PRC-005-1
Transmission and Generation Protection System Maintenance and Testing


	Commenter
	Reliability Need
	Acceptable Translation
	Comments

	Pacific Gas and Electric
	
	
	Nuclear facilities have a documented maintenance program.

	Response: This standard does not eliminate the need to meet other requirements established by other entities – hopefully a single maintenance program will meet the requirements of both programs.  

	North Carolina Municipal Power Agency 1
	No
	No
	NCMPA1 agrees with the need for having a standard that covers special protection systems for large generators on the transmission system.  However, including small diesel generators that serve distribution systems in the scope of this standard will provide no benefits in maintaining the reliability of the interconnected trasmission system.  Therefore, NCMPA1 suggests stating in this standard a minimum applicable capacity for the generators and/or a minimum applicable system voltage rating on which the generator resides.  A reasonable position would be to exclude generators from this standard that have capacities less than 3 MW and/or reside on a system that is rated less than 69 kV.

	Response: This standard applies to protection system misoperations and not Special Protection Systems.  The standard has been revised to clarify that R1 is limited to transmission and generation protective systems that IMPACT the Bulk Electric System.  

	NERC System Protection and Controls Task Force
	Yes
	No
	This standard is too weak to be meaningful.  An entity could have a program that simply states that they will do demand maintenance upon known problems together with the procedure, etc, and they would conform to this standard.  It needs to be strengthened in the future. –– Is run-to-failure an adequate maintenance/testing program?  If not, what are the minimum requirements?

	Response: Please be more specific in identifying the weaknesses in the standard.  

	FRCC
	Yes 
	No
	PRC-008 UFLS Maintenance Program, PRC-011 UVLS Maintenance Program, and PRC-017 SPS Maintenance Program should be merged into PRC-005.  The R1 requirements are the same and the UFLS, UVLS,  SPS identification can be designated in R1.1. These programs should all be consolidated into one standard.

In D2, Levels of Non-Compliance - Combine Level 1 and Level 2 into a single Level of Non-Compliance so that existing Level 1 OR existing Level 2 becomes the new Level 1.  A situation where the documentation being complete but the implementation is behind schedule (existing Level 1) may or may not be  a worse situation than the documentation being incomplete but the implementation of that portion is on schedule.

	Response: There are many ways of sorting the requirements in these standards.  The drafting team felt that merging all the V0 standards addressing maintenance and testing may delay obtaining approval – and since the reorganization would not result in any increased reliability, the drafting team did not adopt this suggestion. 
The levels of non-compliance were modified in support of your suggestion. 

	Constellation Generation Group
	Yes
	No
	Need more specifics on tests required, procedures, schedules, etc. expected.

Scope is unclear and possibly too broad,

	Response: The intent of the standard is to establish the requirement to perform and document maintenance and testing, not to describe ‘how’ to accomplish this. 

	Ronnie Frizzell - Arkansas Electric Coop. Corp.
	Yes
	No
	Numbering in section 4 needs to be corrected to 4.1, 4.2 etc instead of 1.1, 1.2.

1.2  Version 0 drafting team recognized that there are generation owners that owned relays that were involved in the protection of the transmission system.  I disagree with the proposed deletion.

	Response: The numbering has been corrected.
The scope of applicability has been expanded (not reduced) to include all generator owners – those that own transmission protection systems and those that own generator protection systems affecting the Bulk Electric System.  

	SPP Transmission  Working Group
	Yes
	No
	Version 0 drafting team recognizes that there are generation owners that owned relays that were involved in the protection of the transmission system. Disagree with proposed deletion.

	Response: The scope of applicability has been expanded (not reduced) to include all generator owners – those that own transmission protection systems and those that own generator protection systems affecting the Bulk Electric System.  

	Kenneth Dresner – FirstEnergy Solutions
	Yes
	No
	The requirements under R1.1 are to specific and also to general things like batteries and communications are too general for implemetation

What is the definition of an instrument transformer?  This could be considered too general

	Response: R1.1 was modified.  The Drafting Team developed a definition for protection systems, and was able to eliminate the list in R1.1.  
The term, ‘instrument transformer’ is no longer used in the standard.  

	NPCC CP9  RSWG 

Kathleen Goodman – ISO-NE

Cinod Kotecha
	Yes

Yes

Yes
	No

No

No
	R1.2 We suggest that documentation of specific maintenance Criteria be defined by the Regions.

	Response: Facility Owners are in the best position to manage the details of their maintenance and testing programs.  

	Greg Ludwicki – Northern Indiana Public Service Co. 
	Yes
	No
	1. Could the definition of generator protection system include a specific voltage class to use for a break point when determining which protection devices should be included?  I would recommend a generator’s terminal voltage be the break point.  R1.4 requests schedule for system testing and R1.5 schedule for system maintenance.  
2. Can a clarification be provided to differentiate the specific tasks of testing and maintenance?  When is testing not maintenance and vice versa?  Instrument Transformer:

3. B. R1. R1.1.2 What transformers are we talking about? How do you want them tested.? This could take a lot of time and create risk depending on what transformers are being referred to. What is the expected benefit?

4. - I interpret requirement for an annual open circuit response test.  Recommend a longer time frame unless operational anomalies are encountered.

	Response: 

1. The purpose clarifies that this standard is limited to protection affecting the Bulk Electric System.  
2. The standard was modified to reflect that maintenance and testing are integrated tasks.

3. The term, ‘transformers’ is no longer used in the standard. 

4. This is not an accurate interpretation of the requirements.

	Consolodated Edison 

Alan Adamson – NYSRC
	Yes

Yes
	No

No
	In reference to the applicability and requirements for TOs, there should be reference to voltage classification, or whether this applies to Bulk Power System elements only. In reference to the applicability and requirements for GOs there should be reference to size of generation, or whether this applies to Bulk Power System elements only. 

Under Requirements R2, the documentation required should be described or clarified. This clarification should state whether the documentation is a written description in paragraph form, or the copy of the organization's entire relay maintenance file.

	Response: The standard has been revised to clarify that R1 is limited to transmission and generation protective systems that IMPACT the Bulk Electric System.  
By keeping the requirement more general, we aren’t requiring any specific type of documentation  - and this results in entities not having to change the way they document their maintenance and testing programs today.   The intent is to minimize the need to change the way entities do things, unless that change results in increased reliability. 

	Mark Kuras – MAAC
	Yes
	No
	R1.4 and R1.5 should be removed. Compliance should look at the end product only not how it is accoplished. Concern about slight slippage of the schedule and non-compliance. In R1.6, is this last test of the program or of the relays? Text seems to imply the program.

	Response: The requirements were modified in support of your suggestions. 

	Ed Riley – California ISO

ISO/RTO Council Standards Review Committee
	Yes

Yes
	No

No
	Documentation of specific maintenance Criteria should be defined by the Regions.

R1.4 and R1.5 should be dropped. Schedules are irrelevant, as long as the testing between intervals is completed.

	Response: Facility Owners are in the best position to manage the details of their maintenance and testing programs.  

Your recommendation to drop R1.4 and R1.5 was adopted. 

	Doug Hohbough – First Energy Corp.
	Yes
	No
	Not sure what the distinction is between schedules for system maintenance and schedules for system testing.  Recommend that R1.4 and R1.5  be combined.  

Seems like Levels 1 and 2 non-compliance should refer only to PRC-005 R1 the way they are currently worded.  PRC-005 R2 does not deal with the schedule for system maintenance and testing.

	Response: Your recommendation for merging the references to maintenance and testing was adopted.
The revised standard requires the facility owner to define maintenance and testing ‘intervals’ and to perform those tasks within those ‘intervals’.  Conforming changes were made to the levels of non-compliance.  

	John Horakh – MACC
	Yes
	No
	Delete (not) in the last line of D.2.2, delete D.2.4.1 numbering not needed. 

	Response: The levles of non-compliance were modified to better align with the revised requirements and measures.  The suggestions are no longer applicable. 

	Individual Members of CCMC
	Yes
	No
	Levels 1, 2, and 3 have an additional requirement “was not on schedule” which is not part of the standard’s requirement. These statements must be removed. Compliance should be based on “adherence” to schedule or days.

	Response: The revised standard requires the facility owner to define maintenance and testing ‘intervals’ and to perform those tasks within those ‘intervals’.  Conforming changes were made to the levels of non-compliance.  

	Joseph D Willson – PJM
	Yes
	No
	Levels 1, 2, and 3 have an additional requirement “was not on schedule” which is not part of the standard’s requirement. These  statements must be removed. 

	Response: The revised standard requires the facility owner to define maintenance and testing ‘intervals’ and to perform those tasks within those ‘intervals’.  Conforming changes were made to the levels of non-compliance.  

	Joseph F. Buch – Madison Gas and Electric
	Yes
	Yes
	With possibly only a few minor changes this standard should be able to be implemented per the schedule proposed. 

	Response: Thank you. 

	Xcel Energy – Northern States Power
	Yes
	Yes
	The term “Generation Protection System” needs to be defined.  The magnitude of a generation maintenance and testing program escalates exponentially if Balance of Plant items become a part of this Standard. 

	Response: The Drafting Team did develop a definition of ‘Protection System’ that is applicable to both generator protection systems and transmission protection systems.  This standard was modified to clarify that it is only applicable to PSs that affect the reliabiltiy of the Bulk Electric System.  

	Barry Green – Ontario Power Generation
	Yes
	
	There is some inconsistency in this package of standards affecting generators, between applicability to generator owner in some cases and generator operator in others.  For this standard, PRC-005-1, the applicability must lie with the generator operator.  In many cases, the owner, by virtue of contractual obligations, would not have the ability to carry out the obligations imposed by this standard.  In other cases, ownership could be shared and it would not be appropriate for these obligations to be shared.  Therefore, the applicability of this standard more correctly belongs with the generation operator.  Alternatively, if NERC chooses to be less prescriptive, it could, for the purposes of the standard, place an obligation on the owner or operator, with an obligation on the region to clarify in each case, the appropriate entity to meet the requirements.     

	Response: The Functional Model is not clear as to which entity is responsible for the requirements in this standard.  Because there is a financial investment associated with mitigation plans, the Drafting Team defaulted to assigning these requirements to the Generator Owner.  The Generator Owner may delegate the tasks to the Generator Operator.  This is similar to the way corresponding protection & control standards assign responsibilities to the Transmission Owner.

	IESO – Ontario
	Yes
	Yes
	Documentation of specific maintenance Criteria should be defined by the Regions. This should be included in R 1.2. 

R1.4 and R1.5 should be dropped. Schedules are irrelevant, as long as the testing between intervals is completed.

	Response: 

Facility Owners are in the best position to manage the details of their maintenance and testing programs.  

The revised standard requires the facility owner to define maintenance and testing ‘intervals’ and to perform those tasks within those ‘intervals’.  

	WECC Reliability Subcommittee

Mohan Kondragunta – Southern California Edison
	Yes

Yes
	Yes

Yes
	WECC RS suggests that the Standard specify that the RRO identify minimum generator and plant size to apply this standard.

	Response: This standard was modified to clarify that it is only applicable to Protection Systems that affect the reliabiltiy of the Bulk Electric System.  

	Rebecca Berdahll – Bonneville Power Administration

Karl Bryan – Corp of Engineers

Jay Sietz – US Bureau of Reclamation

Brenda Anderson
	Yes
	Yes
	Include the RRO as the body that will coordinate the minimum generator and plant size for stand application. 

	Response: This standard was modified to clarify that it is only applicable to PSs that affect the reliabiltiy of the Bulk Electric System.  

	Southern Company Generation
	Yes
	Yes
	M2 – The referrnce to PRC-003 is incorrect. We believe this should be PRC-005.

	Response: The typographical error was corrected. 

	Southern Company – Transmission
	Yes
	Yes
	M2 has a reference to R2 of PRC-003. This should be R2 of PRC-005.

Revise R1.5. Corrective action taken to (address or reduce a)  misoperation or failure to operate from reoccurring.

	Response: 
This comment is more applicable to R1.4 in PRC-003 which deals with misoperations. PRC-003 requires the RRO to develop requirements for mitigation plans which are intended to prevent similar misoperations from occurring. 

	Gred Mason – Dynergy Generation
	Yes
	Yes
	1. Section A4,1.2 has a typo-need to eliminate"…that owns."

	Response: The qualifying language is needed in A4.  

	Carol L. Krysevig – Allegheny Energy Supply Co. 
	Yes
	Yes
	

	PPL Corporation 
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Jerry Nicely – TVA Nuclear Generation
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Gerald Rheault – Manitoba Hydro
	Yes
	Yes
	

	John K. Loftis, Jr. – Dominion – Electric Transmission
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Midwest Reliability Organization
	Yes
	Yes
	

	SERC EC Generation Subcommittee (GS)
	Yes
	Yes
	

	SERC EC Planning Standards Subcommittee (PSS)
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Tennessee Valley Authority
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Raj Rana – AEP
	Yes
	Yes 
	

	Deborah M. Linke – US Bureau of Reclamation
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Peter Burke – American Transmission Co. 
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Samuel W. Leach – TXU Power
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Entergy
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Karl Kohlrus - City Water, Light & Power
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Kansas City Power and Light
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Dan Griffiths – PA Office of Consumer Advocate 
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Howard Rulf  - WE Energies
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Michael C. Calimano – NYISO
	Yes
	Yes
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