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Unofficial Comment Form
Request for Comments Regarding the Draft of NERC Cost Effective Analysis Process (CEAP) 

Please DO NOT use this form to submit comments. Please use the electronic comment form to submit comments on the posting of the Cost Effective Analysis Process. The electronic comment form must be completed by July 6, 2012. 

Cost Effective Analysis Process Project Page
If you have any questions, please contact Barb Nutter at barbara.nutter@nerc.net or 404-446-9692.

Background

In response to concerns expressed by stakeholders and regulators in both the US and Canada, NERC has developed a draft Cost Effective Analysis Process “CEAP.”  The NERC CEAP will introduce the concept of cost consideration and effectiveness into the development of new and revised standards and to afford the industry with opportunities to offer alternative methods to achieve the reliability objective of draft standards which may result in less implementation costs and resource expenditures.  The draft NERC CEAP was developed from the Northeast Power Coordinating Council “NPCC” regional CEAP.  NPCC developed the first regional CEAP in response to concerns raised by its regional Board of Directors regarding the need for standards development to consider potential cost impacts.

The draft NERC CEAP introduces cost consideration to the standards development process in two phases.  These two phases will be performed during the comment periods and both involve posing some additional voluntary questions to industry.  The first phase of the CEAP will be implemented during the SAR stage to determine cost impact and identify “order of magnitude” or potentially egregious costs, to determine if a proposed standard will meet or exceed an adequate level of reliability, and what potential risks are being mitigated.  This information will be used as a “gateway” to determine if a project should move forward to the standard development and drafting stage or be remanded back to the requestor.  The second phase will be done later in the standard development process and afford the industry the opportunity to offer more cost efficient solutions that may be equally effective to achieving the reliability intent of the draft standard.  This second step will result in a report that will be respectful of any market sensitive information.  This report will be posted at the time the standard is balloted.  The report will present the data collected in a manner which will provide the industry with representative cost implementation and effectiveness information to allow a more informed choice during balloting.  Some entities are unsure of implementation costs currently and this effort will result in an opportunity to sharing information and promote consensus and alleviate concerns over cost and effectiveness.

The application of both phases of the NERC CEAP will be to all new NERC standards and only the second, cost effectiveness phase, is envisioned to be applied to revised, urgent action or expedited standards.  Existing standards being revised have already been deemed to be required to meet an adequate level of reliability, therefore a cost impact assessment Phase One of the CEAP, at the SAR phase is likely unnecessary.    

Instructions:

The Standards Committee Process Subcommittee Subgroup is providing this form for industry participants to offer their comments on draft 1 of the Cost Effective Analysis Process (CEAP).

For each question that you provide a comment, please provide specific suggestions that would eliminate or minimize any concerns you have with the item in question.  A comment or response to every question is not required. 

VERY IMPORTANT: 

Please note that the official comment form does not retain formatting (even if it appears to transfer formatting when you copy from the unofficial Word version of the form into the official electronic comment form).  If you enter extra carriage returns, bullets, automated numbering, symbols, bolding, italics, or any other formatting, that formatting will not be retained when you submit your comments.  Therefore, if you would like to separate portions of your comment by idea, e.g., the drafting team requests that each distinct idea in the same comment block be prefaced with (1), (2), etc., instead of using formatting such as extra carriage returns, bullets, automated numbering, bolding, or italics. 

1.  Do you agree there should be a formal process to determine the cost of developing reliability standards?  If you disagree, please explain why.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

             Comments:      
2. Do you agree with the approach in the proposed NERC Cost Effective Analysis Process (CEAP)?  If you disagree, please explain your concerns and provide specific suggestions for addressing the concerns.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

      Comments:      
3. The NERC CEAP incorporates two separate phases of reviews:  

· The first phase is the Cost Impact Analysis (CIA) which is intended to be an assessment to determine the relative cost impacts of a particular proposed course of action.   This is not intended to be a comprehensive cost benefit analysis but rather to identify potential cost magnitude and achievement of ALR and risk mitigation benefits  
· The second phase is the Cost Effectiveness Assessment (CEA) which may be considered a more detailed assessment whose purpose is to provide information about the relative effectiveness and cost impacts of different approaches to eliminating disparities, increasing life expectancy or of any program or initiative and to provide the industry to offer more cost efficient alternatives to achieve the same reliability objective of the standard.
Do you agree with the ‘two separate phases’?  If you disagree, please provide suggested changes.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

      Comments:      
4. Appendix B is comprised of standard survey questions for Phase One and Phase Two.  Additional questions may be added as appropriate. Do you agree with the survey questions in Appendix B?  If you disagree, please suggest questions.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

     Comments:      
5. Do you have any other comments or suggestions to improve the proposed CEAP?

     Comments:      
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