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FORMAL COMMENTS
Quadrant:
Wholesale Electric Quadrant

Recommendations: 
WEQ 2010 AP Item 6 (a) / REQ Annual Plan Item 9(a); Requirements Specification for Common Electricity Product and Pricing Definition – for NIST PAP03, 
WEQ 2010 AP Item 6 (b) / REQ Annual Plan Item 9(b); Requirements Specification for Common Scheduling Mechanism for Energy Transactions – for NIST PAP04, and 

WEQ 2010 AP Item 6 (c); Requirements Specifications for Wholesale Standard DR Signals – for NIST PAP09

Submitted By:
Midwest ISO
Date:
April 14, 2010

General Comments:

· Midwest ISO is concerned with the next steps for the PAPs once they are approved by the Executive Committee and ratified by the membership.  The documents in many cases are intended only to provide examples and as such were not intended to be an all inclusive set of standards.  In many cases the examples are not consistent with how some entities operate their markets.  We will provide more detail as to where there are differences between the Midwest ISO market and the examples.  At a minimum the documents should have some statement explaining that the examples included are not to be considered the full set of examples and that some markets may have implementations that are inconsistent with the examples and sample scenarios provided since the examples were not intended to provide an exhaustive set of standards.  Without having this type of clarifying language on the examples, samples, etc., these standards may inadvertently dictate how the markets can operate in the future and as well as impact existing market designs.
PAP 3

· Page 10 – Definition for Market Clearing Price for Energy should be inclusive of 5 minutes…it says 15. 
· Page 10 – Midwest ISO is concerned that the examples of common tariff rate types may lock entities into having to support all the tariff rate types listed and/or prevent them from creating any new tariff rate types without having the NAESB business practice standards changed.  
· Page 14 – The recommendation makes the assumption that wind is dispatachable which is not the case.
· Page 15 – The sample scenario makes an invalid assumption that wind always commands a premium over coal because with rebates it may not be in the Midwest ISO market.
· Page 15 – The sample scenario makes an invalid assumption that Consumers must buy carbon credits, which is not the case in the Midwest ISO market.
· Page 18 – Pricing Attributes…does it include ancillary service prices?  
· Page 19 – GMT is used within the Midwest ISO, with an offset.
· Pages 18-19 – Midwest ISO is concerned that the pricing attributes included in the list do not have any explanation as to whether the attributes are required or optional.  Additionally, we would expect that this section be driven out during Phase 2.  Midwest ISO would recommend this section be removed from the recommendation and be a part of the Phase 2 Recommendation.

· Pages 20-21 – Midwest ISO is concerned that it does not offer a number of the provision listed in the Product Types and Sub-types.  For example, following types/sub-types are not included in the Midwest ISO market: Load Following and Reactive Power Supply From Generation Sources.  
PAP 4

· Page 3 – Issue with definition of Facility: reads like elemental node for calculating price instead of a aggregated commercial pricing node
· Page 8 – The intent is table unclear since it is “an incomplete, but representative set of instances.”  
· Page 16 – Entity Relationship Model – Midwest ISO has concern with the following not being connected: Resource and Facility, Zone and Facility, and Resource and P-node.
PAP 9

· Page 10 – Use Case description – Midwest ISO does not distinguish Energy between Economic and Reliability.
· Page 19 – (Visio diagram) Midwest ISO is concerned whether this is a commitment process or a dispatch process.  The Reliability Assessment commitment process will notify demand response of the commitment at the commercial pricing node level.  The notification goes to the demand response participant and local balancing authority.  
· Page 16 – (Visio diagram)…Can we follow both paths out of the Product decision?  It appears that they are exclusive, which is not the case within the Midwest ISO market.
· Page 21 – (Visio diagram)…On this diagram it appears that the processes support sending multiple data streams and does not support the capability for providing a single combined setpoint.  Midwest ISO market utilizes a combined setpoint approach. Midwest ISO combines into a single setpoint: energy, spin, etc. into one message, since we run a co-optimized market.  Since regulation is added to base (set point) we can have something like 3 products using one message/signal.  Would Midwest ISO have to use separate notifications rather than a combined setpoint? 
· Page 24 – Since we are the Designated Dispatch Entity and System Operator we have concerns with the feasibility of the Entity Diagram and Business Process.  The “green arrows” are defined in or out of the System Operator (SO) swim lane. This could be an issue since Midwest ISO needs to balance its footprint in 4 seconds for ACE, which currently imposes the use of ICCP.  There is a general concern with the implementation if we were required to use XML and not able to use Inter-Control Center Communications Protocol (ICCP).
