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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.
