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. 

· A definition for a Balancing Authority should be included

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.

· The approach taken where the IA is similar to the current Sink BA's Tag authority service does not seem consistent with the concept of the IA as proposed in the functional model. It seems that the intent of the IA in the functional model was to change the inherent structure and behavior of how transactions were communicated through the approval process.  

· We don't necessarily disagree with this transitional approach that incorporates language related to the IA into the standards. However, the industry should make some decision with respect to the desired end-state of the IA prior to proceeding with this approach.  For example, if the language in the standards is changed to meet status-quo, will anyone continue to pursue the original intent of the IA. Or, is the definition of the IA going to be changed in the next version of the functional model? 

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?

· Comments on the NERC Timing Table have been provided in response to the draft NERC Coordinate Interchange Standards.  

· We agree that referring to the NERC timing table to describe the reliability review would add clarity to the NAESB. 

· In addition, the NAESB CIBP should add another timing table than will defined the steps of the Interchange prior to the Reliability Assessment.   The NERC standard covers the timing of what happens after the transaction has been submitted to the IA.  The NAESB standard is covering what happens to create the transaction that will be sent to the IA.  A timing table is required in this standard for those entities that must approve the commercial aspects of the transaction to create a completed RFI that is ready for submittal to the IA.  It is our understanding that these market based approvals associated with a CIBP would occur prior to Column A of the NERC timing table.

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?  

· We believe that any transactions between Interconnects should follow the more restrictive of the applicable time requirements. At the minimum, the timing requirements of the Interchange should follow the timing requirements of the Interconnection in which the sink is located.

· The question seems to be geared toward the timing of the reliability assessment when the scope of the CIBP is for the market review of the transactions.  Regardless of when the transactions must be submitted for the reliability assessment, we believe that the timing for the market review of transactions should be written to be applicable to all interconnections.

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. 

· We agree with the suggestion in the CIBP that the current e-Tag software be the preferred method to submit the RFI to the IA. 

· However, the CIBP does not address how parties will compile and receive approval on the market aspects of the Request for Interchange in order to prepare for submittal to the IA.  

· Additionally, if the e-Tag tool is used for both, market and reliability reviews, how will entities receiving the e-Tag know at what stage the Interchange is in. Is it going through the compilation process of a Requested Interchange, or if it is being distributed as an Arranged interchange and ready for the confirmation of the Reliability entities? 
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.

· We believe that the ramping standard is a reliability issue and should be contained in the NERC CI standard.

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.

· Definitions General: Any definitions that are a duplicate of a NERC definition should utilize the exact  wording as the current NERC definition and should state in parentheses that it is a NERC definition; for example [From NERC Glossary of Terms]. This will avoid confusion as to whether or not it is intended to be a definition unique to NAESB.

· Use of Arranged Interchange in CIBP: The NAESB definition of Arranged Interchange in the CIBP is not consistent with the use of the term in the CIBP.  The NERC definition of Arranged Interchange states that the data is ready for submittal to the IA, but the term in the CIBP is used to reference data that 'is going to be submitted to the IA' and is also used to reference data that 'has been submitted to the IA'.   

· NERC vs NAESB Interchange Definitions: The definition and use of the terms for Request for Interchange, Arranged Interchange and Confirmed Interchange is inconsistent with the NERC definition of the same terms.  The NAESB RFI and NAESB Arranged Interchange do not have any distinction, and the Confirmed Interchange attempts to cover too many conditions in one term.  The NERC definitions seem to clearly establish when each variation of Interchange is applicable during the submittal and approval process. We would recommend that intent of the NERC definitions be adopted by NAESB – coordination with NERC should occur on the final wording such that the definition will be clear in both documents.  Adoption of these definitions would require changes to the use of the Arranged Interchange term throughout the CIBP.

	Term
	NAESB Definition
	NERC Definition

	Request for Interchange
	A collection of data as defined in Appendix D of this standard necessary for the purpose of implementing Interchange between a Source and Sink Balancing Authority (BA).
	A collection of data as defined in the NAESB RFI Datasheet, to be submitted to the Interchange Authority (IA) for the purpose of implementing bilateral Interchange between a Source and Sink Balancing Authority (BA). 

	Arranged Interchange
	A Request for Interchange (RFI) that has assembled all necessary information and completed all arrangements needed for submittal to the Interchange Authority and reliability Approval Entities.
	The state where the Interchange Authority has received the Interchange information (initial or revised). 



	Confirmed Interchange
	Arranged Interchange that has been submitted to the Interchange Authority (IA) and has been reviewed and approved by all required Approval Entities.
	The state where the Interchange Authority has verified the Arranged Interchange. 




· Document Format: The document would be easier to follow if it followed a similar pattern to the NERC outline.

· Requirement 11.  This requirement references the Arranged Interchange consistently. The 'type' of Interchange this requirement applies to needs to be reconsidered.  It is true that a PSE can perform these actions on an Arranged Interchange, but they could also request changes on a Confirmed Interchange.  

· Question on Implemented Interchange: We suggest clarifying the term Implemented Interchange…Does the entire Confirmed Interchange become an Implemented Interchange  once it has entered in  the ACE equation? Or, are only the hours of the transaction that have flowed or are flowing considered an Implemented Interchange and the remaining hours of that transaction still a Confirmed Interchange?  

· Requirement 14: In this text, "For losses handled as payment in-kind, the PSE, or its designee, shall communicate to the IA, via Arranged Interchange (either the original or a separate Arranged Interchange), the MW losses and the entity the losses are with for each TSP/BA along the Interchange path."  is the phrase "separate Arranged Interchange" really intended to imply that one e-Tag can have no in-kind losses defined and another e-Tag can contain only the losses for that previous e-Tag?  Or, is the term 'separate' really intended to be 'modified'?
· Requirement 16….Is this requirement really a Business Practice? If a curtailment has occurred – the interchange has been Implemented, it seems that it is within the Reliability Period not the Market Period.  
· Requirement 16….Please clarify what the following phrase means, "unless otherwise specified by the entity submitting the Arrange Interchange".  What is it that the 'entity' could 'otherwise specify' and how would the 'specify' it?

· Appendix A: In the section "Between western and Eastern Interconnections" where the sink is in the Western Interconnection, the first two bullets seem contradictory. The first bullets says "the PSE serving the load shall be responsible for submitting the e-Tag". But, the second bullet says "the sink PSE in the Eastern Interconnection (last PSE before the DC Tie) shall be responsible for submitting the E-Tag".

· Appendix A: The reference to the NERC standards in this section need to be reviewed, they do not appear to be correct. 

· Appendix C: 

· It is not clear whether Appendix C in the CIBP should contain reliability information. 

· Should there be two separate tables, one for actions related to Market Reviews and a second for actions related to Reliability Assessments? At a minimum this table should clearly indicate whether the action would be as a result of a Market Review or as a results of a Reliability Assessment

· Can the actions be mapped to the various stages of Interchange?

· This appendix should clearly indicate that these e-Tag actions are related to the e-Tag specification

· Implementation dates for the NERC and NAESB CIBP need to be coordinated with each other in regards to the new NERC registry and with any changes that may be required to the eTag software to support the new requirements.
