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Please DO NOT use this form to submit comments on the 2nd draft of the TPL-001-1 standard for Assess Transmission Future Needs (Project 2006-02).  This comment form must be completed by September 29, 2008.
If you have questions please contact Ed Dobrowolski at ed.dobrowolski@nerc.net or by telephone at 609-947-3673.
Background Information 

TPL-001-1 Transmission System Planning Performance Requirements
Comments on the initial draft of the TPL-001-1 Transmission System Planning Performance Requirements standard were received from the industry through October 26, 2007.  The Drafting Team sought and received feedback to 43 questions, and the team appreciates the tremendous industry participation that generated over 430 pages of comments, representing over 80 organizations.  Below is a brief overview of the 2nd draft of the standard highlighting areas where the SDT made changes based on stakeholder feedback.  The SDT is also presenting several new questions to seek the industry’s position related to the changes made and to obtain clarifying data that will provide further direction for improvements.  The team’s objectives remain unchanged - to create a single Transmission planning standard 1) with clear, concise requirements set at an appropriate level to ensure reliability and 2) that fully addresses all issues raised by FERC Orders 693 and 890, and industry inputs, including the SAR scope document.
2nd Draft Overview:

1. At first glance the second draft of the standard seems to have several new requirements; however, this is in large part due to clarifying responsible entity assignments of the former Requirement R1 (Modeling Data) requirements.  Also, based on industry feedback, we have moved many of the former R1 requirements to the end of the standard (new Requirements R9 through R14) to facilitate their removal as the SDT believes that they will ultimately reside in MOD standards.  See question 4 below for more detail.

2. Aside from the modeling data changes, the flow and organization of the standard remains similar to the 1st draft.  Two changes are noteworthy:  Requirement R4 (short circuit) was formerly part of Requirement R2, and Requirement R6 is a new requirement related to proxies used by the Transmission Planner (TP) and Planning Coordinator (PC) to identify cascade conditions, voltage instability, or uncontrolled islanding.  With the insertion of these items some re-numbering of requirements was required.
3. Several definitions were revised or deleted based on industry feedback.  Of note are changes to the Consequential Load Loss, Non-Consequential Load Loss and Year One definitions.  A new definition is provided for Bus-tie Breaker to help clarify its use in the Performance Tables.  Also, Generating Unit Stability Study replaces the former Plant Stability Study terminology.

4. Performance Tables – The use of two tables (Steady-State and Stability) remains but they have been significantly modified for readability, clarity, and to improve consistency between them.  The tables more closely resemble the format used in the existing TPL standards.  Highlights of the changes made to the tables are: 
a. Several changes to performance table planning events, extreme events, notes, etc. 

b. Many responders questioned the need for higher performance expectations for facilities at or above 300 kV.  The SDT has revised expectations for the N-1-1 (overlapping single Contingencies - Planning Event P6); however, the SDT continues to support a higher level of performance for the EHV System for common mode failures such as bus faults (P2.2), breaker faults (P2.3), stuck breaker (P4), and Protection System failures (P5).
c. Protection System failure (P5) is a Planning Event added to the tables to provide greater distinction between a stuck breaker (P4) and a failure of a non-redundant Protection System component, such as a relay, CT, PT, or communication system.

5. Sensitivity Studies – There was confusion in the 1st draft related to how sensitivity studies are expected to impact Corrective Action Plans (CAP).  This is now addressed in the 2nd draft and CAPs are not needed when a problem is due solely to a sensitivity review (see Requirement R2.7).  Also, the unintentional exclusion of possible sensitivity studies beyond those listed in the standard has now been addressed.  See Requirements R2.1.4 and R2.4.4.
6. Qualifications for “past” studies are better defined.  See Requirement R2.6.

7. Corrective Action Plans (CAP)s: 
a. CAPs can now include use of SPS/RAS to respond to single or multiple Contingency events.  (See Requirements R3.5 (steady-state) and R5.5.3 (Stability).  The feedback from the industry was clear that an SPS/RAS should be permitted for generation runback or tripping in response to a single Contingency event.
b. The SDT has removed the use of “committed” and “planned” in regards to CAPs. 
c. The SDT has removed the 1st draft Requirement R2.7.2 which required that CAPs be added to study cases and the cases re-tested to show that the System with planned additions meets the performance requirements in the tables.   
You do not have to answer all questions.  Enter All Comments in Simple Text Format.  
Insert a “check” mark in the appropriate boxes by double-clicking the gray areas.

1. The SDT has modified the definitions and requirements associated with System Stability and Generating Unit Stability (formerly Plant Stability) in response to industry comments. Do you concur with the modified definitions for stability and, if not, please state why and/or suggest specific changes.    
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
2. Do you concur with the modified Requirements R2.4, R2.5, R5.4, and R5.5?  If not, please state why and/or suggest specific changes.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 


Comments:      
3. The SDT has modified the definitions of Consequential and Non-Consequential Load Loss in response to industry comments.  Do you concur with the modified definitions of Consequential and Non-Consequential Load Loss?  If not, please state why and/or suggest specific changes.
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
4. The SDT has modified Requirement R3.5 and eliminated Requirement R3.6 from the first draft to clarify that manual and automatic generation run-back (redispatch) and tripping is allowed as a Corrective Action Plan as long as the conditions in Requirements R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are met.  Do you agree that generation run-back and tripping (manual and automatic) should be limited by these conditions?  If not, please explain why you disagree with the proposed requirements. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
5. The SDT has modified the modeling requirements.  Some commenters expressed concern that the modeling requirements contained in Requirement R1 of the first draft of TPL-001-1 were either duplicative of the requirements in the MOD standards, or to the extent new modeling requirements were proposed, that the appropriate venue for such modeling requirements would be the MOD standards.  The SDT believes that additional modeling requirements not presently contained in the MOD standards are necessary for Transmission Planning purposes.  The SDT has incorporated these additional requirements with the intent that they will be removed from the TPL standard when they are incorporated into the MOD standards at a later date.  
The SDT has also modified proposed modeling requirements contained in Requirement R1 of the first draft of TPL-001-1 based on industry comments and moved these requirements to Requirements R9 through R14 in the second draft for ease of removal later on.  Furthermore, in response to industry comments, the SDT has separated the modeling requirements into individual requirements for each responsible entity.  Do you concur with the modifications reflected in Requirements R9 – R14?  If not, please state why and/or suggest specific changes.  

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
6. The SDT has modified the requirements relating to short circuit analysis   Do you concur with the modifications reflected in Requirements R2.3 and R4. If not, please state why and/or suggest specific changes. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
7. The SDT has reformatted the Steady State and Stability Performance Tables.  Do you concur with the modified format? If not, please state why and/or suggest specific changes. 
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
In questions 8 and 9, the SDT is soliciting the following feedback related to Bus-tie Breakers and non Bus-Tie Breakers (see Table 1, P2 and P4).

8. A new definition for “Bus-Tie Breaker” was added to clarify the type of substation design and breaker position that qualify as a Bus-tie Breaker.  Do you agree with the proposed definition?  If not, please explain.  
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
9. Some commenters questioned why a Bus-tie Breaker would have a different performance requirement than a non-Bus-tie Breaker, stating that all breakers have the same probability for failure.  It may be true that generally the probability for failure of any given breaker would not vary substantially among similar types of breakers, but the Bus-tie Breaker reduces exposure and consequences of bus faults.  The different performance expectations in Tables 1 and 2 are based on promoting a higher level of reliability for the Transmission Systems operated above 300 kV. 
It is recognized by the SDT that a straight bus design has some undesirable exposure to bus faults, but that Bus-tie Breakers can be utilized to improve reliability for bus faults and problems associated with exit breakers.  As a result, the risk of an internal breaker fault was deemed to be significantly less than the benefit that is gained by reducing the exposure to a total bus failure. Therefore, provisions were built into the performance requirements that would not discourage their use.  
Do you agree that non-Bus-tie Breakers rated above 300 kV should have more stringent performance requirements than Bus-tie Breakers? If not, please explain why and/or suggest specific changes. 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
10. The SDT made modifications in this second draft to the requirements relating to sensitivity cases.  Do you concur with the modifications reflected in Requirements R2.1.3 and 2.1.4? If not, please state why and/or suggest specific changes.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
11. In response to industry comments, the SDT modified Table 1 requirements for Planning Event P6.  Planning Event P6 involves independent overlapping single  contingencies (n-1-1) involving two Transmission Facilities excluding generators.  This Planning Event generally correlates to P5 of the first draft and now includes shunt devices.  The P6 event was also revised to permit loss of Non-Consequential Load to meet performance requirements for Systems above 300kV.  
Do you concur with the modifications?  If not, please state why and/or suggest specific changes.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

Comments:      
Comments from some entities received from the posting of the 1st draft standard indicated that significant additional costs will be required to meet the proposed requirements and performance tables. Commenters also indicated that it would take several years to install the additional facilities needed to meet the change in requirements. The SDT has attempted to adjust and clarify the proposed requirements and performance in light of these initial comments; however, the SDT needs more specific information on these concerns so that it can put the proposed requirements in perspective and make more adjustments as appropriate. Questions 12, 13 & 14 address these concerns.

What do you estimate will be your additional approximate costs, if any, to support the proposed requirements and performance tables over and above what you are currently doing for the following:

12.  Analysis: 
One time cost to supplement past study portfolio and analyze the supplemental studies (depending on the extent of supplemental work needed, this may be an accumulated cost over more than one year):
Comments:      
How many years do you estimate that it will take to complete supplemental studies and associated analysis? 

Comments:      
On-going additional cost for expanded studies and analysis:

Comments:      
13.  Documentation
One time cost to prepare reporting documentation associated with studies needed to supplement past study portfolio (depending on the time required to complete the supplemental work, this may be an accumulated cost over more than one year): 
Comments:      
On-going additional cost for documentation of expanded studies and analysis: 

Comments:      
14.  System Reinforcement 

One time cost, capital investment, to expand your system reinforcement program (due to lead times associated with different types of facilities, this will probably be an accumulated cost over several years): 

Comments:      
How many years do you estimate that it will take to complete this initial expanded system reinforcement program: 

Comments:       

15.  (A) Do you generally support the revised standard? (B) Are you unsure whether you generally support the revised standard? or (C) Do you definitely not support the revised standard?  Please check the appropriate box below.  If your response is either (B) or (C), please explain your single biggest concern with the revised standard, including which specific requirement or set of requirements causes you the most concern and why.

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 A – Generally support the revised standard
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 B – Unsure about supporting the revised standard
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 C – Definitely do not support the revised standard
Comments:      
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