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Below are the items for consideration:

1. Has the drafting team included all definitions necessary to properly support the requirements in the draft standard?  If not, please provide any definitions that should be included. 

There are conflicting definitions of “Requesting Purchasing-Selling Entity” which is on Page 2 of the NAESB Draft Coordinate Interchange Standard and the manner in which it is used and defined in the Business Practices Requirements Appendix B and Appendix C.  In Appendix B, Requesting PSE is defined as the entity that prepares and submits the tag and holds the transmission reservation being presented for use, whereas on Page 2 of the Standards “Requesting PSE is defined as the PSE who prepares purchase, sale, and transmission service arrangement need to support Arranged Interchange.  A table in Appendix B refers to the Requesting PSE as the entity that is unable to submit a tag to the Authority Service because of some type of failure.  The Load-serving PSE is the entity that charged with ensuring that interchange information is submitted to the IA and it is usually the LSE that creates the tag and only the tag author can initiate various tag actions.  Appendix C also refers to the Requesting PSE as the entity that can initiate tag actions when only the tag author has those rights.

In the NAESB definitions on Page 2, Sink Balancing Authority is listed twice.  The second definition needs to be changed to Source Balancing Authority.

NERC Standards and NAESB Business Practices need to use/reference the same dictionary/glossary.  If this is not possible, then each term should be defined ONLY ONCE.  Then if it is necessary to define the same term in another location, only a reference to the location of the “official definition” should be used.  This type of system would go a long ways towards avoiding and/or resolving 
2. The Interchange Authority (IA), as described in this standard and in the NERC Coordinate Interchange Standard, currently performs the same tasks as the Sink Balancing Authority’s Tag Authority Service, as described in the current e-Tagging System.  Do you agree with the decision to incorporate this Function as described?  If not, please explain why.

Yes

3. Both timing for the reliability assessment and for the communication of the approval status to all involved entities to the Arranged Interchange takes place according to the proposed NERC Coordinate Interchange Standard currently posted for public comment.

By utilizing one timing table, the meaning of the timing requirements in the NERC and NAESB standards are made clear to both the reliability and market entities involved in the Arranged Interchange.  Are there any improvements needed in the timing table that would improve industry understanding of the timing requirements?

No

4. For the timing question above (#3), ERCOT timing requirements are not referenced in this standard.  Should ERCOT be required to follow the Eastern or Western timing requirements for those transactions that source or sink in the Eastern or Western Interconnections?

Yes  

5. In an effort to develop a standard that can be implemented immediately, without waiting on future software design, the drafting team members have chosen to utilize the currently accepted e-Tagging Version 1.7095 Specification for implementing this standard.  Is this the correct approach to take?  If not, please explain why.

Yes 

6. Although the NAESB CIBP Task Force has included default ramp rates in the NAESB Coordinate Interchange draft standard, the NERC Coordinate Interchange standard will not contain them.  Do you agree with the decision of the CIBP task force to include them?  If not, please explain why.

Yes

7. Please provide any comments not already covered in questions 1-6 that will improve the   contents of the NAESB Coordinate Interchange Business Practice Standard.

The purpose of this comment is to request that the NAESB Coordinate Interchange Business Practices be modified, as required, to give explicit e-tag approval rights to both Generation Providing Entities and Load Serving Entities.

Amongst others, NERC Policy 3 gave explicit e-tag approval rights to both Generating Providing Entities and Load Serving Entities.  As presently written, however, the NAESB Coordinate Interchange Business Practices does specifically give e-tag approval rights to these entities in all cases.  The Load Serving Entity (LSE) is an actual defined entity in the Reliability Functional Model (RFM).  The Generation Providing Entity, on the other hand, is referred to as a Generation Operator within the RFM.  However, rather than use the terms Generation Operator and Load Serving Entity to give e-tag approval rights to these entities, the NAESB Coordinate Interchange Business Practice (R05001) uses the term Purchasing Selling Entity (PSE).  Though on the surface it looks like this translation of terms might “work”, further examination shows that it does not actually “work” in all cases, as we describe in further detail below.  Therefore, we ask that the NAESB Coordinate Interchange Business Practice (R05001) be modified by replacing all references to “Purchasing Selling Entities” with “Generation Operator and Load Serving Entity”, as required.
A. Not all Generation Providing Entities are listed as Purchasing Selling Entities on the e-tag.
This is especially true in the case of multi-party resources, in which multiple PSEs have the right to independently sell and schedule energy from the same physical resource.  This results in multiple parties being listed as the “first PSE” on different e-tags from the same resource.  In these cases, the only way for the Generation Operator to ensure that the resource in question is able to generate to meet the NET of ALL schedules sourced from that particular resource.  This is implemented today by listing the Generation Operator as the Generation Providing Entity (GPE) on the tag.  Since this tag designation is separate and distinct from that of the PSEs involved in the transaction, in order to maintain consistency with both Policy 3 and existing e-tag practices and procedures, the NAESB Coordinate Interchange Business Practice (R53001) must be modified to separately and explicitly recognize the Generation Operator as an Approval Entity for all e-tags.
B. The term Purchasing Selling Entity refers to more parties than Generating Providing Entities and Load Serving Entities.

As defined in the NAESB Coordinate Interchange Business Practice (R05001), the term Purchasing-Selling Entity refers to ALL parties listed on the tag that are “eligible to purchase or sell energy or capacity and reserve transmission services”.  This results in an undesired change to present e-tag practices and procedures that enables ALL intermediate PSEs involved in the transaction to be Approval Entities for the e-tags, rather than just the Generating Providing Entity and the LSE, as was specified by Policy 3.  The most efficient way to resolve both this issue and the one above regarding the Generating Providing Entity is to use the terms “Generation Operator and Load Serving Entity” to replace all references in to “Purchasing-Selling Entity” throughout NAESB Coordinate Interchange Business Practice (R05001),
We have previously made these same types of comments to NERC through its Version 0 Standards Comments process.  In working with the NERC Interchange Subcommittee to understand and resolve these comments, we realized that this issue could not be entirely resolved from within only NERC forums.  This is because the specific portion of Policy 3 that gave e-tag approval rights to GPEs and LSEs had been located in a section of Policy 3 that had previously been determined to be “commercial” in nature by the appropriate NERC/NAESB joint group.  Therefore, the NREC IS determined that resolution of this issue “belongs” as part of a NAESB Business Practice, as opposed to the NERC Operating Policies.  At that time, the NERC Interchange Subcommittee agreed to support efforts to resolve this situation in future revisions to the appropriate NAESB Business Practices.  Since the e-tag tools and specifications were not being changed at that time, in reality, these e-tag approval rights were not being “taken away from “ GPEs and LSEs immediately.  The purpose of making this comment is to ensure that the appropriate NAESB Business Practices are modified, as required, to resolve this issue so that GPEs and LSEs do not actually loose these rights the next time the e-tag specification and/or other operating practices, procedures, and requirements are modified to come into conformance with the latest NERC Standards and NAESB Business Practices.

