Comment Form —  1st Draft of Standard BAL-004-2 Project 2007-05

Please use this form to submit comments on the current draft of BAL-04-2.  Comments must be submitted by xxx  xx, 2009  30 DAYS.  If you have questions please contact Andy Rodriquez at Andy.Rodriquez@nerc.net or by telephone at 609-452-8060.

Background Information
The Balancing Authority Controls Standards Drafting Team has been investigating the impact of Time Error Corrections (TECs), and believes that they are having negative impacts on reliability. The drafting team is investigating multiple options to address this, one of which is reducing the magnitude of the frequency offset used during TECs.  In addition, the team has investigated the possibility of eliminating Time Error Corrections altogether. 

In order to reduce the magnitude (relative to 60 Hz) of frequency excursions that occur during Time Error Corrections, this revision to BAL-004 proposes to use an offset of .01 Hertz, rather than the .02 Hertz currently used.  Additionally, the drafting team proposes to clarify R1 and R2, eliminate the ability to implement Time Error Corrections as an offset to Interchange, and eliminate requirement R3 of the Version 1 standard, as it appears to be addressed in other standards.

The Balancing Authority Controls Standards Drafting Team is seeking comments on this draft revision to the standard.  
You do not have to answer all questions.  Enter All Comments in Simple Text Format.  
Insert a “check” mark in the appropriate boxes by double-clicking the gray areas.
1. Requirement R3 in Version 1 of the standard, reads as follows:
R3.
Any Reliability Coordinator in an Interconnection shall have the authority to request the Interconnection Time Monitor to terminate a Time Error Correction in progress, or a scheduled Time Error Correction that has not begun, for reliability considerations.
R3.1 
Balancing Authorities that have reliability concerns with the execution of a Time Error Correction shall notify their Reliability Coordinator and request the termination of a Time Error Correction in progress.
The drafting team believes that this requirement is already addressed in IRO-001 R8 and IRO-016 R1
.  The team also believes that this requirement is difficult to measure.  Accordingly, the team proposes to delete R3.  Do you agree that deleting this requirement is appropriate?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 
Please feel free to explain your answer. Comments:           
2. The drafting team believes that R1 and R2 in Version 1  
are not clear regarding who has authority to request Time Error Corrections, when entities are required to respond to requests to implement or terminate Time Error Corrections, and what obligations entities have to implement or terminate Time Error Corrections
.  Do you believe the new language in R1, R2, and R3
 clarifies these issues?
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 
If no, please propose alternate language. Comments:      
3. The drafting team believes that the ability of a Balancing Authority to implement Time Error Corrections by “offset(ing) its Net Interchange Schedule” as described in Version 1 R2.2 is 
a product of legacy EMS systems that is no longer needed.  As such, the drafting team proposes to delete this option for implementing a Time Error Correction.  Do you agree that this option can be eliminated?
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 
If no, please explain your answer. Comments:           
4. The drafting team is proposing to reduce the size of the frequency offset used in Time Error Corrections from .02 Hertz to .01 Hertz
.  Do you think this change in magnitude 
is correct and will improve reliability? 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No, 
If no, please explain your answer. Comments:       
5. Are you aware of any conflicts between the proposed standard and any regulatory function, rule/order, tariff, rate schedule, legislative requirement or agreement?
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 
If yes, please explain your answer. Comments:       
6. Please provide any other comments (that you have not already provided in response to the questions above) that you have on the proposed standard. Comments
:      

Are there any FERC Directives for TEC?  If yes, how did the SDT address these?  


The SDT indicated some in the industry have indicated that TEC should be retired and indicated that TEC is sometimes hurting frequency – providing a bit more tech info would provide a better context for answering the questions.  














�In reading the questions below there does not appear to be a one-for-one correspondence between what you have here in the background section and the questions below.





Please be more descriptive in this background section to clearly articulate what the drafting did and why they did it.


 


The idea is to make it as easy for the reader to understand the proposed changes as possible. 





�make it easy on folks by providing the text of the requirements you are referencing.  Note that the RC SDT is moving the requirements from IRO-016 into IRO-014.. .   and recommending modifications to IRO-001 such that there is no longer an R8 - however what was R8 may still be in the standard- please check with Steve Crutchfield.  


�Cut and paste language for R1 and R2 V1 here.


�In how the new standard is written, it appears the BA that has a reliability concern related to the implementation of a TEC no longer can request the RC to terminate the TEC. Please add a short narrative to the background section explaining the drafting team’s rationale for this.


�Cut and paste new R1, R2, and R3 language here.


�Cut and paste R2.2 V1 here.


�If the SDT has a technical basis for the proposed .01 Hz, the SDT should provide that technical justification here.  FERC will eventually want to see that so it is better to put the justification in front of stakeholders as early in the process as possible.  


�Cut and paste revised requirement here.


�With regard to Maureen’s comment below, please send us a copy of the issues data base for this project along with the proposed resolution to each issue as determined by the drafting team.
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