Questions/Comments for Conference Call

Format Issues

Where a single Planning Measure was translated into a single new Standard, I did not include the cross references to show the source for the Purpose, Requirements, Measures and Levels of Non-compliance.  The format is simple enough for the readers to make the associations.  

Where a single Planning Measure is mapped into a Version 0 Standard, I did include a red note at the beginning of the new text, wherever possible, for the origin of the language used for the Requirements, Measures and Levels of Non-compliance.  

Each drafting team should review the references to ensure they are correct and complete.  

IIICM1, IIICM3, IIICM5 to VAR-001 – this is the only standard that includes references on the source document to show where the requirement or measure has been translated in the new document.  For several standards, there will be no ‘one for one’ relationship because the original language was modified to make it more acceptable to a larger % of Stakeholders.  If the Drafting Team wants to include these cross references in both the source and proposed documents, then the references need to be added by members of the various teams.  
Comments on specific standards noted during ‘clean-up’:
IDM1–a requirement (R1) was added, and it is unclear:
R1.  The Transmission Planner and Planning Authority shall each establish a methodology and criteria for assessing adequate static and dynamic reactive power requirements for its area of responsibility as defined in Reliability Standards TPL-001, TPL-002, and TPL-003 at a minimum.

Suggest the above requirement be modified to eliminate the phrase, ‘at a minimum’ since it isn’t clear what it is referencing – In addition. The phrase, ‘for its area of responsibility as defined in …’ is unclear – is the reader to go to TPL-001, etc to determine what area of responsibility it should cover – or is the reader to go to TPL-001 to determine what criteria should be addressed here?  This needs some revisions – is the following correct?
The Planning Authority shall document its methodology and criteria for assessing the static and dynamic reactive power requirements for its Planning Authority Area. 

The Transmission Planner shall document its methodology and criteria for assessing the static and dynamic reactive power requirements for its Transmission Planning Area. 

Suggest using the word, ‘document’ rather than ‘establish’ because during the development of other V1 Standards, several commenters indicated the Planning Authority and Transmission Planner are responsible for ensuring these types of things are done – but may want to contract this work out to other entities, and should therefore be held responsible for ensuring the product exists, but not for developing the product.  In addition, the Measures require the PA and TP to produce evidence – which is easier to do if the product is documented.   

In addition, there is no reasoning provided for the new requirement.  The Drafting Team should provide a reasoning and add a question to the Comment Form to ask Stakeholders if they agree with the addition of the new requirement.  

IDM2 – the Drafting Team did a good job of showing how each of the requirements and measures is redundant.  It would be good to write a short statement for the Comment Form providing explaining why the Standard has been eliminated and asking Stakeholders if they agree with the Drafting Team.  Decide which version of the standard you want to post for review – the one with ‘track changes’ and lots of comments from the drafting team, or the ‘clean’ version that doesn’t include the detailed comments.  
IIDM3 – There is no documentation to support the Drafting Team’s reasoning for eliminating these standards.  The Drafting Team needs to provide a short statement for the Comment Form providing explaining why the Standard has been eliminated and asking Stakeholders if they agree with the Drafting Team.  
IIEM1, IIEM2, IIEM3 – It looks like these were eliminated.  There is no documentation to support the Drafting Team’s reasoning for eliminating these standards.  The Drafting Team needs to provide a short statement for the Comment Form providing explaining why the Standard has been eliminated and asking Stakeholders if they agree with the Drafting Team.  

IIIBM1_IIIBM2_IIIBM3 – suggest revising R1.1 as follows – the last phrase is ‘explanatory’ and isn’t needed: 

(IIIBM2)The Transmission Owner shall provide preliminary models and data for transmission Power Electronic Control Devices to permit analysis of the potential impacts of these devices on system reliability prior to their installation.

IIIBM1_IIIBM2_IIIBM3 – suggest revising R1.2 as follows – the last phrase is ‘explanatory’ and isn’t needed: 

 (IIIBM3) The Transmission Owner shall provide validated models and data, based on commissioning test results, after the in-service dates of the Power Electronic Control Devices so that the impacts of these devices on system security may be fully assessed and incorporated into System Operating Limits and Interconnection Reliability Operating Limits.

IIBM5, IIICM9 – The levels of non-compliance reference ‘areas’ but there aren’t any specific ‘areas’ within the requirements or measures.

IIICM1, IIICM3, IIICM5 

R9.1 and R9.2 were in the approved V0 standard – moving these to VAR-002 as suggested by the Drafting Team seems beyond the bounds of the scope of this SAR. 
IIICM8 – Coordination of generator controls with the generator’s short-term capabilities and protective relays - It isn’t clear where this belongs.  In the first draft provided to the drafting team, the measure was to be included with other measures in a new standard – VAR-002.  During the SDT meeting, this was recommended to be moved to the Protection set of standards.  On an interim basis, it was placed in MOD-026 as R1, with no associated measures or levels of non-compliance. I left this in MOD-026, but recommend it be removed. (Note that the same requirement was in two places in the set of Standards – IIBM4 and IIICM8.  

I couldn’t find a protection standard where this seemed to fit – so I put it in a ‘stand-alone’ new standard – PRC-019-1 because several entities indicated this standard would be extremely difficult to enforce because there is no clarity on how to ensure the coordination referenced in the standard – so keeping it separate may help get more standards approved.  Following Field Testing of IIICM8, several Regions suggested waiting to finalize this standard until an IEEE Guide/Standard (then under development) on this subject is completed.  Do any of the Drafting Team members know the status is of the associated IEEE effort?  Perhaps the following question should be added to the SDT’s comment form:
· During the Field Testing of this Standard, several Regions commented that there is no clarity on what is required to ensure ‘coordination’ and recommended delaying development of this standard until the industry determines how to ensure this ‘coordination’.  Do you know of any method for assessing whether generator controls have been adequately coordinated with a generator’s short-term capabilities and protective relays? 
Hierarchy of Authority:

The Protection subgroup assumed that with the implementation of the Functional Model, entities would only need to provide reports to EITHER the Region OR NERC, but would not be required to provide reports to BOTH.  Other subgroups did not adopt this, resulting in the following inconsistencies.  (There may be other inconsistencies – but I ran out of time to look through all the standards – the ones listed below are just the ones I noted in passing, no detailed review was conducted):

IDM1_VAR-003-1_R3 requires providing data to both the Region and NERC

IIIBM1_IIIBM2_IIIBM3_R3 requires providing data to both the Region and NERC

VAR-0001 M1, M2, M3 all require providing data to both the Region and NERC

Missing Compliance Elements:  
Most of the standards are missing significant portions of the Compliance Monitoring Process.  While this was acceptable for Version 0, it should not be acceptable for Version 1 Standards.   It should not take much time to indicate how compliance will be measured and to list what documentation must be made available to the Compliance Monitor, and to identify appropriate data retention periods.  If the set of standards is posted without the compliance elements, they will have to be re-posted for another comment period and this could cause a major delay in the schedule. A small group of people could put together the compliance elements for all the standards in a short time period.  
Levels of Non-compliance:
· IIBM4_M6_MOD-026-1 needs some levels of non-compliance related to IIBM6

· IIBM5_IIICM9_MOD-027-1 needs some levels of non-compliance related to IIICM9. 

· IIDM2_MOD-016-1 needs some levels of non-compliance related to IIDM2

· IVAM2_IVAM3_EOP-005-1 needs some levels of non-compliance for IVAM3

Need definitions for the following terms:  
Restoration Plan

Cranking Paths

Power Electronic Control Devices:  Fast-acting, electronically operated transmission network elements, such as HVDC and FACTS facilities used for dynamic control of real and reactive power flows, voltages, and other system parameters.  Protective relays, generator automatic voltage regulators and other generator controls are not Power Electronic Control Devices.
Disturbance Monitoring Equipment - Any device or set of devices that can record changes to system status and/or quantities such as frequency, voltage, etc. during a disturbance.  Digital fault recorders, sequence of event recorders, certain digital relays, and phasor measurement devices, dynamic disturbance recorders are all examples of disturbance monitoring equipment.
Mitigation Plan - A list of corrective actions and an associated timetable for implementation to remedy a specific problem.

Field Testing 
Need a paragraph to explain to Stakeholders the basis on which the Drafting Team recommends Field Testing – and then need to produce a list of standards with an indication of which standards should be Field Tested. 
