Open Issues

Coordinate Interchange Standard Version 0










Version 0 – Draft 01

Open Issues in drafting

Coordinate Interchange Standard Version 0

1. Current Policy 3 references the data requirements for E-Tagging (Appendix 3A4).  Many of these data requirements are commercial in nature and are relevant only during the Market Period as defined in the NAESB Version 0 Coordinate Interchange Business Practices Standard.  The data requirements needed during the Reliability Period should be refined by the requirements of the RA, BA and TSP in the performance of their final reliability assessment of transactions.  The team agreed to leave Appendix 3A4 as is recognizing the data requirements may be pared down later as the Version 0 Standard Drafting Team addresses what is needed for reliability assessment by the RA, BA and TSP entities.

2. Current Policy 3 requires Emergency Transactions be tagged no later than 60 minutes after they start.  This is a hard and fast requirement for all emergency transactions.  The team believes at times this requirement is not a valid reliability requirement.  In cases where the emergency transaction is continuing to flow, the transaction must be tagged to ensure IDC is current.  In cases where the transaction has started and already terminated, this tagging requirement is moot and does not need to be included in version 0 standard.  It is also appears the 60 minute timing requirement may not work in WECC due to unique business practices. 

3. The current Functional Model requires a reliability assessment and sign-off by the reliability entities just prior to implementation of a transaction by the BAs.  It appears these entities are the RA, BA and TSP.  There was considerable confusion regarding the role of the RA, TSP and TO in the evaluation and approval process.  

Examples:

· Is the TSP the only entity that can evaluate and confirm the OASIS Transmission Services are adequate on the tag or can the TO also perform this function?

· Who does the reliability assessment in terms of, “Can I reliably deliver/send/wheel the MW profile on this tag?”  Is it the RA or the TO or both?

· Who verifies the continuity of the transmission arrangements, i.e., all required transmission on the contract path is in place, the RA, TSP or TO?

· Who verifies all BAs on the contract path are on the tag, the RA, TSP or TO?

· Etc.

4. Current Policy 3 is silent on the issue of handling of pseudo ties relative to IDC.  The IS has had an ongoing effort to clarify the issue and recommend changes to Policy 3.  Should Version 0 of the CI Standard include the handling of pseudo ties? 

5. Current Policy 3 references the calculation of TTC and the scheduling of interchange to avoid violating TTC.  Moving to version zero, all references to TTC should be changed to IROL however the question remains, which reliability entity, BA, RA, TSP, will be responsible for the enforcement of the IROL when verifying interchange?

The maximum Net Interchange Schedule between two Balancing Authorities shall not exceed the lesser of the following: 

Total capacity of facilities. The total capacity of both the owned and arranged-for-transmission facilities in service between the two BAs, or 

Total Transfer Capability. The established network Total Transfer Capability (TTC) between the Balancing Authorities, which considers other transmission facilities available to them under specific arrangements, and the overall physical constraints of the transmission network. Total Transfer Capability is defined in Available Transfer Capability Definitions and Determination, NERC. June 1996.  

This may be a measure under R 4 for the TSP.  This is on the issues list.  Who is responsible for ensuring that the SOLs are not exceeded?  Is this included or it may be included in V0 P2 or P9. Karl Tammar will take the item to the V0 Policy 9 group on Monday of next week.
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