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(3) Response to Comments (approx. 1 hour)
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b) Appendix B: Systematic Approach to Training Instructor Training Program Criteria
(note that this appendix is not referenced in the body of the Standard)
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NERC Antitrust Compliance Guidelines

|. General

Itis NERC’s policy and practice to obey the antitrust laws and to avoid all conduct that
unreasonably restrains competition. This policy requires the avoidance of any conduct that
violates, or that might appear to violate, the antitrust laws. Among other things, the antitrust laws
forbid any agreement between or among competitors regarding prices, availability of service,
product design, terms of sale, division of markets, allocation of customers or any other activity
that unreasonably restrains competition.

It is the responsibility of every NERC participant and employee who may in any way affect
NERC’s compliance with the antitrust laws to carry out this commitment.

Antitrust laws are complex and subject to court interpretation that can vary over time and from
one court to another. The purpose of these guidelines is to alert NERC participants and
employees to potential antitrust problems and to set forth policies to be followed with respect to
activities that may involve antitrust considerations. In some instances, the NERC policy
contained in these guidelines is stricter than the applicable antitrust laws. Any NERC participant
or employee who is uncertain about the legal ramifications of a particular course of conduct or
who has doubts or concerns about whether NERC’s antitrust compliance policy is implicated in
any situation should consult NERC’s General Counsel immediately.

Il. Prohibited Activities

Participants in NERC activities (including those of its committees and subgroups) should refrain
from the following when acting in their capacity as participants in NERC activities (e.g., at
NERC meetings, conference calls and in informal discussions):

e Discussions involving pricing information, especially margin (profit) and internal cost
information and participants’ expectations as to their future prices or internal costs.

e Discussions of a participant’s marketing strategies.

e Discussions regarding how customers and geographical areas are to be divided among
competitors.

e Discussions concerning the exclusion of competitors from markets.
e Discussions concerning boycotting or group refusals to deal with competitors, vendors or
suppliers.
lll. Activities That Are Permitted

From time to time decisions or actions of NERC (including those of its committees and
subgroups) may have a negative impact on particular entities and thus in that sense adversely
impact competition. Decisions and actions by NERC (including its committees and subgroups)
should only be undertaken for the purpose of promoting and maintaining the reliability and
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adequacy of the bulk power system. If you do not have a legitimate purpose consistent with this
objective for discussing a matter, please refrain from discussing the matter during NERC
meetings and in other NERC-related communications.

You should also ensure that NERC procedures, including those set forth in NERC’s Certificate
of Incorporation, Bylaws, and Rules of Procedure are followed in conducting NERC business.

In addition, all discussions in NERC meetings and other NERC-related communications should
be within the scope of the mandate for or assignment to the particular NERC committee or
subgroup, as well as within the scope of the published agenda for the meeting.

No decisions should be made nor any actions taken in NERC activities for the purpose of giving
an industry participant or group of participants a competitive advantage over other participants.
In particular, decisions with respect to setting, revising, or assessing compliance with NERC
reliability standards should not be influenced by anti-competitive motivations.

Subject to the foregoing restrictions, participants in NERC activities may discuss:

e Reliability matters relating to the bulk power system, including operation and planning
matters such as establishing or revising reliability standards, special operating
procedures, operating transfer capabilities, and plans for new facilities.

e Matters relating to the impact of reliability standards for the bulk power system on
electricity markets, and the impact of electricity market operations on the reliability of the
bulk power system.

e Proposed filings or other communications with state or federal regulatory authorities or
other governmental entities.

e Matters relating to the internal governance, management and operation of NERC, such as
nominations for vacant committee positions, budgeting and assessments, and
employment matters; and procedural matters such as planning and scheduling meetings.

Any other matters that do not clearly fall within these guidelines should be reviewed with
NERC’s General Counsel before being discussed.

NERC Antitrust Compliance Guidelines



Violation Severity Levels for each Requirement

The following table presents the draft requirements and the associated violation severity factors. The yellow highlighted
text reflects the violation severity levels that have not been re-aligned with the revised requirements, but may be helpful to

use as a starting point.

Requirement

Level 1

Level 2

Level 3

Level 4

R1. Provide training program
developed using an SAT that
addresses reliability-related tasks by
positions

The entity has a SAT-
developed training
program that addresses
the reliability-related
tasks for 75% to 99% of
the applicable positions.

The entity has a SAT-
developed training
program that addresses
the reliability-related
tasks for 50% to 74% of
the applicable positions.

The entity has a SAT-
developed training
program that
addresses the
reliability-related tasks
for 25% to 49% of the
applicable positions.

The entity has a SAT-
developed training
program that
addresses the
reliability-related tasks
for less than 25% of
the applicable
positions.

R2: Conduct analysis that results in 5
outcomes (tasks, conditions, actions,
k&s, and measurable or observable
criteria for desired performance)

The analysis produced
four of the required
outcomes.

The analysis produced
three of the required
outcomes.

The analysis produced
two of the required
outcomes.

The analysis
produced no more
than one of the
required outcomes.

R3: Annually assess training needs for
upcoming year -for each position to
determine mis-match between desired
and actual performance

The entity conducted a
training needs
assessment for 75% to
99% of the applicable
positions.

The entity conducted a
training needs
assessment for 50% to
74% of the applicable
positions.

The entity conducted
a training needs
assessment for 25%
to 49% of the
applicable positions.

The entity conducted
a training needs
assessment for less
than 25% of the
applicable positions

R4: Design and develop training
program-with-80% of the learning
objectives and content that is derived
from results of training analysis and
training needs assessment

This severity level is not
applicable for this
requirement.

The entity designed and
developed between 60 to
79% of the learning
objectives and content
that was derived from
results of training analysis
and training assessment

The entity designed
and developed
between 40 to 59% of
the learning objectives
and content that was
derived from results of
training analysis and
training assessment

The entity designed
and developed less
than 40% of the
earning objectives
and content derived
from results of training
analysis and training
assessment

R5: Have-Create annual training plan
for each position that-identifies-the
topies ta gﬁetaul die e ante_lp_at,eel |

The entity created an
annual training plan for
75% to 99% of the
applicable positions.

The entity created an
annual training plan for
50% to 74% of the
applicable positions.

The entity created an
annual training plan
for 25% to 49% of the
applicable positions.

The entity created an
annual training plan
for less than 25% of
the applicable




Requirement

Level 1

Level 2

Level 3

Level 4

target-schedule:

positions

R6: Implement training program by
providing training, as identified in a
training ir-needs assessment and a
training plan {censider-adding-key
results)

This severity level is not
applicable for this
requirement

Training program was
implemented but not
based on both needs
assessments and the
annual training plan

Training program was
implemented but was
not based on either
needs assessments or
the annual training
plan

No training program
was implemented

R7: Provide each SO with at least 32
hours of emergency operations or
system restoration training, which may
include —using-realistic-drills, exercises
or simulations simulating-{suggest

I : . i e
rephicating)of - system conditions,
operating procedures, and
communication processes {censider
adding to-what level-and for what key
results)

Up t010% of system
operators in identified
positions did not receive
sufficient hours

At least 20% of system
operators in identified
positions did not receive
sufficient hours

At least 30% of
system operators in
identified positions did
not receive sufficient
hours

40% or more of
system operators in
identified positions did
not receive sufficient
hours

R8: Asses capability of each real-time
SO to perform each assigned task

feedback from MEL —
(inclusion in SAR but
want to remove)

R9: Annudally-conduet-Conduct

evaluations and assessments of
training delivered to determine if
learning objectives are met

.
tra ﬁ' ig-prepa e_el S. Os-to-meet

This severity level is not
applicable for this
requirement.

The entity conducted
either evaluations or
assessments of the
training delivered to
determine if learning
objectives were met.

This severity level is
not applicable for this
requirement.

The entity did not
conduct evaluations
or assessments of the
training delivered to
determine if learning
objectives are met.




Key Points for Writing Requirements:

» Format: Who shall do What under what conditions and to what level for what key results
= Written in active voice

= |dentify responsible entity

* Include shall statement

= |dentify required performance

= Write as simple as possible

» Avoid use of negatives

= Don't tell Why or How

= Must be measurable

The following definitions are taken from the Reliability Standards Development Plan: 2007 — 2009

* Level 1: mostly compliant with minor exceptions — The responsible entity is mostly compliant with and meets the intent of the
requirement but is deficient with respect to one or more minor details. Equivalent score: 95 percent to 99 percent compliant.

* Level 2: mostly compliant with significant exceptions — The responsible entity is mostly compliant with and meets the intent of
the requirement but is deficient with respect to one or more significant elements. Equivalent score: 85 percent to 94 percent
compliant.

* Level 3: marginal performance or results — The responsible entity has only partially achieved the reliability objective of the
requirement and is missing one or more significant elements. Equivalent score: 70 percent to 84 percent compliant.

 Level 4: poor performance or results — The responsible entity has failed to meet the reliability objective of the requirement.
Equivalent score: less than 70 percent compliant.



Background
The System Personnel Training Standard Drafting Team thanks all those who submitted comments with
the first posting of the System Operator Training Standard.

The initial draft of this standard was posted for a public comment period from September 27 through
October 26, 2006. The SDT asked industry participants to provide feedback on the standards through a
special Comment Form. There were 58 sets of comments, including comments from 174 people
representing 91 different entities from all NERC Regions and six of the nine Industry Segments as shown
in the table on the following pages.

In this document, the SDT's consideration of comments is provided in blue text immediately following
each comment submitted for each question. A summary response to each question is highlighted in
yellow following each question.

The following web page includes the stakeholder comments in their original format; a clean and red-line
version of each of the standards; and a revised Implementation Plan. The red-line version of the
standard and the Implementation Plan show the conforming changes that were made to the standard and
the Implementation Plan following the last posting for comment.

http://www.nerc.com/~filez/standards/System-Personnel-Training.html

If you feel that your comment has been overlooked, please let us know immediately. Our goal is to give
every comment serious consideration in this process! If you feel there has been an error or omission, you
can contact the Vice-President;-Director of Standards, Gerry Cauley-Adamski at 609-452-8060 or at
gerry.adamskicauley@nerc.net. In addition, there is a NERC Reliability Standards Appeals Process."

! The appeals process is in the Reliability Standards Process Manual:
http://www.nerc.com/standards/newstandardsprocess.html.
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Commenter
“I" indicates a comment

Organization

Industry Segment

submitted by an individual 314151617
“G” indicates a comment

submitted by one of the

groups listed at the end of

the table

John Bussman AECI X | X
James Sorrels AEP

Ron Green (G12) AEP

Marcel Martin (G16) AESO

Tim Hattaway Alabama Electric Coop X
Anita Lee (G5) Alberta

Marion Lucas Alcoa Power Generating, Inc

William J. Smith Allegheny Power

Dave Acton (G7) Alliant Energy

Ken Goldsmith (G9) ALT

Michael Clime Ameren X X | X
Michael Scott APS X
David Millam (G12) Aquila

Ron Maki (G12) Aquila

Bobbi Welch (G7) ATC

Jason Shaver ATC

John Keller (G17) Atlantic City Electric

Scott Kinney (G16) AVA

Edward J. Carmen Baltimore Gas & Electric

Gordon Rawlings BCTC

Rod Byrnell (G16) BCTC

Dave Rudolph (G9) BEPC

Brian Tuck () (G16) BPA

Jerry Ohmes (G12) BPU

Brent Kingsford (G5) CAISO

John Phipps (G16) CAISO

CJ Ingersoll CECD X
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Alan Gale (G4)

City of Tallahassee

Greg Tillitson (G11)

CMRC

Dale Wadding

Dairyland Power Cooperative

Vic Davis (G17)

Delmarva Power & Light

Carolyn Wilson (G1)

Duke Energy

Jeff Baker (G1)

Duke Energy

Jim Hall (G1)

Duke Energy

Larry Hartig (G1)

Duke Energy

Mark Thiemann (G1)

Duke Energy

Nancy DeLeon (G1)

Duke Energy

Rick Porter (G1)

Duke Energy

Steve Jones (G1)

Duke Energy

Tom Pruitt (G1)

Duke Energy

Fred Meyer (G12) EDE

Will Franklin Entergy

Ed Davis Entergy
James Hinson ERCOT
Steve Meyers (G5) ERCOT
David Folk (G13) FirstEnergy
Jeff Boltz (G13) FirstEnergy
Jim Eckels (G13) FirstEnergy
Ed DeVarona (G4) FP&L
Eduardo DeVarona (G8) FP&L

Jeff Gooding (G8) FP&L

Eric Senkowicz (G4) FRCC
Linda Campbell (G4) FRCC

Mark Bennett

Gainesville Regional Utilities

John Kerr GRDA
John Kerr (G12) GRDA
Dick Pursley (G9) GRE

David Kugel (G14) (G15)

Hydro One Networks

Rob MacDonald (G14)

Hydro One Networks

Roger Champagne (G15)

Hydro-Quebec

Ron Falsetti (G5) (I) (G15) IESO

Brian Reich (G16) IPC Page 3 of 227
Roderick Conwell (G7) IPL

Bill Shemley (G15) ISO-NE




G1 — Duke Energy

G2 — Santee Cooper

G3 — SCE&G ERO Working Group

G4 - FRCC System Operator Subcommittee

G5 - ISO/RTO Council

G6 -TVA

G7 - Midwest ISO Stakeholders' Standards Collaboration Group
G8 - FP&L

G9 - MRO

G10 - PJM

G11 — WECC RC Comments Working Group

G12 — SPP Operator Training Working Group

G13 — FirstEnergy

G14 — Hydro One Networks

G15 - NPCC CP9 RSWG

G16 — WECC Operations Training Subcommittee

G17 — Pepco Holdings

G18 — Southern Co.

G19 — Salt River Project Transmission & Generation Operations
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Index to Questions, Comments and Responses:

Index to Questions, CommeENtS anNd RESPONSES: ........eccveeierieiiieie e e e s se e seesre e sraesreenesreas 5
1. Do you agree with the information that must be collected when doing a job task analysis
LR 3 {0 £ TU o T 3 O USSR 7

2. Do you agree that the training needs analysis should identify the training needs of the entry-
level or newly-hired experienced system operator and the training needs of the incumbent system
(0] 01T 10 o T TP PP SP PPN 3125
3. Do you agree with that each entity’s training program should include training for entry-level
system operators, continuing training on new tasks or tools, refresher training to improve
performance, and annual refresher training to practice tasks that have high criticality and are

INFrequENtly PErfOrMEa?... ..o e 493938
4. Do you think that each entity should have an annual plan that identifies the training it has
planned for each system-eperatorSystem Operator? (R4.) ..o 594746
5. Do you agree that entities should verify that the personnel who develop or deliver training
to system-operaterSystem Operators are competent to do S0? (R5.) ..ccvevvvveiiieninicicieen, 735655
6. Do you agree with the list of training activity components provided in R7? If not, please
explain in the COMMENT Q. ........ccueii i e 856564

7. Do you think that every Reliability Coordinator, Balancing Authority, and Transmission
Operator should use either a generic or a company-specific simulator for some drills and
exercises? (Note that one of the Blackout Recommendations was that a full-scale simulator
should be made available to provide operator training personnel with “hands-on” experience in
dealing with possible emergency or other system conditions.) If not, please explain in the

(o0 001 0 0 TcT 0| A= T T 987574
8. Do you agree that there should be a record of each system-eperatorSystem Operator’s
training that shows the tasks that system-operatorSystem Operator has already mastered and the
tasks where performance needs improvement? (R8.) ........cccccevvivieiieii s 1108483
9. Do you agree that entities should evaluate their training programs every year? (R9.)1219493
11. Do you agree with the Violation Risk Factors assigned to each requirement in the proposed
standard? If no, please identify which requirement you feel should have a different risk factor,

and 1deNtify WHY. ..o e 136107106
12. Do you agree with the Measures in the proposed standard?............cccccoveverencnenne. 153122122
13. Do you agree with Compliance Monitoring section of the standard? ................ 166134131
14.  Please identify any Regional Differences that you feel should be included in this

1 100 =T (o TSSO R PR PRORRP 172439136
15. Do you agree with the proposed Implementation Plan?............ccccceovevvnencnnnn. 175342138
16. Do you agree with the drafting team that this standard does not need to be field tested?

187151146

17. If you are aware of any conflicts between the proposed standard and any regulatory
function, rule order, tariff, rate schedule, legislative requirement, or agreement please identify
thE CONTHICT NEIE.....cveie e 192155150
18. Do you agree with the implementation plan that phases in compliance with the
FEQUIrEMENtS OVEF TWO YEAIS? .....civeeiesiiesieeieeeesieeeesteeste et e e e e sraesaeeneesneesreennearaenseans 195158153
19. Please provide any other comments you have on this standard that you haven’t already
PrOVIARA BDOVE. .. ..ot ne e 204165161
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1. Do you agree with the information that must be collected when doing a job task analysis (R1.1.
through R1.7.)?

Summary Consideration:

The majority of the stakeholders that provided comments did not did not support the performance
of a job task analysis as arequirement that should be included in this standard. They also did not
agree with the requirement that prescribed the information that must be collected when
conducting a job task analysis. In addition, several commenters requested that the requirement be

reV|sed to include onlv an analv5|s of rellabllltv related task not aII tasks Ihe—ﬁa%—ng—s%and-ar—d

The SPTSDT revised the requirements such that the methodology used to perform the analysis
phase of systematic approach to training is not prescribed. Rather, the requirement identifies the
outcomes of the analysis, rather than prescribing the methodology for conducting the analysis.
The requirement has also been revised to include reliability-related tasks only.

Commenter Comment
Tim Hattaway; Alabama Electric | no PER-002 already requires a coordinated training program
Coop (5) to ensure reliable system operation.

aeHeFFDurlnq the development of the SAR for thls standard m

ost stakeholders aqreed that there is a

reliability-related need for a new training standard.

Improvements in industry training are warranted based on findings from the '03 Blackout Report and
FERC Order 693. In FERC Order 693 “the Commission (FERC) directs that NERC submit a modification
to PER-002-0 that: (1) identifies the expectations of the training for each job function; (2) develops
training programs tailored to each job function with consideration of the individual training needs of the
personnel; (3) expands the Applicability to include reliability coordinators, generator operators, and
operations planning and operations support staff with a direct impact on the reliable operation of the Bulk-
Power System; (4) uses the SAT methodology in its development of new training programs; and (5)
includes the use of simulators by reliability coordinators, transmission operators and balancing authorities
that have operational control over a significant portion of load and generation.” Developing and

maintaining training for System Operators that meets minimum standards may incur additional cost.

John Bussman:AECI (1,5,6) no The goal of this standard is to ensure that operators are
trained to maintain the BES. If a company has a process in
place that already performs this task why must there be a
standard that mandates a direction as how one will
determine if someone in trained. For example: The NERC
PER-002 states that a company will have a process in
place to have operators trained to maintain the bulk electric
system (BES)

Response: During the development of the SAR for this standard, most stakeholders agreed that there is
a reliability-related need for a new training standard.
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Commenter Comment

N@PR—GSO)FERC Order 693 —"the Commission (FERC) prepeses-te-directs that NERC submit a

modification to PER-002-0 that: (1) identifies the expectations of the training for each job function; (2)
develops training programs tailored to each job function with consideration of the individual training needs
of the personnel; (3) expands the Applicability to include reliability coordinators, generator operators, and
operations planning and operations support staff with a direct impact on the reliable operation of the Bulk-
Power System; (4) uses the SAT methodology in its development of new tra|n|ng programs; and (5)
includes pe mthe use of
simulators by rellabllltv coordlnators transm|SS|on operators and balancmq authontles that have

operatlonal control over a S|qn|f|cant portlon of Ioad and qeneratlon— hobniningoinndordbellorenice

Richard Appel; Sunflower no LLheirrt:t(I;’rir-OOZ is adequate in insure reliable trained
Electric Power Co (1,3,5 . . . . . .

! W ( ) Also if NERC is going to impose a job task analysis on us,
NERC should set the minimum standards so it is fair and
equitable for everyone. | don't think most companies have
enough staff to comply with this standard.

Response: During the development of the SAR for this standard, most stakeholders agreed that there is
a reliability-related need for a new training standard.

The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that the methodology used to perform the analysis phase of
systematic approach to training should not be dictated. The drafting team has revised the requirements to
reflect the outcomes of the analysis, rather than prescnblnq the methodoloqv GH%HI—SI&HQ&FG‘—QER—O@Q—

Marion Lucas; Alcoa Power no Each company, not NERC, has the right to decide what, if
Generating, Inc (1) any, job task analysis should be performed when training
its employees. Categorizing specific tasks into a listing for
job task analysis documentation should never be
considered a HIGHHIgh risk factor. Only specific tasks that
are considered critical to reliability should be considered in
an analysis for compliance to a reliability standard.

Response: The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that the methodology used to perform the analysis
phase of systematic approach to training should not be dictated. The drafting team has revised the
requirements to reflect the outcomes of the analysis, rather than prescribing the methodology.

The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that the requirement should not be considered a High risk factor
and has revised the risk factor to Medium.

The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that only specific tasks that are considered critical to reliability
should be considered and has revised the requirement to include an analysis that considers only

rellabllltv related tasks by Svstem Operator positions. See—BussmaFeAEGI—FespenseL
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Commenter Comment

Will Franklin; Entergy (6) no The R1 requirement specifies that the information that must
be collected pertains to only reliability related tasks
'identified' by the JTA. Thus the methodology for the JTA
should remain under the discretion of the entity. Regarding
the list of information related to the reliability tasks
identified by the JTA - different training philosophies may
not need this much detail in order to adequately train
operators to successfully perform the tasks. Employing
differing JTA methods and 'required' information neither
makes an operator and entity more or less competent and
reliable.

Response: The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that the methodology used to perform the analysis
phase of systematic approach to training should not be dictated. The drafting team has revised the
requirement to reflect the minimum outcomes of the analysis rather than prescribing the methodology.Fhe

SRP (1) no Some direction on assessing criticality is warranted here. In
R1.4, how does one define the "Criticality of the task with
respect to reliability"? What are the criteria? How can there
be consistency among individual companies if there aren't
any guidelines? It would seem a task is either critical or it is
not. Who determines the shades of grey that R1.4 imbues
in its present wording? In order to fulfill the purpose of this
standard, ensuring that operators are competent, all tasks
that are part of the job should be assessed and trained to
as needed. Many of these tasks aren't critical to reliability
when looked at individually yet they are required to perform
the job. When it comes to sanctions, criticality should be a
key consideration.

Entities should be required to identify only the tasks that
are critical to reliability. These tasks can then be
documented and training provided based on an operators
need to be trained. The listed R1.1 through R1.7 for each
of what could be dozens of tasks that may or may not be
critical to reliability isn't necessary and does not justify the
resources required to meet this requirement. Our operators
perform numerous tasks that are not critical to reliability
and should not be subject to this requirement.

Response:

The SPSDT agrees with your comment on criticality and has removed the Rreferences to criticality from
the requirement.

The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that only specific tasks that are considered critical to reliability
should be considered and has revised the requirement to include an analysis that considers only
reliability-related tasks by System Operator positions.have-beenremoved
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Commenter Comment

WECC RCCWG (1,2) no Entities should be required to identify only the tasks that
are critical to reliability. These tasks can then be
documented and training provided based on an operators
need to be trained. The listed R1.1 through R1.7 for each
of what could be dozens of tasks that may or may not be
critical to relaibility isn't necessary and does not justify the
resources required to meet this requirement. Our operators
perform numerous tasks that are not critical to reliability
and should not be subject to this requirement.

R1.1 states that the conditions under which the task is
performed are to be specified. It is not clear what the intent
of requirement 1.1 is. A full set of conditions for each task
performed is not necessary for development of training. It
seems that other 1.x requirements adequately frame
conditional information required for training purposes and
Requirement 1.1 should be eliminated.

Response: The SPTSDT agrees with your comment on criticality and has removed the references to

criticality from the requirement.

Conditions for task performance are necessary to ensure proper tra|n|ng and assessment methods and
settings are used.

gurdaneeeadevelemng%#ahd&aslestatemenﬂhe SPTSDT has revrsed the requrrement to further clarify

the meaning of condition-.

John Kerr; GRDA no These need additional information for clarification. The
process for the JTA should be more of a guide instead of a
standard.

Response: The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that the methodology used to perform the analysis
phase of systematic approach to training should not be dictated. The drafting team has revised the
requrrement to reflect the mrnrmum outcomes of the analysis rather than prescribing the methodoloqv :

Dale Wadding; Dairyland Power | no The requirements in R1.1 through R1.7 are good guidelines
Cooperative (5) but are too complicated for some relatively simple tasks.
R1. should stand alone with the detailed guidance on how
to structure a JTA left to the reference documents which
are being prepared by the drafting team.

Response:

The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that the methodology used to perform the analysis phase of
systematic approach to training should not be dictated. The drafting team has revised the requirement to

reflect the minimum outcomes of the analysis rather than prescrrbrnq the methodoloqv Froouiremoas
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Commenter | Comment

Jason Shaver; ATC (1) no ATC believe that Requirement R1.1 and R1.7 go too far in
prescribing what has to be included in a job task analysis.

ATC does support the requirement that a job task analysis
be performed but does not agree that with the need to
prescribe the sub-bullets.

ATC recommends that the SDT delete Requirements R1.1
-R1.7.

Response:

The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that the methodology used to perform the analysis phase of
systematic approach to training should not be dictated. The drafting team has revised the requirement to

reflect the mlnlmum outcomes of the analvsrs rather than prescribing the methodoloqy of the
analysis.Re y J

William J. Smith; Allegheny no Further information is needed to offer an informed opinion
Power (1) on Requirement 1 and the required information specified in
R1.1 through R1.7. The term reliability-related needs
clarification and specific examples of what fits and does not
fit the definition of reliability related. Clarification and or an
example of an acceptable job task analysis is also required
to properly comment on this standard.

Response: The SPTSDT agrees with your comment on the need to clarify the reliability-related needs
and have added a clarifying statement in the applicability section of the standard. In response to your
request for examples of reliability-related tasks. NERC has provided a reference document, Generic
System Operator Task List.

The drafting team has revised the reqwrement to reflect the minimum outcomes of the analv5|s rather
than prescribing the methodoloqy A

Santee Cooper (G2) no Does R1 require a JTA for all company-specific reliability-
related tasks, or only for those tasks judged by a company
to warrant a JTA? Does R1 require the JTA to be revised
for all new or revised tasks or tools? Is the reference
document defining how a JTA is conducted needed to
understand the requirements and expectations of this
standard and the impact of the associated one year
implementation plan for R1-37?

Response: The SPTSDT agrees with your comment on the need to clarify the reliability-related needs
and have added a clarifying statement in the applicability section of the standard. In response to your
request for examples of reliability-related tasks, NERC has provided a reference document, Generic
System Operator Task List.

The drafting team has revised the requirement to reflect the mrnrmum outcomes of the analysis rather
than prescrrbrnq the methodoloqv
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The standards should require a JTA, but the information
SPP OTWG (1.2) no collected and specified in R1 through R7 should be
separate and used as a guide (e.g., and appendix). This
would allow each entity to come up with it's own. Actions as
a result of a task can be difficult to measure and document.
How many categories of criticality are there? Is this a
standard or a recommendation? If this is a requirement,
what is the minimum requirement for each? Is this a
requirement for the industry or for each individual operator?

Response: Requirements R1.1 thru R1.7 have been reduced to a smaller subset by the drafting team in
response to comments and state the mlnlmum requwed elements thapmustbeumeludedas the outcome of
inathe analysis. r , ‘ , A

the-SAT-precess:

The SPSDT has provided a reference on the systematic approach to training that can provide further
clarification and examples on how to measure and document actionsic1].

The SPTSDT agrees with your comment on criticality and has removed the references to criticality from
the requirement.

-The SPTSDT agrees with your comment that the requirement is not for individual operators but is
applicable to job positions and has modified the requirement accordingly.SBFis-developing-a-Reference
Document-that will- provide-direction-on-Job-Task-Analysis

OTS agrees a job task analysis should be performed to
WECC 0TS (1.2) no identify the tasks assigned to each operating desk. OTS
does not believe the "analysis" needs to be updated when
there is a new or revised task or tool. We believe R1 should
say the task list must be updated. The level of detail for the
analysis should be sufficient to identify the task and guide
what type of training may be appropriate. Too much detail
does not make for a better analysis and this requirement
places work on operating entities that is not beneficial. The
listin R1.1 through R1.7 is more detailed than is warranted.
OTS lists the R1.1 through R1.7 and offers comments on
each item:

R1.1 "The conditions under which the task is performed."
OTS does not support identification of the conditions when
a task is performed. Most tasks need to be performed
under many conditions. If a task is a critical emergency
task the condition is a fundamental part of identifying the
task and does not need a separate reference.

R1.2 "The actions to be taken in performing the task,
including identification of

references and tools used in performing the task." OTS
supports including this in the Standard.

R1.3 "Identification of whether the task is performed alone
or as part of ateam." OTS does not support including this
in the Standard. Many tasks need to be performed either
"alone or as part of a team" depending on normal operating
or emergency conditions at the time. Whether a task is
generally performed individually or as a team is a
fundamental part of identifying the task and does need a
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separate reference in the standard.

R1.4 "The criticality of the task with respect to reliability."
OTS does not support including this in the Standard.
Singling out tasks as being “critical" to reliability implies
other reliability related tasks are not critical to reliability. All
tasks identified as being reliability related should be
considered important or “critical." If a task is inherently
critical it will be known as a fundamental part of identifying
the task and does need a separate reference. Criticality
can be a relative issue and cannot be measured
accurately.

R1.5 "The frequency of performing the task.” OTS
supports including this in the Standard. It can be helpful in
developing the annual training plan and considering the
frequency of tasks in the refresher or continuing training
program.

R1.6. "The knowledge, skill, and experience needed to
perform the task." OTS supports including this in the
Standard.

R1.7 "The criteria for successful performance of the task."
OTS does not support including this in the Standard.
Separately identifying the criteria for "successful
performance” of each individual task is not necessary and
provides limited benefits. OTS fully supports a learning
assessment at the end of each learning activity to
determine if the learning objectives were met for the
activity. Successful "performance criteria" is usually
executing the skills and knowledge necessary to do the
task correctly and in the right timeframe resulting in the
desired outcome, essentially doing the task without
mistakes. Many topics in operator training do not support
the concept that an operator can demonstrate
"performance” of the task at the end of the learning activity.
Many tasks cannot be performed until an operating
condition on the system calls for the task to be performed,
which may be days or weeks after the training took place. A
"performance criteria" can be a general operating
philosophy such as safe and error free operating of the
system, but it will be a burden and does not provide and
benefit to add performance criteria to "every task"
performed.

Response: The drafting team has revised the requirements to reflect the outcomes of the analysis,
rather than prescribing the methodology.

With respect to the comment on the necessity for conditions, the SPTSDT believes conditions for task
performance are necessary to ensure proper training and assessment methods and settings are used.
The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to further clarify the meaning of condition.

The SPSDT agrees with your comment on criticality and has removed the references to criticality from the
requirement.

The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to focus on positions, as opposed to individual or team
performance.

During the development of the SAR for this standard, most stakeholders agreed that there is a reliability-
related need for a new training standard that includes the desired performance. Reguirements-R1-1-thra
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Gordon Rawlings; BCTC (1) no

A job task analysis should be performed to identify the
tasks assigned to each operating desk but the "analysis"
does not need to be updated when there is a new or
revised task or tool. Shouldn't this section say the task list
must be updated when there is a change?

R1.1 Reliability-related tasks can be performed under many
different conditions. How would we identify all the
conditions these tasks could be performed under and what
purpose does this provide? We believe this should be
removed and is not required in the Standard.

R1.2 We support including "The actions to be taken in
performing the task, including identification of references
and tools used in performing the task."” in the Standard.

R1.3 "ldentification of whether the task is performed alone
or as part of ateam." BCTC does not support including this
in the Standard. Many tasks need to be performed either
"alone or as part of a team". We believe this should be
removed and is not required in the Standard.

R1.4 "The criticality of the task with respect to reliability."
BCTC does not support including this in the Standard.
Seprating out tasks as being "critical” to reliability implies
other tasks are less important. There is no benefit to
separating “critical" tasks from others. We don't see how
this could be measured properly and all tasks that are
reliability related should be considered important.

R1.5 "The frequency of performing the task." BCTC
supports including this in the Standard. It can be helpful in
developing the yearly training plan and including
infrequency of tasks in the refresher or continuing training
program.

R1.6. "The knowledge, skill, and experience needed to
perform the task." BCTC supports including this in the
Standard.

R1.7 "The criteria for successful performance of the task."
BCTC does not support including this in the Standard.
Separately identifying the criteria for "successful
performance” of each individual task is not necessary.
BCTC fully supports a learning assessment at the end of
each learning activity to determine if the learning objectives
were met for the activity. We believe this will be a burden in
developing a job task analysis for System Operators and
does not provide and benefit to add performance critiera to
"every task" performed.

Response: The drafting team has revised the requirements to reflect the outcomes of the analysis, rather

than prescribing the methodology.
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With respect to the comment on the necessity for conditions, the SPTSDT believes conditions for task
performance are necessary to ensure proper training and assessment methods and settings are used.
The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to further clarify the meaning of condition.

The SPSDT agrees with your comment on criticality and has removed the references to criticality from the
requirement.

The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to focus on positions, as opposed to individual or team
performance.

During the development of the SAR for this standard, most stakeholders agreed that there is a reliability-

related need for a new trarnrnq standard that mcIudes the desrred performance Respense—'liheanal&srs

; . During Job Analysis a task list for a position is created, and
Michael Scott; APS (1.5) no that determination of whether these tasks are selected for
training is also created, typically by a difficulty, importance,
and frequency review. This is alluded to in R1.4 and R1.5.
This task list should be auditable.

During Task Analysis the selected tasks mentioned above
are analyzed to identify the conditions, behaviors, and
standards to which a task must be performed. The
knowledge, skills, and abilities of the selected tasks must
be identified. These points are mentioned in R1.1, R1.2,
R1.6, and R1.7. The analysis of these selected tasks
should be auditable.

To measure an individual's mastery of a task, evaluation in
a team setting is problematic, if not impossible. We
therefore disagree with R1.3.

To make the R1 section more usable, we respectfully
suggest the following wording:

-R1. Each Reliability Coordinator, Balancing Authority,
and Transmission Operator shall conduct a System
Operator job task analysis (JTA). The analysis must be
updated when there is substantive change to the operator’s
job (e.g. new or revised task or tool).

The JTA results shall include:

R1.1 A task list containing company-specific reliability-
related tasks for each System Operator position, including
analysis data used to determine whether the task is
selected for training (e.g. infrequent, critical, difficult, etc.)

R1.2 Analysis of each task selected for training,
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including conditions, actions, and standards for
performance, and the knowledge, skills, and abilities
required by the trainee.

Response: i dardThe STPSDT
agrees with your statements that the task list should be audltable and agrees W|th the comment on
Requirement 1.3. The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to focus on positions, as opposed to
individual or team performance.

The drafting team has revised the requirements to reflect the outcomes of the analysis, rather than
prescribing the methodology, consistent with your suggestions.-

CJ Ingersoll; CECD (3) no The phrase "company-specific reliability-related tasks" is
too vague and subjective, which impacts the effect of
R.1.1-R1.7 negatively. In addition, R1.1 task information
realted to "the conditions under which the task is
performed” should reference some reasonable aggregation
of conditions, such as normal operating conditions, etc.

Response: The STPSDT agrees with your comment that the Rreferences to "cCompany--Sspecific
Rreliability Rrelated Itasks" are vague and has have—beerrremoved these references from the

reguirement.
Analysis

Conditions for task performance are necessary to ensure proper training and assessment methods and
settings are used The SPTSDT has revised the requrrement to further clarrfy the meaning of
condition.G .

R1.1 PNM does not support identification of the conditions
when a task is performed, since most tasks need to be
performed under many conditions.

Richard Krajewski; Public no
Service Co of NM (1)

R1.3 PNM does not support this granularity of identifying if
a task is performed individually or alone. PNM does not see
a benefit in a reference

R1.4 PNM does not support including this in the standard.
The task will identify the inhererently criticality of the task
and does not need a reference.

R1.7 PNM agrees a job task analysis should be performed
to identify the tasks assigned to each operating desk,
however PNM does not believe the "analysis" needs to be
updated when there is a new or revised task or tool. Too
much detail does not make for a better analysis and this
requirement places work on operating entities that is not
beneficial.

Response:

Conditions for task performance are necessary to ensure proper training and assessment methods and
settings are used. The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to further clarify the meaning of condition.

The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to focus on positions, as opposed to individual or team
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performance.

The SPSDT agrees with your comment on criticality (R1.4) and has removed the references to criticality
from the requirement.

During the development of the SAR for this standard, most stakeholders agreed that there is a reliability-
related need for a new training standard that includes the desired performance. The drafting team has
revised the requirements to reflect the outcomes of the analysis, rather than prescribing the methodology,

Jim Sorrels; AEP (1) no AEP supports that the standard should require a Job Task
Analysis, but the information, collected and specified in
R1.1-R1.7, should be identified separately from the
standard, as a "Guide", such as an attachment or appendix
to the standard.

R1.1 should specify the condition categories (e.g.,
Emergency, Normal, Contingency, etc.).

-R1.2. should not require actions to be taken in performing
the task unless the action is another task or sub-task.
Actions may require a matrix or flow chart based on an
individual's understanding of basic concepts. This could be
very challenging in some cases, especially where there are
a number of different actions/responses that are practical,
and correct, that would yield similar results. As a result, we
have documented operating procedures and plans (e.g.,
EOP and Black Start plans). R1.2 should simply read:
Identification of references and tools, including actions if
appropriate, used in performing the task.

R1.4 is vague as it needs to specify the different categories
of criticality (e.g., Low, Med, High).

R1.6 should have the word experience removed or
replaced with a different word or phrase within the
requirement. Is experience intended to mean
operator/trainee assessment by the trainer rather than
experience over a time period of doing the task? If an
individual has the knowledge and skill to perform the task,
experience over time may not be relevent, such as for new
tasks involving new tools. Experience comes with
performing the tasks. Experience in doing a task may not
be practical or possible (except as a lab type demonstration
exercise during a training activity) until the tool/task has
been proven and utilized in real-time operation. R1.6
should read: The knowledge and skill needed to perform
the task; or, The criteria for demonstration of the
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knowledge and skill to perform the task.

R1.7 - The criteria for successful performance is difficult to
measure/document for many tasks. R1.7 seems redundant
to R1.6, which is duplicative if a demonstration of
knowledge and skills has been specified.

Response: — The drafting team has revised the requirements to reflect the outcomes of the analysis,
rather than prescribing the methodology. The level of depth with respect to capturing the actions is left to
the stakeholder.

Any categories of conditions would be arbitrary due to the company-specific analysis technigue and
therefore the SPTSDT has not included any categories in the requirement.

The SPSDT agrees with your comment on criticality and has removed the references to criticality from the
requirement.

During the development of the SAR for this standard, most stakeholders agreed that there is a reliability-
related need for a new training standard that includes the identification of desired performance.

The SPTSDT disagrees with the statement that R1.6 and R1.7 seem redundant. There are factors other

While we agree with a Job Task Analysis being performed
(Job Description), PER-002 already provides sufficient
direction to assure entities develop quality Training
Programs and are staffed with "adequately trained
personnel”.

Requirement 1.3 is too granular. For instance, certain tasks
can be performed as part of a team at times or alone at
times.

Criticality of the task in 1.4 with respect to reliability cannot
always be correctly assessed. For example, the
consequences of not performing TTC calculations to
ensure that TTC capability is accurate may or may not
have a critical affect on the system.

Requirement 1.5 is too specific-Some tasks are performed
continuously while other tasks are asking the system
operator to perform studies for emergency outages.
Another example is the notification to affected parties about
a time error correction taking place. The frequency of these
tasks sometimes can not be predetermined and do not
reoccur on a steady cycle. A final task that can't have a
predetermined frequency is notifications of problems or
expected problems in system conditions. These simply
happen and you respond as quickly as possible.

Southern Co (1,3,5,6) no

Recommend removing Requirements 1.3, 1.4, and 1.5.

Response: During the development of the SAR for this standard, most stakeholders agreed that there is
a reliability-related need for a new training standard.
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The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to focus on positions, as opposed to individual or team
performance.

The SPTSDT agrees with your comment on R1.4, criticality, and has removed the references to criticality
from the requirement.

The SPTSDT agrees with your comment on R1. 5 frequency of performing the task, and has removed
that reqwrement Cy

Matthew Santos: SDE&G no The JTA should be based on each compeny's needs, the_

time, money and man hours to do a JTA is considerable. if
you were to use a vender to do the JTA cost will increase.
So after you have the JTA done, now you build the training
program around it. This is time, money and man hours.
Now deliver the training to the troops, Money, time and
man hours. Do you have or can you get the personnel to
deliver the training? Most companies do not or cannot, so
we go to the outside and have a vender do it for us. From
what | hear most companies are in the same boat doing
more with less and not able to find qualified folks to get all
the training done that is now required by the standards.
This standard as it stands now would be very hard to
comply with, you say phase it in over 2 years, more time is
needed, 4 to 5 years would be more realistic for the
industry to accomplish this.

| disagree with R1.1 clarify conditions?, the task could be
performed under normal/emergency conditions. Are you
asking for that much detail on each task? It should be
performing the task successfully

R1.5 every utility is different, the operator may perform the
task once or 50 times a shift what does it matter as long as
they do it correctly?

R1.7 - What is the criteria for successful performance of a
task? It should be what | set it at. anything missed will be
addressed.

Response: The drafting team has revised the requirements to reflect the outcomes of the analysis,
rather than prescribing the methodology. The SPTSDT reviewed the comment that the implementation
timeline should be extended and has revised the implementation plan to reflect an implementation
timeline of 2 to 3 years.

Conditions for task performance are necessary to ensure proper training and assessment methods and
settings are used. The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to further clarify the meaning of condition.

The SPTSDT agrees with your comment on Requirement 1.5 (frequency of performing the task) and has
removed that requirement.

The SPTSDT agrees W|th your statement on Requwement Rl 7. #ﬂprevement&wmdustr—wr&mgate
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Roger McBeth; Northeast no This requirement is overly prescriptive as to the

Utilities (1) development, content, and maintenance of a Job Task
Analysis. This requirement will force every organization to
out source, at a significant expense, the initial development
of an overly prescriptive complex Job Task Analysis
Database and to purchase a complex Learning
Management System to manage the JTA data to support
this requirement. Given the small training staffs of most
training organizations, their time and energy would be
better spent performing a less prescriptive informal job task
analysis. When the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations
(INPO) required commercial nuclear power plants to
develop training programs using a Systematic Approach to
Training, they not only provided a generic Job
Analysis/Task List, they also provided a generic Job Task
Analysis for all of the generic tasks that could be used by
each of the training organizations. It appears that NERC
will only provide a generic task list. A Job Task Analysis
(JTA) is much more manpower intensive than a Job
Analysis. If NERC will require a company specific task list
with all of the requirements specified in requirements 1.1
through 1.7, then they should provide a generic task list
and a generic JTA that satisfies requirement 1.1 thru 1.7.

Response: The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that the methodology used to perform the analysis
phase of systematic approach to training should not be dictated. The drafting team has revised the
requirements to reflect the outcomes of the analysis, rather than prescribing the methodology.

In response to your request for examples of reliability-related tasks, NERC has provided a reference
document, Generic System Operator Task List. A generic analysis will not address all the reliability
related tasks that a System Operator at a specific utility may perform. Therefore you must complete a

companv SDeCIfIC analy5|s to determine the requwed tramlnq h%p#evemen%s—m—mdastpy—tralmng—ape

Ed Davis; Entergy Services (1) no We believe R1 should consist of requiring the responsible
entity to conduct a System Operator job task analysis,
update that JTA when there is a new or revised task or tool,
and specify the criteria for being QUALIFIED TO
PERFORM each task. We agree that the responsible entity
should keep a list of company-specific reliability-related
tasks assigned to each System Operator position.
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We believe the draft R1 is overly prescriptive and suggest
the last phrase of R1 - and the following information for
each of those tasks: - be deleted. We also suggest R1.1

performed alone or as part of a team.

If R1.6 is not deleted as part of the above suggestion,
then R1.6 should

through R1.6 be deleted.

If R1.3 is not deleted as part of the above suggestion, then
R1.3 should be deleted because it is not significant if a task
is performed-alone-eras-parteta-team-

R1.6-sheuld-be modified to delete the term - experience -
from the requirement. JTAs are performed to determine the
skills and knowledge needed, not the experience needed,
to perform a task.

We also believe that R1.7 of the draft standard should
require the specification of the - criteria for being
QUALIFIED to perform each task. The requirement should
not be to specify the criteria for - successful
PERFORMANCE of the task.

This draft standard should address the criteria for
individuals to be QUALIFIED to perform a task, and should
address the continuing training for personnel that are
QUALIFIED. The standard should not require the
employers to specify the CRITERIA for SUCCESSFUL
PERFORMANCE.

Response: The drafting team has revised the requirement to reflect the outcomes of the analysis, rather

than prescribing the methodoloqy.

With respect to your comment on R1.3, the SPTSDT has revised the requirement to focus on positions,

as opposed to individual or team performance.

The SPTSDT has revised R1.6 such the reference to experience has been removed.

With respect to your comment on R1.7, during the development of the SAR for this standard, most

stakeholders agreed that there is a reliability-related need for a new training standard that includes the

|dent|f|cat|on of deswed \performance\mcz] —Req&weme%s—R—l—l—thm—R&—?—have—been—redueed—te—a—sma#er

Duke Energy (G1) (1)

no

We agree that these are things that should be collected
when doing a task analysis, which is what your question
asks. This is a good for a template for a training program
task analysis. However, the question presumes that a JTA
is needed to have an effective training program. A JTA
dictates that each task that each job function performs be
documented in detail. This is an enormous amount of
work. Additionally, in a dynamic operational environment
where decision making is constant and conditions are

Page 21 of 227




Commenter

Comment

changing, tasks are not prescribed. The primary
requirement should be to have a training program. JTAs
are a good, but not the only, way to establish a baseline for
an effective training program. This is too prescriptive, and
may lead to entities developing abbreviated task lists solely
to meet all the sub-requirements.

Response: The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that the methodology used to perform the analysis

phase of systematic approach to training should not be dictated. The drafting team has revised the

requwements to reﬂect the outcomes of the analy3|s rather than prescnblnq the methodoloqy The SAT

Ron Gunderson; NPPD (1)
Robert Coish; MEHB (1, 3, 5, 6)

no

We agree that these are things that are generally
considered when doing a task analysis. We're not sure that
they all must be done for each task, which is what your
guestion asks. This is good for a template for a training
program task analysis. If this is too prescriptive, an
unitended side effect would be for entities to shorten their
task list so they can meet all the sub-requirements. The
primary requirement should be to have a training program.
Also, there is no way that doing a task analysis differently
puts the Interconnection at risk of cascading, which is what
the High Risk assignment implies. As a side note, the
industry still needs to resolve and clarify the risk definitions.
The draft standard is an example of people confusing
importance with risk.

Response: The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that the methodology used to perform the analysis

phase of systematic approach to training should not be dictated. The drafting team has revised the

requirements to reflect the outcomes of the analysis, rather than prescribing the methodology.

The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that the requirement should not be considered a High risk factor

and has revised the nsk factor to Medlum lheéALp#eees&s—Fe@egﬂ}%ed—m—Fela{ed—destHes—(&gL

MISO (1,6)

no

We agree that these are things that are generally
considered when doing a task analysis. We're not sure that
they all must be done for each task, which is what your
guestion asks. This is good for a template for a training
program task analysis. If this is too prescriptive, an
unintended side effect would be for entities to shorten their
task list so they can meet all the sub-requirements. The
primary requirement should be to have a training program.
Also, there is no way that doing a task analysis differently
puts the Interconnection at risk of cascading, which is what
the High Risk assignment implies. As a side note, the
industry still needs to resolve and clarify the risk definitions.
The draft standard is an example of people confusing
importance with risk.
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Response: The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that the methodology used to perform the analysis
phase of systematic approach to training should not be dictated. The drafting team has revised the
requirements to reflect the outcomes of the analysis, rather than prescribing the methodology.

The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that the requirement should not be considered a High risk factor

and has rewsed the risk factor to Med|um Respense—'Fhe%AillpFeeessaerFeeegt%ed—ertated

Hydro One Networks (1) no As posted, creating a JTA for operating positions can be an
onerous undertaking as the list could be quite extensive.
From the compliance viewpoint, the task may become
onerous, depending on the level of detail and
documentation that will be required. For example,
switching operations could be broken down into many sub-
tasks such as, routine, planned, contingency, restoration,
emergency, low voltage, high voltage, system, auxiliary,
SPS, manual, directed, independent etc. To facilite the
requirement, NERC could provide a list of tasks for System
Operators that entities can use and modify as required to
represent their own uniqueness.

In addition, there are other ways to determine training
needs besides the use of a JTA. For example,

- Lessons learned from Operating Experience
- Corporate/Divisional Mandated Training

- Remedial Training requirements

- Government Legislated

- Safety Training

- New or changed tools, processes, procedures,
instructions

- New or modified equipment
- AdHoc training requirements

- Response to feedback or requests for training

Response: In response to your request for examples of reliability-related tasks, NERC has provided a
reference document, Generic System Operator Task List.

The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that the methodology used to perform the analysis phase of
systematic approach to training should not be dictated. The drafting team has revised the requirements to

reflect the outcomes of the analv3|s rather than prescrlbmq the methodoloqy The depth of analy5|s is not
included |n the requirement. y v J

. In response to the specific question posed: ISO New
Kathl ISO-NE (2 ; et
athleen Goodman; 1SO (2) | no England (IRC) agrees that the information listed should be
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included in a Job Task Analysis (JTA). However, the
ISO/RTO Council (2) format of the question focuses on the details of the

requirement (i.e. what goes into a JTA) and presupposes
the need for the requirement itself.

We do NOT agree that a Job Task Analysis should be a
NERC mandated requirement. The customized subjective
nature of job tasks precludes a 'standardized' requirement.
Any approach that requires the responsible entity to define
the terms and conditions of a requirement becomes what
FERC calls (and objects to) a 'fill-in-the-blank' standard.

Response: The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that the methodology used to perform the analysis

phase of systematic approach to training should not be dictated. The drafting team has revised the
reqwrements to reﬂect the outcomes of the analy3|s rather than prescrlbmq the methodoloqy NOPR

PJM (2) no In response to the specific question posed: The PIM
agrees with the IRC that the information listed should be
included in a Job Task Analysis. However, the format of the
question focuses on the details of the requirement (i.e.
what goes into a JTA) and presupposes the need for the
requirement itself.

In its present form, it appears that each subject entity would
be free to select the JTA model of its choice. The standard
needs to identify the criteria that would be used to assess
the adequacy of the entity's JTA and other required
elements in the Training Standard.

PJM does NOT agree that a Job Task Analysis should be a
NERC mandated requirement. The customized subjective
nature of job tasks precludes a 'standardized' requirement.
Any approach that requires the responsible entity to define
the terms and conditions of a requirement becomes what
FERC calls (and objects to) a "fill-in-the-blank’ standard.

Requirement 1, states that the JTA must be updated
whenever there is a new or revised task or tool. The
measurement for R1 states that you need a current JTA. It
is impossible to evaluate this requirement let alone have
consistency across ALL system-operatorSystem Operators
in North America.

Response: The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that the methodology used to perform the analysis
phase of systematic approach to training should not be dictated. The drafting team has revised the
requirements to reflect the outcomes of the analysis, rather than prescribing the methodology

In response to your comment on updating the JTA whenever there is a new or revised task or tool, the

SPTSDT has removed thls portlon of the requirement. Reqe#ements—R—l—l—thru—R—l—?—have—been—redueed
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NPCC CP9 (1, 2) no The tasks to be performed by a system operator should be
defined by the standard drafting team (SDT). A training
program should then be developed by the entity to assure
that any and all operators are proficient in those tasks. The
standard need not get into the specifics of the training
program.

NPCC participating members also believe that an operating
entity should not be mandated to perform a formalized job
task analysis to identify a list of tasks and the
corresponding training program.

Response: NERCPSwIllNERC has provided -provide-a list of generic tasks for common operator
positions to the industry. HeweveraA generic jeb-analysis will not address all the reliability related tasks
that a system-operaterSystem Operator at a specific utility may perform. Therefore each entity yeu-must
complete a company-specific reguired-analysis to determine the required training.

The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that the methodology used to perform the analysis phase of
systematic approach to training should not be dictated. The drafting team has revised the requirements

to reflect the outcomes of the analysis, rather than prescribing the methodoloqy.

The tasks to be performed by a system operator should be
defined by the standard drafting team (SDT). A training
program should then be developed by the entity to assure
that any and all operators are proficient in those tasks. The
standard need not get into the specifics of the training
program.

Alan Adamson; NYSRC (2) no

Response: NERC has provided a list of generic tasks for common operator positions to the industry. A
generic analysis will not address all the reliability related tasks that a System Operator at a specific utility
may perform. Therefore each entity must complete a company-specific analysis to determine the
required training.

The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that the methodology used to perform the analysis phase of
systematic approach to training should not be dictated. The drafting team has revised the requirements to
reflect the outcomes of the analysis, rather than prescnblnq the methodoloqy N—ERG—%—WH—I—BF@HGQ—&—IH{

SCE&G ERO WG (1, 3,5) yes Job task analysis are subjective to whomever is developing
these tasks and subject to interpretation of the standard
and reference document which is currently not available.
This approach results in lack of continuity across the
industry which should be a goal specifically in an effort to
audit compliance.

The Natural Gas Transmission Industry has struggled with
a a similar standard referred to as the Operator
Qualification Rule (49 CFR 192.801) on a larger scale and
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lessons on implementation can be learned from their
experience. The problem of lack of conformity between
operating companies showed up in compliance audits
specifically in the area of what was a qualifying task and
the name of that task. What this industry did after a few
years because of the confusion and inefficient program
management is develop a list of minimum tasks that
applicable parties should address and provide details
related to that task as a minimum comparable to those
requested in R1.1-R1.7. If one of these tasks did not apply
to a applicable party, they simply addressed it in their plan
and provided supporting information. Another benefit of
conformity, it allows plans to be develop and adoption by
applicable operating parties across multiple systems.
Additionally, personnel transferring from one applicable
party to an other can provide evidence of their past
performance to it as it relates to the tasks and begin work
which saves time/money and gets qualified personnel
working.

Response:_ The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that the methodology used to perform the analysis
phase of systematic approach to training should not be dictated. The drafting team has revised the
requirements to reflect the outcomes of the analysis, rather than prescribing the methodology

NERC has provided a list of generic tasks for common operator positions to the industry. A generic
analysis will not address all the reliability related tasks that a System Operator at a specific utility may
perform. Therefore each entity must complete a company-specific analysis to determine the required
training.

During the development of the SAR for this standard, most stakeholders agreed that there is a reliability-
related need for a new training standard. Improvements in industry training are warranted based on
findings from the '03 Blackout Report and subsequent determination from FERC (Order 693). Developing
and maintaining training for System Operators that meets minimum standards may incur additional

Ron Falsetti; IESO (2) Yes/no | We agree that the majority of the information listed in R1.1
through R1.7 need to be collected to describe tasks to be
performed by the personnel to whom the training program
is intended. However, we do not feel that a NERC standard
should mandate an operating entity to perform a job task
analysis to develop this list and the corresponding training
program.

An industry-wide standard should stipulate that these
operating entities (RC, BA and TOP) each develop and
deliver a training program that will bring their operators to
the competency level required to perform those tasks that
the entity is responsible for as specified in the Functional
Model. We view the listed items in R1 to be part of the task
and work environment description, which can be combined
with those listed in R7 and included in the training program
document. A way to capture this would be to put the key
attributes that must be included in a training program in a
template to facilitate compliance audit.
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Response: The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that the methodology used to perform the analysis
phase of systematic approach to training should not be dictated. The drafting team has revised the
requirements to reflect the outcomes of the analysis, rather than prescribing the methodology.

Based on |ndustry feedback, R7 has been removed for the standard Qurrent—standard—FlER-GO;_l-O—rs

Yes, But | believe this is going to end up being a major
compliance issue in the future if this SAR goes through as
written, What is wrong with PER002-0 dated

Mark Bennett; Gainesville yes
Regional Utilities (5)

Response: During the development of the SAR for this standard, most stakeholders agreed that there is
a reIrabrIrtv related need for a new training standard Certification is outside the scope of this standard

MRO (1,2) yes In R1.1, the MRO recommends the addition of some
examples for the definition of conditions i.e. emergency,
normal, etc...; also in R1.4, add some examples of the
levels of criticality.

Response: Conditions for task performance are necessary to ensure proper training and assessment
methods and settings are used. The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to further clarify the meaning
of condition.

The SPTSDT has removed the references to crrtrcalrtv R1.4, from the requrrement Reterenees4e

Jim Gunnell; SPP (2) yes In addition, | believe the JTA should include a list of
industry-standard, reliability-related tasks in addition to the
company-specific tasks. This would set a standard level of
best practice across the industry.

Response: Inresponse to your request for examples of reliability-related tasks, NERC has provided a
reference document, Generic System Operator Task List. A generic analysis will not address all the
reliability related tasks that a System Operator at a specific utility may perform. Therefore each entity

must complete a company- specrflc analysis to determlne the requrred trarnrnq Perfermmgﬂadim—mn
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Gerald LaRose; NYPA (1) yes An important question resulting from the language used in
the Requirement is: What is meant by "company-specific
reliability-related tasks"? One interpretation could be "only
those reliability-related tasks that are specific to a given
company's operation" (as opposed to generic operator
tasks). A second interpretation could be "that subset of all
of the tasks derived from the JTA that are designated as
reliability-related”. Throughout the draft Standard there are
repeated references to "tasks identified" and "reliability-
related tasks identified". A clearer understanding will
substantially aid in determining how onerous this Standard
will be.

Response: The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that only specific tasks that are considered critical to
reliability should be considered and has revised the requirement to include analysis that considers only
reliability-related tasks by System Operator positions.

The SPTSDT has revised section 4.2 (under Appllcablllty) to address the industry’s concern Wlth the
Qghcablhty - v y

FRCC SO Subcommittee Yes/no | The language as written does not indicate that reliability-
(1,2,5) related tasks should be associated with the reliability of the
Bulk Electric System. As we will detail later, we feel it is
important for these training standards to have appropriate
flexibility to accommodate training requirements on an
entity basis. For example, for an entity that primarily
operates a distribution system, it is much easier for them to
define their auditable training program if the standard is
clear on requirements applying to BES related tasks. LSE
and DP operating tasks that do not affect the BES should
not be subject to the auditability of those that do. ie. these
tasks do not affect the reliability of the Bulk Electric System
and as such should not be auditable by NERC.

Recommendation: Change the language to reflect Bulk
Electric System reliability-related tasks.

Response: The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that only specific tasks that are considered critical to
reliability should be considered and has revised the requirement to include analysis that considers only

rellab|l|ty related tasks bv Svstem Operator posmons Refereaees%e%empam#spee#u:—re%ab&k%elated

FPL (1,3,5) Yes/no Operating tasks that do not affect the reliability of the BES
should not be subject to the same auditability as those that
do. The language as written does not indicate that
reliability-related tasks should be associated with the
reliability of the Bulk Electric System. We feel it is
important for these training standards to have appropriate
flexibility to accommodate training requirements on an
entity basis.

Recommendation: Change the language to reflect Bulk
Electric System reliability-related tasks.

Response: The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that only specific tasks that are considered critical to
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reliability should be considered and has revised the requirement to include analysis that considers only

rellab|llty related tasks bv System Operator posrtrons Referenees—teeempany—speemerelabnﬂy—rera{ed

Allan George; Sunflower (1) yes Limit standard to exactly what is required, no need to over
extend bounds if intent

Response: Yes, the SPTSDT agrees that standard should reflect minimum acceptable level of
performance.

Dan Kay; South Mississippi yes Generally agree with the information that should be

EPA (4) collected but, should not be required by NERC in a
standard. If & how a job task analysis is done should be left
up to the employer not NERC.

Response: The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that the methodology used to perform the analysis
phase of systematic approach to training should not be dictated. The drafting team has revised the
requrrements to reflect the outcomes of the analysis, rather than prescribing the methodoloqy Current

Brian Thumm; ITC (1) yes Job task analyses can be very detailed. There are also
many different scenarios to be considered when developing
JTAs. While the list of JTA elements in the standard is
sufficient, there could be clearer guidance as to the level of
detail that an entity is expected to include in their JTAs, and
the extent to which all possible permutations are
documented.

Response: The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that the methodology used to perform the analysis
phase of systematic approach to training should not be dictated. The drafting team has revised the

requirements to reﬂect the outcomes of the analysrs rather than prescrlblnq the
methodology.

TVA (1) yes We do not agree with the use of the word "experience" in
R1.3. It is very subjective and difficult to quantify effectively
or consistently. We suggest clarification of the meaning or
just strike it all together.

Response: The SPTSDT has have-updated the standard-requirement to remove references to the term
"experience", -which is difficult to quantify and measure. Fask-aAnalysis will determine knowledge and
skills required to perform the task.

Michael Gammon; KCP&L (1) yes
Michael Clime; Ameren yes
James Hinson; ERCOT (2) yes
Pepco Holdings (1) yes
Howard Rulf; WeEnergies yes
(3.4,5)

FirstEnergy (1,3,5,6) yes
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Allen Klassen; Westar (1) yes
Brian Tuck; BPA (1) yes
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2. Do you agree that the training needs analysis should identify the training needs of the entry-
level or newly-hired experienced system-operatorSystem Operator and the training needs of
the incumbent system-operaterSystem Operator?

Summary Consideration:

Most commenters did not agree on the requirement that the training needs analysis differentiate
between the training needs of the entry-level, newly-hired experienced, and the incumbent
systems. The majority of the commenters also expressed concern with the requirement to have an
annual training plan developed from the training needs assessments. Several commenters
expressed concern with the requirement for individual System Operator assessments, rather than
position assessments.

The SPTSDT consolidated Requirements 2 and 3 into one requirement that is applicable to
positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction between entry-level, incumbent, and
newly hired experienced System Operators. The requirement has also been revised to include an
annual training needs assessment by position, not individual System Operator.

Commenter Comment
Marion Lucas; Alcoa Power no No. It is not NERC's responsibility to dictate the training
Generating, Inc (1) needs of new hires, as OUR company determines what is

necessary for training issues to prepare the new hire for
performing OUR specific job requirements. NERC should
only be involved with the Certification and OUR company
shall train the new hires to meet and/or exceed the
certification requirements. The Certification test itself is the
measure of competence to do the job and NERC need not
set a requirement on new hire/entry-levelentry-level training
needs for individual companies on which to be monitored.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and have consolidated Requirements 2 and 3
into one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals,

Tim Hattaway; Alabama Electric | no PER-002 already calls for a training program that
Coop (5) addresses the initial and continuing training needs of
personnel responsible for system operations.

Response: During the development of the SAR for this standard, most stakeholders agreed that there
is a reliability-related need for a new training standard.

John Kerr; GRDA no Certification for new operators is already in Standard PER-
002. After certification, exposure to training for each
operator should be the same program.
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Response: During the development of the SAR for this standard, most stakeholders agreed that there
is a reliability-related need for a new training standard.

Will Franklin; Entergy (6) no Many entities may employ a 'pipeline' training program for a
new operator whereby the trainee receives training whether
or not they have previous knowledge, then the knowledge
and skill abilities are assessed through testing and a
qualification card process.

Additionally, to attempt to individually assess the training
needs of each incumbent operator would be burdensome
to employ and document. Again, some entities may
operate under the philosphy that once an individual
achieves qualification, and they periodically pass testing to
maintain qualification then no additional plan is needed. If
they fail, only then is an individual remediation plan is
developed.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and consolidated Requirements 2 and 3 into
one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction between

entry- Ievel mcumbent and newly hired experlenced System Operators ANeedsaHaIySBWHewmms

Dale Wadding; Dairyland Power | no A requirement to perform an annual training needs analysis
Cooperative (5) for every incumbent system operator is an unnecessary
administrative burden. Proposed language would mandate
such an analysis whenever there was a substantive change
in the system operators JTA.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and consolidated Requirements 2 and 3 into
one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction between
entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

The SPTResponse:

SDT-have rewsed the standard to clanfy that the annual assessment is based on position, not an not an
individual.

SRP (1) no Partially agree. The means proposed to assess the training
needs of an incumbent operator would appear to require
simulating each and every task identified in R1 and grading
every operator on their performance of each every year.
This would seem an extremely time intensive process to
just identify what you then plan to train them on. Is that truly
the intent of this requirement? Entry-LevelEntry-level/newly
hired operators should not be required to have a needs
analysis. These operators can be assumed to need all of
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our training curriculum. An analysis should be done
periodically for incumbent operators. R1 does state that
JTA should be reliability-related but it does not say critical-
to-reliability. the way it is stated allows for a reasonably
short list.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and consolidated Requirements 2 and 3 into
one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction between
entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

Brian Tuck; BPA (1) no BPA agrees with the basic requirement of performing a
training needs analysis to determine training needs, as
expressed in requirement R2 and R3. BPA disagrees with
the annual requirement proposed in R3 for incumbent
system operators. While BPA agrees that the training
needs analysis should occur with some periodicity,
evaluating every system operator against the entire task list
"at least once every year" is excessive. A complete and
thorough assessment should result in a foundation for more
than one years worth of training. Prior to going through the
complete reassessment again, sufficient time should be
allowed for the system operator to complete training and
develop skills and knowledge in the areas identified as
lacking. BPA suggests a three year cycle rather than every
year.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and consolidated Requirements 2 and 3 into
one requirement that is position-related rather than individual specific.

The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to clarify that the annual assessment is applicable to
positions, not individuals.

John Bussman:AECI (1,5,6) no We believe that training needs to be provided for new hire

and entry-levelentry-level, however, not necessarily using
R1.1-R1.7

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and consolidated Requirements 2 and 3 into
one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction between
entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

The reference to R1.1 — R1.7 has been removed from the requirement.

William J. Smith; Allegheny no The training needs analysis should identify the training
Power (1) needs of the entry-level or newly-hired experienced system
operator. Properly trained incumbent system operators
should not require a training needs assessment on an
annual basis. Particularly since other specific NERC
standards identify required annual training and the new
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NERC Certification credential maintenance program
requires continuing training hours in specific categories.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and consolidated Requirements 2 and 3 into
one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction between
entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

An annual assessment on a position basis is necessary and reasonable.

NERC Certification is a separate program; training provided under this standard’s requirements can
serve to meet the continuing education requirement for certification.

Pepco Holdings (1) no The requirement is appropriate for entry-level and newly-
hired system operators and perhaps as a baseline for
incumbent system operations as a starting point for the
basis of this Standard. But once a training needs
assessment has been completed and presumably any
training needed to fill gaps has been remedied, yearly
training needs assessments are not required. R3 seems to
be suggesting that an annual performance assessment
should be conducted to determine possible deficiencies in
an incumbent system operator’s performance based on a
reliability task’s criteria. Since performance problems can
be caused by a variety of things and remedied by things
other than training—it is not appropriate to call this a
training needs assessment nor to require one for each
incumbent on an annual basis. These performance
weaknesses need to be assessed and if training is the
appropriate intervention—it should be included in the
training plan as identified in our comments to Q4 below.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and consolidated Requirements 2 and 3 into
one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction between
entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to clarify that the annual assessment is applicable to
positions, not individuals.

Southern Co (1,3,5,6) no We agree that training needs analysis should be done but
NERC should focus on assuring training takes place and
not on the process.

It is unnecessary to differentiate between an "entry-level”
and a "newly hired experienced" System Operator.

Besides the fact that it is unclear what these terms are
intended to represent (one is a job family level term and the
other one trying to reflect a degree of experience
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independent of level), the training considerations (and
terms) should focus on initial and refreshing/reinforcing
training. If this approach is taken then the experience level
or incumbency is irrelevant. For a new operator all training
would be initial. For an experienced "incumbent" operator,
some would be "refresher/reinforcing" and some might be
"initial" for newly assigned tasks.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and consolidated Requirements 2 and 3 into
one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction between
entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

Duke Energy (G1) (1) no Requirement 2 relies on the successful completion of R1's
JTA requirement, which would be very difficult and ever
changing. There should be one training program, with the
goal to have skilled operators.

Response: The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that the methodology used to perform the analysis
phase of systematic approach to training should not be dictated. The drafting team has revised the

requirements to reflect the outcomes of the analysis, rather than prescribing the methodology.

WECC RCCWG (1,2) no Partially agree. Entry-LevelEntry-level/newly hired
operators should not be required to have a needs analysis.
These operators can be assumed to need all available
training. An analysis should be done periodically for
incumbent operators.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and consolidated Requirements 2 and 3 into
one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction between
entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to clarify that the annual assessment is applicable to
positions, not individuals.
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coecowobleforcomslinnen i the sroncend elnncoedl

Jason Shaver; ATC (1) no ATC does not believe that a separate training program
needs be created for entry-level, newly-hired, and
incumbent system operators. It is our position that a single
training program can be developed to serve as the
umbrella. Under the training program umbrella, individuals'
training needs can be matched to those course offerings
most appropriate to their level of experience and area of
need. Requiring the documentation of multiple training
programs for the same tasks at varying levels does not
enhance system reliability or lead to more educated system
operators. Rather, it adds to the administrative burden
placed on the trainers, thereby reducing the amount of time
available to develop and deliver quality training.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and consolidated Requirements 2 and 3 into
one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction between
entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to clarify that the annual assessment is applicable to
positions, not individuals.

Michael Scott; APS (1,5) no We agree that the new-hire must have an assessment of
their training needs, leading to an individualized training
plan.

We strongly disagree with the recommendation to conduct
an ANNUAL assessment of incumbent operator training
needs. The Systematic Approach to Training, if properly
applied, will lead to a initial training program design that
develops qualified personnel for the job position. An entity
would doubtless have to conduct a one-time assessment of
incumbent operators' training needs, against the newly
designed program, filling any gaps with the needed
training. Once the incumbents have received the initial
training for the job position they have held, there is no
further need for annual training needs assessments. New
tasks, industry events, enhanced skills training,
performance improvement, etc. would be provided, via the
Systematic Approach to Training, as continuing education.

For the sake of simplicity, we would suggest the following
wording for R2 and R3:

R2. Each Reliability Coordinator, Balancing Authority,
and Transmission Operator shall assess the training needs
of new System Operators, creating individualized training
plans for them as needed. The plan will include the topics
and the schedule for the training.

R3. Each Reliability Coordinator, Balancing Authority,
and Transmission Operator shall conduct a one-time
assessment of the training needs of incumbent System

Page 36 of 227




Commenter Comment

Operators, creating individualized training plans for them as
needed. The plan will include the topics and the schedule
for the training.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and consolidated Requirements 2 and 3 into
one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction between
entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to clarify that the annual assessment is applicable to
positions, not individuals.

Jim Sorrels; AEP (1) no Yes. However, the wording of requirements R2 and R3
should be changed to clarify that the intent is for the needs
analysis to be performed for each System Operator job
classification not for each individual System Operator.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and consolidated Requirements 2 and 3 into
one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction between
entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to clarify that the annual assessment is applicable to

positions, not individuals.

FRCC SO Subcommittee no As written, the proposed standard requirement requires the
(1,2,5) development of individual training plans for each system
operator that is part of the training program. For many
entities that do not have extensive training programs and
resources, this is particularly burdensome and unnecessary
from a practical standpoint. From a reliability perspective,
the "training needs analysis" should focus on the training
needs of a company, to achieve reliable operation of its
facilities. The program should then make sure that all
relevant personnel are adequately "trained" within the
bounds of the defined program (as defined within the JTA)
which will ensure the most reliable operation of that entity's
facilities and subsequently ensure the overall reliable
operation of the Bulk System.

Individual training needs assessment may be a "next" step
in the training evolution, but at this time we feel that any
"training needs analysis" must be based on the needs of
the entity as a whole (as defined within the JTA) and not
the individual operators.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and consolidated Requirements 2 and 3 into
one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction between
entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to clarify that the annual assessment is applicable to
positions, not individuals.




Commenter | | Comment

FPL (1,3,5) no The proposed standard requires the development of
individual training plans for each system operator within a
company's training program. For many entities that do not
have extensive training programs and resources, this is
particularly burdensome and unnecessary from a practical
standpoint. From a reliability perspective, the "training
needs analysis" should focus on the training needs of a
company, to achieve reliable operation of its facilities. The
program should then make sure that all relevant personnel
are adequately "trained" within the bounds of the defined
program (as defined within the JTA) which will ensure the
most reliable operation of that entity's facilities and
subsequently ensure the overall reliable operation of the
Bulk System.

We feel that any "training needs analysis" must be based
on the needs of the entity as a whole (as defined within the
JTA) and not the individual operators. Further, this
approach will ensure that all operators within a particular
operating company receive equal training to maintain and
develop operating skills and knowledge.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and consolidated Requirements 2 and 3 into
one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction between
entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to clarify that the annual assessment is applicable to
positions, not individuals.

Kathleen Goodman; ISO-NE (2) | no ISO New England agrees that Training programs must
address the needs of the individuals, regardless of the
experience level. Further, we agree that Training
Programs must span the entire spectrum from new hires to
experienced individuals.

R2 and R3 however, would mandate individual person by
person formal assessments. And R3 would impose
unprecedented annual 'needs assessments' of each

Page 38 of 227




Commenter Comment

incumbent operator.

R2 and R3 go well beyond requiring Corporate Operator
Training programs, and go into mandating the practices
and procedures for Personalized Training programs. 1SO
New England does not agree that a one-size-fits-all
Assessment requirement will meet the unique and varying
needs of the responsible functional entities. As noted in
the response to Q1, the customized subjective nature of
individual's needs precludes a 'standardized' requirement.
Any approach that requires the responsible entity to define
the terms and conditions of a requirement becomes what
FERC calls (and objects to) a "fill-in-the-blank' standard.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and consolidated Requirements 2 and 3 into
one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction between
entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to clarify that the annual assessment is applicable to positions,
not individuals.

ISO/RTO Council (2) no The IRC agrees that Training programs must address the
needs of the individuals, regardless of the experience level.
Further, the IRC agrees that Training Programs must span
the entire spectrum from new hires to experienced
individuals.

R2 and R3 however, would mandate individual person by
person formal assessments. And R3 would impose
unprecedented annual 'needs assessments' of each
incumbent operators.

R2 and R3 go well beyond requiring Corporate Operator
Training programs, and go into mandating the practices
and procedures for Personalized Training programs. The
IRC does not agree that a one-size-fits-all Assessment
requirement will meet the unique and varying needs of the
responsible functional entities. As noted in the response to
Q1, the customized subjective nature of indiviual's needs
precludes a 'standardized' requirement. Any approach that
requires the responsible entity to define the terms and
conditions of a requirement becomes what FERC calls (and
objects to) a 'fill-in-the-blank' standard.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and consolidated Requirements 2 and 3 into
one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction between
entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to clarify that the annual assessment is applicable to
positions, not individuals.
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PJIM (2) No The IRC agrees that Training programs must address the
needs of the individuals, regardless of the experience level.
Further, the IRC agrees that Training Programs must span
the entire spectrum from new hires to experienced
individuals.

R2 and R3 however, would mandate individual person by
person formal assessments. And R3 would impose
unprecedented annual 'needs assessments' of each
incumbent operators.

R2 and R3 go well beyond requiring Corporate Operator
Training programs, and go into mandating the practices
and procedures for Personalized Training programs. The
IRC does not agree that a one-size-fits-all Assessment
requirement will meet the unique and varying needs of the
responsible functional entities. As noted in the response to
Q1, the customized subjective nature of indiviual's needs
precludes a 'standardized' requirement. Any approach that
requires the responsible entity to define the terms and
conditions of a requirement becomes what FERC calls (and
objects to) a 'fill-in-the-blank' standard.

A training needs analysis should to be conducted for all
new entry-levelentry-level operator candidates, and newly
hired experienced operator to determine their present level
of accomplishment. However, to mandate that there be an
annual Training Needs Assessment of all incumbent
system operators is without basis and "over-the-top". If
there was an identified deviation in performance, then a
determination by entity management would need to be
conducted to determine whether or not the performance
deviation is a training issue or something else. Not all
problems can be resolved by training.

Response:_The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and consolidated Requirements 2 and 3 into
one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction between
entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to clarify that the annual assessment is applicable to

Ed Davis; Entergy Services (1) no Overall we agree with R2 with the exception that the
training needs should be to meet the - criteria for being
QUALIFIED to perform each task - and not - the criteria for
successful PERFORMANCE of the task.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and have consolidated Requirements 2 and 3
into one requirement that is position-related rather than individual lspecificfijc3].

The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to “’mismatch between the desired and actual performance”,
consistent with the approved standard’s SAR.

“ ”
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Comment

CJ Ingersoll; CECD (3)

no

CECD provided a negative response because CECD does
not feel that, unless applicable, resources should be
dedicated to developing new-hire training programs.
CECD does feel it is appropriate to assess the training
needs of operators in general, however it is unclear what
evidence an entity must produce to show an assessment
was performed. Is the annual training plan evidence that
an assessment was performed? As written currently, are
entities to assume that entry-level assessments are to be
revised as tasks are added versus the annual gap
assessments for incumbents?

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and consolidated Requirements 2 and 3 into

one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction between

entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

An annual assessment on a position basis is necessary and reasonable.

The SPTSDT has revised the measures for the combined requirement such that evidence of the latest

assessment for each position must be provided.Fhe-SBT-is-developing-a-Reference-Document-that-will

sredeo s ditenalsoinlls rnonecline nands nosnssmonio

Roger McBeth; Northeast
Utilities (1)

no

This requirement would place a significant administrative
burden on a very small training staff to perform a training
needs analysis for each operator on over 300 tasks. For
small training organizations, it should be sufficient to have
hiring practices that require minimum entry-levelentry-level
education and experience and provide a training program
based on the entrnylevelentry-level requirements of the
position description that addresses all of the tasks for the
position. For incumbent operators, it should be sufficient to
provide an operator training program that provides
continuing training that covers infrequently performed
complex tasks that are important to system reliability. The
continuing training program should also address training
weaknesses/deficiencies that have been identified through
management observations of operator performance. It
would be an overwhelming task for a small training
organization to perform individual training needs analysis
for each incumbent operator on over 300 tasks. While we
understand the benefit of performing an individual training
needs analysis for each newly hired system operator and
for the incumbent system operators, we do not feel that the
value added by this activity would justify the additional
administrative burden.

We would be better served by concentrating on the
following:

- Develop well defined entry-levelentry-level
requirements
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- Develop and maintain an Initial Training
Program which provides training on all tasks
selected for training.

- - Develop and maintain a continuing training
program that addresses 1) generic
deficiencies for all operators, 2) training on
core critical tasks

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and consolidated Requirements 2 and 3 into
one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction between
entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

The SPTSDT has considered your suggestions on areas of concentration and based on other

stakeholder feedback, believes the suggestions are too prescriptive to be included in this standard.

WECC OTS (1,2) Yes/no | These should simply be referred to as a training
assessment for "initial" training of a System Operator and a
training assessment for "continuing" training. It is not
necessary to say they are "entry-levelentry-level or newly
hired experienced". A proper gap analysis measuring each
System Operator against all the tasks required to be
performed will determine how much training is required.
However, R3 requires a training needs assessment of each
operator to identify performance gaps (we prefer
competency gaps or a gap analysis) at least once "every
year." This indicates every operator must be assessed
against the entire task list at least once a year. OTS agrees
this type of assessment of incumbent operators should
occur with some periodicity but every year is unnecessary
and will lead to unbeneficial concerns of the operators.
OTS suggests a two or three year cycle rather than every
year.

Response:_The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and consolidated Requirements 2 and 3 into
one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction between
entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to clarify that the annual assessment is applicable to
positions, not individuals.
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| Comment

Matthew Santos; SDE&G Yes/no | We interview experienced outside Operators in
Transmission and Generation to come into the
Transmission (GCC) department. We do verbal/scenario
type of questions and look at their resume, if they qualify in
this regard, then we proceed with training them in all
aspects of Transmission. It does not matter what they say
they know, we cover it all (They have to learn our system &
procedures) and then test them. This happens until they
are qualified to assume a shift by themselves.

| disagree with R2 and R3 this is too much and going to far.
Assessments on individual's needs can be captured in their
exam results thru out normal training (Refresher/Continual)
as it is delivered. And follow up would be done if needed.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and consolidated Requirements 2 and 3 into
one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction between
entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

Ron Falsetti; IESO (2) Yes/no | The training need analysis should identify the training
needs and the full spectrum of competency level that must
be achieved / demonstrated to perform the tasks covering
all levels of the system operator being trained. An entry
levelentry-level operator may need to start at a lower
training level than their more experienced counterparts.
Experienced operators, including those who have been
certified, may refresh their training at an intermediate level
depending on the gaps identified. Analyzing the training
needs for a specific group of operators and develop a
program specifically for that level may render the program
too specific and hence ineffective.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and consolidated Requirements 2 and 3 into
one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction between

entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.
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Michael Gammon; KCP&L (1)

It is important to determine the training requirements for
training new Operators, however, on-going training for
incumbent Operators should be in the form of training plans
that accomplish those things that are important to the job
specific needs of a company and to maintain NERC
operator certifications.

R3 is for unacceptable levels of performance for incumbent
Operators to be assessed annually. For those reliability
tasks that are done routinely, any performance problems
should be addressed as they are known and not wait for an
annual assessment. For those reliability tasks that are not
done frequently (peak load operating conditions,
emergency plans, etc.), those should be part of an annual
training program. | would recommend the following
language modifications to the proposed standard:

R3. Each Reliability Coordinator, Balancing Authority

and Transmission Operator shall conduct a
training needs assessment of incumbent System
Operator to identify reliability-related training
activities that are not routine for the tasks
identified in Requirement 1, periodic training
required for each non-routine reliability-related
task, and a training plan to support maintaining
NERC operator certifications and to maintain
Operator skill levels at least once every three
years or as additional reliability tasks are added or
modified.

R4 seems to capture the essence of what | am referring to
here, except for a training plan to support maintaining
NERC operator certification.

Response:_The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and has consolidated Requirements 2 and 3

into one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction

between entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to clarify that the annual assessment is applicable to

positions, not individuals.

MISO (1,6)
Ron Gunderson; NPPD (1)

There would also be some recurring or refresher
requirements. However, it may be that some organizations
won't have new operators. The training program should
have a goal of having skilled operators. There should be
one training program; it doesn't have to be overly
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prescriptive.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and has consolidated Requirements 2 and 3
into one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction
between entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to clarify that the annual assessment is applicable to

positions, not individuals.

Jim Gunnell; SPP (2) yes In addition, | believe the analysis should include not only
the mismatch between the criteria for successful
performance and actual performance, but it should also
include:

a gap analysis between knowledge criteria and actual
knowledge, and

a gap analysis between knowledge (what you know) and
action (what you're able to do)

Therefore there are three gap analyses:
1. Performance Gaps
2. Knowledge Gaps

3. Knowledge/Action Gaps

Response: Based on stakeholder feedback, the suggestion

Suggestion-is too prescriptive. The Minimum-requirement has been revised to require the entity conduct
is-an needs-analysis to determine the required-training-topiesmismatch between actual and desired

performance. -Fhis-standarg-must-state-minimum-reguirements-that-must-be-met.

Gordon Rawlings; BCTC (1) yes These should simply be referred to as a training
assessment for "initial" training of a System Operator and a
training assessment for "continuing" training. It is not
necessary to say they are "entry-levelentry-level or newly
hired experienced". A proper gap analysis measuring each
System Operator against all the tasks required to be
performed will determine how much training is required.
However, R3 requires a training needs assessment of each
operator to identify performance gaps (we prefer
competency gaps or a gap analysis) at least once "every
year." This indicates every operator must be assessed
against the entire task list at least once a year. BCTC
believes this type of assessment of system operators
should occur with some regularity but every year is
unnecessary and will lead to work that will not produce any
real results, different than a simple gap analysis would.
BCTC suggests a simple gap anlysis every 2 to 3 years, or
when job duties change significantly, will get the results
needed.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and has consolidated Requirements 2 and 3
into one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction
between entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to clarify that the annual assessment is applicable to
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positions, not individuals.

Hydro One Networks (1) yes Yes, the analysis should allow to compare a new worker's
experience and knowledge (or lack of) versus that of an
experienced system operator to facilitate identification of
what they need to know and train accordingly.

Response: Yes—No-commentreguiredAgree.

Dan Kay; South Mississippi yes Generally agree that the needs of entry and experienced
EPA (4) operators should be identified but, should not be required
by NERC in a standard. Again, this should be the left to the
employer, not required by NERC in a standard-

Response:_During the development of the SAR for this standard, most stakeholders agreed that there
is a reliability-related need for a new training standard.

The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and has consolidated Requirements 2 and 3 into one
requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction between
entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

Alan Adamson; NYSRC (2) yes Before taking an unsupervised shift a system operator
needs to have demonstrated proficiency, regardless of past
experience.

Response: Agree.

NPCC CP9 (1, 2) yes Before taking an unsupervised shift a system operator
needs to have demonstrated proficiency, regardless of past
experience. The training provided must meet the need of
the individual regardless of the level of experience to
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ensure no gaps are in the training or any assumption of
knowledge where there may be not be sufficient

background.
Response: Agree—Alearning-needs-assessment-meets-this-expectation.
Richard Krajewski; Public yes A proper gap analysis measuring each System Operator
Service Co of NM (1) against all the tasks required to be performed will

determine how much individual training is required. If done
properly, this will identify the yearly training needs. PNM
feels that annual assessment of every operator against the
entire task force is of value, however suggest a 2 or 3 year
interval for this assessment.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and has consolidated Requirements 2 and 3
into one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction
between entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to clarify that the annual assessment is applicable to

positions, not individuals.

Santee Cooper (G2) yes Training requirements for newly-hired operators can be
vastly different from one operator to another. For example,
one newly-hired operator may have a background in
substation work with knowledge and skills that are
applicable to operators while another may have no
experience at all. Does the requirement permit a company
to determine the training needs of a new hire from a
standard JTA and customize training requirements for the
employee, or does this requirement imply that a JTA would
have to be conducted and established for every new hire?

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and have consolidated Requirements 2 and 3
into one requirement that is position-related rather than individual specific as well eliminated the
distinction between entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

The requirement, as re-written, now Standa#d#equ#esanecessﬂates an analv3|s JIAfor each ]Ob
position, not for each new hire.:

using-the-tasklistfer-the-pesition:

SCE&G ERO WG (1, 3,5) yes If a list of reliability related tasks and supporting information
is provided, then this processes is manageable. Lack of
providing a list of tasks and requirements related will add
confusion and unneeded complexity to the process.

Response:

NERC-PS-wilNERC has provided a list of generic tasks for eemmen-operator positions common to the
industry. -Hewevera-A generic job analysis will not address all the reliability related tasks performed by
that-each position a-system-operator-at a specifie-specific organizationutility may-perform. Therefore

each entity is required to perform yeu-must-do-therequired-analysis to determine the scope of required

training.
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Allen Klassen; Westar (1)

yes

But not annually, suggest a 3 year cycle to fit with the
overall training needs including Continuing Education for
Operator Certification.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and consolidated Requirements 2 and 3 into

one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction between

entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to clarify that the annual assessment is applicable to

positions, not individuals.SBTwill-censider-commentfor-3-yearcyele-versus-1yearcyele:

Allan George; Sunflower (1)

yes

Seel

Response: The SPTSDT agrees that standard should reflect minimum acceptable level of

performance.See-SBTresponse-to-1-

Mark Bennett; Gainesville
Regional Utilities (5)

yes

Referto 1

Response: During the development of the SAR for this standard, most stakeholders agreed that there

is a reliability-related need for a new training standard. Certification is outside the scope of this

standard.See-SbF+response-to-1-
Edward J. Carmen; Baltimore yes
Gas & Electric (1)

TVA (1) yes
Robert Coish; MEHB (1, 3, 5, 6) | yes
MRO (1,2) yes
SPP OTWG (1,2) yes
Richard Appel; Sunflower yes
Electric Power Co (1,3,5)

Michael Clime; Ameren yes
Brian Thumm; ITC (1) yes
James Hinson; ERCOT (2) yes
Howard Rulf; WeEnergies yes
(3.4,5)

Gerald LaRose; NYPA (1) yes
FirstEnergy (1,3,5,6) yes
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3. Do you agree with that each entity’s training program should include training for entry-level
system-operatorSystem Operators, continuing training on new tasks or tools, refresher
training to improve performance, and annual refresher training to practice tasks that have
high criticality and are infrequently performed?

Summary Consideration:

Most commenters agreed that a training program should include training for entry System
Operatorsjlic4]

Commenter Comment

Richard Appel; Sunflower This is already covered by PER-002
Electric Power Co (1,3,5)

Response: During the development of the SAR for this standard, most stakeholders agreed that there

is a reliability-related need for a new trarnrnq standard Gurrent—standard—PER-GG%Q—msretadeqHate

Southern Co (1,3,5,6) no Each entity should be left to determine the training needs of
its personnel. See comments for question #2.

Response: _The proposed standard does not prevent the inclusion or the exclusion of any training that
meets the needs of an organization’s training program.

The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and has consolidated Requirements 2 and 3 into one
requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction between
entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

CJ Ingersoll; CECD (3) no CECD provides a negative response because CECD does
not feel that, unless applicable, resources should be
dedicated to developing new-hire training programs.
CECD does feel training programs should include
continuing training on new tasks or tools and refresher
training as described above.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and has consolidated Requirements 2 and 3
into one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction

between entry Ievel mcumbent and newly hired experrenced System Operators —'Fh&trarnmg—needs

Michael Gammon; KCP&L (1) no R4.2 does not fit with this standard. Any lapses in
performance should be dealt with immediately. Each
company should have policies in place to allow a company
to take any actions necessary to remedy operator
performance issues.

Response: The SPTSDT has revised-the-standard-to-remove requirement 4.2 from the revised
standard. from-the-training-standard-

Dale Wadding; Dairyland Power | no Propose changing the word annual to continuing to allow
Cooperative (5) some flexibility in when refresher training is provided.
Response:

The SPTSDT has revised the standard-requirement to remove refresher training from-the-training
standard-and relies on the training Nneeds Aanalysis process to identify training requirements.{R3-and
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Jim Sorrels; AEP (1) no No. AEP agrees with the concept, but not with the details
of the requirement. It should be clear that each applicable
entity needs to have an annual training plan for each job
classification, not plans for each individual operator. In
R4.4, the use of the term "continuing training" is not
consistent with the use of the term "continuing education”
and "continuing training" in the NERC Continuing
Education Program Administrative Manual. In the Manual,
the term continuing education/training (per the Manual, the
terms training and education are used interchangeably) is
used to describe any training that extends the basic
knowledge and skills required to do a job. Whereas, R4.4
uses the term in the context that continuing training is just
one type of training used to extend the basic knowledge
and skills to do a job. The use of terminology in the
proposed standard should be consistent with existing
NERC usage and definitions.

R4, R4.2, R4.3: ltis not practical to formally train on all
reliability tasks on an annual basis. Training is provided for
job classification as a result of a training needs analysis
and prioritized to address the greatest needs first.
Conducting continuing/refresher training to the whole group
assures that all get refreshed. Whereas, refresher training
on critical tasks already being performed correctly by the
group in a job classification, would not need training. If an
operator is not performing a task correctly, immediate
training or intervention by a mentor or supervisor may be
required instead of scheduling a formal structured training
session, that is documented in the training program.

Response:

The SPTSDT has revised the standard-requirement to clarify that the annual training needs assessment
is based on the incumbent operator position not the individual operator.

The inconsistent language in Requirement 4.4 has been removed.

SRP (1) no If the training needs analysis is done properly, continuing
training and refresher training needs will be identified and
planned for. With this in mind is it truly necessary to keep
the current wording of R4.2-R4.3?

Response: The SPTSDT has revised the requirement to remove Rreguirement-4.2 and R4.3

Mark Bennett; Gainesville no Not necessarily, Some Systems that perform these

Regional Utilities (5) functions that are radial feeds and BA's don't need to
practice blackstart every year unless a new employee is
hired.
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Response: This standard does not dictate specific training areas that should be in training programs,
but does dictate-require that each operating organization perform a needs analysis {R3-and-R4}-to
determine the training areas that should be included in their specific training program.

WECC RCCWG (1,2) no Partially agree. The annual requirement for refresher
training to practice tasks that have high criticality and are
infrequently performed should be on an as-needed basis,
based on the assessment in R3.

Response: The SPTSDT has revised the standard to remove requirement 4.2 and 4.3-from-the-training
standard. The SPTSDT agrees that the annual needs analysis (R3-and-R4}-will provide the information
to identify training requirements for each position.

Ed Davis; Entergy Services (1) no We agree with the question as presented here but we do
not agree with the way the subject is being implemented in
the draft standard.

Please see our suggested changes contained our response
to Question 19 in this document, including our concerns
regarding Sytsem Operators under contract or System
Operators performing tasks identified in R1 under
delegation agreement.

Please also see our suggested changes to R6 contained in
our response to Question 19 concerning the annual
refresher training, practice of tasks that have high criticality
and are infrequently performed.

Response: The SPTSDT has significantly revised the standard based on industry feedback.

The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that the methodology used to perform the analysis phase of
systematic approach to training should not be dictated. The drafting team has revised the requirements
to reflect the outcomes of the analysis, rather than prescribing the methodology.

Based on stakeholder feedback the standard has been reworded such that the successful performance
is determined using the systematic approach to training by the entity. searespe:ﬁlse%&esnen—m

Ron Falsetti; IESO (2) Yes/no | Please see our response to Q2.

Response: The SPTSDT agrees with the comment that the methodology used to perform the analysis
phase of systematic approach to training should not be dictated. The drafting team has revised the
requirements to reflect the outcomes of the analysis, rather than prescribing the methodology.

During the development of the SAR for this standard, most stakeholders agreed that there is a reliability-
related need for a new training standard. Improvements in industry training are warranted based on
findings from the '03 Blackout Report and subsequent determination from FERC (Order 693).
Developing and maintaining training for System Operators that meets minimum standards may incur

additional cost.Seeresponse-to-guestion#2.

FPL (1,3,5) Yes/no | We agree but would prefer to have defined terms and
intervals if necessary. We are uncomfortable with the term
"incumbent" and "refresher". Right now, these terms are
unbounded (without definitions) and could be subject to
various interpretations and misrepresentations.

Entry-level could be defined as the interval necessary or
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training components required for a NERC "certified"
individual to become knowledgeable or functional at
relevant tasks of the JTA for a particular entitiy's facility and
operations (could be referred to as a qualification process).
Once an operator becomes "qualified" then he/she enters
the training program as a System Operator subject to a
company's continuing training requirements.

The term refresher training is also too vague and should
either be bounded by EOPS requirements (as already
exists), or referred to as continuing training or defined in
the standards glossary.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and has consolidated Requirements 2 and 3

into one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction

between entry-level, incumbent, and newly hlred expenenced System Operators. Ihe%DII'—has—Fewseel

FRCC SO Subcommittee
(1,2,5)

Yes/no

We agree with the concepts. We would prefer to have
defined terms and intervals if necessary. We are
uncomfortable with the term "incumbent" and "refresher".
Right now, these terms are unbounded (without definitions)
and could be subject to various interpretations and
misrepresentations. Therefore any terms referenced in the
requirements, if not defined within the requirements, should
be bounded by the addition of a definition within the
standards glossary.

ie. Entry-level could be defined as the interval necessary
or training components required for a NERC "certified"
individual to become knowledgeable or functional at
relevant tasks of the JTA for a particular entitiy's facility and
operations (could be referred to as a qualification process).
Once an operator becomes "qualified" then he/she enters
the training program as a System Operator subject to a
company's continuing training requirements.

The term refresher training is also too vague and should
either be bounded by EOPS requirements (as already
exists), or referred to as continuing training or defined in
the standards glossary.

Response:_The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and consolidated Requirements 2 and 3 into

one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction between

entry-level, incumbent, and newlv hired expenenced Svstem Operators lheé‘,Dil'—ha&Fevsed—the

Matthew Santos; SDE&G

Yes/no

Each entity should have a documented training program for
refresher and continuing training. Each entity should have a
training plan for outside operators as well as inside
operators coming from Distribution to Transmission. But it
all depends on how the entity is set up and what functions
they perform. It should not be mandatory to have a entry
levelentry-level or apprentice type of trainning program if
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the entity does not need it.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and has consolidated Requirements 2 and 3
into one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction
between entry Ievel mcumbent and newly hired expenenced System Oberators IFM%%GQ&&H&HWS

ISO/RTO Council (2) Yes/no | The IRC supports a requirement that all responsible entities
Kathleen Goodman: ISO-NE (2) must have a System Operator Training Plan for maintaining
’ current competencies, learning new competencies, and
practicing needed competencies. The Plan should include
training that covers all the experience levels for the specific
respective entity (not for some undefined common need).

All responsible entities must have a plan for entry-level
system operator training, IF and ONLY IF entry-level
training is required. However, there is no basis to fully-
develop and have-ready-for-delivery an entry-level program
if no such need exists.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and has consolidated Requirements 2 and 3
into one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction

between entry-level, mcumbent and newly hired expenenced System Operators Ihelra%ng—needs

PJM (2) Yes/no | PJM supports a requirement that all responsible entities
must have a System Operator Training Plan for maintaining
current competencies, learning new competencies, and
practicing needed competencies. The Plan should include
training that covers all the experience levels for the specific
respective entity (not for some undefined common need).

All responsible entities must have the option of training
entry-levelentry-level system operators either by internal
training resources or by contracting with a training entity to
provide same.

All responsible entities must have a plan for entry-level
system operator training, IF and ONLY IF entry-level
training is required. However, there is no basis to fully-
develop and have-ready-for-delivery an entry-level program
if no such need exists.

Response: - The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and has consolidated Requirements 2 and 3
into one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction

between entry level, mcumbent and newly hired expenenced System Oberators T—helrawngﬂeeds

Michael Scott; APS (1,5) yes We agree with the idea, but again the verbiage used is
needlessly wordy. Suggestion:

RA4. Each Reliability Coordinator, Balancing Authority,
and Transmission Operator shall have an annual training
plan that includes:
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R4.1  Training for new System Operators, as identified in
B.R2.

R4.2  Training for incumbent System Operators, as
identified in B.R3.

R4.3  Continuing education for incumbent System
Operators, that includes training:

. to correct identified performance gaps
. based on analysis decisions
. on new or revised tasks

Response: Based on feedback from stakeholders, the majority of the stakeholders do not support this
level of specificity included in the requirement for the training plan. Therefore, the SPTSDT has not

mcluded these suqqestlons in the rewsed requwement Ihelrawmgétaﬁmyaﬁmgleam—has#ewsed

Jason Shaver; ATC (1) yes Although ATC agrees with the question as posed above,
this is not consistent with the way the proposed standard is
written.

In addition, we believe that this standard should be written
in a way that offers entities the flexibility to meet some or all
of their training program requirements via external NERC
certified course offerings under the recently approved
NERC Continuing Education (CE) Program.

Response: _The NERC CE program and the required hours to maintain System Operator certification is
independent of the proposed standard PER-005. The Pproposed Standard PER-005 does not prevent
the inclusion or the exclusion of any training that meets the needs of an organization’s training program
under the proposed standard PER-005 and meets the CEH hour requirements to maintain System
Operator certification.

Duke Energy (G1) (1) yes Requirement 3 is also contingent on the successful
completion of R1's JTA requirement. This question does
not seem to line up with the requirement. Why not replace
the requirement with the rephrasing of this the question as
a statement?

Response: Reguirement#3-and-question#3-are-hot-connected-The SPTSDT agrees that there may be

a misalignment between the question and the requirement and will strive to align the requirements and
the questions moving forward.

Robert Coish; MEHB (1, 3, 5, 6) | yes The scope of things mentioned should generally be
considered as part of an overall plan. We agree with the
question, but this doesn't seem to line up with the
requirement.

Response: The SPTSDT agrees that there may be a misalignment between the question and the
requirement and will strive to align the requirements and the questions moving forward.Reguirement#3

and-guestion#3-are-not-connected.

Michael Clime; Ameren yes Some of the tasks that have a high cricicality and that are
infrequently perfromed such as System Restoration and
Loss of Control Center Functionality are already addressed
in the EOP Standard. If you are going to address those
things in the Training Standard then take them out of the
EOP one.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and has consolidated Requirements 2 and 3
into one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction
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Commenter | | Comment

between entry-level, incumbent, and newly hired experienced System Operators.

The SPTSDT have revised the standard to clarify that the annual training needs assessment is

applicable to positions, not individuals.Fhe-SBFwillreview-therequestto-remove-the- EOP-training
oomomacnieondsloeotho e e BER 008 sloncned

SPP OTWG (1,2) yes This item requires clarification. Is the standard requiring
each person within each company to provide a black
start/restoration drill at least once per year? If this is the
case, the possibility of meeting this standard is unlikely.
Regional and subregional training must be available for
entities to participate at the level required by R6.5.2

Response: _The SPTSDT has revised-the-standard-modified the requirement for the Reliability
Coordinator to conduct a restoration plan exercise annually in coordination with other entities. and

T : 5 errl = S 8

SCE&G ERO WG (1, 3,5) yes If a list of reliability related tasks and supporting information
is provided, then this processes is manageable. Lack of
providing a list of tasks and requirements related will add
confusion and unneeded complexity to the process.

Response: _In response to your request for examples of reliability-related tasks, NERC has provided a
reference document, Generic System Operator Task List. A generic analysis will not address all the
reliability related tasks that a System Operator at a specific utility may perform. Therefore you must

complete a company specific analy5|s to determine the requwed trammq Eaehe#g&m—zaﬂen—ls—&mqae

Tim Hattaway; Alabama Electric | yes | agree that training programs should be categorized into
Coop (5) initial and continuing training needs; however PER-002
already requires this.

Response: During the development of the SAR for this standard, most stakeholders agreed that there

isa rellabllltv related need for a new tralnlnq standard Gu#em—standa;d—PER-ng—Q%@t_adequate

Marion Lucas; Alcoa Power yes Continuing enducation, refresher courses on current and
Generating, Inc (1) infrequently performed jobs is important. We all experience
in any job that we perform or with any degree/certification
that we hold the need to stay current on latest trend and
refresh the lesser used functions. As determined in job
reviews for salary administration, to assess competency
and further training needs our company already performs
these functions, NERC need not be involoved in employee
development OR our company's administration functions.

Response: During the development of the SAR for this standard, most stakeholders agreed that there
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Commenter | | Comment

isa reIrabrIrtv related need for a new trarnrnq standard Gu#ent—standard—?ER—@@%—@—rsﬁqet_adequate

Santee Cooper (G2) yes However, we do not believe this requirement should be
applicable to all new tasks or tools. For example, if tagging
is modified such that the action on the part of the operator
changes in a minor way, would this require a modification
to the JTA and accompanying training plan?

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed the comment and has removed the specrfrc references to new
tasks and tools from the requrrement

Dan Kay; South Mississippi yes This should be the left to the employer, not required by
EPA (4) NERC in a standard.

Response: During the development of the SAR for this standard, most stakeholders agreed that there
is a reliability-related need for a new training standard.

Improvements in industry training are warranted based on findings from the '03 Blackout Report and
subsequent determination from FERC (Order 693). Developing and maintaining training for System
Operators that meets mrnrmum standards mav |ncur additional cost. FERG—N@PR—paragraph—lgg

Ron Gunderson; NPPD (1) yes The scope of things mentioned should generally be
MISO (1,6) considered as part of an overall plan. We agree with the

’ guestion, but this doesn't seem to line up with the
requirement.

Response: The SPTSDT agrees that there may be a misalignment between the question and the
requirement and will strive to align the requirements and the questions moving forward.Reguirement#3

and-guestion#3-are-not-connected.

John Bussman:AECI (1,5,6) yes However, not necessarily by R1.1-R1.7 criteria

Response: The drafting team has revised the requirement to reflect the outcomes of the analysis,

rather than prescnbrnq the methodoloqv Reqwrement&R&—l—thrwR&—?—haveubeewredaeed%a—smaﬂer

John Kerr; GRDA yes Once certified, entry-level system operators should be
encluded with experienced training in order for them to be
exposed to all available materails.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and has consolidated Requirements 2 and 3
into one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction

between entry- Ievel mcumbent and newly h|red experienced Svstem Operators. Eaehergan&atrems
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Comment

. o in thi w— _

NPCC CP9 (1, 2)
Alan Adamson; NYSRC (2)

Again, the SDT needs to identify the knowledge set for a
system operator.

Response NERC has provided a reference document, Generrc System Operator Task List. Eaeh

Hydro One Networks (1)

A training program must adapt to the level of experience
and knowledge of staff. The training curricula should be
tailored to include new operators and experienced ones
with refreshers and more advanced levels for the latter.

Response: The SPTSDT has reviewed your comments and has consolidated Requirements 2 and 3

into one requirement that is applicable to positions, not individuals, as well eliminated the distinction

between entry- Ievel mcumbent and newly hrred experienced Svstem Operators Eaehergan&aﬂems

Edward J. Carmen; Baltimore yes
Gas & Electric (1)

William J. Smith; Allegheny yes
Power (1)

TVA (1) yes
MRO (1,2) yes
WECC OTS (1,2) yes
Richard Krajewski; Public yes
Service Co of NM (1)

Pepco Holdings (1) yes
Will Franklin; Entergy (6) yes
Roger McBeth; Northeast yes
Utilities (1)

Allan George; Sunflower (1) yes
Jim Gunnell; SPP (2) yes
Howard Rulf; WeEnergies yes
(3,4,5)

Gerald LaRose; NYPA (1) yes
Gordon Rawlings; BCTC (1) yes
James Hinson; ERCOT (2) yes
FirstEnergy (1,3,5,6) yes
Allen Klassen; Westar (1) yes
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Commenter Comment
Brian Thumm; ITC (1) yes
Brian Tuck; BPA (1) yes
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4. Do you think that each entity should have an annual plan that identifies the training it has
planned for each system-eperaterSystem Operator? (R4.)

Summary Consideration:

Several comments did not agreed that the there should be a requirement to have an annual
training plan that identifies the training each entity has planned for each System Operator. Based
on industry feedback, the SPTSDT revised the requirement such that each entity shall have an
annual training plan for each position, not for each System Operator.

Commenter Comment

James Hinson; ERCOT (2) Not sure

Response: The SPTSDT has revised the requirement such that each entity shall have an annual
training plan for each position, not for each System Operator. ¢

Will Franklin; Entergy (6) no An annual plan for training should be developed &
R-4 implemented. However, it is not needed on an individual
- basis.

Response: The SPTSDT has revised the requirement such that each entity shall have an annual

tralnlnq plan for each position, not for each System Operator Ueee#a%ystemanc—AepFeaehJGe—'Fmeng

TVA (1) no Does the term "each system operator" refer to individual
R-4 operators or individual functions? (refer to reply #12)

Response: The SPTSDT has revised the requirement such that each entity shall have an annual

tralnlnq plan for each position, not for each System Operator Ueee#a%ystemanc—AepFeaehJGe—'Fmeng

FPL (1,3,5) no The plan should address the training needs of the

R-4 organization and how those needs will be met by providing
— the appropriate training to the required personnel (see
answer to #2).

Response The SPTSDT has revised the requirement such that each entity shall have an annual training

plan for each posmon not for each System Operator. Socponoctlec o n Somiemnde foseooch o
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Commenter | Comment

MISO (1,6) no We agree with a need for a general annual review of the
overall program. While each operator should have a few
specific items on which they should include in their overall
R-4 training goals, there does not have to be a separate plan
for each individual.

Response: The SPTSDT has revised the requirement such that each entity shall have an annual

tramlnq plah for each posmon not for each System Operator Respense—Us&ef—a%ystemaﬂeAppreaeh

Duke Energy (G1) (1) no The overall program should be reviewed annually. While
each operator should have a few specific items on which

R-4 ; ) . -

- they should include in their overall training goals, there

does not have to be a separate plan for each individual.

Response: The SPTSDT has revised the requirement such that each entity shall have an annual

tramlnq plan for each posmon not for each Svstem Operator Respense—Usee#a%ystemaﬂeAppFeaeh

Santee Cooper (G2) no An annual training plan for all operators within the company
R-4 is fine. However, an annual training plan for each
individual operator is not feasible. Once an operator
becomes a system operator they should be at a certain
level of competency such that individulized training is not
needed. Too much individualized training may be an
indication of a poor performing operator that is not
compatible with the job.

Response: The SPTSDT has revised the requirement such that each entity shall have an annual

trammq plan for each posmon not for each Svstem Operator Respens&Usee#asystemaﬂc—Appreaeh
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Commenter

Comment

Ed Davis; Entergy Services (1)
R-4.1

no

We believe responsible entities should have annual plans
that identifies the training planned for each system
operator. However, we think that it is not necessary to
specify that in a reliability standard for the BES and should
be deleted from this standard.

Response The SPTSDT has revised the requirement such that each entity shall have an annual

SRP (1)
R-4

We partially agree that this is a helpful planning tool and
time permitting, everyone should have one. But does
requiring this level of detail on a training plan increase
reliability? Does not having it decrease reliability or an
operator's skill level? With the dynamic nature of the
industry, training plans with this much detail are only
educated guesses at best. Should we penalize an entity
for not having one? No. Do we penalize them if it doesn't
turn out to be accurate? Certainly not. From an audit or
compliance standpoint, who is to say that the training plan
for employee X is satisfactory or not? What sort of
consitent guidelines will be applied by an audit team? How
does the drafting team view a "training plan”. Does a
training plan define targets and goals or is it more binding
than that? There should be some leeway for contingencies
and changing training needs.

Response: The SPTSDT has revised the requirement such that each entity shall have an annual

trammq plan for each position, not for each Svstem Operator Us&e#a%ystemaﬂ&App#eaeMe—'Franmg

Pepco Holdings (1)
R-4

There is some language difference between this question
and the wording in R4 and M4 that should be clarified. This
question implies a plan is required for each system
operator but R4 and the associated M4 state that one plan
is required by the entity. This one plan would identify the
set of training activities planned for the entity’s cadre of
System Operators for any given year. One plan rather
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Commenter

Comment

than a plan for each is appropriate and if, as is stated in our
comment on Q2 above, the annual performance
assessment identifies training as a solution to a
performance weakness, that training would be stated
generically in this plan.

Response: The SPTSDT has revised the requirement such that each entity shall have an annual

tramlnq plan for each posmon not for each System Operator

Michael Clime; Ameren
R-4

no

It is hard enough just trying to make sure that every
Operator gets in his 32 hours of EOP, System Restoration
Training and Backup Facility training, as well as making
sure that they are getting the proper allotment of CE hours
for re-newing their certificate. Now you are going to expect
us to also create an individual training plan for each
Operator to also track and correct their deficiencies on a
yearly basis. Who is going to do all this work?

Response: The SPTSDT has revised the requirement such that each entity shall have an annual

tralnlnq plan for each position, not for each Svstem Operator Ueee#a%ystemaueﬁ«ppreaeh%—ﬁamng

Ron Gunderson; NPPD (1)
R-4

We agree with a need for a general annual review of the
overall program. While each operator should have a few
specific items on which they should include in their overall
training goals, there does not have to be a separate plan
for each individual.

Response The SPTSDT has revised the requirement such that each entity shall have an annual
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Comment

John Kerr; GRDA
R-4

no

Each enity should have a training plan for the trainig
process of the job. This would not leave out anyone (entry-
level system operators) during the training process.

Response: The SPTSDT has revised the requirement such that each entity shall have an annual

training plan for each position, not for each System Operator. .Use-ofa-Systematic-Approach-to
— . - , — . e .

Jason Shaver; ATC (1)

R-4

no

ATC believes that a training needs assessment should be
completed on an annual basis and that, this needs
assessment would be one of the items taken into
consideration in creating the training program; however, to
create a separate training plan for each individual operator
is overly prescriptive. ATC asks for the following changes:

Changes to Requirement 4

Each RC, BA and TO shall have an annual training plan
developed from the training needs assessment that
identifies the topics, anticipated durations of the topic, and
target schedules.

In conjunction with this change, ATC requests the deletion
of Requirements 2 and 3.

ATC also recommends that the SDT delete Requirements
4.1 — 4.4. These requirements are overly prescriptive.
They increase the administrative burden on a company and
d