements than anticipated when the JIC made its original assignment to NAESB.   It may not be the intent for these NAESB Business Practices to impact reliability any more than was considered by the JIC but it is impossible to understand any business practice’s impact on reliability until details of the requirements are known.   In addition, certain NAESB Ver 0 Business Practices are conflicting with requirements and procedures that are currently specified and developed by Regional Reliability Councils (RRC).  These NAESB standards, though intended to specify requirements for continental business practices, have an integral effect on how RRCs meet reliability requirements.  As such, the IRC recommends that NAESB review its proposed Business Practices to ensure Version 0 Business Practices do not conflict with RRC requirements and negatively impact reliability.

JJD: If these NAESB BPS have a negative impact on reliability, then the original NERC Policies had a negative impact on reliability.  If they conflict with RRC requirements, then so did the NERC Policies.  The BPS has no desire to create reliability problems, but its objective in this effort was to convert existing policy.

II, D.

E. Salt River Project (SRP) Comments on CI
1 Comments Submitted by SRP (Nolan) on CI
Comment Form

Coordinate Interchange 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-002-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





:
Gary Nolan

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
:
Salt River Project

Email of Contact




:
ganolan@srpnet.com

Phone Number on Contact



:
602.236.0922

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

Requirement 2 has “Transmission” capitalized even though it is not part of a defined term.

I believe Requirement 13 requiring the Sink BA to reload the tag after a curtailment is incorrect.  The entity who curtailed the tag originally knows how much and when to reload the tag.  This is critical because there is no requirement for the Scheduling Entity who had to curtail the tag to contact the Sink BA to advise them to reload it.

Around line 396, the word “Internet” is needlessly capitalized and then not capitalized.  At least be consistent.

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

Appendix A – NERC document referenced has had its name changed and needs corrected here.

Appendix B – The word “Component” is not a defined term and should not be capitalized.

“Tag Agent User” is fully capitalized in line 298 but not on line 295.  Be consistent.

From line 347-350, “Email” is neither a defined term nor a proper noun and therefore should not be capitalized.

General Comments

2. WEQ BPS Response to SRP (Nolan) Comments on CI

Comment Form

Coordinate Interchange 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-002-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





:
Gary Nolan

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
:
Salt River Project

Email of Contact




:
ganolan@srpnet.com

Phone Number on Contact



:
602.236.0922

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

Requirement 2 has “Transmission” capitalized even though it is not part of a defined term. JJD: Agree to make this change.

I believe Requirement 13 requiring the Sink BA to reload the tag after a curtailment is incorrect.  The entity who curtailed the tag originally knows how much and when to reload the tag.  This is critical because there is no requirement for the Scheduling Entity who had to curtail the tag to contact the Sink BA to advise them to reload it. JJD: This is specified correctly as per the TLR procedure.

Around line 396, the word “Internet” is needlessly capitalized and then not capitalized.  At least be consistent.  JJD: It is our understanding that when referring to “THE” Internet, the word is always capitalized.  ALSO, on line 415, the word “eity” should be “entity”.

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

Appendix A – NERC document referenced has had its name changed and needs corrected here.  JJD: NERC Changed their numbering scheme. The following should be the new references. NAESB Version 0 CI Std Requirement 1.3 references NERC Attachment 1-INT-001-0. NAESB Version 0 CI Std Requirement 7.1 and 8.1 references NERC Attachment 1-INT-004-0.

Appendix B – The word “Component” is not a defined term and should not be capitalized. JJD: agree, should make this change.

“Tag Agent User” is fully capitalized in line 298 but not on line 295.  Be consistent.  JJD: Line 295 should be capitalized.

From line 347-350, “Email” is neither a defined term nor a proper noun and therefore should not be capitalized. JJD: It is our understanding that “email” is appropriate and should therefore be changed.

General Comments

F. SRP (Pfeister) Comments on CI

2. Comments by SRP (Pfeister)

Comment Form

Coordinate Interchange 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-002-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





:
Michael Pfeister

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
:
Salt River Project

Email of Contact




:
MJPFEIST@srpnet.com

Phone Number on Contact



:
602.236.3970

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

2.1 - Not so sure this is a good idea for the PSE to defer this responsibility to the Market Operator. It makes more sense for the PSE to defer the tasks, yet the PSE should retain the responsibility.

6 - Why so specific on E-Tag 1.7.095?

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

General Comments

3. WEQ BPS Response to SRP (Pfeister) Comments on CI

Comment Form

Coordinate Interchange 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-002-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





:
Michael Pfeister

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
:
Salt River Project

Email of Contact




:
MJPFEIST@srpnet.com

Phone Number on Contact



:
602.236.3970

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

2.1 - Not so sure this is a good idea for the PSE to defer this responsibility to the Market Operator. It makes more sense for the PSE to defer the tasks, yet the PSE should retain the responsibility. JJD: This is an optional provision, not a requirement and is necessary for the organized markets such as PJM.

6 - Why so specific on E-Tag 1.7.095? JJD: This is a NAESB requirement.

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

General Comments

III. Inadvertent Interchange (II)
a. CAISO Comments on II

i. Comments Submitted by CAISO

Comment Form

Inadvertent Interchange 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-005-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





:
Gordon Brown

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
:
CAISO

Email of Contact




:
gbrown@caiso.com

Phone Number on Contact



:
(626) 537-2788

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

· The Definitions section contains a mismatched collection of definitions taken from various sources such as the Functional Model, NERC Terms and Policies, etc., many of which are still in the process of being updated.  I suggest that in order achieve a consistent set of definitions, we match NAESB Standards definition to the Glossary that will be incorporated in NERC Version 0 Standards.  To the extent that the NERC Version 0 definition does not satisfy the need for the NAESB Standard, i.e. requires more explanation, etc., NAESB would supply an appropriate definition, subject to reaching consensus the definition’s validity and/or appropriateness.   

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

· 1.1.1.2   it is important to ensure that the Reliability Coordinator is aware of Inadvertent Interchange payback transaction along with the BA and TSP.  

· 1.1.1.3   In the Western Interconnection, a bilateral inadvertent interchange payback of 25 MW or less does not require a NERC tag.

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

General Comments

· The term “Standard” is capitalized in some cases, lower cased in others.

· This Standard should be re-named “Inadvertent Interchange Payback” to separate it from NERC Version 0 Standard 006 Inadvertent Interchange, and any other inadvertent interchange procedures and practices, such as Inadvertent Interchange accounting.

· Under “Purpose”, there is a single statement … “(T)his standard defines the method(s) in which Inadvertent Energy is paid back.”   However, in the Western Interconnection, this is not entirely true.  Add some language to reflect the current process in the West, e.g. … “It should be recognized that this standard might not be fully applicable whenever Automatic Time Error Control is in effect in an Interconnection.”
· Applicability.  Ditto above.  Perhaps something like…”(T)his Standard applies to all NERC regions except the Western region whenever Automatic Time Error Control is in effect.”
ii. WEQ BPS Response to CAISO Comments on II

Comment Form

Inadvertent Interchange 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-005-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





:
Gordon Brown

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
:
CAISO

Email of Contact




:
gbrown@caiso.com

Phone Number on Contact



:
(626) 537-2788

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

· The Definitions section contains a mismatched collection of definitions taken from various sources such as the Functional Model, NERC Terms and Policies, etc., many of which are still in the process of being updated.  I suggest that in order achieve a consistent set of definitions, we match NAESB Standards definition to the Glossary that will be incorporated in NERC Version 0 Standards.  To the extent that the NERC Version 0 definition does not satisfy the need for the NAESB Standard, i.e. requires more explanation, etc., NAESB would supply an appropriate definition, subject to reaching consensus the definition’s validity and/or appropriateness.   JJD: See note on CAISO’s comments to Coordinate Interchange.
Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

· 1.1.1.2   it is important to ensure that the Reliability Coordinator is aware of Inadvertent Interchange payback transaction along with the BA and TSP.  JJD: This should happen automatically via the E-Tag except as indicated below.

· 1.1.1.3   In the Western Interconnection, a bilateral inadvertent interchange payback of 25 MW or less does not require a NERC tag. JJD: The WECC does have this waiver at NERC.  I am not sure how it can be accommodated in the NAESB standard.

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

General Comments

· The term “Standard” is capitalized in some cases, lower cased in others. JJD: should change to be lower case.

· This Standard should be re-named “Inadvertent Interchange Payback” to separate it from NERC Version 0 Standard 006 Inadvertent Interchange, and any other inadvertent interchange procedures and practices, such as Inadvertent Interchange accounting. JJD: acceptable change.

· Under “Purpose”, there is a single statement … “(T)his standard defines the method(s) in which Inadvertent Energy is paid back.”   However, in the Western Interconnection, this is not entirely true.  Add some language to reflect the current process in the West, e.g. … “It should be recognized that this standard might not be fully applicable whenever Automatic Time Error Control is in effect in an Interconnection.” JJD: NAESB Standards are voluntary. The WECC can decide not to adhere to the standard until FERC declares it to be mandatory.  At that time, the WECC can apply with the FERC for a waiver.  We can, if we desire, indicate in the applicability section that the standard does not apply to the WECC.  ALSO NOTE: The BPS asked whether the WECC wanted its procedures to be included in the standards as alternate procedures (we did this specifically on TLR and I think we did it on time error). They declined.Applicability.  Ditto above.  Perhaps something like…”(T)his Standard applies to all NERC regions except the Western region whenever Automatic Time Error Control is in effect.” Ditto above.
B. EntergyComments on II

1. Comments Submitted by Entergy on II

Comment Form

Inadvertent Interchange 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-005-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





: Ed Davis

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
: Entergy Services, Inc.

Email of Contact




: edavis@entergy.com

Phone Number on Contact



:  504-310-5884

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

This NAESB Standard has many defined terms that have the same name as terms defined in the NERC Version 0 Standards Glossary. However, the definitions of these terms are different in the NAESB Standards than those same terms in the NERC V0 Glossary. The NAESB drafting teams did not have access to the NERC defined terms until NERC recently issued its V0 Glossary.

The industry potentially has terms defined by NAESB and NERC with different definitions which will lead to more confusion in the industry. For instance, the definition of “Reliability Coordinator” is very different in the NAESB Standards and the NERC V0 Glossary.

There is also the case that NAESB and NERC have different defined terms with the same meaning, word for word. 

NAESB TLR Standard

Reliability Area - The collection of generation, transmission, and loads within the boundaries of the Reliability Coordinator. Its boundary coincides with one or more Balancing Authority Areas. 
NERC V0 GLOSSARY

Reliability Coordinator Area - The collection of generation, transmission, and loads

within the boundaries of the Reliability Coordinator. Its boundary coincides with one or more Balancing Authority Areas.

Therefore, Entergy strongly suggests those terms defined by NERC not be included in the NAESB Standards. However, if NAESB does include the NERC defined terms they should be included in NAESB Standards as reference only with specific wording that these terms are defined by NERC. 

Specifically, we suggest NAESB delete from this Standard the following NERC defined terms:

Area Control Error

Balancing Authority

Balancing Authority Area

Control Performance Standard – CPS

Inadvertent Interchange

Interchange Schedule

Interconnection

Transmission Service Provider

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

General Comments

It is stated in this draft Standard that it applies to “all NERC regions”. However, all the other NAESB Standards state the types of entities to whom the NAESB Standard applies. Therefore, we suggest adding Balancing Authorities and Transmission Service Providers to the Applicability section of this Standard.

Please Note that any Response to Entergy’s Comments by the WEQ BPS will be inserted here as point 2, under Section III, B.

2. WEQ BPS 

Comment Form

Inadvertent Interchange 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-005-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





: Ed Davis

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
: Entergy Services, Inc.

Email of Contact




: edavis@entergy.com

Phone Number on Contact



:  504-310-5884

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

This NAESB Standard has many defined terms that have the same name as terms defined in the NERC Version 0 Standards Glossary. However, the definitions of these terms are different in the NAESB Standards than those same terms in the NERC V0 Glossary. The NAESB drafting teams did not have access to the NERC defined terms until NERC recently issued its V0 Glossary.

The industry potentially has terms defined by NAESB and NERC with different definitions which will lead to more confusion in the industry. For instance, the definition of “Reliability Coordinator” is very different in the NAESB Standards and the NERC V0 Glossary.

There is also the case that NAESB and NERC have different defined terms with the same meaning, word for word. 

NAESB TLR Standard

Reliability Area - The collection of generation, transmission, and loads within the boundaries of the Reliability Coordinator. Its boundary coincides with one or more Balancing Authority Areas. 
NERC V0 GLOSSARY

Reliability Coordinator Area - The collection of generation, transmission, and loads

within the boundaries of the Reliability Coordinator. Its boundary coincides with one or more Balancing Authority Areas.

Therefore, Entergy strongly suggests those terms defined by NERC not be included in the NAESB Standards. However, if NAESB does include the NERC defined terms they should be included in NAESB Standards as reference only with specific wording that these terms are defined by NERC. 

Specifically, we suggest NAESB delete from this Standard the following NERC defined terms:

Area Control Error

Balancing Authority

Balancing Authority Area

Control Performance Standard – CPS

Inadvertent Interchange

Interchange Schedule

Interconnection

Transmission Service Provider

JJD: The NERC and NAESB processes are independent enough that consistency of definitions can never be guaranteed.  However the BPS made every effort to ensure such consistency exists based on definitions available at the time of publication. This should be handled as a maintenance item.
Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

General Comments

It is stated in this draft Standard that it applies to “all NERC regions”. However, all the other NAESB Standards state the types of entities to whom the NAESB Standard applies. Therefore, we suggest adding Balancing Authorities and Transmission Service Providers to the Applicability section of this Standard.

JJD: This BPS sees no harm in this change/addition.

C. IRC Comments


1. Comments Submitted

Comment Form

Coordinate Interchange 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-002-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





:Karl Tammar


Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
:ISO-RTO Council – Standards Review

 Committee
Email of Contact




:Ktammar@nyiso.com

Phone Number on Contact



: 518-356-6205

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

Appendix A - Interchange Transaction Tagging Between Interconnections, Section A – Between ERCOT and Eastern Interconnections.

Requirements for coordination of ATC across the DC tie between SPP and ERCOT do not reflect the current practices as provided for in filed SPP tariffs and procedures.  ISO-RTO Council (“IRC”) concurs with SPP’s previously provided individual comments to Draft 2 to make appropriate changes to this section.  We are aware of the specific directive of the Version 0 drafting initiative the Business Practices Subcommittee is operating under which does not allow for any changes to the existing NERC requirements.    However, the IRC does not support the establishment of standards which employ practices that are known to be out of date.  It is the IRC’s understanding that NASEB elected not to include an out-of date ERCOT transaction curtailment process from NERC Policy 9 as part of the NAESB TLR Business Practice.  NAESB also elected not to include the WECC transaction curtailment process in the NAESB TLR Business Practice because it was not consistent to be included as a continental business standard.  
The requirements in Appendix A are also regional in nature and apply only between transactions across the ERCOT and SPP borders. We believe it is inappropriate for NAESB to include these regional ATC procedures in a continental standard for Coordinate Interchange.  
For these reasons, the IRC requests NAESB to remove Appendix A from the Version 0 Coordinate Interchange standard.   Any additional business requirements for coordinate interchange between ERCOT and SPP can be requested as Version 1 changes in the future.
General Comments


The IRC is concerned that the development of NAESB Version 0 Business Practices has resulted in requirements that have a greater impact on reliability requirements than anticipated when the JIC made its original assignment to NAESB.   It may not be the intent for these NAESB Business Practices to impact reliability any more than was considered by the JIC but it is impossible to understand any business practice’s impact on reliability until details of the requirements are known.   In addition, certain NAESB Ver 0 Business Practices are conflicting with requirements and procedures that are currently specified and developed by Regional Reliability Councils (RRC).  These NAESB standards, though intended to specify requirements for continental business practices, have an integral effect on how RRCs meet reliability requirements.  As such, the IRC recommends that NAESB review its proposed Business Practices to ensure Version 0 Business Practices do not conflict with RRC requirements and negatively impact reliability.
2. WEQ BPS Response
Comment Form

Inadvertent Interchange 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-005-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





:
Karl Tammar
Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
:
ISO RTO Council - SRC

Email of Contact




:
ktammar@nyiso.com

Phone Number on Contact



:
518.356.6205

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

· 1.1.1.3   In the Western Interconnection, a bilateral inadvertent interchange payback of 25 MW or less does not require a NERC tag.  Noting the regional differences. JJD: The WECC does have this waiver at NERC.  I am not sure how it can be accommodated in the NAESB standard.
Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

General Comments

The IRC is concerned that the development of NAESB Version 0 Business Practices has resulted in requirements that have a greater impact on reliability requirements than anticipated when the JIC made its original assignment to NAESB.   It may not be the intent for these NAESB Business Practices to impact reliability any more than was considered by the JIC but it is impossible to understand any business practice’s impact on reliability until details of the requirements are known.   In addition, certain NAESB Ver 0 Business Practices are conflicting with requirements and procedures that are currently specified and developed by Regional Reliability Councils (RRC).  These NAESB standards, though intended to specify requirements for continental business practices, have an integral effect on how RRCs meet reliability requirements.  As such, the IRC recommends that NAESB review its proposed Business Practices to ensure Version 0 Business Practices do not conflict with RRC requirements and negatively impact reliability.

JJD: If these NAESB BPS have a negative impact on reliability, then the original NERC Policies had a negative impact on reliability.  If they conflict with RRC requirements, then so did the NERC Policies.  The BPS has no desire to create reliability problems, but its objective in this effort was to convert existing policy.

C. Mirant Comments on II

1. Comments Submitted by Mirant on II

Comment Form

Inadvertent Interchange 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-005-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





: Alan Johnson

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
: Mirant

Email of Contact




: alan.r.johnson@mirant.com

Phone Number on Contact



: (678) 579-3108

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

· Consideration should be given to matching defined terms to those within NERC’s Glossary of Terms Used in Reliability Standards-Draft 3.  Specifically referring to the definitions for Area Control Error (ACE), Balancing Authority (BA), Balancing Authority Area, Interchange Schedule, and Interconnection.

· Suggest replacement of “CPS” and its definition with the following: “Control Performance Standard (CPS) – The reliability standard that sets the limits of a Balancing Authority’s Area Control Error over a specified time period.”

· In the definition of Inadvertent Interchange should capitalize the first letter of “Net Actual Interchange” and “Net Scheduled Interchange”, as they are defined terms.

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

1.1.1 NERC Policy 1.F.5.1.1, from which this requirement is taken, refers the user to Policy 3 for Interchange Scheduling Requirements.  This requirement makes no reference to the appropriate NERC standard or NAESB business practice that has been translated from the relevant portion(s) of NERC Policy 3.  As such, the proposed requirement appears to be incomplete without this important detail.  The complication here is that the relevant sections are spread over several NERC standards and NAESB business practices.

1.1.1.2
NERC Policy 1.F.5.1.1.2, from which this requirement is taken, notes that the agreement on a schedule must be in accordance with NERC Policy 3.  This requirement makes no reference to the appropriate NERC standard or NAESB business practice that is comparable to the relevant portion of Policy 3.  As such, the proposed requirement appears to be incomplete without this important detail.  The proper reference may be NERC standard INT-003-0, Interchange Transaction Implementation.

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

· Looks good.  Taken verbatim from existing NERC policy (Policy 1, Appendix 1F.C)

General Comments

Please Note that any Response to Mirant’s Comments by the WEQ BPS will be inserted here as point 2, under Section III, C.

2. WEQ BPS Response

Comment Form

Inadvertent Interchange 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-005-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





: Alan Johnson

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
: Mirant

Email of Contact




: alan.r.johnson@mirant.com

Phone Number on Contact



: (678) 579-3108

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

· Consideration should be given to matching defined terms to those within NERC’s Glossary of Terms Used in Reliability Standards-Draft 3.  Specifically referring to the definitions for Area Control Error (ACE), Balancing Authority (BA), Balancing Authority Area, Interchange Schedule, and Interconnection.

· Suggest replacement of “CPS” and its definition with the following: “Control Performance Standard (CPS) – The reliability standard that sets the limits of a Balancing Authority’s Area Control Error over a specified time period.”

· In the definition of Inadvertent Interchange should capitalize the first letter of “Net Actual Interchange” and “Net Scheduled Interchange”, as they are defined terms.

JJD: The NERC and NAESB processes are independent enough that consistency of definitions can never be guaranteed.  However the BPS made every effort to ensure such consistency exists based on definitions available at the time of publication. This should be handled as a maintenance item.
Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

1.1.2 NERC Policy 1.F.5.1.1, from which this requirement is taken, refers the user to Policy 3 for Interchange Scheduling Requirements.  This requirement makes no reference to the appropriate NERC standard or NAESB business practice that has been translated from the relevant portion(s) of NERC Policy 3.  As such, the proposed requirement appears to be incomplete without this important detail.  The complication here is that the relevant sections are spread over several NERC standards and NAESB business practices.  JJD: The reference in original NERC Policy 1.F.5.1.1 is an informational only note and does not represent or imply additional requirements (e.g. “if you want more info on tagging, refer to …”).  As such, it was removed from the standard requirements.

1.1.1.2
NERC Policy 1.F.5.1.1.2, from which this requirement is taken, notes that the agreement on a schedule must be in accordance with NERC Policy 3.  This requirement makes no reference to the appropriate NERC standard or NAESB business practice that is comparable to the relevant portion of Policy 3.  As such, the proposed requirement appears to be incomplete without this important detail.  The proper reference may be NERC standard INT-003-0, Interchange Transaction Implementation. JJD: The BPS does not agree that ino ncluding this reference would make the standard incomplete.  NERC standard INT-003-0 applies whether this requirement includes the reference or not.  Theoretically, the reference could be added, but it would provide only limited additional clarity to the standard while adding the significant burden of “reference maintenance”.  

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

· Looks good.  Taken verbatim from existing NERC policy (Policy 1, Appendix 1F.C)

General Comments

D. NERC Comments on II

1. NERC Submitted Comments

Comment Form

Inadvertent Interchange 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-005-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





:Carl Monroe, NERC RS Chairman

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
:NERC Resources Subcommittee

Email of Contact




:cmonroe@spp.org

Phone Number on Contact



:501 664 0146

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

General Comments

The NERC Resources Subcommittee recommends the name of this NAESB Business Practice Standard be “Inadvertent Interchange Payback” since Payback is used throughout the standard.

The RS would also be satisfied with “Inadvertent Interchange Settlement” as the title. 

2. WEQ BPS Response to NERC Comments on II

Comment Form

Inadvertent Interchange 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-005-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





:Carl Monroe, NERC RS Chairman

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
:NERC Resources Subcommittee

Email of Contact




:cmonroe@spp.org

Phone Number on Contact



:501 664 0146

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

General Comments

The NERC Resources Subcommittee recommends the name of this NAESB Business Practice Standard be “Inadvertent Interchange Payback” since Payback is used throughout the standard. JJD: This is an acceptable change.

The RS would also be satisfied with “Inadvertent Interchange Settlement” as the title. JJD: Same as above.
IV. Time Error
A. 
Allegheny Comments on Time Error

1. Comments Submitted by Allegheny

Comment Form

Time Error 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-004-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





: William J. Smith

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
: Allegheny Power

Email of Contact




: wsmith1@alleghenypower.com

Phone Number on Contact



: (724) 838-6552

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

WECCNet – The term was added to the definition section but the definition was omitted.

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

General Comments

2. WEQ BPS Response to Allegheny on Time Error

Comment Form

Time Error 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-004-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





: William J. Smith

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
: Allegheny Power

Email of Contact




: wsmith1@alleghenypower.com

Phone Number on Contact



: (724) 838-6552

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

WECCNet – The term was added to the definition section but the definition was omitted. JJD: Agreed. Use definition in Mirant comments.

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

General Comments

B. 
CAISO Comments on Time Error

1. Comments Submitted by CAISO

Comment Form

Time Error 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-004-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





:
Gordon Brown

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
:
CAISO

Email of Contact




:
gbrown@caiso.com

Phone Number on Contact



:
(626) 537-2788

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

· The Definitions section contains a mismatched collection of definitions taken from various sources such as the Functional Model, NERC Terms and Policies, etc., many of which are still in the process of being updated.  I suggest that in order achieve a consistent set of definitions, we match NAESB Standards definition to the Glossary that will be incorporated in NERC Version 0 Standards.  To the extent that the NERC Version 0 definition does not satisfy the need for the NAESB Standard, i.e. requires more explanation, etc., NAESB would supply an appropriate definition, subject to reaching consensus the definition’s validity and/or appropriateness.   

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

· 1.1
This section appears to be entirely unnecessary.  If a BA normally operates asynchronous to an Interconnection and they establish their own time error control bands, the BA has not reason or necessity to notify the Interconnection Time Monitor of the bands being utilized, or to provide notification when they are changed.  If that BA has the ability to connect with an Interconnection, then it will become subject to Interconnection rules, and thus Time Error notification upon paralleling with the Interconnection.  

· 4.
This section reflects manual time error correction practices in the Eastern Interconnection and ignores practices in the West whenever the WECC is not operating under Automatic Time Error control (WATEC).  Add language to reflect separate Western Interconnection practices for time when the WECC is not operating under WATEC, e.g. …”(T)ime Error Corrections shall be initiated at the discretion of the Time Error Monitor.  Notice shall be given at least 20 minutes before the time error is to start and/or stop”.  The West does not have any prohibition against initiating manual time error corrections during certain hours of any day, and it should remain that way.

· 5
West manual time error corrections will be initiated at + or – 5 seconds, not 2.

· 10
should begin with the statement…”(A)ny Reliability Coordinator in an Interconnection shall have the authority to terminate a manual time error correction in progress, or a scheduled manual time error correction that has not begun, for reliability considerations”.  Adding this statement will allow the reader to understand how and why a “premature termination” can occur.

General Comments

· The title of this Standard should be changed to Manual Time Error Correction to separate this Standard from any other type of time error correction methodology such as Automatic Time Error Correction which is part of the WECC ACE expression

· Applicability:

· Add “Reliability Coordinators”

· Add language to the effect that this Standard applies to all Interconnections unless an Interconnection is operating in the automatic time error correction AGC mode.  

3. WEQ BPS Response to CAISO Comments on Time Error

Comment Form

Time Error 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-004-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





:
Gordon Brown

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
:
CAISO

Email of Contact




:
gbrown@caiso.com

Phone Number on Contact



:
(626) 537-2788

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

· The Definitions section contains a mismatched collection of definitions taken from various sources such as the Functional Model, NERC Terms and Policies, etc., many of which are still in the process of being updated.  I suggest that in order achieve a consistent set of definitions, we match NAESB Standards definition to the Glossary that will be incorporated in NERC Version 0 Standards.  To the extent that the NERC Version 0 definition does not satisfy the need for the NAESB Standard, i.e. requires more explanation, etc., NAESB would supply an appropriate definition, subject to reaching consensus the definition’s validity and/or appropriateness.   JJD: See note on CAISO’s comments to Coordinate Interchange.

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

· 1.1
This section appears to be entirely unnecessary.  If a BA normally operates asynchronous to an Interconnection and they establish their own time error control bands, the BA has not reason or necessity to notify the Interconnection Time Monitor of the bands being utilized, or to provide notification when they are changed.  If that BA has the ability to connect with an Interconnection, then it will become subject to Interconnection rules, and thus Time Error notification upon paralleling with the Interconnection.  JJD: The BPS disagrees with this comment because of the NERC reliability requirement that all time error correction being coordinated by the Interconnection Time Monitor.

· 4.
This section reflects manual time error correction practices in the Eastern Interconnection and ignores practices in the West whenever the WECC is not operating under Automatic Time Error control (WATEC).  Add language to reflect separate Western Interconnection practices for time when the WECC is not operating under WATEC, e.g. …”(T)ime Error Corrections shall be initiated at the discretion of the Time Error Monitor.  Notice shall be given at least 20 minutes before the time error is to start and/or stop”.  The West does not have any prohibition against initiating manual time error corrections during certain hours of any day, and it should remain that way. JJD: NAESB Standards are voluntary. The WECC can decide not to adhere to the standard until FERC declares it to be mandatory.  At that time, the WECC can apply with the FERC for a waiver.  We can, if we desire, indicate in the applicability section that the standard does not apply to the WECC.

· 5
West manual time error corrections will be initiated at + or – 5 seconds, not 2. JJD: This is not specified in the NERC Policy.

· 10
should begin with the statement…”(A)ny Reliability Coordinator in an Interconnection shall have the authority to terminate a manual time error correction in progress, or a scheduled manual time error correction that has not begun, for reliability considerations”.  Adding this statement will allow the reader to understand how and why a “premature termination” can occur. JJD: See no problem with this addition.

General Comments

· The title of this Standard should be changed to Manual Time Error Correction to separate this Standard from any other type of time error correction methodology such as Automatic Time Error Correction which is part of the WECC ACE expression JJD: See no problem here.
· Applicability:

· Add “Reliability Coordinators”

· Add language to the effect that this Standard applies to all Interconnections unless an Interconnection is operating in the automatic time error correction AGC mode.  JJD: Or, applicability could exclude the west.

,,

WEQ BPS Response
Comment Form

Time Error 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-004-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





:
Gordon Brown

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
:
CAISO

Email of Contact




:
gbrown@caiso.com

Phone Number on Contact



:
(626) 537-2788

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

· The Definitions section contains a mismatched collection of definitions taken from various sources such as the Functional Model, NERC Terms and Policies, etc., many of which are still in the process of being updated.  I suggest that in order achieve a consistent set of definitions, we match NAESB Standards definition to the Glossary that will be incorporated in NERC Version 0 Standards.  To the extent that the NERC Version 0 definition does not satisfy the need for the NAESB Standard, i.e. requires more explanation, etc., NAESB would supply an appropriate definition, subject to reaching consensus the definition’s validity and/or appropriateness.   JJD: See note on CAISO’s comments to Coordinate Interchange.

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

· 1.1
This section appears to be entirely unnecessary.  If a BA normally operates asynchronous to an Interconnection and they establish their own time error control bands, the BA has not reason or necessity to notify the Interconnection Time Monitor of the bands being utilized, or to provide notification when they are changed.  If that BA has the ability to connect with an Interconnection, then it will become subject to Interconnection rules, and thus Time Error notification upon paralleling with the Interconnection.  JJD: The BPS disagrees with this comment because of the NERC reliability requirement that all time error correction being coordinated by the Interconnection Time Monitor.

· 4.
This section reflects manual time error correction practices in the Eastern Interconnection and ignores practices in the West whenever the WECC is not operating under Automatic Time Error control (WATEC).  Add language to reflect separate Western Interconnection practices for time when the WECC is not operating under WATEC, e.g. …”(T)ime Error Corrections shall be initiated at the discretion of the Time Error Monitor.  Notice shall be given at least 20 minutes before the time error is to start and/or stop”.  The West does not have any prohibition against initiating manual time error corrections during certain hours of any day, and it should remain that way. JJD: NAESB Standards are voluntary. The WECC can decide not to adhere to the standard until FERC declares it to be mandatory.  At that time, the WECC can apply with the FERC for a waiver.  We can, if we desire, indicate in the applicability section that the standard does not apply to the WECC.

· 5
West manual time error corrections will be initiated at + or – 5 seconds, not 2. JJD: This change would represent a change in intent to existing NERC Policy.  However, it has come to the attention of the BPS that the WECC has a NERC waiver on this.  If the EC wants to honor that waiver, it would be appropriate to change the WECC portion of the table.

· 10
should begin with the statement…”(A)ny Reliability Coordinator in an Interconnection shall have the authority to terminate a manual time error correction in progress, or a scheduled manual time error correction that has not begun, for reliability considerations”.  Adding this statement will allow the reader to understand how and why a “premature termination” can occur. JJD: See no problem with this addition.

General Comments

· The title of this Standard should be changed to Manual Time Error Correction to separate this Standard from any other type of time error correction methodology such as Automatic Time Error Correction which is part of the WECC ACE expressionJJD: See no problem here.

· Applicability:

· Add “Reliability Coordinators”

· Add language to the effect that this Standard applies to all Interconnections unless an Interconnection is operating in the automatic time error correction AGC mode.  JJD: Or, applicability could exclude the west.

C. Entergy Comments to Time Error

1.
Comments Submitted by Entergy

Comment Form

Time Error 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-004-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





: Ed Davis

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
: Entergy Services, Inc.

Email of Contact




: edavis@entergy.com

Phone Number on Contact



:  504-310-5884

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

This NAESB Standard has many defined terms that have the same name as terms defined in the NERC Version 0 Standards Glossary. However, the definitions of these terms are different in the NAESB Standards than those same terms in the NERC V0 Glossary. The NAESB drafting teams did not have access to the NERC defined terms until NERC recently issued its V0 Glossary.

The industry potentially has terms defined by NAESB and NERC with different definitions which will lead to more confusion in the industry. For instance, the definition of “Reliability Coordinator” is very different in the NAESB Standards and the NERC V0 Glossary.

There is also the case that NAESB and NERC have different defined terms with the same meaning, word for word. 

NAESB TLR Standard

Reliability Area - The collection of generation, transmission, and loads within the boundaries of the Reliability Coordinator. Its boundary coincides with one or more Balancing Authority Areas. 
NERC V0 GLOSSARY

Reliability Coordinator Area - The collection of generation, transmission, and loads

within the boundaries of the Reliability Coordinator. Its boundary coincides with one or more Balancing Authority Areas.

Therefore, Entergy strongly suggests those terms defined by NERC not be included in the NAESB Standards. However, if NAESB does include the NERC defined terms they should be included in NAESB Standards as reference only with specific wording that these terms are defined by NERC. 

Specifically, we suggest NAESB delete from this Standard the following NERC defined terms:

Balancing Authority

Balancing Authority Area

Frequency Bias Setting

Interchange Schedule

Interconnection

Time Error

Time Error Correction

Also, there is no definition of WECCNet. Please include a definition or delete this word from the definition list.

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

None.

General Comments

Please Note that any Response to Entergy’s Comments by the WEQ BPS will be inserted here as point 2, under Section IV, C.

2. WEQ BPS Response
Comment Form

Time Error 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-004-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





: Ed Davis

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
: Entergy Services, Inc.

Email of Contact




: edavis@entergy.com

Phone Number on Contact



:  504-310-5884

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

This NAESB Standard has many defined terms that have the same name as terms defined in the NERC Version 0 Standards Glossary. However, the definitions of these terms are different in the NAESB Standards than those same terms in the NERC V0 Glossary. The NAESB drafting teams did not have access to the NERC defined terms until NERC recently issued its V0 Glossary.

The industry potentially has terms defined by NAESB and NERC with different definitions which will lead to more confusion in the industry. For instance, the definition of “Reliability Coordinator” is very different in the NAESB Standards and the NERC V0 Glossary.

There is also the case that NAESB and NERC have different defined terms with the same meaning, word for word. 

NAESB TLR Standard

Reliability Area - The collection of generation, transmission, and loads within the boundaries of the Reliability Coordinator. Its boundary coincides with one or more Balancing Authority Areas. 
NERC V0 GLOSSARY

Reliability Coordinator Area - The collection of generation, transmission, and loads

within the boundaries of the Reliability Coordinator. Its boundary coincides with one or more Balancing Authority Areas.

Therefore, Entergy strongly suggests those terms defined by NERC not be included in the NAESB Standards. However, if NAESB does include the NERC defined terms they should be included in NAESB Standards as reference only with specific wording that these terms are defined by NERC. 

Specifically, we suggest NAESB delete from this Standard the following NERC defined terms:

Balancing Authority

Balancing Authority Area

Frequency Bias Setting

Interchange Schedule

Interconnection

Time Error

Time Error Correction

Also, there is no definition of WECCNet. Please include a definition or delete this word from the definition list.

JJD: The NERC and NAESB processes are independent enough that consistency of definitions can never be guaranteed.  However the BPS made every effort to ensure such consistency exists based on definitions available at the time of publication. This should be handled as a maintenance item.
Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

None.

General Comments

D. IRC Comments to Time Error

Comment Form

Time Error 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-004-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





:
Karl Tammar


Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
:
ISO/RTO Council – Standards

 Review Committee

Email of Contact




:
ktammar@nyiso.com


Phone Number on Contact



:
518.356.6205

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

· The Definitions section contains a mismatched collection of definitions taken from various sources such as the Functional Model, NERC Terms and Policies, etc., many of which are still in the process of being updated.  In order achieve a consistent set of definitions, matching NAESB Standards definitions to the Glossary that will be incorporated in NERC Version 0 Standards would eliminate duplication.  To the extent that a NERC Version 0 definition does not satisfy the NAESB Standard’s need, i.e. requires more explanation, etc., NAESB could supply an appropriate definition, subject to reaching consensus the definition’s validity and/or appropriateness.   

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

· 1.1
If a BA normally operates asynchronous to an Interconnection and they establish their own time error control bands, the BA has no reason or necessity to notify the Interconnection Time Monitor of the bands being utilized, or to provide notification when they are changed.  If that BA has the ability to connect with an Interconnection, then it will become subject to Interconnection rules of that region, and thus Time Error notification upon paralleling with the Interconnection.  

· 4.
This section reflects manual time error correction practices in the Eastern Interconnection and ignores regional practices in the West whenever the WECC is not operating under Automatic Time Error control (WATEC).  

· The IRC is concerned about the impact of this standard on the regional diversity and the varying requirements that is in existence at this time.

General Comments

The IRC is concerned that the development of NAESB Version 0 Business Practices has resulted in requirements that have a greater impact on reliability requirements than anticipated when the JIC made its original assignment to NAESB.   It may not be the intent for these NAESB Business Practices to impact reliability any more than was considered by the JIC but it is impossible to understand any business practice’s impact on reliability until details of the requirements are known.   In addition, certain NAESB Ver 0 Business Practices are conflicting with requirements and procedures that are currently specified and developed by Regional Reliability Councils (RRC).  These NAESB standards, though intended to specify requirements for continental business practices, have an integral effect on how RRCs meet reliability requirements.  As such, the IRC recommends that NAESB review its proposed Business Practices to ensure Version 0 Business Practices do not conflict with RRC requirements and negatively impact reliability.

2. WEQ BPS Response

Comment Form

Time Error 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-004-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





:
Karl Tammar


Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
:
ISO/RTO Council – Standards

 Review Committee

Email of Contact




:
ktammar@nyiso.com


Phone Number on Contact



:
518.356.6205

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

· The Definitions section contains a mismatched collection of definitions taken from various sources such as the Functional Model, NERC Terms and Policies, etc., many of which are still in the process of being updated.  In order achieve a consistent set of definitions, matching NAESB Standards definitions to the Glossary that will be incorporated in NERC Version 0 Standards would eliminate duplication.  To the extent that a NERC Version 0 definition does not satisfy the NAESB Standard’s need, i.e. requires more explanation, etc., NAESB could supply an appropriate definition, subject to reaching consensus the definition’s validity and/or appropriateness.  JJD: The NERC and NAESB processes are independent enough that it is not possible to guarantee consistency in definitions and terms.  The BPS made every effort to keep the definitions as consistent as possible.  Ultimately, this must be handled as a maintenance item.

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

· 1.1
If a BA normally operates asynchronous to an Interconnection and they establish their own time error control bands, the BA has no reason or necessity to notify the Interconnection Time Monitor of the bands being utilized, or to provide notification when they are changed.  If that BA has the ability to connect with an Interconnection, then it will become subject to Interconnection rules of that region, and thus Time Error notification upon paralleling with the Interconnection.  JJD: NERC Policy did not specify these exceptions.

· 4.
This section reflects manual time error correction practices in the Eastern Interconnection and ignores regional practices in the West whenever the WECC is not operating under Automatic Time Error control (WATEC).  JJD: NAESB Standards are voluntary. The WECC can decide not to adhere to the standard until FERC declares it to be mandatory.  At that time, the WECC can apply with the FERC for a waiver.  We can, if we desire, indicate in the applicability section that the standard does not apply to the WECC.

· The IRC is concerned about the impact of this standard on the regional diversity and the varying requirements that is in existence at this time. JJD: To the extent that the regions participate in the process, they can request changes to the NAESB standards to reflect their variances.  The NERC policy did not specify these variances.

General Comments

The IRC is concerned that the development of NAESB Version 0 Business Practices has resulted in requirements that have a greater impact on reliability requirements than anticipated when the JIC made its original assignment to NAESB.   It may not be the intent for these NAESB Business Practices to impact reliability any more than was considered by the JIC but it is impossible to understand any business practice’s impact on reliability until details of the requirements are known.   In addition, certain NAESB Ver 0 Business Practices are conflicting with requirements and procedures that are currently specified and developed by Regional Reliability Councils (RRC).  These NAESB standards, though intended to specify requirements for continental business practices, have an integral effect on how RRCs meet reliability requirements.  As such, the IRC recommends that NAESB review its proposed Business Practices to ensure Version 0 Business Practices do not conflict with RRC requirements and negatively impact reliability.

JJD: If these NAESB BPS have a negative impact on reliability, then the original NERC Policies had a negative impact on reliability.  If they conflict with RRC requirements, then so did the NERC Policies.  The BPS has no desire to create reliability problems, but its objective in this effort was to convert existing policy.

D. Mirants Comments to Time Error
1. Comments Submitted by Mirant

Comment Form

Time Error 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-004-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





: Alan Johnson

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
: Mirant 

Email of Contact




: alan.r.johnson@mirant.com

Phone Number on Contact



: (678) 579-3108

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

· With the exception of Leap Second and WECCNet, all of the definitions differ from those contained within NERC’s Version 0 Draft 3 Glossary.  Although I would agree that the “gist” of the definitions is generally the same, I believe that the definitions should be identical to minimize confusion.  Given that the terms are primarily reliability in nature and that the Version 0 concept is “no changes”, NAESB should incorporate the applicable NERC definitions into this business practice.

· Proposed definition for WECCNet, which was left blank.

WECCNet – a messaging system used by the Western Electric Coordinating Council (WECC) for use by participating utility’s dispatchers and network administrators.

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

1.1 
Current NERC policy calls for notification to the NERC Resources Subcommittee, not the Interconnection Time Monitor.  In the spirit of Version 0 (i.e., no policy changes) suggest either i) substituting Interconnection Time Monitor with NERC Resources Subcommittee or ii) adding “and the NERC Resources Subcommittee” after Interconnection Time Monitor

7.0
Suggest replacing this standard with the following language from NERC standard BAL-004-0, R3 that reads as follows:

“Each Balancing Authority, when requested, shall participate in a Time Error Correction by one of the following methods:”

7.1 Suggest replacing this standard with the following language from NERC standard BAL-004-0, R3.1 which reads as follows:

“The Balancing Authority shall offset its frequency schedule by 0.02 Hertz, leaving the Frequency Bias Setting normal; or”

7.2 Suggest replacing this standard with the following language from NERC standard BAL-004-0, R3.2 which reads as follows:

“The Balancing Authority shall offset its Net Interchange Schedule (MW) by an amount equal to the computed bias contribution during a 0.02 Frequency Deviation  (i.e., 20% of the Frequency Bias Setting).”

General Comments

NERC reliability standard BAL-004-0, Time Error Correction, requirement R2, references this NAESB business practice.  As such, it should be compatible with the NERC standard and existing NERC policy (Policy 1D).  Acceptance of the changes proposed above will meet that objective.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment

2. WEQ BPS Response to Mirant’s Comments
Comment Form

Time Error 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-004-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





: Alan Johnson

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
: Mirant 

Email of Contact




: alan.r.johnson@mirant.com

Phone Number on Contact



: (678) 579-3108

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

· With the exception of Leap Second and WECCNet, all of the definitions differ from those contained within NERC’s Version 0 Draft 3 Glossary.  Although I would agree that the “gist” of the definitions is generally the same, I believe that the definitions should be identical to minimize confusion.  Given that the terms are primarily reliability in nature and that the Version 0 concept is “no changes”, NAESB should incorporate the applicable NERC definitions into this business practice. JJD: The NERC and NAESB processes are independent enough that consistency of definitions can never be guaranteed.  However the BPS made every effort to ensure such consistency exists based on definitions available at the time of publication. This should be handled as a maintenance item.
· Proposed definition for WECCNet, which was left blank.

WECCNet – a messaging system used by the Western Electric Coordinating Council (WECC) for use by participating utility’s dispatchers and network administrators. JJD: Recommend incorporating this definition.

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

1.1 
Current NERC policy calls for notification to the NERC Resources Subcommittee, not the Interconnection Time Monitor.  In the spirit of Version 0 (i.e., no policy changes) suggest either i) substituting Interconnection Time Monitor with NERC Resources Subcommittee or ii) adding “and the NERC Resources Subcommittee” after Interconnection Time Monitor.  JJD: Interconnection Time Monitor was what NERC wanted in place of NERC Resources Subcommittee.

7.0
Suggest replacing this standard with the following language from NERC standard BAL-004-0, R3 that reads as follows: 

“Each Balancing Authority, when requested, shall participate in a Time Error Correction by one of the following methods:” JJD: NERC is not supposed to have this duplicate standard in its Reliability Standards.  However, this wording is an acceptable alternative

7.3 Suggest replacing this standard with the following language from NERC standard BAL-004-0, R3.1 which reads as follows:

“The Balancing Authority shall offset its frequency schedule by 0.02 Hertz, leaving theFrequency Bias Setting normal; or”  JJD: the frequency schedule of 0.02 Hz is a reliability parameter that, according to the NERC/NAESB joint recommendation should not be included in the business practices.  Per that agreement, the business practice can specify the method, but not the actual schedule parameter.

7.4 Suggest replacing this standard with the following language from NERC standard BAL-004-0, R3.2 which reads as follows:

“The Balancing Authority shall offset its Net Interchange Schedule (MW) by an amount equal to the computed bias contribution during a 0.02 Frequency Deviation  (i.e., 20% of the Frequency Bias Setting).” JJD: See 7.2 above.
General Comments

NERC reliability standard BAL-004-0, Time Error Correction, requirement R2, references this NAESB business practice.  As such, it should be compatible with the NERC standard and existing NERC policy (Policy 1D).  Acceptance of the changes proposed above will meet that objective.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment
E. NERC Comments on Time Error

1. Comments Submitted by NERC

Comment Form

Time Error 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-004-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





: Carl Monroe, NERC RS Chairman

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
: NERC Resources Subcommittee

Email of Contact




: cmonroe@spp.org

Phone Number on Contact



: 501 664 0146

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

1. NAESB Business Practice Standard SDT needs to check with each of the Interconnection Time Error Monitors (Eastern Interconnection, Western Interconnection, ERCOT Interconnection, Hydro Quebec) to ensure the time periods that are exempt from active ime error correction are identified and secified.

2. Requirement #11 recommends: “. . . . . devices to coincide with the time error of the interconnection.”  Be enhanced to read “. . . . . devices to coincide with the time error of the Interconnection Time Error Monitor.”

General Comments

2. WEQ BPS Response to NERC Comments on Time Error

Comment Form

Time Error 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-004-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





: Carl Monroe, NERC RS Chairman

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
: NERC Resources Subcommittee

Email of Contact




: cmonroe@spp.org

Phone Number on Contact



: 501 664 0146

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

3. NAESB Business Practice Standard SDT needs to check with each of the Interconnection Time Error Monitors (Eastern Interconnection, Western Interconnection, ERCOT Interconnection, Hydro Quebec) to ensure the time periods that are exempt from active ime error correction are identified and secified.

JJD: Do not believe existing NERC Policy specifies such exemptions.  If they exist at NERC, we should determine whether they should be included in the NAESB standard. 

4. Requirement #11 recommends: “. . . . . devices to coincide with the time error of the interconnection.”  Be enhanced to read “. . . . . devices to coincide with the time error of the Interconnection Time Error Monitor.” JJD: This seems like a reasonable improvement in language.

General Comments

E. SRP Comments to Time Error

1. Comments Submitted by SRP

Comment Form

Time Error 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-004-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





:
Gary Nolan

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
:
Salt River Project

Email of Contact




:
ganolan@srpnet.com

Phone Number on Contact



:
602.236.0922

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

WECCNet is listed but is given no definition.

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

General Comments

2. WEQ BPS Response to SRP Comments on Time Error
Comment Form

Time Error 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-004-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





:
Gary Nolan

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
:
Salt River Project

Email of Contact




:
ganolan@srpnet.com

Phone Number on Contact



:
602.236.0922

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

WECCNet is listed but is given no definition. JJD: Use definition in Mirant comments.

Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

General Comments

V. Transmission Loading Relief (TLR)
A. 
Entergy Comments on TLR

1. Comments Submitted by Entergy on TLR

Comment Form

TLR 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-006-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





: Ed Davis

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
: Entergy Services, Inc.

Email of Contact




: edavis@entergy.com

Phone Number on Contact



:  504-310-5884

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

This NAESB Standard has many defined terms that have the same name as terms defined in the NERC Version 0 Standards Glossary. However, the definitions of these terms are different in the NAESB Standards than those same terms in the NERC V0 Glossary. The NAESB drafting teams did not have access to the NERC defined terms until NERC recently issued its V0 Glossary.

The industry potentially has terms defined by NAESB and NERC with different definitions which will lead to more confusion in the industry. For instance, the definition of “Reliability Coordinator” is very different in the NAESB Standards and the NERC V0 Glossary.

There is also the case that NAESB and NERC have different defined terms with the same meaning, word for word. 

NAESB TLR Standard

Reliability Area - The collection of generation, transmission, and loads within the boundaries of the Reliability Coordinator. Its boundary coincides with one or more Balancing Authority Areas. 
NERC V0 GLOSSARY

Reliability Coordinator Area - The collection of generation, transmission, and loads

within the boundaries of the Reliability Coordinator. Its boundary coincides with one or more Balancing Authority Areas.

Therefore, Entergy strongly suggests those terms defined by NERC not be included in the NAESB Standards. However, if NAESB does include the NERC defined terms they should be included in NAESB Standards as reference only with specific wording that these terms are defined by NERC. 

Specifically, we suggest NAESB delete from this Standard the following NERC defined terms:

Balancing Authority

Balancing Authority Area

Constrained Facility

Contract Path

Curtailment Threshold

Firm Transmission Service

Generator to Load Distribution Factor (GLDF)

Interchange Distribution Calculator (IDC)

Interchange Transaction

Interchange Transaction Tag (Tag)

Interconnection

Interconnection Reliability Operating Limit (IROL)

Load Shift Factor (LSF)

Native Load

NERC

Network Integration Transmission Service

Non-Firm Transmission Service

Point-to-Point Transmission Service

Purchasing-Selling Entity

Reliability Coordinator Information Service

Reallocation

Reliability Area (same definition as Reliability Coordinator Area)

Reliability Coordinator

Sink Balancing Authority

System Operating Limit

Transfer Distribution Factor

Transmission Customer

Transmission Loading Relief

Transmission Operator

Transmission Service

Transmission Service Provider

Other defined terms are so close it is hard to tell the difference, and is the difference material to the industry. For instance, this Standard includes the definition

NAESB Defined Term

Generation Shift Factor (GSF) – A factor to be applied to a generator’s expected change in output to determine the amount of flow contribution that change in output will impose on an identified transmission facility or monitored flowgate. 

NERC Defined Term

Generator Shift Factor (GSF) -  A factor to be applied to a generator’s expected change in output to determine the amount of flow contribution that change in output will impose on an identified transmission facility or Flowgate.

The only difference between a NAESB “Generation Shift Factor” and a NERC Generation Shift Factor is whether a flowgate is a “monitored flowgate” (NAESB) or an unmonitored “Flowgate” (NERC).
Also note both defined terms use the same acronym “GSF”. When the industry sees “GSF” should they use the NAESB or NERC interpretation?
Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

None

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

None

General Comments

None

Please Note that any Response to Entergy’s Comments by the WEQ BPS will be inserted here as point 2, under Section V, A.

2. WEQ BPS

Comment Form

TLR 

Version 0 Draft 3

WEQBPS-006-000

Posted October 25, 2004 – November 25, 2004

Please submit comment form by November 25, 2004 to:

mailto:naesb@naesb.org, fax: 713-356-0067

Contact Information (Must be Provided)

Contact Name





: Ed Davis

Comments submitted on Behalf of Organization
: Entergy Services, Inc.

Email of Contact




: edavis@entergy.com

Phone Number on Contact



:  504-310-5884

Comments on Definitions (List comments by Definition)

This NAESB Standard has many defined terms that have the same name as terms defined in the NERC Version 0 Standards Glossary. However, the definitions of these terms are different in the NAESB Standards than those same terms in the NERC V0 Glossary. The NAESB drafting teams did not have access to the NERC defined terms until NERC recently issued its V0 Glossary.

The industry potentially has terms defined by NAESB and NERC with different definitions which will lead to more confusion in the industry. For instance, the definition of “Reliability Coordinator” is very different in the NAESB Standards and the NERC V0 Glossary.

There is also the case that NAESB and NERC have different defined terms with the same meaning, word for word. 

NAESB TLR Standard

Reliability Area - The collection of generation, transmission, and loads within the boundaries of the Reliability Coordinator. Its boundary coincides with one or more Balancing Authority Areas. 
NERC V0 GLOSSARY

Reliability Coordinator Area - The collection of generation, transmission, and loads

within the boundaries of the Reliability Coordinator. Its boundary coincides with one or more Balancing Authority Areas.

Therefore, Entergy strongly suggests those terms defined by NERC not be included in the NAESB Standards. However, if NAESB does include the NERC defined terms they should be included in NAESB Standards as reference only with specific wording that these terms are defined by NERC. 

Specifically, we suggest NAESB delete from this Standard the following NERC defined terms:

Balancing Authority

Balancing Authority Area

Constrained Facility

Contract Path

Curtailment Threshold

Firm Transmission Service

Generator to Load Distribution Factor (GLDF)

Interchange Distribution Calculator (IDC)

Interchange Transaction

Interchange Transaction Tag (Tag)

Interconnection

Interconnection Reliability Operating Limit (IROL)

Load Shift Factor (LSF)

Native Load

NERC

Network Integration Transmission Service

Non-Firm Transmission Service

Point-to-Point Transmission Service

Purchasing-Selling Entity

Reliability Coordinator Information Service

Reallocation

Reliability Area (same definition as Reliability Coordinator Area)

Reliability Coordinator

Sink Balancing Authority

System Operating Limit

Transfer Distribution Factor

Transmission Customer

Transmission Loading Relief

Transmission Operator

Transmission Service

Transmission Service Provider

Other defined terms are so close it is hard to tell the difference, and is the difference material to the industry. For instance, this Standard includes the definition

NAESB Defined Term

Generation Shift Factor (GSF) – A factor to be applied to a generator’s expected change in output to determine the amount of flow contribution that change in output will impose on an identified transmission facility or monitored flowgate. 

NERC Defined Term

Generator Shift Factor (GSF) -  A factor to be applied to a generator’s expected change in output to determine the amount of flow contribution that change in output will impose on an identified transmission facility or Flowgate.

The only difference between a NAESB “Generation Shift Factor” and a NERC Generation Shift Factor is whether a flowgate is a “monitored flowgate” (NAESB) or an unmonitored “Flowgate” (NERC).
Also note both defined terms use the same acronym “GSF”. When the industry sees “GSF” should they use the NAESB or NERC interpretation?
JJD: The NERC and NAESB processes are independent enough that consistency of definitions can never be guaranteed.  However the BPS made every effort to ensure such consistency exists based on definitions available at the time of publication. This should be handled as a maintenance item.
Comments on Requirements (List comments by Requirement Number)

None

Comments on Appendices (List comments by Appendix Subsection)

None

General Comments

None

PAGE  
66
November 24, 2004 

Updated: 


