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Summary of Informal Comments and Responses 
For the Proposed E-Tag 1.8.1 Specifications
The NERC/NAESB Joint Interchange Scheduling Working Group (JISWG), NERC Interchange Subcommittee, and NAESB Executive Committee thank all respondents for their thoughtful comments to the proposed e-Tag 1.8.1 Specifications enhancements.  The informal comment period was posted from March 27, 2008 and ended May 20, 2008.  The JISWG reviewed the informal comments and developed responses on May 21-22, 2008.

Proposed e-Tag 1.8.1 Revisions (Posted for Informal Comments)
During development of e-Tag 1.8 several issues arose that were put off for later consideration in order to minimize the risk to successful 1.8 implementation.  These issues are summarized below.  Several issues were brought by various entities and some were added by the e-Tag vendors and JISWG to technically improve the e-Tag specification.

1. Modify definition of forward URL in the CA, TP, and PSE registry to be anything the customer wants.  Clean up section 1.4.1.2 to be consistent with 3.6.1.1.1.  Enhancement suggested by vendor.  

2. Clarify when the composite states of TERMINATED and CANCELLED occurs (such as at termination time).  e-Tag specification cleanup. Suggested by the NERC Interchange Distribution Calculator Working Group (IDCWG).

3. Should IMPLEMENTED transition to COMPLETED after end of e-Tag?  Suggestion by NAESB member to add clarity to e-Tag status.

4. ActOnByTime and TimeClassification needs to be set for all Requests, not just new.  e-Tag specification cleanup.

5. Add validation rule that requires all base energy profiles be submitted and that the time ranges match in adjustment requests.  Automated e-Tag validation improvement.

6. Increase Query Summaries limit to 25 hours (to account for DST cutover).  Enhancement suggested by vendor.  

7. Consider making the miscellaneous info field correctible by the author after the e-Tag has been confirmed.  Suggested by NAESB member.

8. There has been a long-standing issue with a single reliability profile and multiple reliability entities curtailing and reloading.  Provide solutions (such as multiple curtailment profiles) – reload would apply only to curtailment issued by reload requestor.  Suggested by NAESB member and NERC Transmission Load Relief Standard Drafting Team.

9. Allow Source BA to override approval state of tag.  See section 3.3.1 of e-Tag specifications.  Suggested by NAESB member.

10. Review use of the term Authority Operator throughout the e-Tag specifications.  e-Tag specification cleanup.

WECC Specific

1. Clarify which entities have approval rights on miscellaneous info corrections.  Related to item 7 above.  Suggested by NAESB member.

2. Update the WECC Tagging Implementation Guide as appropriate.  Consider publishing or posting.  Suggested by NAESB member.

Industry Informal comments and JISWG responses are provided below.

Industry Informal Comments – JISWG Responses:
	Commenter
	Comment

	PJM Interconnection, LLC
	3. Should IMPLEMENTED transition to COMPLETED after end of e-Tag?  Suggestion by NAESB member to add clarity to e-Tag status.

PJM supports MISO’s comments regarding this issue. 



	JISWG Response
	Thank you for your comment, JISWG is removing this item due to lack of support.

	
	

	Commenter
	Comment

	PJM Interconnection, LLC
	5. Add validation rule that requires all base energy profiles be submitted and that the time ranges match in adjustment requests.  Automated e-Tag validation improvement.

PJM does not have specific comments to submit; however, we request further clarification.  It is not apparent what type of change this would be and how it would differ from the practices today.

	JISWG Response
	The proposal is to require the profiles (i.e., energy, transmission allocation, loss accounting, etc.) in a request to all have the same start/stop times.  Vendors have been confused by requests that contain loss accounting profiles that start earlier or end later than energy profiles for example.  JISWG is planning on re-issuing  the list for additional industry comment with greater detail.

	
	

	Commenter
	Comment

	PJM Interconnection, LLC
	7. Consider making the miscellaneous info field correctible by the author after the e-Tag has been confirmed.  Suggested by NAESB member.

PJM supports MISO’s comments.  PJM’s tag validation system relies on information in the Misc. Info field of an e-Tag, and therefore, we would prefer that the information in these fields not be correctible once a tag has reached Approved or Implemented status.  Should this modification go forward, PJM would be forced to deny these correction requests in most, if not all, cases.  As such, there would be a definite increase in tag processing overhead for what seems to be little benefit.



	JISWG Response
	This item has been withdrawn by the submitter and will be removed from consideration.

	
	

	Commenter
	Comment

	PJM Interconnection, LLC
	8. There has been a long-standing issue with a single reliability profile and multiple reliability entities curtailing and reloading.  Provide solutions (such as multiple curtailment profiles) – reload would apply only to curtailment issued by reload requestor.  Suggested by NAESB member and NERC Transmission Load Relief Standard Drafting Team.

We would like to see examples of potential solutions other than multiple curtailment profiles.  While we support the idea, a solution involving multiple curtailment profiles does not seem feasible at this time due to the realities of our relationship with the NYISO. Since the proposed change appears to indicate that PJM could no longer reload a NYISO curtailment request, the interchange operations between PJM and NYISO would be severely crippled.

	JISWG Response
	JISWG would like to learn more of the situation referenced here.  It appears to be exactly what other systems want to prevent.  The technical implementation details are still up in the air with several proposals being considered.

	
	

	Commenter
	Comment

	PJM Interconnection, LLC
	9. Allow Source BA to override approval state of tag.  See section 3.3.1 of e-Tag specifications.  Suggested by NAESB member.

PJM supports MISO’s comments.



	JISWG Response
	Thank you for your comment

	
	

	Commenter
	Comment

	PJM Interconnection, LLC
	WECC Specific

1. Clarify which entities have approval rights on miscellaneous info corrections.  Related to item 7 above.  Suggested by NAESB member.

Please see PJM’s comments on #7 above.  



	JISWG Response
	See response #7 above.

	
	

	Commenter
	Comment

	Jeremy West

Entergy Services, Inc.
	Entergy has concerns with allowing the source BA to override the approval state of a tag.  This change provides a source Balancing Authority with too much power over the fate of a tag.  The approval process exists to allow all involved parties a voice in whether a transaction should be allowed, and this new power would completely override this check and could lead to abuses of its use.  Without a strong reason for such a change, Entergy does not feel this revision should be implemented.



	JISWG Response
	JISWG feels that the failure scenarios of either the Sink BA’s Approval or Authority services do not justify such a change.  At this time, the planned 1.8.1 release will not change the current override feature.

	
	

	Commenter
	Comment

	Jeremy West

Entergy Services, Inc.
	Entergy would like some clarifying examples on how the industry would plan to handle the multiple reliability profile issue.



	JISWG Response
	JISWG plans on reviewing the various approaches for this capability at our next meeting.  Suggestions can be posted at the JISWG portion of the NAESB web site.



	
	

	Commenter
	Comment

	Jeremy West

Entergy Services, Inc.
	Entergy would like to propose an additional revision.  Entergy would like the Tag Authority to distribute a definitive status change message back to the applicable Tag Agent and Tag Approval services upon state changes (from CONFIRMED to IMPLEMENTED, IMPLEMENTED to TERMINATED, and any other time-based state changes that may arise).  This message provides a clear marker for changes in tag states. 



	JISWG Response
	JISWG will take this under consideration however some e-Tag vendors and JISWG members have expressed concerns regarding the proposed change.

	
	

	Commenter
	Comment

	Chris Kulseth
Ipros
	1. Modify definition of forward URL in the CA, TP, and PSE registry to be anything the customer wants.  Clean up section 1.4.1.2 to be consistent with 3.6.1.1.1.  Enhancement suggested by vendor.

I would like to see the CC (carbon copy) functionality expanded/modified to support a forwarding URL in the registry for every entity that chooses to use it. With the use of a forwarding registry URL then the affected entity can have the tag information sent to a different set of tag software for purposes of logging, archiving and import to in-house interchange scheduling programs. This CC registry URL would have no approval rights. Tagging software would duplicate send every message to any listed registry forwarding URL. A simple change but would be very useful.



	JISWG Response
	Thank you for your suggestion.  JISWG is redefining the meaning of the forwarding field in the BA, TSP, and PSE registry to provide the capability you are describing.  In the meantime, you may also register an entity in the NERC TSIN with whatever URL you desire to achieve the functionality you seek.

	
	

	Commenter
	Comment

	ISO / RTO Council’s Standards Review Committee
	3. Should IMPLEMENTED transition to COMPLETED after end of e-Tag?  Suggestion by NAESB member to add clarity to e-Tag status.
Comment: We would prefer not to move forward with the transition from IMPLEMENTED to COMPLETED.  This terminology has always been associated with an APPROVED status.  The need to make the change would need to be more than a matter of preference, since existing procedures and documents support the current terminology.

	JISWG Response
	Thank you for your comments.  There is lack of support for this item and so JISWG will not move forward with design.

	
	

	Commenter
	Comment

	ISO / RTO Council’s Standards Review Committee
	7. Consider making the miscellaneous info field correctible by the author after the e-Tag has been confirmed.  Suggested by NAESB member.
Comment: The miscellaneous field is used a great deal by some entities to identify Ramp availability. It has little use otherwise (at least in the Eastern Interconnection). It is believed that an increase in the ability-to-correct this field would lead to an increased processing time of eTags and an increased ability to manipulate Ramp calculations. This increased processing time would supersede any perceived benefit for the change.



	JISWG Response
	Thank you for your comment.  This proposed modification has been withdrawn by the entity who requested it.

	
	

	Commenter
	Comment

	ISO / RTO Council’s Standards Review Committee
	9. Allow Source BA to override approval state of tag.  See section 3.3.1 of e-Tag specifications.  Suggested by NAESB member.
Comment: The sink-BA override functionality has its base in several NERC operating standards that give ultimate authority over interchange to the Sink BA. There are no corresponding standards for sources. All entities have approval rights to transactions. To reduce confusion, there should be only one override authority.

	JISWG Response
	JISWG feels that the failure scenarios of either the Sink BA’s Approval or Authority services do not justify such a change.  At this time, the planned 1.8.1 release will not change the current override feature.

	
	

	Commenter
	Comment

	ISO New England
	In reviewing this document, ISO New England is concerned that the ‘purpose’ of the document is not clear and raises the following questions:

Will this document continue down the formal NAESB voting process or is this just a query to the industry that the JISWG will consider in its work on Version 1.8.1?

	JISWG Response
	Thank you for comments.  At this time, the e-Tag specification does not follow the formal NAESB (or NERC) standards development process.  The specification is modified by the industry by way of informal comments such as these and is approved by the NERC Interchange Subcommittee.  JISWG members have suggested the specification become a NAESB technical reference document or full NAESB standard, but it formal request to do so has not been submitted.

	
	

	Commenter
	Comment

	ISO New England
	If the document will be continuing down the formal NAESB voting process, does that mean that ONLY the items voted on can be included in Version 1.8.1?

	JISWG Response
	The e-Tag specification does not go through a formal NAESB voting process.  Modifications are based upon a perceived industry consensus by the JISWG and approved by the NERC IS.

	
	

	Commenter
	Comment

	ISO New England
	If this is a request to the industry of whether they agree with pursuing these changes being included in Version 1.8.1, then additional information should be provided; such as the level of impact (none, low, medium, high) on entities involved such as vendor, TSPs, and customers.

	JISWG Response
	The purpose in seeking industry comment is to determine the needs and impacts of various entities.  As the process progresses, additional detail will be included for each of the changes.

	
	

	Commenter
	Comment

	ISO New England
	If this is NOT a request to the industry of whether they agree with pursuing these changes – will that request occur at some point and when?

	JISWG Response
	This was a request for industry comments on changes to the e-Tag specification in the 1.8.1 release.  These changes were requested by industry participants seeking improvements in the e-Tag system.

	
	

	Commenter
	Comment

	Tim Kannel,
Minneapolis Consulting Group
	Addition/Removal of Entities

-----------------------------------------

The spec does not sufficiently address the potential addition or removal of entities after the original tag request.  It does mention addition or removal of entities in regards to corrections, but is inconsistent.  Specifically, such changes are prohibited in sections 3.6.1.2 and 1.6.22, but the opposite case is implied in section in 3.6.2.2, which discusses the distribution requirements related to entities that do get added or removed.   (Note that NAESB doc R05001 also has information on corrections which is relevant to this issue.)

 

Also, there is a potential for the addition of entities in profile change requests, via the customer entity specified in new transmission allocations. The spec does not address this possibility.  If an entity is added in this way, they won't be able to process the request distribution unless prior requests are sent first.

 

The spec either needs to be clarified to more clearly prohibit such changes or needs to specify the distribution requirements for both corrections and profile changes in such cases (and allow the ability for added entities to issue tag recovery queries).

	JISWG Response
	Thank you for comments. The specification needs to clearly state, in all cases, the addition of an entity (or replacement of) may not be permitted.  If the tag author desires to add, delete, or replace and entity, the existing request must be withdrawn and a new tag request must submitted.  A transaction is uniquely identified by (impart) the parties involved in the transaction.  [Note: this does not prohibit vendor implementations of the Agent Service which “facilities” the withdrawal and resubmit process to add, replace and/or delete entities as an enhancement to their service.]
[Note: WEQ-004 says: 2.1.2.4.
Scheduling Entities (Correctable) – entity that is physically scheduling interchange on behalf of the Transmission Service Provider in order to provide wheeling services.  Typically this is the Balancing Authority for the Transmission Service Provider, but may be several Balancing Authorities supporting a regional transmission service.  If the Scheduling Entity code for the physical segment is not identical to the Transmission Service Provider (TSP) code on that physical segment, the Scheduling Entity code must be explicitly specified or required.  This field is required for the Western Interconnect.]

	
	

	Commenter
	Comment

	Tim Kannel,

Minneapolis Consulting Group
	Tag Recovery

-------------------

It has been observed that it sometimes take a long time to receive callbacks to asynchronous queries. A requirement should be added to the spec indicating that the authority service should send callbacks within a certain number of minutes (e.g., 5 minutes),  aside from any system problems occurring at the time or performance concerns.  Basically, if the service can send out callbacks within 5 minutes (or whatever the requirement is), then it should attempt to do so.

	JISWG Response
	Thank you for comment.  Query Summaries callback responses should begin within 5 minutes of query receipt…...  Section 3.6.5.2 to be modified in 1.8.1.

	
	

	Commenter
	Comment

	Tim Kannel,

Minneapolis Consulting Group
	Minor spec cleanup

----------------------------

1) Remove this line (and any similar lines) from the spec: "A Withdrawal must be accompanied by a reason that explains why the Withdrawal was made." (sections 2.6.3.2, 3.6.3.2 and 4.6.3.2)

 

This statement is inconsistent with the XML schema, which doesn't require the "Notes" element, and the vendors are not currently enforcing this requirement anyway. (Section 1.6.3.2 also refers to the Agent service only, which is not the only service that can issue withdrawals).

	JISWG Response
	Agreed – tag authors are not required to provide a reason for withdrawl.

	
	

	Commenter
	Comment

	Tim Kannel,

Minneapolis Consulting Group
	Minor spec cleanup

----------------------------

2) Remove the following line from section 4.6.3.1: "The version of data being corrected must be the most recent correction held by the Authority " Ditto for this line in section 3.6.3.1:" The entity attempting to set State must have the most recent correction of the data within its scope" 
These lines appear to be leftovers from etag 1.7, in reference to the correction information that was included in the 1.7 SetState messages.

	JISWG Response
	Agreed.

	
	

	Commenter
	Comment

	Gary Nolan,
Puget Sound Energy
	I have one comment or proposed addition to the e-Tag 1.8.1 revision.

 

It is my understanding that the current tag spec allows an individual Approval Entity's Tag Approval Status to show EXPIRED when a Tag Author has WITHDRAWN the tag.  This gives the appearance that the Tag Approval Entity did not respond to the request; when in actuality they were not given the entire assessment time before the tag's composite status went WITHDRAWN.  It would seem more appropriate that the individual status should default to a less “compliance-sensitive” state than EXPIRED.

	JISWG Response
	Thank you for your comment.  The JISWG agrees with your concern.  The e-Tag 1.8.1 release will include language to have all approval states “freeze” or remain at their pre-withdrawn state (i.e., Pending, Study, Approved, or Denied) when a request is Withdrawn by the tag author.

	
	

	Commenter
	Comment

	Patricia vanMidde,
San Diego Gas & Electric
	On Item Number 9:  Allow Source BA to override approval state of tag.

See Section 3.1.1 of e-Tag specifications.  Suggested by NAESB member.

SDG&E Comment:  We do not support this.  Purchasing-Selling Entities

(PSEs) rely on the approval status to confirm status of trades.  Source Balancing Authorities (BAs) should not be allowed to tamper with approval status since they have other methods available to modify schedules, e.g. cuts.

	JISWG Response
	Thank you for your response.  JISWG feels that the failure scenarios of either the Sink BA’s Approval or Authority services do not justify such a change.  At this time, the planned 1.8.1 release will not change the current override feature.

	
	

	Commenter
	Comment

	Dan Baisden,
Southern Company
	My comment deals with the implementation of the e-Tag function called Extension. I don’t believe the current e-Tag specifications captured the original intent of the e-Tag Extension function. It is possible to extent an e-Tag such that the “extended” hour is not the next incremental hour in time.  The “extended” hour can be an hour or hours into the future. Current specifications will automatically set Transmission Allocations (TA) and Energy Profiles (EP) for all in-between hours to zero. 

Below is an example of the Extension where all profile changes passed current e-Tag specifications. 






Start
End

Req
Type of change

Hour
Hour
MW

(0)
Original Profile

15
16
200

(1)
Extension


17
18
100

                                                      <TA/EP values were set to zero for 16-17 hour>

(2)
Adjustment


16
17
100

After talking with the e-Tag author, they said they did not mean to extend the 17-18 hour. They thought they were extending the 16-17 hour. After our phone call, they quickly did an adjustment for the 16-17 hour before the end of hour intended to be.
One major concern is if the “extend” hour is actually several hours into the future. The e-Tag author or even Reliability Entities might not realize that if a PSE adjustment is not issued in a timely manner, then the Transmission Allocation and Energy Profile values will automatically be adjusted to zero for all in-between hours up to the “extended” hour.
I have also attached some of the current e-Tag language about the Extension function. I don’t believe the language clearly conveys the above situation.

1.3 Tagging Terminology

Extension – a Request that includes energy flow and/or transmission capacity for unscheduled hours of an Interchange Transaction, in order that such a change may be implemented and resources committed

2.6.1.3 Submitting a Profile Change Request

· Extensions must be received NO LATER than the last time specified in any profile in the e-Tag. E e-Tags may NOT be extended once the e-Tag’s profile (including any previous extensions) has been completed.  ATF e-Tags may not be extended.

· Should an e-Tag Author need to modify a transmission allocation then the e-Tag Author must specify the change in the same manner in which profile change or extension would be performed.  For example, if a request was made to extend an e-Tag for an additional hour (while intending to utilize the same transmission reservation as used in the previous hour), then an allocation exception would be inserted that specified the additional hour.

3.6.1.3 Processing a Profile Change Request Submission

· Should an e-Tag Author need to modify an allocation, the changes must be specified in the same manner in which profile change or extension would be processed.  For example, if a request was made to have a transaction for an additional hour, and the requestor desired to use the same reservation that was used for the previous hour, an allocation exception would be inserted that specified the additional hour.


	JISWG Response
	Thank you for your comments.  Based on the example you have provided, the JISWG feels this may be an opportunity for an enhanced agent service interface which would check the reasonableness of the user’s input.  JISWG encourages such value-added enhancements to improve the e-Tag tool.  However, the e-Tag specification has traditionally stayed clear of user interface requirements.  JISWG has discussed the possibility of requiring extension requests (via request profile change) to be contiguous with the existing profile (start time of extension must equal stop time of existing).  JISWG is concerned this restriction may interfere with existing uses of the extension feature.  JISWG will review the specification and schema and seek additional industry comment on this proposed change in the next posting for comment.
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