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Presentation of Standard: MOD-026-1
General Comments –

1. This is written more like a sequential procedure than a standard with performance requirements.  Suggest the team consider having fewer requirements that aim more specifically at the required performance, such as:

· The GOP shall have an excitation system model that meets the following criteria:

· The GOP shall validate that its excitation system model produces . . . at least once every ten years through one of the following methods:

· The GOP shall re-validate that its excitation system model produces . . . within 180 calendar days of any of the following unit changes:

· The PA shall verify that the GOP’s excitation system model meets the following criteria when used in a dynamic simulation of . . .  
2. The PA and PC are used interchangeably.  Should use the latest FM terminology - PC.

3. Use of terms that are considered “slang” (like “sister units”) is discouraged.

4. The standard starts with an excitation system model and ends with an excitation system model, a power system stabilizer model, and model parameters – not sure which requirements are applied to both models and which requirements are applied to just the excitation system model or just to the model parameters.  See chart below – recommend adding some specificity to the word, “model” so it is clear to all which model or models are referenced.

	R#
	Excitation system model
	Power system stabilizer
	Model parameters
	Model referenced but no specific type identified

	1
	x
	
	x
	

	2
	
	
	
	x

	3
	
	
	
	x

	4
	
	X (also generator model data, model data for closed loop voltage regulator)
	
	

	5
	
	
	
	x

	6
	
	
	
	x

	7
	
	
	
	x

	8
	
	
	
	x

	9
	
	
	
	x

	10
	x
	x
	
	

	11
	x
	x
	x
	


 Title:
	Does the title reflect the intent of the requirements in the standard?
	yes

	Does the title fits across a single page width when printed?
	yes


  

Purpose:
	Does the purpose statement identify a reliability objective?  
	no


	Does the purpose statement include unnecessary phrases such as, “The purpose” and the phrase, “This standard?”
	no


 

Applicability:

	If the applicability deviates from that in the latest version of the compliance registry criteria, is there a justification for the deviation?  
	

	If the applicability is for a subset of the BES, is there a justification for the subset identified?
	


Effective date:
	Does the effective date in the standard match the effective date in the implementation plan?
	

	Does the effective date follow the latest approved language to meet the needs of the compliance program and to respect the different approval methods for jurisdictions that do/do not require regulatory approval?
	yes


 

	For Each Requirement:
	R1
	R2
	R3
	R4
	R5
	R6
	R7
	R8
	R9
	R10
	R11

	Does the requirement identify the responsible entity?
	y
	y
	y
	y
	y
	y
	y
	y
	y
	y
	y

	Does the requirement include a “shall” statement?
	y
	y
	y
	y
	y
	y
	y
	y
	y
	y
	y

	Does the requirement address a single activity? 
	y
	y
	n

	y
	y
	y
	y
	n

	y
	y
	y

	Is the requirement written in the “active” voice?
	y
	y
	y

	y
	y
	y
	y
	y
	y
	y
	y

	Is the reliability-related purpose of the requirement either obvious or stated in the requirement?
	y
	y
	n

	n
	y
	y
	n

	y
	y
	y
	y

	Is the required performance clear?
	n

	n

	n

	n

	n

	n

	y
	n

	y
	y
	y

	Is each subrequirement related to the main requirement?
	y
	n/a
	n/a
	y
	y
	n/a
	y
	n/a
	n/a
	y
	y

	If actions are “variable” (choose one or more) are these actions bulleted rather than numbered?

	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Does the requirement include any ambiguous words or phrases?
	n
	y

	n
	y

	n
	y

	n
	n
	n
	n
	y


	Does the requirement include any explanatory information?
	n
	n
	y
 

	n
	n
	n
	n
	n
	n
	n
	n

	Are there any grammar or spelling errors
	
	n
	n
	n
	y

	n
	n
	n
	n
	y
	n
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� Is the purpose to verify that the models represent excitation system behavior in simulations or in actual operation?  


� The requirement seems to mix the Generator Op making a selection with the TP providing acceptable models. It seems that the second and third sentences are restrictions for the TP, not the GOP.


� This does sound like two separate activities.  Providing the data to the PA is one activity – making it available upon request to others is another activity.  


� The qualifying statements are in the passive voice and don’t identify the responsible entity.


� The purpose for the GOP to select models is not clear.


� If the model doesn’t work, it seems like a written response isn’t what’s needed – what’s needed is a good model or good data - 


� What does it mean to verify a model – is this verifying that some set of data used in the model is correct?  Is this for each unit?  


� It isn’t clear if the GOP is expected to use the model or if the model will be used by the TP


� Some of the performance is assigned to the GOP but some seems assigned to the TP


� The requirement doesn’t state when the TOP must provide the info to the TP, nor why


� The requirement does not state what type of model this requirement is associated with


� The requirement does not state what type of model this requirement is associated with


� The time frame for providing the documentation to the TP is not specified.  It isn’t clear why everyone needs this info – under the FM shouldn’t the model be updated by one entity and then shared with others?  Does the GOP have to do this every time there is a voltage excursion – or is this a once every 10 years activity?


� It looks like the SDT used a different format for subrequirements – so I didn’t assess this. . . 


� Suggest – a list of models it will accept instead of “acceptable” models


� The term, “if applicable” is used twice – what is the criteria for this


� Rather than say, “not usable” it may be better to state more objectively, “If the dynamic simulation is run and a no-disturbance simulation does contain transients, or if a disturbance simulation does not result in the equipment exhibiting positive damping. . .” (this is wordier, but is a statement of the criteria for “not usable” and is more objective and easier to measure)


Not sure what “relevant details” means.  


� It seems like the word, “review” really means “validate” – and the criteria for the validation is in the numbered step 1) – embedded in R3, R4, and R8. . .


� Since R2 already says that the model used must be “acceptable” the explanatory sentence in R3, “User written models,. . .” is not needed.


� Not sure that the statement excluding use of confidential models is appropriate – entities can work out agreements with the owners of those models to address this sharing – and that has nothing to do with reliability. . . 


� “verify” should be “verifying”





