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North American Energy Standards Board

1301 Fannin, Suite 2350, Houston, Texas 77002

Phone:  (713) 356-0060, Fax:  (713) 356-0067, E-mail: naesb@naesb.org


Home Page: www.naesb.org

HANDOFF ITEMS – Items identified in the draft NERC Reliability Standards that will require NAESB Business Practice Standards
NERC MOD001 (Available Transfer Capability) – References are made to the document posted at:  ftp://www.nerc.com/pub/sys/all_updl/standards/sar/MOD-001-1_ATC_30-day_comment_25May07.pdf 

· R3:  Business Practices are needed; need to address whether modification to S&CPs are needed
· Comment and continuing with this line of thought: Is it okay to post this info on OASIS?  If so, this last bullet of R3 is no longer needed and the last bullet of R4 will need to be modified.  However, if it is not okay to post on OASIS, that will substantially change how NAESB drafts the corresponding BP.  In addition, NAESB would plan to provide a link on OASIS to the document rather than creating a template in the S and CP that would detail all the elements of the requirements.  The BPS and ESS/ITS request feedback from the NERC SDT.  How would the last bullet of R4 be modified?  See R4

· Language Drafted on 6/11/2007
ATCTDT Response: 
Yes, this document would be posted on OASIS.  It does not have to be a template in the S&CP.
NAESB Response: July 24, 2007
ATC Information Link on the OASIS Homepage will be used to post the ATCID document.
NERC MOD028 (Network Response Available Transfer Capability) – References are made to the document posted at: ftp://www.nerc.com/pub/sys/all_updl/standards/sar/MOD-028-1_NRATC_30-day_comment_25May07.pdf
· R2:  Business Practices are needed for posting of contingencies and assumptions
· Question from the ESS/ITS and BPS to NERC for R2:  This requirement does not say this will be a list.  Is it meant to be a list? Does it include generation outages?  Would the list be for different time horizons? If for different time horizons, NERC will need to clarify.  Will it be dynamic list for the different time horizons?  Would the list include dynamic line ratings?
ATCTDT Response:

1.) This is intended to be a list of Generation and/or TX contingencies.    These are not outages – these are the contingencies you are testing.  It should be relatively static list, but would probably change for topology changes (new facilities) and could exist for different time horizons.  It would not include dynamic ratings.
2.) “Assumptions” is intended to mean “the criteria used to choose the contingencies.”  We will clarify in the next version.  We believe it should be included as an intro to the list.  Perhaps NAESB should provide a “sample” to the industry, showing how to format this information (what file type, what layout, etc…)?
NAESB Response:

Please give the contingencies and assumptions document a title within the NERC requirements.  NAESB does not intend to develop an OASIS template for this information, but will provide a requirement to post the document on OASIS.  There is no standard format for documents posted on OASIS.  Where a standard format is necessary, a template is created.
· R3:  Business Practices are needed for publicly available posting
· Would this require posted paths or all POR and POD combinations, even if not commercially offered as ATC? (Need to review Order 890, Paragraph 193)
ATCTDT Response:

This does not require all POR POD combinations, and does not require all posted paths.  It specifies that a list must be posted, and at a minimum, have paths to/from neighbors. It is expected that providers will already have a list that complies with this requirement.  This should be a list of paths.  
NAESB Response:  If NERC agrees to recommendation on separating the publicly available requirements, then R3 would be revised to require that the TP maintains a list of paths as defined in R3.  NAESB will require the posting of the list of paths as defined in WEQ 001, under “ATC Information” link on OASIS..
· R8:  S&CP templates include this information
ATCTDT Response:

We are not requiring that this be in the ATCID.  The existing S&CP standards may already meet these requirements.  
NAESB Response:  The existing S&CP standards already provide for the posting of TTCs, therefore no new NAESB business practice standard is needed.

· R11.7:  Review to determine what business practices are needed; may be for temporary “un-designation” of Designated Network Resources
· NAESB Subcommittee believes the NERC definition of post-backs is too narrow
ATCTDT Response:

We will look at clarifying the language to make clear what “released” means, to avoid confusion with gas capacity release. We also now recognize that there are additional post backs, and may need to make this statement more generic.
NAESB Response:  NAESB BPS and ESS/ITS agree that the NERC ATCDT should make 11.7 more inclusive of other types of post-backs, such as recalls, withdrawals.
· R14.6:  What is the intent of the language in 14.6?  Firm capacity is not released on the Parent Reservation’s path when a Redirect on a non-firm basis service is provided.

ATCTDT Response:

We will clarify by changing this language to read “Post-backs of non-firm ATC due to the reinstating of Firm from a “Firm-to-Non-Firm” redirect.”
NAESB Response:  The proposed revision would still be too narrow.  NAESB ESS/ITS and BPS agree that the NERC ATCDT should make 14.6 more inclusive of other types of post-backs.  
· R16:  Business Practices are needed for publicly available posting
· Already provided on OASIS
ATCTDT Response:

The existing S&CP standards may meet these requirements.  
NAESB Response:  If NERC agrees that the existing S&CP standards already provide for the posting of ATC for each path, then R16 should be removed.  See NAESB Response to R8.

NERC MOD029 (Rated System Path Available Transfer Capability) – References are made to the document posted at: ftp://www.nerc.com/pub/sys/all_updl/standards/sar/MOD-029-1_RSPATC_30-day_comment_25May07.pdf
· R2:  Business Practices are needed; Question of whether there is standard report form.  There is not a formal S&CP template.
ATCTDT Response:

No, there is no standard template today.  This would be a written report (in electronic format that can be downloaded), that may include images, maps, charts, etc… but is NOT intended to include supporting data or information  (like models).  
NAESB Response:  Please give the contingencies and assumptions document a title within the NERC requirements.  NAESB does not intend to develop an OASIS template for this information, but will provide a requirement to post the document on OASIS.  There is no standard format for documents posted on OASIS.  Where a standard format is necessary, a template is created.
· R9:  OASIS already has a template to address this item.
· Are these the same reports referenced in R2?
ATCTDT Response:

We will modify R9 to eliminate the “report,” as you are correct – it is already covered in R2.

It is acceptable if OASIS S&CP already addresses this item.
If NERC agrees that the existing S&CP standards already provide for the posting of TTCs, then R9 should be removed.  See NAESB Response to R2.
· R12.7:  See NAESB Question/Comment for 11.7 of MOD028
ATCTDT Response:  We agree; see previous answer.
NAESB Response:  See response to MOD028 11.7
· R13:  Need to review to determine if business practices are needed

· Question:  What are the inputs; think there may be a numbering error in there
ATCTDT Response:

We agree; we will correct in next version.

· R14.5:  See NAESB Question/Comment for 11.7 of MOD028
ATCTDT Response:

We agree; see previous answer.
NAESB Response:  See response to MOD028 14.6

· R16:  Template already provided on OASIS
ATCTDT Response:
It is acceptable if OASIS S&CP already addresses this item.
NAESB Response:  See response to MOD028 16

NERC MOD030 (Flowgate Network Response Available Transfer Capability) – References are made to the document posted at:  ftp://www.nerc.com/pub/sys/all_updl/standards/sar/MOD-030-1_FGNRATC_30-day_comment_25May07.pdf
· R3:  Need to develop OASIS posting requirements for all flowgates
· Does the book of flowgates need to be maintained on OASIS?  
ATCTDT Response:
No, but the TSP’s list of flowgates should be.
· Will this information be included in the ATCID? 
ATCTDT Response:
Not required to be in the ATCID, but putting it there would meet the requirement.  We look to NAESB to specify where it should be.
NAESB Response:  NAESB will make provisions for posting the list of flowgates under the “ATC Information” link.

· Is there another place for the flowgates to be registered other than OASIS (TSIN)? 
ATCTDT Response:
Currently, we are not suggesting a registry of flowgates.  Rather, this would be a list of flowgates.  However, a registration process of some kind to ensure use of a standardized naming convention for flowgates might be helpful to the industry.
NAESB Response:    NAESB will make a provision for posting a list of flowgates under the “ATC Information” link.
· R11:  Need to develop OASIS posting requirements for posting of TFC calculations; need to determine if on a template or on a list.  
ATCTDT Response:
It is uncertain if R11 will stay.  If R11 remains, then the values should be included with the flowgate list.  
NAESB Response:  Does the posting of TFC refer to the shared portion (ASTFC) or to the total TFC?  Is the requirement for the system that contains the flowgate or for all sharing the flowgate, i.e., would all entities sharing the flowgate post the same TFC?  NAESB ESS/ITS and BPS recommends that the report defines for the flowgate list in R3 also be required to include the TFC values.
ATCDT Response:  NAESB needs to resolve the posting of the ASTFC and the TFC.
· Was this required of NERC for Order 890? 
ATCTDT Response:  No.
· R14:  See NAESB Question/Comment for 11.7 of MOD028   
ATCTDT Response:  We agree; see previous answer.
· R18:  See NAESB Question/Comment for 11.7 of MOD028
ATCTDT Response:  We agree; see previous answer.

· R21:  Determine if information to be provided on a template or provided in a list/report
· What was the intent of this requirement?  Must AFC calculations be converted to ATC or posted in conjunction with ATC for those using AFC?
ATCTDT Response:  As written, you are required to post both.  If we decide to eliminate R21, this may change.  We recommend that NAESB identify the best way to show this.  Note that it may require firm and non-firm AFCs, and per-product AFCs.  
NAESB Response:  NAESB will develop appropriate business practices for posting requirements for both AFC and ASTFC for coordinated flowgates if R21 remains.
ATCDT Response: NAESB should include posting of TFC where applicable.
· R24:  Already a template on OASIS
· Is there an expectation that the AFC information be posted on OASIS?
ATCTDT Response:  See discussion on R21.
NAESB Response:  If NERC agrees that the existing S&CP standards already provide for the posting of ATC for each path, then R24 should be removed.
NERC MOD004 (CBM) – References are made to the document posted at:  ftp://www.nerc.com/pub/sys/all_updl/standards/sar/MOD-004-1_CBM_30-day_comment_25May07.pdf
· R1:  Need to determine if information will be provided via a template or on “ATC Information” link on OASIS (1.1, 1.2, and 1.3 info.htm.  1.4 probably part of a template response; currently part of SystemData.)
· R1.4:  Would this require posted paths or all POR and POD combinations, even if not commercially offered as ATC? (Need to review Order 890, Paragraph 193)

ATCTDT Response:  This should be for the same posted paths as described in MOD-028.

NAESB Response:  R1.1, 1.2, and 1.3 should be defined as one document with a title.  This document would be posted on OASIS under the “ATC Information” link.  NAESB will review and update the S&CPs 002-4.5 (pre-split version of S&CPs) to include a requirement to post CBM methodology.  
· R1.4:  Over each posted flowgate?
ATCTDT Response:  This should be for the same posted flowgates as described in MOD-030.

NAESB Response:  CBM Values will be posted in the systemdata template.

· R2:  Need to determine if need to provide a conduit for making the request; develop OASIS business practices for posting the information once it is made public
· Provision of this information is dependent on a request, should the language be “publicly available” or just “available”?
ATCTDT Response:

We will clarify.  The intent will be that if someone asks for the powerflow model, it will be posted so anyone can see it. We will look at all the references to “publicly available” or other distribution requirements and see if we can standardize how we refer to different levels of confidentiality (anyone, anyone with need/read only, customer, provider, etc…).  We will also look to see if there are pre-existing standards for this that we can utilize.
NAESB Action:  NAESB will follow NERC’s lead what would be publicly available and what may have some limitations.  Need to reflect in the business practices.

· R7.3:  Need to develop posting requirements
· R8:  Determine if have mechanism for making the request
· Should be reviewed by JISWG
· R12:  Need to develop posting requirements
· What is the name of the report in R11?
ATCTDT Response:
We will call this the “CBM Usage Report” and update R11 and R12. Note that R11 could be done as a template, to streamline reporting.  
NAESB Response:  NAESB will provide for the posting under the “ATC Information” link.

NERC MOD008 (TRM) – References are made to the document posted at:  ftp://www.nerc.com/pub/sys/all_updl/standards/sar/MOD-008-1_TRM_30-day_comment_25May07.pdf
· R7:  Develop posting requirement for posting of TRM calculation methodology
NAESB Response:  NERC should revise the requirement to state that the information should be made available for public distribution, in a named report.
· R8:  Determine if have mechanism for making the request
· Contact information is provided in language for adoption of MOD003 as business practice
· R10:  The functionality for posting the TRM values exists on OASIS; will ensure that business practices are comprehensive enough to address the requirements
NAESB Response:  TRM Values will be posted in the systemdata template.
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