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Unofficial Comment Form for Proposed Revisions to the Standards Process Manual 

Please DO NOT use this form.  Please use the electronic form located at the link below to submit comments on the proposed revisions to the Standards Process Manual.  Comments must be submitted by March 12, 2010.  If you have questions please contact Maureen Long by email at Maureen.Long@nerc.net.

http://www.nerc.com/filez/sc.html
Background:
The proposed modifications to NERC’s standards processes as reflected in the proposed Standard Processes Manual (Manual) represent a consolidation of the recommendations made by the Standards Committee, the Results-based Ad Hoc team, and stakeholders during the Three-year Performance Assessment.  Collectively, the proposed revisions are aimed at retaining NERC’s accreditation as an ANSI-approved standards developer while improving both the efficiency and quality of the standards that are produced by NERC’s standards development process.
Please review the proposed Manual and then answer the following questions by March 12, 2010.  Note that the Manual is an entirely new document, and is intended to replace the Reliability Standards Development Procedure (RSDP).  The latest board-approved RSDP has been posted adjacent to the proposed Manual for ease of review.
1. Introduction and Elements of a Reliability Standard — The “Introduction” of the manual was written to confirm that NERC’s standards development process meets ANSI’s essential requirements for accredited standards developers.  Other changes to the initial sections of the Manual, when compared to the RSDP, include the addition of the definition of an “Adequate Level of Reliability (ALR)” as a change recommended by the Standards Committee – and deletion of the “reliability principles” as these duplicate, in large part, the elements in the definition of ALR.  Other changes were made to align the “types of reliability requirements” and “elements” of a standard to match the descriptions provided in the Results-based Ad Hoc report.
Do you agree with these sections of the proposed Manual?  If not, please explain why not and if possible, provide language that would make this section acceptable to you. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
2. Standards Program Organization — The proposed Manual includes numerous changes to the RSDP section previously called “Roles in the Reliability Standards Development Process”, mostly for clarification to better reflect existing practices.  
a. The Board of Trustees’ (BOT) role was expanded to reflect its role with respect to interpretations, definitions and variances.  The Standards Committee recommended modifying the existing language to mandate that the BOT file all approved standards for regulatory approval and this was adopted.  If the BOT does not want to adopt a standard it is not required to do so.

b. The Member Representatives Committee’s (MRC) role was removed – the BOT has indicated it wants interested parties to offer opinions during the development phase rather than “after the fact.” 

c. The Standards Committee’s role has been modified to indicate that the Standards Committee reports to the BOT, to include a reference to the Standards Committee Charter, and to add clarity to the scope of responsibilities, including the responsibility for ensuring that standards meet NERC’s benchmarks and FERC’s criteria for approval.

d. The Registered Ballot Body role was modified to eliminate the reference to fees.  

e. The Standards Process Manager (SPM) was removed. The tasks assigned to the SPM have been distributed to several different members of the standards staff – rather than list each job title, all references to the “SPM” have been changed to “standards staff.”

f. The standards staff role was revised to include identification of the Director and to absorb the duties of the SPM and to more accurately reflect the scope of duties in supporting drafting teams and in reporting results to the BOT.

g. The Governmental Authority in approving standards, definitions, variances, interpretations, VRFs, and VSLs was added.  

h. The Committee role was revised to clarify that, in addition to providing feedback on standards-related projects NERC technical committees have a special role in developing the technical justification for standards and overseeing field tests.

i. The NERC and Regional Reliability Organization (RRO) role was removed as this was identical to the role of all stakeholders.

j. The Requester role was removed.  ANSI does not require that the “requester” have any authority over a proposal and granting the “requester” the final authority over the scope of a proposal can delay a project without improving the project’s contribution to reliability.

k. The Compliance Program role was revised to more accurately reflect the actual coordination between the compliance staff and drafting teams during the development of standards.

l. The Compliance and Certification Committee role was added as it has a role in assessing compliance with the processes identified in the Manual and in helping determine if a proposed standard is enforceable before the standard is posted for formal comment and ballot.

m. The SAR Drafting Team role was removed.  Having a separate drafting team to refine a SAR is not required by ANSI and was identified as an action that adds time to the standards process without necessarily resulting in an improvement to reliability.

n. The Standard Drafting Team role was revised to change the name to “Drafting Team” and the scope was modified to distinguish that the drafting team members are appointed to provide technical input to the development of the standard-related activity, but will be assisted by a technical writer.  Wording was added to clarify that all drafting teams are responsible for their projects through the project’s approval by governmental authorities – and to clarify that although NERC staff forms drafting teams for interpretations, the Standards Committee forms all other drafting teams and all drafting teams report to the Standards Committee.  

o. The role of NAESB was added to reinforce the need for effective coordination for standards that have elements impacting both reliability and business practices.
Do you agree with these changes?  If not, please explain why not and if possible, provide language that would make this section acceptable to you. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
3. Post & Collecting Information on Standard Authorization Requests (SARs) - The Standards Committee and stakeholders recommended modifying the SAR process.  A need to gain better control over projects so that resources are allocated to the projects with the greatest reliability benefit, and a need to use limited resources more efficiently drove most of the proposed revisions.  Highlights include:  

a. A description was added to promote the submission of proposals for projects during an “open solicitation period” each year and reinforce the use of the “comments and suggestions” form as a mechanism to highlight the need to modify a standard or to possibly develop a new standard as an alternative to submitting a SAR

b. SARs for new standards should be accompanied by a technical justification and some evidence, such as a research paper, to provide the drafting team with guidance on developing the proposed requirements.  There will be no guarantee that the SAR will be immediately posted for review.  If the SAR doesn’t have a technical justification, a comment form will be posted to ask stakeholders to provide comments on whether a technical justification is needed, and if yes, what should be included in that justification.  The Standards Committee is expected to work with the technical committees (or other experts) to solicit assistance in developing any needed technical justification.  SARs that have been “completed” will be added to the Reliability Standards Development Plan but action to develop the associated standards may be deferred based on other priorities.

c. SARs for development of new standards will be posted for comment with comments addressed by a drafting team.  Where a drafting team is formed, the team will address both the SAR and the associated standard.  

d. SARs that are aimed solely at addressing regulatory directives or that address modifications to standards where the SAR has had some vetting, will have an “informal” comment period with comments provided to the associated standard drafting team — with no obligation to formally respond to the comments.
Do you agree with these changes?  If not, please explain why not and if possible, provide language that would make this section acceptable to you. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
4. Form Drafting Team — The following changes were made to clarify the role of the individual that submits a SAR, to clarify the criteria used to make drafting team appointments, and to clarify that drafting teams will have the support of a technical writer.  
a. SAR requesters (now called “authors”) will not have any authority over a SAR – the SAR for a new standard will be shaped based on the technical expertise of its drafting team with feedback from stakeholders.  (Most SARs will be developed by NERC staff and will reiterate the information already vetted in the project description included in the last approved version of the Reliability Standards Development Plan.)

b. The Standards Committee will continue to appoint drafting teams, but selection will be based on technical expertise and group process skills.  While some consideration will be given to having a diverse team, with major interconnections represented wherever practical, emphasis will be on appointing the “best” technical experts, with a team size of 7 as ideal.  If a drafting team is assigned to work on a SAR, the same team will develop the associated standard.

c. Drafting Teams will focus their attention on identifying “what” must be included in the standard and will have the final determination of the technical content of the standard, but the formatting of the requirements and wording for clarity will be determined by technical writers assigned to work with the drafting team. 

Do you agree with these changes?  If not, please explain why not and if possible, provide language that would make this section acceptable to you.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
5. Develop Preliminary Draft of Standard, Implementation Plan, VRFs and VSLs — Solicit Informal Feedback — ANSI does not have any requirements that address the collection or response to feedback on preliminary drafts of standards, and this step in the existing process is very time intensive.  The proposed revisions allow drafting teams to use a variety of methods such as conferences, webinars, or informal comment periods to collect preliminary feedback.  With “informal” comment periods the drafting team has no obligation to respond to comments.  The use of informal comment periods is something that stakeholders and drafting teams requested during the performance assessment, and has been authorized, on a very limited basis, by the Standards Committee.  ANSI does not require that all comment periods be “formal” – only that the comment period on the final draft be “formal” and open to all – and that the drafting team be responsive to applicable comments submitted during this formal comment period. 
Do you agree with these changes?  If not, please explain why not and if possible, provide language that would make this section acceptable to you. The following change was made to provide greater efficiency in collecting feedback on preliminary drafts of standards.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
6. Conduct Quality Review — A “quality review” was added to the standards process before posting a final draft of a standard for comment and balloting.  The purpose of this review is to ensure that the drafting team and the Standards Committee assess the quality attributes of the standard before the standard is posted.  Such a review is recommended by the Ad Hoc Team for Results-based Standards.
Do you agree with these changes?  If not, please explain why not and if possible, provide language that would make this section acceptable to you. The following change was made to provide greater efficiency in collecting feedback on preliminary drafts of standards.


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
7. Conduct Formal Comment Period — Form Ballot Pool — Conduct Initial Ballot and Conduct Non-binding Poll — The proposed process brings NERC’s process into closer alignment with the other ANSI-accredited standards development processes by conducting the formal comment period on the “final draft” of the standard at the same time as the ballot.  The drafting team would consider all comments and post its response to all the comments submitted at the same time.  The proposed standard may be balloted as many times as needed to reach consensus and result in a standard that is clear and enforceable.  Under the conditions where a standard has received sufficient affirmative ballots to be approved, but there were one or more comments proposing a change that would improve the clarity of the standard, each ballot beyond the “initial” ballot may focus solely on the elements of the standard that were modified after the initial ballot.  (For example, if the drafting team makes a change to a single requirement in a standard, the team may specify that the next ballot is only focusing on the modified requirement.) 

Do you agree with these changes?  If not, please explain why not and if possible, provide language that would make this section acceptable to you. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
8. Elimination of Re-ballot — The existing process in the RSDP requires a “re-ballot” when an initial ballot of a proposed standard fails to achieve a quorum.  The re-ballot requires that all ballot results be discarded and a new ballot, using the same ballot pool, be initiated for 15 work days, or three weeks.  This is not required by ANSI.  The proposed process in the Manual extends a ballot window until a ballot does achieve a quorum. This is a more efficient method of obtaining a quorum than requiring balloters who already cast a ballot to cast another ballot.
Do you agree with these changes?  If not, please explain why not and if possible, provide language that would make this section acceptable to you. 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
9. Processes for Conducting Field Tests and Collecting and Analyzing Data – This section was more fully developed to describe the three different types of field tests and data collection and analysis: validation of concepts used to support development of a SAR; validation of proposed requirements; and validation of compliance elements of a standard.
Do you agree with these changes?  If not, please explain why not and if possible, provide language that would make this section acceptable to you. 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
10. Process for Developing an Interpretation — The interpretation process was revised to include collection of informal feedback on a preliminary draft of an interpretation as well as a formal comment period at the same time as the ballot — almost identical to the way a standard is proposed to be balloted, except that if the interpretation needs to be revised, there is no successive formal comment period conducted during the successive ballot, and no recirculation ballot.
If an interpretation identifies the need to make revisions to a standard to improve its clarity, or if the drafting team discovers a reliability gap highlighted by the request for the interpretation, the drafting team will submit a SAR with the proposed standard revision to the standards staff.  This change supports a November, 2009 Board of Trustees resolution. The board indicated that if an interpretation highlights a reliability gap, the board expects an action plan for closing that reliability gap to be presented at the same time that the interpretation is presented for adoption, even if the action plan includes a delay before initiation of the project based on other priorities.  

Do you agree with these changes?  If not, please explain why not and if possible, provide language that would make this section acceptable to you. 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
11. Process for Appealing an Action or Inaction - This section was modified to clarify that "process related appeals" apply to reliability standards, definitions, variances, associated implementation plans, and interpretations developed by the standards development processes defined in the Manual. The existing RSDP limits appeals to the “process,” not on the resultant technical content of a standard action – the words in the Manual provide clarity on this issue.  (Note that stakeholders wishing to appeal the technical content of a standard action may do so with FERC, via FERC’s processes.)  
Do you agree with this change?  If not, please explain why not and if possible, provide language that would make this section acceptable to you. 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
12. Process for Developing a Variance — This process was revised to add clarity by including a definition of a variance, and by condensing the types of variances so that there are only two types of variances — “Interconnection-wide Variances” and “Variances that Apply on Less than an Interconnection-wide Basis.”  Under the proposed process, all variances that apply on less than an interconnection-wide basis would be initiated with the submission of a SAR and processed and approved in the same manner as a continent-wide standard.  

Do you agree with these changes?  If not, please explain why not and if possible, provide language that would make this section acceptable to you. 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
13. Expedited Standards Development Process — The Standards Committee has had to expedite the standards process several times to meet regulatory directives.  The committee has been reluctant to use the “Urgent Action” process in the RSDP because it implies that the regular standards development process should be used except in cases where there is an urgent reliability-related need to shorten the development process, and regulatory directives don’t fall under “urgent reliability-related need.”  To reflect the need to use an expedited process to meet regulatory directives or respond to an urgent reliability-related need, this process was revised to replace the “Urgent Action” with “Expedited” and to grant the Standards Committee the authority to approve deviations from the “normal” process to either meet a regulatory directive or to address an urgent reliability issue. 

Do you agree with these changes?  If not, please explain why not and if possible, provide language that would make this section acceptable to you. 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
14. Processes for Developing a Standard Related to a Confidential Issue — The section of the manual (previously called “special procedures”) that addresses developing requirements to address confidential issues associated with national security (called “special procedures” in the RSDP) has been reformatted.  There were three scenarios in the RSDP– confidential & urgent; confidential & non-urgent; urgent.  This section in the Manual contains only the special processes associated with developing standards associated with confidential issues as these scenarios result in standards developed without providing all stakeholders the opportunity to comment on the proposed standards.  The section clearly states that standards developed using special procedures that limit stakeholder review will not be submitted for consideration as ANSI standards.  The addition of this statement was recommended by ANSI staff.
Do you agree with these changes?  If not, please explain why not and if possible, provide language that would make this section acceptable to you. 


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
15. Objective — The objective of the process changes as reflected in the new Manual was to improve the quality of standards, more efficiently, while maintaining ANSI accreditation.  Please identify any of the proposed modifications that you feel work against achievement of these goals.

Comments:      
16. Other Comments — If you have any other comments on the proposed Manual that you haven’t already provided in response to the previous questions, please provide them here.  

Comments:      
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