Other Comments on Standards


Question 5: Do you have any additional comments not addressed by the other questions?

	Members
	Comments
	

	Data Coordination Working Group
	The DCWG members listed above are representatives of NERC regions or subregions.  Other DCWG group members, such as EIA liaisons and industry representatives, either were not polled or did not submit comments.
	No answer needed

	NERC Interconnection Dynamics Working Group
	IDWG marked DO NOT AGREE with translation for instances where changes are suggested.. it may be an accurate portrayal of the original standard but is lacking or deficient. 

IDWG is developing a new set of DME SARs, which are to be completed by June 30, 2005.
	NERC Staff

	Karl Kohlrus - City Water, Light & Power
	The numbering system of the new standards is confusing. It needs to be revisited.
	NERC Staff

	SERC EC Planning Standards Subcommittee (PSS)
	The PSS recommends individual balloting of these standards
	NERC Staff

	Ronnie Frizzell - Arkansas Electric Coop. Corp.
	1.  It is my understanding that the compliance group determines the levels of compliance.  Did the changes in these sections of the drafts come from the drafting team or the compliance group?  If they came from the drafting team will the compliance group review and possibly rewrite these sections? 

2. In many of the standards the old standard and measures are referenced in parenthesis.  Is it correct to assume this was done to help with the mapping process and will be removed in the final draft?
	NERC Staff

	SERC EC Generation Subcommittee (GS)
Jerry Nicely – TVA Nuclear Generation
	To better facilitate review of draft standards, the members of the SERC GS recommend that standards applicable to GOs and GOPs be grouped together.
	NERC Staff

	Individual Members of CCMC
	1 - NERC Standards are currently being drafted under a number of different formats. This is very confusing to the industry in trying to review the material. For example, the original Operating and Planning Templates had the standard or requirement as the high level description of the document and the measure as a more detailed discussion of what was to be done. Compliance was then based on what was being measured.

Now we are drafting the standards with all the details contained in the requirements section and the measure section merely being how the requirements are to be measured such as providing evidence that a requirement was followed or through a review of the documentation which is described in the requirement. Occasionally an additional requirement is added to the measures, such as requiring information be available in 30 days.

The drafts of these Phase III/IV standards are a mix of both the old and the new format. Before going forward NERC needs to ensure that a single common format will be used and then have all of these documents re-drafted in compliance with that format.

2 - Throughout these drafts, the authors have added requirements such as the document will be made available for review within 30 days of a request. If these are to be standards then each and every one of them will be reviewed on a cyclic basis and at times as a spot audit. This requirement to provide a document, log, etc. within 30 days is therefore not needed and should be removed everywhere is occurs. The 30 day stated requirement actually creates a problem for requesting information in a short time period such as a spot audit. A similar requirement to distribute a document within 30 days of a change should also be eliminated or changed to reflect the actual time period “needed” for reliable operation.

3 - Each of the standards should be reviewed individually and balloted individually. In fact as each standard is being posted for public comment again, the industry should be asked to approve each of the requirements contained in the standard. In that way we would no longer have a conversion of the old policies and planning standards but an industry support for the reliability requirements, and not just the general reliability standards. Continual questioning of the “translation accuracy” keeps inferring that this is another Version 0.

4 - The standards that delegate the real obligations/requirements to the Regions to develop need to be changed. If the Regions are the entities to establish requirements, the Regions should simply make such requirements a part of their own compliance programs and not NERC Standards. However, Regions have the option of adding Regional Standards to the NERC Standards as Regional Differences as described in the Standards Process Manual.
	NERC Staff

	Cinod Kotecha 
Consolodated Edison
Kathleen Goodman – ISO-NE 
Alan Adamson – NYSRC
IESO – Ontario
ISO/RTO Council Standards Review Committee
NPCC CP9  RSWG
	Many of the proposed Phase III/IV standards are revisions of  Version 0 standards that have been adopted. However, the clean versions of these standards do not indicate such. Therefore, we suggest that the second sentence on the first page of each of these standards be revised as follows: " This proposed standard is a revision of _____, which translates planning measure(s) _____. This (These) measure(s) was (were) not  included ….."
	NERC Staff

	NERC System Protection and Controls Task Force
	Scopes are not clear in all cases.  These standards do not specify the voltage levels to which they apply.  Reference to the bulk electric system without a clear definition can be confusing, at best.
	BES Defined with V0 an its definition was approved with V0

	Xcel Energy – Northern States Power
	With the intended adoption of all of these standards at one specific time, there is a concern about coordination of standards that are the responsibilitiy of the Regional Reliability Organization, with those that are the responsibility of an individual entity (e.g. Transmission Owner, Transmission Operator, Generation Owner, etc.) There are relationships contained in a number of these standards where compliance by the individual entities should not commence until the Standards applicable to Regional Reliability Organizations are in place and the Regional Reliability Organization has distributed their requirements to their respective individual entities.
	Agree – compliance will be phased in 

	Mark Kuras – MAAC
	Recommend not using the word …evidence… It implies something beyond the required documentation. It has legal connotations. Suggest …business documents… instead. We used this wording during drafting of the cyber standards.
	Evidence was used in many V0 Standards and several V1 Standards – this is 1st objection to use of word. 

	Midwest Reliability Organization
	1.  All of the different versions that were made available by NERC for the Version 1 standards (comparison documents, clean documents, marked-up documents) had inconsistencies between the versions.  The comments made here are based on the clean documents. 

2.  Unless otherwise intended that all items were to apply, for all standards where there are mulitiple items of non-compliance listed within one level, they should be preceded with the phrase, "There shall be a level XX non-compliance if any of the following conditions exist:"

3.  There are many locations within the standards where inconsistencies exist for the standards referring to themselves.  In some instances, the standards will refer to themselves as, for example, "MOD-016-1 R1".  At other times, it will be "MOD-016-1_R1".  At other times, it is simply "MOD-16-1", or may refer to the old Version 0 standard as "MOD-016".  This language needs to be standardized throughout all of the standards, especially eliminating any references to Version 0 standards that are not anticipated to exist.  Recommend that documents refer to themselves with full version 1 names (i.e, MOD-016-1).

4.  There is confusion regarding the effective date of the standard and how quickly the entity that the standard is applicable to is required to be compliant.  For example, for most of these standards, the entity that the standard is applicable to would appear to have 30 calendar days to respond to a request for compliance.  The monitoring entity could, theoretically, request data on November 2 for a standard that takes effect on November 1.  Does this mean that these entities have 30 days to comply with the standards?  Recommend that an additional date be added to each of these standards entitled "Required Implementation Date".  This date would be set 1 year (or other acceptable time-frame) beyond the effective date of the standard,  allowing time for each entity to comply with the standard, before being monitored for the standard.

5.  It is observed throughout the different standards that many of the Requirements do not have a corresponding Measure.  It would provide additional clarification if each Requirement had a corresponding Measure (i.e., EOP-005).

6.  Recommend that all standards that have related standards include a reference to the related standards (i.e, MOD-016-1 would include a reference to MOD-017-0 as a related standard).

7.  Enhancements to these standards need to be considered for non-synchronous (e.g. wind) generation.

8.  Some of the NERC standards have Requirements that are not fully addressed by associated Measures.  Recommend that for all NERC standards each Measure indicate which Requirement(s) it is addressing.  All Requirements should be fully addressed by the Measures.

9.  Making the "Regional Reliability Organization" the applicable entity in MOD-016-1, MOD-023-1, PRC-002-1, PRC-003-1,.PRC-020-1,PRC-023-1, and VAR-004-1 is inconsistent with the NERC Functional Model.  These standards should be changed to make them applicable to the appropriate entity within the Functional Model.

10.  The words "affect"(ed) and "effect"(ed) are, at times, inappropriately interchanged throughout the standards. 
	1 – OK

2 – NERC Staff

3 – NERC Staff

4 – NERC Staff

5 – NERC Staff

6 – NERC Staff

7 - ???

8 – NERC Staff

9 – NERC Staff

10 – NERC Staff



	Transmission Issues Subcommittee
	1.  In general, there should be field testing of thse Phase III/IV standards to ensure the validity of the reqirements, as was done for the Phase I and Phase II standards. 

2. The requirement for the RRO to present its procedures to NERC for review should be consistent throughout these standards.
	Phase III were field tested already – some Phase IV implemented already by some entities -  trying to minimize use of resources by field testing only where needed
What is reliability purpse?

	PPL Corporation
	1)  General – The Regional Reliability Organization needs to determine the frequency and overall criteria required for any generation testing in support of these new standards.  The needs basis shall only evaluate units that have a significant affect on the safe and reliable operation of the transmission system.

2)  General - Any test that is required on generator equipment needs to be subject to a risk analysis where the value of the test is evaluated against the risk that such test would impact the generation equipment and transmission system.  Only units or stations that have a significant affect on the system should be tested.

3)  General - Nuclear units should be exempted from on-line testing unless the Nuclear Generator Owner can demonstrate through the 10CFR50.59 screening process that such testing is not an Unreviewed Safety Question (USQ).  PPL believes that real-time operational data could be used in lieu of on-line testing in some instances to validate the range of reactive capabilities.
	Gen Team

	SPP Transmission  Working Group
	MOD-023 thru 027 should include planning authorities.
	Gen Team

	Gred Mason – Dynergy Generation
	1.Some of the new NERC Reliability Standards approved on 4/1/2005 seem redundant to some of the provisions in these proposed standards.We recommend the ones cited below be evaluted further and potentially eliminated as well:

-All of MOD-023-1 seems largely redundant to MOD-013-0.Suggest deleting MOD-013-0

-MOD-024-1 and MOD-025-1 seem redundant to R13 of TOP-002-0.Suggest deleting R13 of TOP-002-0.

-For Generation Owners,all of MOD-026-1 seems largely redundant to MOD-012-0.Suggest deleting  Generation Owners from MOD-012-0.

-Requirement R1.1 of VAR-002-1 seems redundant to Requirement R14 of TOP-002-0.Suggest deleting R1.1 from VAR-002-01. 
	Teams (Gen & Pl/Ops)

	Barry Green – Ontario Power Generation
	The following is an additional comment related to Levels of Non-Compliance for standard VAR 002-1:

The definition of the levels of non-compliance are based on the accumulated numbers of "unithours" of operation out of compliance.  Such a measure does not take account of the fact that not all units are equally impactive.  Being out of compliance for a small hydroelectric unit is not equivalent, in terms of system impact, to being out of compliance for a large fossil or nuclear station.
	Pl/Ops Team

	IESO – Ontario
	ref: MOD-023-1 R1.2 

Most models should be validated by tests.  Where available, we suggest the use of standard test procedures (e.g. IEEE 115).  

ref: MOD-023-1 R1.4

We suggest the following additions to the "data verification parameters to be reported" requirement: 

 - generator impedances

 - time constants

 - saturation coefficients 

 - inertia

ref: MOD-024-1 R2.1, M2, Levels of non-compliance 2.3 and 2.4.2

We suggest replacing 'real' power with 'active' power.

ref: MOD-026-1 Requirements

We suggest adding a requirement for Generator Owners to provide automatic to manual AVR tracking validation.

ref: MOD-026-1 Requirements

We suggest adding more tests to ensure the stabilizers are working properly (e.g. Step Tests)

ref: MOD-026-1 R1

We suggest replacing the term 'data' with 'models and data' in the sentence:

"The Generator Owner shall, within 30 calender days of a request, provide to the Regional Reliability Organization and applicable Transmission Planner(s) 'data' associated… "

ref: MOD-026-1 R2

We suggest replacing the term 'verify' with 'validate' in the sentence:

"The Generator Owner shall 'verify' the data used in…"

ref: MOD-26-1 R3

If any of the information outlined in this requirement is unavailable, we suggest obligating the Generator Owner to perform tests that are necessary to verify the model.

ref: MOD-027-1 Requirements

We suggest updating requirements to make these more explicit for validation of Deadband and Droop.

ref: PRC-019-1 R1.1

We suggest deleting 'manufacturer's' in the following sentence:

"The generator 'manufacturer's' reactive capability curve…"

ref: VAR-001-1 R1

We suggest changing the reference of MVAR as Mvar, as this is a SI abbreviation.

ref: VAR-001-1 R10.2

We suggest addition of a requirement/obligation for the Generator Operator to log information and times where they needed to run the generator to control power factor or reactive power. 
	Gen Team

Relay Team

Pl/Ops Team



	Gerald Rheault – Manitoba Hydro
	The levels of compliance are inconsistent across the standards.  WHile it is not resonable to expect consistency for widely different standards, there should be consistency for related standards. 

Many of the standards do not use the Functional Model definitions.  An example is that the RRO is often the responsible entity when it should be the Planning Authority.
	NERC Staff

	Southern Company Generation
	General Comment on PRC-019:  Historically, very few generator device coordination problems have been identified.  Since this is a new standard and historical trends don’t indicate widespread problems in this area, it is recommended that NERC and the regions address the generator device coordination on a priority basis and allow ample time for the industry to come into compliance.  Allowing up to seven years for existing systems to be completed should allow a reasonable amount of time for the coordination to be performed and implemented.
	Relay Team

	Southern Company – Transmission
	General Comment on PRC-019:  Historically, very few generator device coordination problems have been identified.  Since this is a new standard and historical trends don’t indicate widespread problems in this area, it is recommended that NERC and the regions address the generator device coordination on a priority basis and allow ample time for the industry to come into compliance.  Allowing 2-3 years for existing systems to be completed should allow a reasonable amount of time for the coordination to be performed and implemented.


	Relay Team

	Southern Company Generation
Southern Company – Transmission
	General Comments on the Phase III-IV Standards:  Prior to their approval, each element of these "new" standards should be examined carefully to ensure the burdens imposed on generators (cost, resources, additional documentation, etc.) are justified in terms of positive and measureable impacts on grid reliability.  This is extremely important to the facility owners and operators, because noncompliance with these standards will ultimately result in penalties and sanctions.  Furthermore, it is imperative that compliance be achieved without undue risks to the system and generator.  In the process of expediting the Phase III/IV standards development, and the limited partipation to date by generation experts within the industry, we are not confident that a thorough job is being done in these areas.  In addition, because these standards are setting "new"  requirements and will involve significant amount of additional work and documentation, it would be appropriate to allow ample time for the industry to come into compliance.  We believe it is inappropriate to issue non-compliances against industry participants for a "new" standard at its implementation date.   
	??????

	Entergy
	Standard EOP-005-1: The two Measures included in this Standard are concerned only with Rquirement 11. A third measure should be added to measure R1 - R10. The wording in the Data Retention part of the Compliance Section seems appropriate: "The Transmission Operator must have its plan to reestablish its electric system available for review by the Regional Reliability Organization at all times."

Standard MOD-026-1: The last sentence of R.4 "open circuit test … terminal voltage." appears to be the same as Requirement R.5 and should be deleted.

Standard MOD-028-1: Please change "TPl-002" to "TPL-002" in the Purpose.

Standard PRC-002-1: Please change "any" to "either" in Levels of Non-Compliance 2.1 Level 1.

Standard PRC-002-1: Please delete the "or" at the end of Levels of Non-Compliance 2.4.1.

Standard PRC-004-1: We suggest Levels of Non-Compliance 2.1 and 2.3 be interchanged since "mitigation plans is incomplete" is in item 2.4 but not in 2.2.
	NERC Staff – EOP-005

Gen Team

Relay Team

	John Harris - Load Forecasting Working Group
	The II.D standard directly addresses the impact of forecasting on overall reliability. New generation and transmission resources are built because of the level and timing of anticipated demand. Standard II.D.M1 through II.D.M12 address the consistency between actual and forecast demand as one way of judging whether anticipated load, and therefore the need for future generation and transmission capacity, is reasonable and adequate. Demand forecasting is uncertain because many of the factors affecting anticipated load (e.g., future economic growth, weather, conservation investment, industrial structure, locational employment, international competition, etc.) are not known with absolute certainty. Because the standards are to ensure overall reliability of the bulk electric system, and because resource reliability depends in part on forecasts of anticipated load, it is recommended that load serving entities be required to submit with their annual demand and net energy for load forecasts a brief description and discussion of the key uncertainties of their forecasts. A brief summary of the key demand uncertainties by each load serving entitiy will provide needed background for judging the reliabity of the forecast. Currently, no load serving entitiy is required to provide any uncertainty assessment with their demand and energy projections. The essence of ensuring future reliability requires a current assessment of key uncertainties and how such key uncertainties have been incorporated into the forecast of anticipated load and energy. Because of workloads and other priorities of load serving entities, we emphasize the word 'brief' used in the above request for describing and discussing key forecast uncertainties.

The requirement in II.D.M4 (4) that annual peak demand and net energy for load be provided for 'at least 5 years and up to 10 years' is inadequate. Coal-fired and nuclear generation resources are now being discussed as substitutes for gas-fired generation due to anticipated natural gas pricing 

Coal and nuclear resources have much longer planning, pre-engineering, and construction times that require longer forecast horizons than 5 years. Accordingly, the II.D.M4(4) requirement should be changed to 'at least 10 years'.
	Future SAR?
IIDM1 and IIDM4 are not in the scope of Measures addressed by this set of SARs

	Transmission Subcommittee
	The Transmission Subcommittee compliments work and effort by the Phase III and IV Standard Drafting Team.  The Transmission Subcommittee supports the draft standards within the Phase III and IV Standards SAR.  Please consider the following comments that the Transmission Subcommittee asks or suggest to clarify or enhance the draft standards.

TS Recommends Defining "Reactive Capability of Generating Unit(s)" - TS does not offer a recommendation for the definition.

TS Recommends Defining "Voltage Schedule" as "Voltage Schedule - A voltage range or set-point as a specific bus."

TS Recommends Defining "Reactive Power Schedule" as "REactive Power Schedule - A reactive power range or set-point at a specific location(s)."

TS Recommends Defining "NERC" as it is used throughout the standards.  Use M1, above, as an example.  The TS does not offer a "NERC" definition.
	????
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