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Responses to 2nd Set of Comments Submitted to the E-Tag 1.8 Specification, Implementation Plan, and Schema
The NERC/NAESB Joint Interchange Scheduling Working Group, NERC Interchange Subcommittee, and NAESB Executive Committee thank all respondents for their thoughtful comments to the Second Posting of the e-Tag 1.8 Specification, the Project Implementation Plan, and Schema.  Responses are provided below.

Question 1: Do you agree with the second draft of the E-tag 1.8 Specifications as modified?  If not, please explain your answer.

	Commenter
	Yes
	No
	Comment

	Southern Co.
J T Wood

Mike Oatts
	
	X
	Southern has a significant concern to the addition of the Transaction Type of “Pseudo-Tie” as one of the “enhancements” in this version (Note: it is not mentioned in the Change Log).  Although Pseudo-ties are a dynamic transfer along with Dynamic Schedules, pseudo-ties are associated with the Actual component of the ACE equation.  By including them in the e-tagging spec gives the impression that it is associated with a schedule.  This is confusing and unnecessary.  If it is included Southern would then have the question as to why a Pseudo-tie is not also going to be subject to INT-004 R2.  You can’t have it both ways.
The stated purpose of thee-Tag specification in the Purpose section is “These requirements and specifications provide a basis for tools designed to facilitate identification and communication of interchange transaction information (e-Tags) between parties in accordance with NERC Reliability Standards and NAESB Business Practice Standards”.  This transaction type violates that Purpose since the definition of the proposed “Pseudo-Tie” transaction type indicates that “the energy values do not impact scheduled interchange”.  If it is not scheduled interchange then it does not belong in the specification associated with Interchange transactions.  The spec and etags should not try to be all things to all entities.

	JISWG Response
	We will add ‘pseudo-tie’ to the change log.  We will remove the restriction that the “energy values do not impact scheduled interchange”.  The term “interchange” in the stated purpose is not meant to exclude certain classifications of interchange, nor is e-Tag functionality restricted to the purpose statement.  E-Tags are used by reliability analysis tools that depend upon the representation of transmission use by transactions, including pseudo-tie transactions.  
Regarding the suggestion the e-Tag specification only include transactions that impact the scheduled interchange side of the ACE equation, JISWG cites Order 693 where the ERO was directed to add to the Interchange Standards a requirement to tag point-to-point transactions that are wholly within a balancing authority.  The concern was that in order to ensure all transmission customers are treated on an equal footing by various analysis tools (paragraph 817) these transactions need to be tagged.  These intra BA transactions do not impact the scheduled interchange.  

The 1.8 e-Tag specification does not mandate the use of the pseudo-tie transaction type.  It instead allows users of the e-Tag infrastructure to use this type if they need to.  The requirement to use this type would be dictated by NAESB or NERC standards, Regional Reliability Organization standards or business practices, or other local business practices.  JISWG believes that it is in the best interest of the industry to allow the leveraging of the e-Tag infrastructure to the extent possible.
E-Tags are currently being used to provide information between parties regarding the expected energy injections/withdrawals and transmission utilization by the pseudo-tie implementation of dynamic transfers.  The industry participants who are using the e-Tag in this manner are currently relying on such things as the general notes field in e-Tag to differentiate these transactions from dynamic schedule implementations of dynamic transfers.  Providing the unique ‘pseudo-tie’ type is a technically superior implementation.

	Puget Sound Energy
Bob Harshbarger
	
	X
	The e-Tag specification should not put restrictions on “down stream” applications, such as scheduling packages that use e-Tags as input.  Specifically, the proposed transaction type Pseudo-Tie definition says the energy profile on the tag will not impact scheduled interchange.  E-Tag conveys schedule information but should not mandate how that information is used.

	JISWG Response
	Agreed.  The definition has been modified.

	Bonneville Power Administration
Troy Simpson
	X
	
	Implementation of the pseudo-tie tag type will allow BA’s to account for pseudo-tie transactions that impact their system without creating scheduled interchange.  The e-Tags can be used to track expected transmission usage as well as issue curtailment actions on paths that have both pseudo-tie transactions and normal transactions.  It is imperative for BAs with pseudo-tie transactions to make efficient and effective curtailments and without a pseudo-tie tag type it will be more difficult.

	JISWG Response
	Agreed.  Thank you for your response.

	
	
	
	

	JISWG Response
	


Question 2: Do you have other comments on the proposed E-tag 1.8 specifications, E-tag Schema, or project plan?  If yes, please describe.
	Commenter
	Yes
	No
	Comment

	Puget Sound Energy
Bob Harshbarger
	X
	
	Noticed the glossary does not contain “Current Level”.  Also, change log contains item “Current Level no longer distributed (calculated based on approved requests in request order)”.  This leads one to believe that the Interchange Authority concept of the single source of interchange information is being removed.  Does e-Tag 1.8 continue to have the Authority Service calculate and distribute the current level for each transaction submitted to that service?

	JISWG Response
	E-Tag vendors have suggested that they derive the current level based upon the approved Requests applied in order received and assured JISWG that they would each be able to independently derive exactly the same current level at all points in time.  The vendors further told JISWG that the current level distributed by the Authority is always ignored and a waste of bandwidth.  The definition of current level has been added to the glossary.  JISWG and the vendors have determined that the current level need not be distributed.

	Midwest ISO

Nicholas Browning
	
	
	Section 1.4.10 for Rounding in the specs is silent on a definition for an E-tag’s Daily Total and Tag Total.
The definition for rounding that is applied to the current spec version is an appropriate definition for an hourly profile of scheduled interchange.  The definition should also include language that defines the E-tag’s daily total as the summation of a day’s hourly profiles (which have already been rounded).  Additionally, the definition should language that defines the E-tag’s “Tag Total” as the summation of every hourly profile.

	JISWG Response
	We agree, a defined rounding procedure should be in the specification, however, putting a rounding rules requirement into the specification would impact all industry participants and would, in effect, set the standard for application of rounding rules.  We can however, cite in the specification a requirement to comply with any applicable standards regarding rounding.   JISWG has been assigned a NAESB standard request modifying the Coordinate Interchange Business Practice standard for rounding.  JISWG will follow the NAESB standard setting processes to define the standard.  Once approved, the e-Tag vendors may need to make modifications to their software in order to comply with both the new standard and the e-Tag specification citing the standard.  JISWG invites your participation in the process.

	Bonneville Power Administration

Troy Simpson
	
	X
	

	JISWG Response
	JISWG thanks you for your comment.
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