PRC-018-1
Disturbance Monitoring Equipment Installation and Data Reporting


	Members
	Reliability Need?
	Acceptable Translation?
	Comments

	Pacific Gas and Electric
	
	
	R1 If additional disturbance monitoring equipment is required for nuclear facilities, a two year advance notice is required for installation.

M2 Refers to non-existent sections R2.1 through R2.6 in PRC 002 for data requirements.

	Response: 

	Greg Ludwicki – Northern Indiana Public Service Co. 
	Yes
	No
	I interpret requirement for an annual test.  Recommend a longer time frame unless operational anomalies are encountered, possibly 5 years.

	Response: 

	Kansas City Power and Light
	Yes
	No
	It appears that this standard is redundant to PRC-002-0

	Response: 

	Constellation Generation Group
	Yes
	No
	What disturbance monitoring equipment is acceptable?

Need to define synchronous requirements.

	Response: 

	NERC Interconnection Dynamics Working Group
	Yes
	No
	See MOD-022-1

	Response: 

	Cinod Kotecha
	Yes
	No
	Has the intent of this Standard gone beyond the scope of the original Planning Standard IIICM8?  
Recommends it be remanded back into the SAR process as a new standard, and removed from this set.

	Response: 

	Kathleen Goodman – ISO-NE
	Yes
	No
	We believe the intent of this Standard has gone beyond the scope of the original Planning Standard IIICM8 and recommends it be remanded back into the SAR process as a new standard, and removed from this set.

	Response: 

	NPCC CP9  RSWG
	Yes
	No

	NPCC Participating members believe the intent of this Standard has bone beyond the scope of the original Planning Standard IICM8 and recommends it be remanded back into the SAR process as a new standard, and removed from this set

	Response: 

	Alan Adamson – NYSRC
Consolodated Edison
	Yes
Yes
	No
No
	Section C, Measures, M2 references PRC-002 R2.1 through R2.6. It appears that it should be referring to PRC-018-1 instead.

	Response: 

	Doug Hohbough – First Energy Corp.
	Yes
	No
	The purpose and R3 should refer to Disturbance Monitoring Equipment data not Disturbance data.  R3, M2 and M3 should refer to PRC-018 not PRC-002.

The addition of time synchronization requirement is OK.

	Response: 

	Joseph D Williamson – PJM
	No
	No
	Level 1 references another standard.  You must not judge compliance of this standard by imposing additional requirements not contained in this standard. 

	Response: 

	Individual Members of CCMC
	Yes
	No
	Level 1 references another standard. You must not judge compliance of this standard by imposing additional requirements not contained in this standard. Reference to old measurements being replaced/retired is inappropriate.

Reference to other standards can cause future conflict problems as standards change and cause compliance auditing problems if referenced standard are non-compliant.

	Response: 

	FRCC
	Yes 
	No
	The levels of  Non-Compliance address the installation of Disturbance Monitoring Equipment at "all required locations".  The requirements in PRC-002 does not specifically address "required locations".  This area is indirectly addressed in R1.5 and R1.6, but it is not clear that the "all required locations" in this standard points to R1.6 of PRC-002.

	Response: 

	Raj Rana – AEP
	Yes
	Yes 
	Modify Definition of Disturbance Monitoring Equipment to include Microprocessor relays. 

	Response: 

	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-018-1, 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: 

	PPL Corporation
	Yes
	Yes
	PPL strongly supports the use of disturbance data wherever possible in lieu of requiring generator testing.  Therefore, clear requirements for the installation of, and reporting from this equipment is essential.  Adequate time must be granted to allow for the budgeting, engineering, and installation of this equipment where it currently does not exist.

	Response: 

	Michael C. Calimano – NYISO
	Yes
	Yes
	This standard is contingent on the PRC-002-1 and should either be combined with PRC-002-1 or be tabled until adoption of PRC-002-1

	Response: 

	WECC Reliability Subcommittee 
Mohan Kondragunta – Southern California Edison
	Yes
Yes
	Yes
Yes
	WECC RS agrees with the time synchronization status reporting.

	Response: 

	John Horakh – MACC
	Yes
	Yes
	OK to add time synchronization to complement reference in PRC-002

	Response: 

	WECC Disturbance Monitoring Work Group
	Yes
	Yes
	The WECC DMWG agrees that time synchronization status should be reported as part of each disturbance monitor's operational status.  
In addition, Requirement 2.4 should also include reporting the type of time input provisioning.  
Under part D Compliance, section 1.3, the DMWG recommends that the first occurrence of the word [data] be replaced with the word [information] to differentiate between information about the Disturbance Monitoring Equipment (DME) and the data that the DME collects.  
Also, twelve months may not be a long enough data retention period for disturbance monitor data.  As mentioned in our comment on MOD-022, a complete analysis of a disturbance and subsequent model revisions could take more than two years to complete.  Data should be retained for at least 12 months beyond the date the revised models are implemented in system studies or the date a determination is made that no model revisions are required.

	Response: 

	Southern Company – Transmission
	Yes
	Yes
	M2 has a reference to R2.1 through R2.6 of PRC-002. This should be PRC-018.

	Response: 

	NERC System Protection and Controls Task Force
Tennessee Valley Authority
	Yes
Yes
	Yes
Yes
	R.2 should be revised to read:  The Transmission Owner and Generator Owner shall maintain, and report to the Regional Reliability Organization within 30 calendar days of a request, the following data on its installed Disturbance Monitoring

	Response: 

	Mark Kuras – MAAC
	Yes
	Yes
	Recommed a numbered sublist for the Levels of non-compliance instead of the present paragraph format.

	Response: 

	IESO – Ontario
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Dan Griffiths – PA Office of Consumer Advocate 
	Yes
	Yes
	

	SPP Transmission  Working Group
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Howard Rulf  - WE Energies
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Gerald Rheault – Manitoba Hydro
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Jerry Nicely – TVA Nuclear Generation
	Yes
	Yes
	

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

	Midwest Reliability Organization
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Ed Riley – California ISO
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Southern Company Generation
	Yes
	Yes
	

	ISO/RTO Council Standards Review Committee
	Yes
	Yes
	

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

	Rebecca Berdahll – Bonneville Power Administration

Karl Bryan – Corp of Engineers

Jay Sietz – US Bureau of Reclamation

Brenda Anderson
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Entergy
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Karl Kohlrus - City Water, Light & Power
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Ronnie Frizzell - Arkansas Electric Coop. Corp.
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Xcel Energy – Northern States Power
	Yes
	Yes
	

	SERC EC Generation Subcommittee (GS)
	Yes
	Yes
	

	SERC EC Planning Standards Subcommittee (PSS)
	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
	

	Gred Mason – Dynergy Generation
	Yes
	Yes
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