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Consideration of Comments on Real-Time Operations — Project 2007-03

The Real-Time Operations SAR Drafting Team thanks all commenters who submitted
comments on the 4™ draft of the standards for Real-Time Operations — Project 2007-03.
These standards were posted for a 30-day public comment period from August 4, 2010
through September 3, 2010. Stakeholders were asked to provide feedback on the standards
through a special Electronic Comment Form. There were 34 sets of comments, including
comments from more 34 companies representing 7 of the 10 Industry Segments as shown
in the table on the following pages.

http://www.nerc.com/filez/standards/Real-time Operations Project 2007-03.html

The SDT made a number of changes to requirements and measures based on industry
comments and additional changes based on observations of a Quality Review team. Where
a changes was made to a requirement, conforming changes were made to the associated
measure and VSLs.

TOP-001-2:

e Requirement R2— added the word ‘identified’ to make it clear that it is only “identified
Reliability Directives” included in the scope of the requirement. Added “Operations
Planning” as an additional possible time horizon.

e Requirement R3 — changed ‘of’ to ‘by’ to correct a typographical error.

¢ Requirement R5 — changed ‘coordinate’ to ‘inform;’ changed ‘coordination’ to
‘communications;’ and replaced ‘with those Transmission Operators’ with ‘those
respective’ for simplification.

e Requirement R6 — changed ‘coordination’ to ‘notify;’ added a phrase to be more specific
about what functional entity to notify; changed ‘telemetering’ to ‘telemetry’ for clarity.

e Requirement R8 — changed ‘local’ to ‘internal’ to clarify that the scope is limited to the
TOP’s own area.

e Requirement R9 — changed the VRF from “high” to “medium.”

e Requirement R11 — added a 30 minute constraint on the time to respond to an SOL
supporting the TOP’s internal reliability.

e Deleted Requirements R12 — R14 as these requirements related to facility capabilities
and will now be addressed in a separate project. (Project 2009-02 Real-time Monitoring
and Analysis Capabilities

e Added an explanation to justify the VSLs for R5.

TOP-002-3:
e Purpose — updated to more closely align with the requirements in the standard

e Updated the text box associated with Requirement R1 to clarify the expectation that the
Operational Planning Analysis is required under all conditions.

e Requirement R2 - changed ‘local’ to ‘internal’ to clarify that the scope is limited to the
TOP’s own area.

e Requirement R3 — changed ‘reliability’ entity to ‘registered entity’ for additional clarity.
e Added an explanation to justify the VSLs for R3.
TOP-003-2:
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e Requirement R1 — changed ‘have’ to ‘create’ for clarity; changed ‘equipment’ to ‘
‘facilities;’ removed the language specifying that the outage information comes from the
Transmission Operator or Balancing Authority.

e Requirement R4 — added the Transmission Operator as one of the entities that must
provide requested data.

e Requirement R5 — merged into Requirement R4.

e Measures M2 and M3 — added web postings with acknowledgment as additional
examples of acceptable evidence.

e Eliminated redundancies in VSLs for R2.

The SDT recommends that this project be moved forward to the balloting stage.

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 and Director of Standards,
Herb Schrayshuen, at 315-439-1390 or at herb.schrayshuen@nerc.net. In addition, there is
a NERC Reliability Standards Appeals Process.*

! The appeals process is in the Reliability Standards Development Procedures:
http://www.nerc.com/standards/newstandardsprocess.html.
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Index to Questions, Comments, and Responses

1.

TOP-001-2: Do you agree with the changes made to this standard? This

includes all aspects of this standard — requirements, measures, data retention,
VRF, Time Horizon, and VSL. If not, please supply specific reasons why you do
not agree with the changes made. ... ..o e, 6

TOP-002-3: Do you agree with the changes made to this standard? This

includes all aspects of this standard — requirements, measures, data retention,
VRF, Time Horizon, and VSL. If not, please supply specific reasons why you do
not agree with the changes made. ... .. e 21

TOP-003-1: Do you agree with the changes made to this standard? This

includes all aspects of this standard — requirements, measures, data retention,
VRF, Time Horizon, and VSL. If not, please supply specific reasons why you do
not agree with the changes made. ... e 27

The implementation plan compares the already approved requirements in the
“TOP” standards with those that are proposed in TOP-001-2, TOP-002-2, and
TOP-003-2. When comparing the already approved standards with those that
are proposed, how would you assess the impact to reliability of the proposed
standards are approved and the already approved standards are retired in
accordance with the implementation

plan?. .., 3Error! Bookmark not defined.
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The Industry Segments are:

1 — Transmission Owners

2 — RTOs, ISOs

3 — Load-serving Entities

4 — Transmission-dependent Utilities

5 — Electric Generators

6 — Electricity Brokers, Aggregators, and Marketers

7 — Large Electricity End Users

8 — Small Electricity End Users

9 — Federal, State, Provincial Regulatory or other Government Entities
10 — Regional Reliability Organizations, Regional Entities

Group/Individual Commenter Organization Registered Ballot Body Segment
3 4 5 6 7 8 10

1. Group Guy Zito Northeast Power Coordinating Council X
2. Group Kenneth D. Brown Public Service Enterprise Group Companies X X | X
3. Brent.Ingebrigtson@eo

Group n-us.com E.ON U.S. X X X
4, Group Marie Knox Midwest ISO Standards Collaborators
5. Group Denise Koehn Bonneville Power Administration X X | X
6. Group Sandra Shaffer PacifiCorp X X
7. Group Mike Hardy SERC OC Standards Review Group X X
8. Group JT Wood Southern Company Transmission X
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Group/Individual Commenter Organization Registered Ballot Body Segment
3 4 5 6 7 8 10
9. Group Sam Ciccone FirstEnergy X X X X
10. | Group Louis Slade, Jr. Dominion X X | X
11. MRO's NERC Standards Review
Group Carol Gerou Subcommittee X
12. | Group Patrick Brown PIM
13. | Group Ben Li IRC Standards Review Committee
14. | Group Steve Rueckert Western Electricity Coordinating Council X
15. L Zotter, S Solis, C
Frosch, JC Culberson, S
Myers, S Jue, M
Individuals Morais, C Thompson
16. | Individual Dan Rochester
17. | Individual Joylyn Faust X X X
18. | Individual John Fish X
19. | Individual Jonathan Appelbaum
20. | Individual Kasia Mihalchuk X X | X
21. | Individual Jon Kapitz X X | X
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Group/Individual Commenter Organization Registered Ballot Body Segment
1 2 3 4 | 5 6 7 8
22. | Individual Howard Rulf X X X
23. | Individual RolLynda Shumpert X X X | X
24. | Individual Greg Rowland X X X | X
25. | Individual Michael Lombardi X X X
26. | Individual Leland McMillan X X X
27. | Individual Richard Kafka X X X | X
28. | Individual Saurabh Saksena X X
29. | Individual Randi Woodward X
30. | Individual Darryl Curtis X
31. | Individual Catherine Koch X
32. | Individual Terry Harbour X
33. | Individual Jason Shaver X
34. | Individual Michael Gammon X X X | X
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1. TOP-001-2: Do you agree with the changes made to this standard? This includes all aspects of this standard —
requirements, measures, data retention, VRF, Time Horizon, and VSL. If not, please supply specific reasons why
you do not agree with the changes made.

Summary Consideration: As shown below, the SDT made a humber of changes to requirements based on industry comments. All changes
were semantic to provide additional clarity.

R2. Each Balancing Authority, Distribution Provider, Load-Serving Entity, and Generator Operator shall inform its Transmission Operator upon
recognition of its inability to perform an identified Reliability Directive issued by that Transmission Operator. [Violation Risk Factor: High] [Time
Horizon: Operations Planning, Same Day Operations, Real-time Operations]

R3. Each Transmission Operator shall inform its Reliability Coordinator and all other Transmission Operators that are known or expected to be
affected ef-by actual and anticipated Emergencies based on its assessment of its Operational Planning Analysis.

R5. Each Transmission Operator and-Generator Operator-shall eoordinate-inform other Transmission Operators of its respective-operations known
or expected by-the Transmission-Operatorto haveresult in areliabilibr-impactan Adverse Reliability Impact on the-pertion-ofthe BES of other
those respective reliabiliby-entitiesTransmission Operator Areas with those entities-Transmission Operators unless conditions do not permit such
coeordinationcommunications. Such operations may include relay or equipment failures and changes in generation, Transmission, or Load,

R6. Each Transmission Operator, Balancing Authority, and Generator Operator shall eeerdinate_notify the Reliability Coordinator and negatively
impacted interconnected NERC registered entities of planned outages of telemetering-telemetry, and-control equipment and associated
communication channels between the affected entities.

R11. Each Transmission Operator shall act or direct others to act, to mitigate both the magnitude and duration of exceeding an IROL within the
IROL’s T,, or of an SOL identified in Requirement R8 within 30 minutes.

M5. Each Transmission Operator shall make available upon request, evidence that eperations-it coerdinated-informed other Transmission
Operators of its operations known or expected to result in an Adverse Reliability Impact on etherthose respective Transmission Operator Areas
with-these-Transmission-Operaters-in accordance with Requirement R5 unless conditions did not permit such-eeerdination_communications. Such
evidence could include, but is not limited to, dated operator logs, voice recordings or transcripts of voice recordings, electronic communications, or
other equivalent evidence.

| M8. Each Transmission Operator shall make available evidence that it has informed it’s Reliability Coordinator of each SOLs which, while not an
IROL, has been identified by the Transmission Operator as supporting its local area reliability based on its assessment of its Operational Planning
Analysis in accordance with Requirement R8. Such evidence could include but is not limited to dated operator logs, voice recordings or transcripts
of voice recordings, or dated computer printouts.

Organization Yes or No Question 1 Comment
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Organization Yes or No Question 1 Comment
Public Service Enterprise Group No In R1 the word "identified" was added as an adjective to describe "Reliability Directive." While this is a step in
Companies the right direction, it needs further clarification. The requirement should be further modified to indicate that

the Transmission Operator must indentify. i.e., state that "this is Reliability Directive" to ensure that the entities
that must comply with this requirement know that what is being communicated by the TOP is a Reliability
Directive and not some other less urgent communication.

Response: “Reliability Directive” is not meant to equate to the urgency of a situation; rather it is meant to equate to the authority placed on a particular action. An
urgent situation can be handled without using a NERC Reliability Directive. However, an entity that is not following a Transmission Operator’s request or is
debating the request can be “made to” cut off debate and respond as requested by the simple act of the Transmission Operator identifying the request as a
Reliability Directive. The requirement views a Reliability Directive as a tool, not as a definition of a condition. The use of the Reliability Directive tool is left to the
System Operator. The exact words needed to affect a Reliability Directive are viewed as an administrative detail not needed in the requirement. To mandate the
phraseology would raise the text to the same level as an act to relieve the condition itself. No change made.

E.ON U.S. No E.ON U.S. suggests that in the definition of directive the adjective “mandated” should be added and placed in
front of “action.”

Response: Revision to the definition is not in the scope of this standard. The Definition of Terms for TOP-001-2 states the “...definition (of Reliability Directive) is
included here for ease of reference...” and that the Reliability Coordination SDT (Project 2006-06) is writing the definition and will post that definition for vetting by
the Industry. The SDT would note that Requirement R1 states that entities “shall comply” with identified Reliability Directives. Thus, by identifying the action as a
Reliability Directive, the requirement is mandating the action. No change made.

Midwest ISO Standards No Requirement #1 Comments cannot be developed for this requirement until we are able to see a final draft of
Collaborators the definition of Reliability Directive. It will have a significant impact on this requirement.

Requirement #9 SOL's have not been defined clearly enough to require an identified time limit for
exceedance. These durations could be set by the Transmission Owners or Operators based on the type of
equipment, not dictated in the standard.

Requirement #10 It is not clear when the RC should be informed, before, during or after actions have been
taken to correct an overload. This needs to be discussed. Depending on the urgency of the situation, it may
not be appropriate for the TOP to inform the RC prior to taking actions. It should simply be a requirement for
the TOP to log or record actions taken for future review.

Requirement #13 It is not clear what TOP area needs to be monitored. Language needs to be added to
clearly state that a TOP should have access to information on other TOP areas that could impact the local
area.

Response: Requirement 1 - The SDT understands the perspective for the Requirement R1 comment, however, as pointed out in the Definition of Terms for TOP-
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Organization Yes or No Question 1 Comment

001-2, the “...definition (of Reliability Directive) is included here for ease of reference...” and the Reliability Coordination SDT (Project 2006-06) is writing the
definition and will post that definition for vetting by the Industry. The SDT drafted the words such that the definition is secondary to the requirement. As written,
the Transmission Operator would only “identify” an action as a Reliability Directive when the Transmission Operator “needs” an additional incentive to cut off
discussion about whether or not the requested entity should carry out the action. If the entity carries out the action without the Transmission Operator identifying
the action as a Reliability Directive, then the definition is not important. If the entity is not carrying out the requested action, then by identifying the requested action
as a Reliability Directive, then the entity must comply — and again the definition is not critical to the requirement. Requirement R1 is designed to make clear that
any request designated as a Reliability Directive must be carried out as stated (and repeated back). The definition only restricts the Transmission Operator in that
the request must be necessary “to address an emergency.” That allows the Transmission Operator to issue a Reliability Directive to respond to an Emergency
and also during normal times, if needed, to preclude an Emergency condition from arising.

Requirement 9 - The 30 minute limit is generally recognized as a time related to the risk of a second event occurring; thus 30 minutes is the maximum time. That
does not preclude an operator from choosing a shorter duration (lesser restriction — e.g., higher MW) limit and using a shorter duration. No change made.

Requirement 10 - The requirement does define an explicit time. It is the time after an action was taken (“...inform ... of its actions...”) and after the limit was
exceeded (“...to return...when an IROL ...has been exceeded...”). The communication therefore is not mandated prior to the action being taken. The fact that the
communications are about "all of its actions"” precludes communications “during” the action; thus leaving the communications to the post-action time period. No
change made.

Requirement 13 — This requirement has been deleted from this project as it has been re-assigned to Project 2009-02 Real-time Monitoring and Analysis
Capabilities.

Bonneville Power Administration No R5 - should refer to adjacent Transmission Operators.

R8 - This daily documentation is burdensome. Reporting “all” SOL's to RC ahead of time as part of daily
assessment in addition to the daily planned outage heads-up reporting. Suggest clarifying SOL as intended
to be path loading limits and/or local area transmission service support limits, (the BES is a big system with
lots of ratings, it can also mean voltage limits in addition to line and path limits). If there is a significant
change to a limit, that would be important.

R10 - Prefer having the RC call the TOP in 5 Minutes to ensure entity is aware of and acting on a limit
excursion , rather than TOP interrupt system response to call RC to tell them the Operator is mitigating a SOL
violation which is a already a NERC TOP standard to take immediate action.

There's a typo in M12, M13, M14 when it refers to the wrong requirement due to renumbering R11 instead of
R12, R12 vs. R13, and R13 vs. R14).

Response: Requirement 5 - The requirement limits the coordination to those Transmission Operators that the former Transmission Operator “knows” are
impacted. If a Transmission Operator “knows” it will impact a non-adjacent Transmission Operator, then that fact should be communicated per this requirement.
The requirement does not mandate direct communication — it can be handled through third party Transmission Operators — but it must be communicated. No

April 25, 2011 9




Comments | Real-Time Operations — Project 2007-03

Organization Yes or No Question 1 Comment

change made.

Requirement 8 - The requirement does not specify “daily”. The reference to “significant change to a limit” must be defined by BPA before the SDT can address the
comment further. No change made.

Requirement 10 - The requirement does define an explicit time. It is the time after an act was taken (“...inform ... of its actions...”) and after the limit was exceeded
(“...to return...when an IROL ...has been exceeded...”). The communication therefore is not mandated prior to the action being taken. The fact that the
communications is about all of its actions precludes communications “during” the action; thus leaving the communications to the post action time period. No
change made. The SDT did not see a need to be prescriptive about the reporting time. The proper phrase would be “as soon as time permits” but that phrase does
not provide the clarity that compliance enforcers desire. No change made.

The SDT corrected the typos in the Measures.

SERC OC Standards Review No In R2, it appears that an entity might be faced with double jeopardy if it fails to notify the entity issuing the
Group directive. Doesn’'t R1 also include this same requirement?

In R3, the phrase “affected of actual’ should be “affected by actual”.

In R8 and M8, what is the meaning of “local area reliability” and could that mean all SOLs? We believe the
team intended to have a definite subset of SOLs. Perhaps the word “supporting’ could be replaced by the
phrase “necessary for”.

In R12 and R13, it doesn’t seem possible to measure “monitoring”. These also seem like requirements that
are ideally suited for the certification process.

It appears that the numbering of the requirements within each measure may have gotten out of synch due to
a cut and paste insert.

In M8, SOLs should be singular.

The data retention periods are too long and do not appear to serve the purpose of improving reliability.
Specifically, the three (3) year retention period for SOL and IROL violations is two (2) years too long.

Response: Requirements 1 & 2 - Requirement R1 is written to address a priori prohibitions. This would be communicated at the time the actions were first being
communicated. Requirement R2 is written to address conditions that arise after the entity agreed to do the action but found out later that conditions preclude such
actions. No change made.

Requirement 3 - Requirement was revised as requested.

R3. Each Transmission Operator shall inform its Reliability Coordinator and all other Transmission Operators that are known or expected to be affected of
by actual and anticipated Emergencies based on its assessment of its Operational Planning Analysis.

Requirement 8 - Local area reliability is not a defined term but rather (as stated in the requirement) it is “based on its (the Transmission Operator’'s own)

April 25, 2011 10



Comments | Real-Time Operations — Project 2007-03

Organization Yes or No Question 1 Comment

assessment.” The industry has debated this issue for a long time. This standard is written to ensure BES reliability by defining IROLs and to supporting individual
Transmission Operators parochial definitions. The loss of a capital city in a state may have no impact at all on the BES, but politically that city is critical (think
Washington, DC). Requirement R8 allows a Transmission Operator to choose whatever parochial definition it desires, including no SOLs as well as all SOLs.
However, the standard requires neither any SOL nor every SOL. Such an approach seems to ensure the integrity of the BES (since all IROLS are covered) as
well as the local sensitivities of the Transmission Operator (i.e., identified SOLs). No change made.

Requirements 12 & 13 — These requirements have been deleted from this project as it has been re-assigned to Project 2009-02 Real-time Monitoring and Analysis
Capabilities.

The SDT revised the Measures for the editorial errors as noted..

An entity need only keep the exception cases where actual violations have occurred, which should be a minimal amount of data. No change made.

Southern Company Transmission No Southern's comments: Suggest modifying R3 language for additional clarity. Suggested alternatives might be

“Each Transmission Operator shall inform its Reliability Coordinator of actual and anticipated Emergencies
based on its assessment of its Operational Planning Analysis, and shall likewise inform any other
Transmission Operators that are known or expected to be affected by those Emergencies” or

“Each Transmission Operator shall inform its Reliability Coordinator and all other expectedly affected
Transmission Operators of actual and anticipated Emergencies based on its assessment of its Operational
Planning Analysis.”

In the first sentence of M5, the first usage of the word “operations” is redundant and can be struck.

In R8, it is unclear what should be the treatment of SOLs that develop due to unanticipated system conditions
that are not included in the Operation Planning analysis (i.e., real time system conditions deteriorate due to
several unplanned outages).

In R11, need to add “...within 30 minutes” after SOL.

R14 can be mis-read to mean that the Transmission Operator grants approvals of outages, as opposed to
granting the authority to grant approval to the System Operator. Also, it would be useful to clarify if the TOP
still has the authority to also veto planned outages, in addition to the System Operator having that authority.

M11 - M14 have references to incorrect Requirement numbers.
In M8 and M14, the word “its” was incorrectly modified to “it's.”

SERC's comments: Southern participated in developing these comments and support them In R2, it appears
that an entity might be faced with double jeopardy if it fails to notify the entity issuing the directive. Doesn’'t R1
also include this same requirement?
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Organization Yes or No Question 1 Comment
In R3, the phrase “affected of actual’ should be “affected by actual”.

In R8 and M8, what is the meaning of “local area reliability” and could that mean all SOLs? We believe the
team intended to have a definite subset of SOLs. Perhaps the word “supporting’ could be replaced by the
phrase “necessary for”.

In R12 and R13, it doesn’t seem possible to measure “monitoring”. These also seem like requirements that
are ideally suited for the certification process.

It appears that the numbering of the requirements within each measure may have gotten out of synch due to
a cut and paste insert.

In M8, SOLs should be singular.

The data retention periods are too long and do not appear to serve the purpose of improving reliability.
Specifically, the three (3) year retention period for SOL and IROL violations is two (2) years too long.

Response: Requirement R3 - In the case of Requirement R3, clarity of the text is difficult. First, the SDT offers what the words were meant to state: A
Transmission Operator is mandated to contact its Reliability Coordinator about System conditions that either have caused the Transmission Operator to initiate
Emergency procedures, or may cause the Transmission Operator to initiate Emergency procedures. Requirement R3 extends that contact to other Transmission
Operators that either were identified in the Operational Planning Analysis (OPA) as being affected or the Transmission Operator knows is being affected. The
wording is crafted to eliminate the possibility that an auditor would find the Transmission Operator non-compliant when another Transmission Operator not
previously identified in any study or any procedure was affected. The words state that if you ‘know or expect’ impacts on someone than you must contact them to
prepare them for the conditions, but if you don’t know or expect an entity to be affected, then the requirement does not apply.

Discussion of alternatives: The known or expected is a modifier to “other Transmission Operators.” The idea was that the Operating Plan would define the
expected; the “known’ was to address the fact that a condition could arise that was not expected, but the Transmission Operator now ‘knows’ (from some other
means) that another Transmission Operator (not known from the OPA) was affected. This phraseology was meant to capture that situation where a Transmission
Operator finds out a fact that is not in its study. The requirement does not excuse the Transmission Operator just because the other Transmission Operator was
not in the analysis — if you ‘know’ then you are required to contact them. On the other hand, if another Transmission Operator is impacted but your OPA did not
identify that impact and you don’t have any knowledge of the impact, then Requirement R3 does not apply.

Given the above discussion, alternative 2 would not add clarity — since the “known or expected” modifies Emergency. No change made.

Measure M5 — The SDT agrees and has revised the measure accordingly.

IM5. Each Transmission Operator shall make available upon request, evidence that eperations-it eoordinated-informed other Transmission Operators of its
perations known or expected to result in an Adverse Reliability Impact on etherthose respective Transmission Operator Areas with-those-Fransmission

in accordance with Requirement R5 unless conditions did not permit such-ceerdinration_communications. Such evidence could include, but is not
limited to, dated operator logs, voice recordings or transcripts of voice recordings, electronic communications, or other equivalent evidence.

Requifement R8 - Requirement R8 is a pre-event reporting requirement._ This requirement is strictly focused on what to do with the SOLs that are pre-assigned.
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Organization Yes or No Question 1 Comment

The requirement says if a Transmission Operator wants to address an SOL on the same level as an IROL, then it must inform the Reliability Coordinator of which
SOLs are to be raised to that level. Thus, exceedances of SOLs that arise and were not identified in the Operational Planning Analysis will not be covered in
Requirement R8. No change made.

Requirement R11 — The SDT agrees and has added “within 30 minutes”

R11. Each Transmission Operator shall act or direct others to act, to mitigate both the magnitude and duration of exceeding an IROL within the IROL’s T,, or
f an SOL identified in Requirement R8_within 30 minutes.

Requirement R14 - This requirement has been deleted from this project as it has been re-assigned to Project 2009-02 Real-time Monitoring and Analysis
Capabilities.

The SDT corrected typos including Measure 8.

IM8. Each Transmission Operator shall make available evidence that it has informed it:s Reliability Coordinator of each SOLs which, while not an IROL, has
been identified by the Transmission Operator as supporting its local area reliability based on its assessment of its Operational Planning Analysis in
accordance with Requirement R8. Such evidence could include but is not limited to dated operator logs, voice recordings or transcripts of voice recordings,
or dated computer printouts.

For SERC comments, see SERC response.

FirstEnergy No We agree with many of the changes the drafting team made to this standard. However, we have the following
comments and suggestions: a. With respect to R7 and R11 in relationship to IROLs, R11 is inherent in R7. If
an entity is not permitted to operate outside an IROL limit for longer than its Tv, then it needs to implement
whatever actions are required to comply with Tv including directing "others to act, to mitigate both the
magnitude and duration of exceeding an IROL within the IROL's Tv."

R9 and R11 have the same issue with respect to SOL's.

M3 is silent on evidence related to the Operational Planning Analysis. Did the drafting team intend for this
data to be available for inspection as a means of proving or disproving the affect on a Neighboring
Transmission Operator and thereby the need to contact them? If it is the intent of the drafting team to use
the Operational Planning Analysis as evidence, then it should be specifically stated in M3. If it is the intent of
the drafting team for an entity to be able to prove "conditions did not permit such coordination" then that
evidence should be specified in the measures.

b. R11 - We believe that requiring the TOP to mitigate IROLs is outside their scope per the functional model.
The RC holds the authority over the tools needed to mitigate an IROL and is the appropriate entity
responsible for this requirement. Also, it seems as though this requirement is duplicative of IRO-009-1 R4
which states "When actual system conditions show that there is an instance of exceeding an IROL in its
Reliability Coordinator Area, the Reliability Coordinator shall, without delay, act or direct others to act to
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Organization Yes or No Question 1 Comment

mitigate the magnitude and duration of the instance of exceeding that IROL within the IROL's Tv. (Violation
Risk Factor: High) (Time Horizon: Real-time Operations)".

c. R13 - We suggest the team remove the phrase "within any Transmission Operator Area" from the
requirement. We believe this phrase is not necessary and adds confusion.

d. R14 - The original SAR charged with addressing Order 693 directive 1660 required the standards to
identify the minimum monitoring and analysis capabilities. The new requirement R14 does not fully address
these minimum capabilities and will leave the requirement ambiguous from a compliance and enforcement
standpoint. We suggest the team fully address the directive and clarify the requirement.

e. Measures M10 through M14 make reference to the wrong requirements.

Response: a. The industry has agreed that violations of IROLs must never occur — hence Requirement R7. Requirement R7 is meant as a flat-out prohibition on
violating IROLs — the concept being that IROL violations will/may take down the BES. The industry also seems supportive of extending the IROL violation to some
(some would even like to extend the prohibition to all) SOLs which the Transmission Operator decides are important at the local level, hence Requirement R9.
Requirement R11 is an action requirement that mandates not just avoiding a violation (Requirements R7 & R9) but to reduce any and all exceedances. The SDT
interpreted the industry as wanting to prohibit the Transmission Operator not just to stay within the MW and time margins, but also wanted the Transmission
Operators to act when any magnitude limit is exceeded no matter how short a time. Requirement R11 mandates that once the magnitude is exceeded, the
Transmission Operator must be taking action. Requirements R7 and R9 force the Transmission Operators to be concerned with any and all System conditions
that “can” lead to going over the magnitude and duration limit. While not mandating a multiple Contingency standard, these two requirements force Transmission
Operators to be sensitive to (i.e., not ignore) conditions that may result in common mode failures that would not occur during normal conditions. No change made.

Measure M3 — The requirement is to ‘inform’ and the SDT believes that the measure correctly states what evidence is needed to prove that an entity ‘informed’. No
change made.

b. The SDT believes that there are situations where the Transmission Operator must take actions or direct others to act over and above those situations where the
Reliability Coordinator does same. No change made.

c. This requirement has been deleted from this project as it has been re-assigned to Project 2009-02 Real-time Monitoring and Analysis Capabilities.
d. This requirement has been deleted from this project as it has been re-assigned to Project 2009-02 Real-time Monitoring and Analysis Capabilities.

e. The SDT has corrected the typos.

Dominion No Agree with changes to most requirements and measures, but with exceptions as noted below:

R2 - Is covered in R1. Do not agree with entity being subject to non-compliance for same shortcoming under
2 requirements. We suggest R2 be removed or that R1 and R2 be revised so that the requirement to inform
the TOP not be included in both.

R13 - Is the sentence meant imply that a TOP should monitor or have access to information/facilities in
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another TOP Area that could impact its TOP Area? If so, we believe the current draft language should be
revised to improve clarity of intent. We suggest revising to read “Each Transmission Operator shall monitor, or
shall have access to information about, conditions and Facilities identified in its Operational Planning Analysis
within external Transmission Operator Area(s) as necessary to perform such analysis”

M1/M2 - revise measures so that entity is not subject to non-compliance for failure to notify TOP twice,
pursuant to changes in R1/R2.

M8 - change SOLs to SOL.

M13 - revise pursuant to R13.

Response: Requirements R1 & R2 ((and Measures M1 & M2) - Requirement R1 is written to address a priori prohibitions. These would be communicated at the
time the actions were first being communicated. Requirement R2 is written to address conditions that arise after the entity agreed to do the action but found out
later that conditions preclude such actions. No change made.

Requirement R13 — This requirement has been deleted from this project as it has been re-assigned to Project 2009-02 Real-time Monitoring and Analysis
Capabilities.

M8 — The SDT made the indicated revision.

IM8. Each Transmission Operator shall make available evidence that it has informed it's Reliability Coordinator of each SOLs which, while not an IROL, has
been identified by the Transmission Operator as supporting its local area reliability based on its assessment of its Operational Planning Analysis in
accordance with Requirement R8. Such evidence could include but is not limited to dated operator logs, voice recordings or transcripts of voice recordings,
or dated computer printouts.

Terry Harbour No The proposed TOP-001-2 standard is a significant improvement, but there are still important items that need
to be addressed including: Comments cannot be developed for this requirement until a final draft of the
definition of Reliability Directive is presented as it will have a significant impact on TOP-001-2 and R1. When
Reliability directive is defined, the definition of a Reliability Directive is too broad and should be limited to
“Abnormal conditions that require operational actions to avoid instability, uncontrolled separation and
cascading as defined in Section 215 of the Federal Power Act.”

TOP-001-2-R9: SOL'’s should not be part of the TOP-001-2 standard as there are not identified timeframes in
the NERC standards today. However, if SOL’s must be included, a better subset must be defined excluding
thermal limits with any time limits being clearly specified as a return time after the SOL limit was exceeded
such as 30 minutes after exceeding the specified SOL limit. An example definition might be non-thermal
SOL’s are those facilities limited below their maximum thermal capability as a proxy to maintain BES stability.
Many times scheduled transmission outages coupled with weather (drought, wind front, heat wave, etc) and
strong market moves can drive unexpected SOL exceedances where units and markets cannot move within
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30 minutes to redispatch sufficient generation. Coupling SOLs with time frames and penalties will drive
unforeseen market impacts.

TOP-001-2-R10: Itisn't clear when the RC should be informed, before, during, or after actions have been
taken to correct an overload. Depending upon the urgency of the situation, it might not be important to notify
the RC, therefore the requirement should be changed to the TOP should record actions taken for future
review.

For TOP-001-2-R6 replace “coordinate” with “notify the RC and negatively impacted adjacent interconnected
NERC registered entities of ”

For TOP-001-2-R3, the words “and anticipated” needs to be dropped as an unmeasurable requirement.

In TOP-001-2-R2 and R4, “expected to be affected” would include known. We asked the SDT to please strike
known.

The VSLs for R7 appear to assume that the sample set of SOLs that would be reported to the RC is a small
number by using one, two, three and four in each successive VSL. What if the sample set is large (i.e. 1000
SOLs)? Should the VSLs be based on percentages?

The measures for TOP-001-2-R5 and R8 need to be clear that these are event driven requirements and
evidence is only required if an “event” has occurred.

In R6, the word “telemetering” should be capitalized as it is a defined term in the NERC Glossary. The terms
“control equipment” and “associated communications channels” are not defined in the glossary at all.
Recommend modifying the wording to ensure consistency between standards.

R14 uses the term “monitoring and analysis capabilities”. This term is not defined in the NERC Glossary.

R13 implies that a TO’s Operational Planning Analyses should be monitoring facilities external to its own
operating area when they have no control or responsibility for said facilities. It is not a TO’s responsibility to
monitor regional system conditions; therefore this requirement should be removed.

FERC Order 693, paragraphs 1660 and 1661 do not specifically mention any of the verbiage in requirements
R12, R13, & R14, therefore the preceding statement should be considered.

Response: “Reliability Directive” is not meant to equate to urgency of a situation; rather it is meant to equate to the authority placed on a particular action. An
urgent situation can be handled without using a NERC Reliability Directive. However, an entity that is not following a Transmission Operator’s request or is
debating the request can be “made to” to cut off debate and respond as requested by the simple act of the Transmission Operator identifying the request as a
Reliability Directive. The requirement views Reliability Directive as a tool, not as a definition of a condition. The use of the Reliability Directive tool is left to the
System Operator. The exact words needed to effect a Reliability Directive are viewed as an administrative detail not needed in the requirement. To mandate the
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phraseology would raise the text to the same level as an act to relieve the condition itself. No change made.

Requirement R9 - The 30 minute limit is generally recognized as a time related to the risk of a second event occurring, thus 30 minutes is the maximum time.
That does not preclude an operator from choosing a shorter duration (lesser restriction — e.g., higher MW) limit and using a shorter duration. No change made.

Requirement R10 - The requirement does define an explicit time. It is the time after an act was taken (“...inform ... of its actions...”) and after the limit was
exceeded (“...to return...when an IROL ...has been exceeded...” The communication therefore is not mandated prior to the action being taken. The fact that the
communication is about all of its actions precludes communication “during” the action; thus leaving the communications to the post-action time period. The SDT
did not see a need to be prescriptive about the reporting time. The proper phrase would be “as soon as time permits,” but that phrase does not provide the clarity
that compliance enforcer’s desire. No change made.

Requirement R6 — The SDT agrees and has revised the wording accordingly.

R6. Each Transmission Operator, Balancing Authority, and Generator Operator shall eeerdinate notify the Reliability Coordinator and negatively impacted
interconnected NERC registered entities of planned outages of telemetering-telemetry, and-control equipment and associated communication channels
between the affected entities.

Requirement R3 - From a compliance auditor’s perspective, the auditor is constrained to depend on the Transmission Operator on whether or not an Emergency is
“anticipated”. The rationale for the language was to put the Transmission Operator on alert that even the expectation of an Emergency is enough to trigger
communications.

Requirement R2 & R4 - Without the phrase “expected to be affected,” the requirement would only apply in the case of actual Emergencies (which may be too late
to make use of all available options). A real Emergency that is known to impact Transmission Operator X may not necessarily have been shown by the OPA to
affect Transmission Operator X. This requirement is written in a way that it does not excuse a Transmission Operator that runs an OPA that has no problems,
from its obligation to contact others that it knows are de facto affected. No change made.

Requirement R7 - The issue of percentages was discussed and was evaluated not to be strong enough for this situation. One violation is unacceptable. More than
4 violations of a requirement that addresses BES so directly cannot be mitigated by percentages. No matter how big or how small a Transmission Operator is,
non-compliance with this requirement cannot be justified. No change made.

Requirements R5 & 8 — The SDT believes that the wording is correct as stated. No change made.

Requirement R6 — The SDT has changed the wording for clarity.

Requirement R14 - This requirement has been deleted from this project as it has been re-assigned to Project 2009-02 Real-time Monitoring and Analysis
Capabilities.

Requirement R13 — This requirement has been deleted from this project as it has been re-assigned to Project 2009-02 Real-time Monitoring and Analysis
Capabilities.

Requirements R12 & R13 - These requirements have been deleted from this project as they have been re-assigned to Project 2009-02 Real-time Monitoring and
Analysis Capabilities.
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The proposed TOP-001-2 standard is a significant improvement, but there are still important items that need
to be addressed including: Comments cannot be developed for this requirement until a final draft of the
definition of Reliability Directive is presented as it will have a significant impact on TOP-001-2 and R1. When
Reliability directive is defined, the definition of a Reliability Directive is too broad and should be limited to
“Abnormal conditions that require operational actions to avoid instability, uncontrolled separation and
cascading as defined in Section 215 of the Federal Power Act.”

TOP-001-2-R9: SOL’s should not be part of the TOP-001-2 standard as there are not identified timeframes in
the NERC standards today. However, if SOL’s must be included, a better subset must be defined excluding
thermal limits with any time limits being clearly specified as a return time after the SOL limit was exceeded
such as 30 minutes after exceeding the specified SOL limit. An example definition might be non-thermal
SOL'’s are those facilities limited below their maximum thermal capability as a proxy to maintain BES stability.

TOP-001-2-R10: Itisn't clear when the RC should be informed, before, during, or after actions have been
taken to correct an overload. Depending upon the urgency of the situation, it might not be important to notify
the RC, therefore the requirement should be changed to the TOP should record actions taken for future
review.

For TOP-001-2-R6 replace “coordinate” with “notify the RC and negatively impacted adjacent interconnected
NERC registered entities of”

For TOP-001-2-R3, the words “and anticipated” needs to be dropped as an unmeasurable requirement.

In TOP-001-2-R2 and R4, “expected to be affected” would include known. We asked the SDT to please strike
known.

The VSLs for R7 appear to assume that the sample set of SOLs that would be reported to the RC is a small
number by using one, two, three and four in each successive VSL. What if the sample set is large (i.e. 1000
SOLs)? Should the VSLs be based on percentages?

The measures for TOP-001-2-R5 and R8 need to be clear that these are event driven requirements and
evidence is only required if an “event” has occurred.

In R6, the word “telemetering” should be capitalized as it is a defined term in the NERC Glossary. The terms
“control equipment” and “associated communications channels” are not defined in the glossary at all.
Recommend modifying the wording to ensure consistency between standards.

R14 uses the term “monitoring and analysis capabilities”. This term is not defined in the NERC Glossary.

R13 implies that a TO’s Operational Planning Analyses should be monitoring facilities external to its own
operating area when they have no control or responsibility for said facilities. It is not a TO’s responsibility to
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monitor regional system conditions; therefore this requirement should be removed.

FERC Order 693, paragraphs 1660 and 1661 do not specifically mention any of the verbiage in requirements
R12, R13, & R14; therefore the preceding statement should be considered.

Response: “Reliability Directive” is not meant to equate to urgency of a situation; rather it is meant to equate to the authority placed on a particular action. An
urgent situation can be handled without using a NERC Reliability Directive. However, an entity that is not following a Transmission Operator’s request or is
debating the request can be “made to” to cut off debate and respond as requested by the simple act of the Transmission Operator identifying the request as a
Reliability Directive. The requirement views Reliability Directive as a tool, not as a definition of a condition. The use of the Reliability Directive tool is left to the
System Operator. The exact words needed to effect a Reliability Directive are viewed as an administrative detail not needed in the requirement. To mandate the
phraseology would raise the text to the same level as an act to relieve the condition itself. No change made.

Requirement R9 - The 30 minute limit is generally recognized as a time related to the risk of a second event occurring, thus 30 minutes is the maximum time. That
does not preclude an operator from choosing a shorter duration (lesser restriction — e.g., higher MW) limit and using a shorter duration. No change made.

Requirement R10 - The requirement does define an explicit time. It is the time after an act was taken (“...inform ... of its actions...”) and after the limit was
exceeded (“...to return...when an IROL ...has been exceeded...” The communication therefore is not mandated prior to the action being taken. The fact that the
communication is about all of its actions precludes communication “during” the action; thus leaving the communications to the post-action time period. The SDT
did not see a need to be prescriptive about the reporting time. The proper phrase would be “as soon as time permits,” but that phrase does not provide the clarity
that compliance enforcer’s desire. No change made.

Requirement R6 — The SDT agrees and has revised the wording accordingly.

R6. Each Transmission Operator, Balancing Authority, and Generator Operator shall eoerdinate_notify the Reliability Coordinator and negatively impacted
interconnected NERC registered entities of planned outages of telemetering-telemetry, and-control equipment and associated communication channels
between the affected entities.

Requirement R3 - From a compliance auditor’s perspective, the auditor is constrained to depend on the Transmission Operator on whether or not an Emergency is
“anticipated”. The rationale for the language was to put the Transmission Operator on alert that even the expectation of an Emergency is enough to trigger
communications.

Requirement R2 & R4 - Without the phrase “expected to be affected,” the requirement would only apply in the case of actual Emergencies (which may be too late
to make use of all available options). A real Emergency that is known to impact Transmission Operator X may not necessarily have been shown by the OPA to
affect Transmission Operator X. This requirement is written in a way that it does not excuse a Transmission Operator that runs an OPA that has no problems,
from its obligation to contact others that it knows are de facto affected. No change made.

Requirement R7 VSLs - The issue of percentages was discussed and was evaluated not to be strong enough for this situation. One violation is unacceptable.
More than 4 violations of a requirement that addresses BES so directly cannot be mitigated by percentages. No matter how big or how small a Transmission
Operator is, non-compliance with this requirement cannot be justified. No change made.

Requirements R5 & 8 — The SDT believes that the wording is correct as stated. No change made.
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Requirement R6 — The SDT has changed the wording for clarity.

Requi

Capalbilities.

Requi

Capalbilities.

Requi

Analy

5is Capabilities.

rement R14 - This requirement has been deleted from this project as it has been re-assigned to Project 2009-02 Real-time Monitoring and Analysis
rement R13 — This requirement has been deleted from this project as it has been re-assigned to Project 2009-02 Real-time Monitoring and Analysis

rements R12 & R13 - These requirements have been deleted from this project as they have been re-assigned to Project 2009-02 Real-time Monitoring and

PIM

No

There are several issues with Requirement 6:

o The requirement assigns responsibility to 3 entities for one task. NERC standards are designed to clearly
assign responsibility to provide a clear measurement and allocation of non-compliance. R 6 as worded
requires “coordination” between and among each entity.

e Coordination is not defined. Does coordination mean “informing” another party? Does it mean “directing a
new solution”? Does it mean “asking permission” of a third party?

Who is non-compliant when two (or more) parties do not agree with a proposed solution? How many
alternatives proposals must be considered? Suggest the requirement be rewritten as a series of independent
requirements with sub-bullets to identify specific tasks. Example: Each TOP shall inform all affected reliability
entities of planned outages of active real-time communications channels:

o Interpersonal channels
e Data exchange channels for any BES elements or elements involved in identified IROL computations

e Asset direct-control devices (reactive control equipment,...) Each TOP shall inform all affected parties of
alternative means to be used for the duration of the proposed outage. Each BA shall inform all affected
reliability entities of planned outages of active real-time communications channels:

o Interpersonal channels o Data exchange channels for any BES elements or elements involved in identified
IROL computations

o Asset direct-control devices (regulation control signals; resource dispatch equipment,...)Each GOP shall
inform all affected reliability entities of planned outages of active real-time communications channels:

o Interpersonal channels o Data exchange channels for any BES elements or elements involved in identified
IROL computations

0 Asset direct-control devices Each reliability entity inform by the TOP in Rx.x, (or by the BA in Ry.y or by the
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GOP in Rz.z) shall acknowledge the receipt of the information provided in Rx.x (or in Ry.y or Rz.z) to the
respective TOP (BA or GOP).

Requirement #13Delete the phrase “...within ANY Transmission Operator Area”. The phrase has the potential
to add confusion rather than clarity to the requirement.

Response: Requirement R6 — The SDT has modified the requirement to address your concern.

R6. Each Transmission Operator, Balancing Authority, and Generator Operator shall eeerdinate_notify the Reliability Coordinator and negatively impacted
nterconnected NERC registered entities of planned outages of telemetering-telemetry, and-control equipment and associated communication channels
between the affected entities.

Requitement R13 - This requirement has been deleted from this project as it has been re-assigned to Project 2009-02 Real-time Monitoring and Analysis
Capalbilities.

IRC Standards Review No Requirement #1

Committee Comments cannot be developed for this requirement until we are able to see a final draft of the definition of

Reliability Directive. It will have a significant impact on this requirement.
Requirement #9

A 30-minute time limit has been identified in Requirement 9, but that may be an inappropriate time based
upon the variability that exists with actual system operating limits. In the case of thermal limits, some may be
15 minutes others may be 4 hours for different facilities. The same facility may have a 4 hour loading limit,
and a 2 hour limit at a higher magnitude, as well as, perhaps, a 30 minute limit at a higher magnitude yet. If
the limits were allowed to only be set at 30 minutes, how are longer limits incorporated? Of course it is
imprudent to operate a facility at the magnitude corresponding to a four hour limit for greater than four hours.
But how is that limit identified and communicated if the System Operating Limit must be mitigated within 30
minutes? Any such operating parameter will be recognized as an SOL, then requiring a 30 minute limit if
Requirement 9 is left as is.

Requirement 8 mandates that limits be set to support local area reliability. Operating a facility for five hours at
its four hour limit is contrary to that requirement. Transmission Operators need SOLs to be described and
communicated in terms of both magnitude and associated time, but that time need not be limited to 30
minutes. The duration and magnitude of the SOL should be set by the Transmission Owners or Operators
based upon respecting the facility and equipment ratings as required by the FAC standards. Requirement 9
would better serve reliability to require SOLs (which are identified in Requirement 8) to be described in
specific terms of both magnitude and associated time. If needed, a fallback position could be maintained that
establishes 30 minutes as the default time limit if no other limit is specifically defined in the SOL.
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Requirement #13 It is not clear what TOP area needs to be monitored. Language needs to be added to
clearly state that a TOP should have access to information on other TOP areas that could impact his local
area.

Response: “Reliability Directive” is not meant to equate to urgency of a situation; rather, it is meant to equate to the authority placed on a particular action. An
urgent situation can be handled without using a NERC Reliability Directive. However, an entity that is not following a Transmission Operator’s request or is
debating the request can be “made to” to cut off debate and respond as requested by the simple act of the Transmission Operator identifying the request as a
Reliability Directive. The requirement views Reliability Directive as a tool not as a definition of a condition. The use of the Reliability Directive tool is left to the
System Operator. The exact words needed to effect a Reliability Directive are viewed as an administrative detail not needed in the requirement. To mandate the
phraseology would raise the text to the same level as an act to relieve the condition itself. No change made.

Requirements R8 & 9 - The issue posed by the IRC seems to be more academic than real. Requirement R8 does not mandate that any SOL be defined.
Requirement R8 only requires that a Transmission Operator tell its Reliability Coordinator of those SOLs that the Transmission Operator has decided it wants the
Reliability Coordinator to treat in the same fashion as the Reliability Coordinator would treat IROLs. IRC is using its definition for SOL not the Requirement R8
definition. Requirement R8 defines SOL as a limit that the Transmission Operator itself has designated for monitoring and control by the Reliability Coordinator.
Every operating limit does not automatically come under that requirement. However, if a Transmission Operator wants every operating limit to be addressed by
the Reliability Coordinator in the same way that the Reliability Coordinator addresses IROLs, then that is allowed under this requirement. If the Transmission
Operator wants none of its operating limits handled like an IROL, that too is allowed under the requirement. The Transmission Operator requirements protect the
BES under the IROL requirements; these non-IROL limits are optional.

NERC has used a 30-minute time frame for several Contingency-related standards based on a review that showed the risk of a second Contingency is greatly
increased after 30 minutes. While a 4-hour rating may be used, if a single Contingency were to occur, there would be no problem, but a second Contingency
would be a problem. While the requirement does not mandate reserves for multiple Contingencies, the requirement does impose a time frame of 30 minutes.

There is no one SOL for a Facility. Each Facility has an infinite number of magnitude vs. duration curves. No change made.

Requirement R13 - This requirement has been deleted from this project as it has been re-assigned to Project 2009-02 Real-time Monitoring and Analysis
Capabilities.

L Zotter, S Solis, C Frosch, JC No R1 - ERCOT ISO does not agree with the addition of the word ‘identified’ because it implies each Reliability
Culberson, S Myers, S Jue, M Directive needs to be preceded with an additional statement like “the following is a Reliability Directive”. In a
Morais, C Thompson true emergency, clear concise communication and an understanding of what action is required to mitigate the

situation is necessary. The addition of another sentence before each required action delays communication.
ERCOT ISO thinks a Reliability Directive should not have to be declared as such, prior to issuance.
Compliance should not be measured by whether the System Operator remembered to state “this is a
Reliability Directive”, but should be measured by whether the Reliability Directive was properly issued and
three-part communication was utilized. NOTE: Requirements 1 and 2 are dependent upon the approval of the
term Reliability Directive, which is being proposed by Project 2006-06 Reliability Coordination.
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R2 - Add Operations Planning to the Time Horizon because R1 includes Operations Planning in the Time
Horizon. R1 and R2 occur in the same Time Horizons, since R1 requires an entity to comply to a Reliability
Directive issued by a TOP and R2 requires an entity who cannot comply to notify the issuing TOP.NOTE:
Requirements 1 and 2 are dependent upon the approval of the term Reliability Directive, which is being
proposed by Project 2006-06 Reliability Coordination.

R9 VSL - The TOP, when notifying the RC, should identify the appropriate Tv. The associated VSL should be
high and not severe and should only be severe when multiple instances occur.

Response: Reliability Directive is not meant to equate to urgency of a situation; rather, it is meant to equate to the authority placed on a particular action. An
urgent situation can be handled without using a NERC Reliability Directive. However, an entity that is not following a Transmission Operator’s request or is
debating the request can be “made to” to cut off debate and respond as requested by the simple act of the Transmission Operator identifying the request as a
Reliability Directive. The requirement views Reliability Directive as a tool, not as a definition of a condition. The use of the Reliability Directive tool is left to the
System Operator. The exact words needed to effect a Reliability Directive are viewed as an administrative detail not needed in the requirement. To mandate the
phraseology would raise the text to the same level as an act to relieve the condition itself.

Communications between registered entities occur almost continuously. Within those communications are instructions from Reliability Coordinators and
Transmission Operators. Those instructions are expected to be followed at all times. However, there are times when people question instructions. At those
times, the recipient of an instruction that is identified as a Reliability Directive needs a clear understanding that it is a Reliability Directive.

The requirement is consistent with the ERCOT position that added words should not be mandated; the difference is that the ERCOT proposal would mandate the
repeating of actions, whereas the requirement does not. No change made..

Requirement R2 — The SDT has added the time horizon as requested.

R2. Each Balancing Authority, Distribution Provider, Load-Serving Entity, and Generator Operator shall inform its Transmission Operator upon recognition of
ts inability to perform an identified Reliability Directive issued by that Transmission Operator. [Violation Risk Factor: High] [Time Horizon: Operations
Planning, Same Day Operations, Real-time Operations]

Requirement R9 — If a VSL is binary, and the SDT believes that this VSL should be binary, it must be Severe. No change made.

Joylyn Faust No R2 is ambiguous, must a BA inform it's TO of an inability to perform a directive after the directive has been
issued or at anytime its systems are down and it has temporarily lost its ability to perform some function.

R12-14 appear to provide the TO with omnipotent information rights which may include the ability to create
monitoring requirements of other entities and control over maintenance schedules of other entities telemetry
and associated facilities. Furthermore reciprocal data rights are not provided.

Response: Requirement 2 - R2 is an after-the-request requirement. If, after being given a Reliability Directive, the entity finds out that its equipment cannot
perform as expected, Requirement R2 mandates the entity tell the Reliability Coordinator so that the Reliability Coordinator may make other arrangements. If the
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Analysis Capabilities.

system were down, then other NERC requirements mandate that such conditions be communicated. This requirement is just designed for states when the entity
expects to be able to do something but finds out that it cannot. No change made.

Requirements 12-13 - These requirements have been deleted from this project as they have been re-assigned to Project 2009-02 Real-time Monitoring and

Jonathan Appelbaum

No

“Operational Planning Analysis” is not a defined term in the NERC Glossary and a proposed definition is not
included in the Draft Standard. TOP-001 and TOP-002 have capitalized the term indicating a definition.
TOP-002 information box says “by definition Operational Planning Analysis includes Contingency Analysis.”

TOP-001 R12 and R13 were added in this posting to address Order 693 paragraph 1660 and 1661 direction
to include the minimum capabilities that are necessary to enable operators to deal with real-time situations
and to ensure reliable operation of the Bulk-Power System. The drafting team utilizes the phrase “shall
monitor, or shall have access to information about, conditions and Facilities...” By offering an alternative to
“monitor” the drafting team is implying there is a difference between “monitor” and “having access to
information”. Ul suggests retaining “monitor” and removing “access to information about” because the TOP
needs the minimum capability of monitoring the Facilities in its area to perform its reliability functions.

Response: Operational Planning Analysis is in the Glossary. No change made.

Requirements 12 and 13 have been deleted from this project as they have been re-assigned to Project 2009-02 Real-time Monitoring and Analysis Capabilities.

Jon Kapitz

No

R3. Each Transmission Operator shall inform its Reliability Coordinator and all other Transmission Operators
that are known or expected to be affected of actual and anticipated Emergencies based on its assessment of
its Operational Planning Analysis. Xcel Energy has concerns about the use of the term “affected”. This can
be widely interpreted by the entity and compliance enforcement authority. We suggest that language limit the
entity’s obligation to Adjacent entities and the Reliability Coordinator. The RC should be held responsible for
making this assessment from a regional perspective and make notifications to other entities as it is required to
or deems necessary.

R13. Each Transmission Operator shall monitor, or shall have access to information about, conditions and
Facilities identified in its Operational Planning Analysis within any Transmission Operator Area. Xcel Energy
has concerns as to whether this requirement indicates that a TOP must have monitoring capability for other
TOP areas. This requirement should encompass only a TOP’s own area.

R14. Each Transmission Operator shall provide approval rights for planned maintenance of its monitoring and
analysis capabilities to its System Operators. Xcel Energy believes this requirement should be worded so that
it covers only monitoring capabilities for its own area, and items that it is in control of. (e.g. not feeds from
other entities that input into a TOPs own monitoring capability)
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M11 through M14 list incorrect associated requirements. This appears to be a mapping issue.

Response: Requirement 3 - The SDT respects the sensitivity of regarding the term “affected.” The SDT perspective was to avoid the possibility that any and every
‘affect’ in Real-time would come under this requirement, and inserted the phrase “... expects to be affected...” This would mean that if the Transmission Operator
“expected” to affect another entity, then Requirement R3 would require the Transmission Operator to communicate that expectation. However, if the Transmission
Operator did not expect to impact a third-party, then there would be no obligation. As written, the requirement provides a common sense approach. To be found
non-compliant, an auditor would have to show evidence that the Transmission Operator knew that there would be an impact and knowingly did not inform the
impacted entity. This would require an auditor to peruse data and make a case. It is possible to show non-compliance, but it will be the auditor’s responsibility to
prove that fact, as opposed to the Transmission Operator being subject to proving that. While the Reliability Coordinator is responsible for ensuring that every
entity knows its role, this requirement recognizes that the Transmission Operator can have a role in analyses and information that may not be analyzed in the
detalil that the Transmission Operator can provide. No change made.

Requirement 13 — This requirement has been deleted from this project as it has been re-assigned to Project 2009-02 Real-time Monitoring and Analysis
Capabilities.

Requirement R14 — This requirement has been deleted from this project as it has been re-assigned to Project 2009-02 Real-time Monitoring and Analysis
Capabilities.

The SDT has corrected the typos in the measures.

Howard Rulf No R7: What does it mean to be “outside” an IROL? Vague.

R8: Since any SOL is to “ensure operation within acceptable reliability criteria” this requirement requires that
the TOP inform the RC of all SOLs. How can the Time Horizon be Real-Time Operations? Operational
Planning Analysis is done at least day ahead?

R9: What does it mean to be “outside” an SOL? Vague.

R10: How do | correlate “within limits” to “inside/outside”?

Response: Requirements 7, 9, & 10 - The term “outside” was used to recognize that there are both upper and lower limits. No change made.

Requirement 8 — Requirement R8 is an a priori requirement. All it is meant to say is “if a Transmission Operator wants its Reliability Coordinator to observe a
given non-IROL limit in the same way as the Reliability Directive observes IROLs, then the Transmission Operator must tell that Reliability Coordinator which limits
are in that category. This must be done ahead of time. It can be done in the OPA or in the Long-term planning horizon or any other advanced time — it cannot be
done in Real-time (where Real-time is defined as ‘this instant’) or after-the-fact. No change made.

RoLynda Shumpert No In R3 the language should be "...be affected by actual..." and not "...be affected of actual..."

Measures M10-M14 are off by 1 in pointing back to their respective requirements (i.e. M10 is pointing back to
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R9, etc).

It appears that there are a number of instances in the Implementation Plan where the 'Resolution’ points to
the incorrect requirement in the proposed standard. Many times it is off by 1 requirement.

Response: Requirement 3 — The SDT has revised Requirement R3 to address your comment and those of others.

R3. Each Transmission Operator shall inform its Reliability Coordinator and all other Transmission Operators that are known or expected to be affected of
by actual and anticipated Emergencies based on its assessment of its Operational Planning Analysis.

The SDT has corrected the typos.

Greg Rowland No What does the drafting team mean by “its inability” in R2 to perform a Reliability Directive? There clearly
needs to be a distinct difference between the reasons in R1 and “inability” in R2. Duke wants to eliminate the
possibility of double jeopardy for an entity to be assessed a possible violation for non-compliance to one
action with it stated similarly in two requirements.

R3 typo - change the word “of” to “by”.

R8 - the phrase “supporting its local area reliability” is unclear. Replace it with the phrase “having an Adverse
Reliability Impact”. This adds clarity and also recognizes that local area problems that don't rise to the level of
Adverse Reliability Impact should not be treated as SOLs required to be reported to the RC under this
standard.

R9 - insert the phrase “as having an Adverse Reliability Impact” after the phrase “Requirement R8”, making
R9 consistent with R8.

R13 - strike the phrase “shall monitor, or”. The TOP doesn’t need to directly monitor facilities in other TOP
areas.

M1 - strike the word “either” and replace the phrase “or, (b) informed the Transmission Operator that” with the
word “unless”. This makes M1 consistent with the R1 revision above.

M3 typo - replace the word “of” with the word “by”.
M5 typo - the word “operations” appears twice. Need to strike the first one.

M8 - replace the phrase “supporting its local area reliability” with the phrase “having an Adverse Reliability
Impact”, consistent with the R8 revision above.

M13 - strike the phrase “can monitor, or” consistent with the R13 revision above.

R1 VSL - replace the phrase “and the respective entity did not inform the Transmission Operator that such
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action would” with the phrase “and compliance with the Reliability Directive would not”, consistent with the R1
revision above.

VSLs for R3, R5, R6 and R8 - The mixing of numbers with percentages and the phrase “whichever is less” in
these VSLs is confusing. For example, if under R5 there are four affected entities, and the TOP does not
coordinate operations with one of the four, then that is one entity, or 25% of the total. What does “whichever
is less” mean? |s that a Lower or Severe violation? Conversely, if there is only one affected entity and the
TOP does not coordinate operations with that entity, then that is one entity or 100% of the total. Is that a
Lower or Severe violation?

R8 VSLs - In each VSL, replace the phrase “supporting its local area reliability” with the phrase “having an
Adverse Reliability Impact, consistent with the R8 revision above.

R13 VSL - Strike the phrase “monitor, or”, consistent with the R13 revision above.

Response: Requirements 1 & 2 - Requirement R1 is written to address a priori prohibitions. These would be communicated at the time the actions were first
being communicated. Requirement R2 is written to address conditions that arise after the entity agreed to do the action, but found out later that conditions
preclude such actions. No change made.

Requilement 3 — The SDT revised the requirement to address your comment.

R3. Each Transmission Operator shall inform its Reliability Coordinator and all other Transmission Operators that are known or expected to be affected ef-by
actual and anticipated Emergencies based on its assessment of its Operational Planning Analysis.

Requirement 8 - Local area reliability is not a defined term but rather (as stated in the requirement) it is “based on its (the Transmission Operator’'s own)
assessment.” The industry has debated this issue for a long time. This standard is written to ensure BES reliability by defining IROLs and by supporting individual
Transmission Operators parochial definitions. The loss of a capital city in a state may have no impact at all on the BES, but publicly that city is critical (think
Washington, DC). Requirement R8 allows a Transmission Operator to choose whatever parochial definition it desires, including no SOLs as well as all SOLs.
However, the standard requires neither any SOL nor every SOL. Such an approach seems to ensure the integrity of the BES (since all IROLS are covered) as
well as the local sensitivities of the Transmission Operator (i.e., identified SOLs). Given that the requirement is for local concerns that could mean that the limit is
not necessary for local reliability but rather “supports” local reliability. No change made.

Requirement 9 - An SOL that has adverse reliability impacts is, by definition, an IROL. Requirement R8 says that if it isn’t an IROL and you want the limit to be
controlled in the same way as an IROL, then tell the Reliability Coordinator which limits you want. [Note what all this means —when running its planning and or
operating analysis, the Reliability Coordinator does not find the said limit as causing any BES problems — thus the Reliability Coordinator is not concerned with the
said limit. The Transmission Operator however, wants, or is required by some other authority, to treat the said limit as if that limit had BES implications. Such
information must be conveyed by the Transmission Operator to the Reliability Coordinator.] Thus, inserting the proposed text will not accomplish the intent of the
requirement. No change made.

Requifement 13 — This requirement has been deleted from this project as it has been re-assigned to Project 2009-02 Real-time Monitoring and Analysis
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Capalbilities.
The SDT reviewed the typos and made the changes where deemed appropriate.

The mixing of numbers and percentages is standard for VSLs. It is designed to allow for size differences in applicable functional entities. ‘Whichever is less’
means simply that you use the option that is less numerically. No change made.

Michael Lombardi No Both Requirements R12 and R13 are considered vague and open to interpretation. For example, what type
of information is to be monitored and what is meant by conditions? Language needs to be added to clearly
state what a TOP needs to accomplish pursuant with these requirements.

Various Measures appear to have incorrect Requirement references. For example, the text of Measure M14
refers to Requirement R13. Please verify / correct the Requirement references for all Measures.

The term “Operational Planning Analysis”, is capitalized to identify it as a defined term yet the NERC Glossary
of Terms (updated 4/20/2010) indicates that the term has not been FERC approved. NU is concerned that
the terms Operational Planning and Operational Planning Analysis are not FERC approved and may not be
consistently applied throughout the industry. Suggest these terms be reviewed as part of this standard to
ensure industry consensus on these terms and subsequently seek FERC approval, as required.

Response: Requirements 12-13 - These requirements have been deleted from this project as they have been re-assigned to Project 2009-02 Real-time
Monitoring and Analysis Capabilities.

The SDT has corrected the typos.

Operational Planning Analysis is contained in the NERC Glossary. Once it is approved by the BOT, the SDT is required to use the term. No change made.

Richard Kafka No R6 requires coordination which leads to questions regarding who is non-compliant. It would be more proper
to require reporting and approval requirements. RCs already are required to coordinate with each other.

R9 sets a 30 minute limit on all identified SOLs (as opposed to allowing different times). This would require
all facilities to have the same time limits for ratings. That should be addressed in FAC-008.

Response: The SDT has revised Requirement R6 to address your concerns.

R6. Each Transmission Operator, Balancing Authority, and Generator Operator shall eserdirate_notify the Reliability Coordinator and negatively impacted
interconnected NERC registered entities of planned outages of telemetering-telemetry, and-control equipment and associated communication channels
between the affected entities.

NERC has used a 30-minute time frame for several Contingency-related standards based on a review that showed the risk of a second Contingency is greatly
increased after 30 minutes. While a 4-hour rating may be being used, if a single Contingency were to occur, there would be no problem, but a second
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Contingency would be a problem. While the requirement does not mandate reserves for multiple Contingencies, the requirement does impose a time frame of 30
minutes. There is no one SOL for a Facility. Each Facility has an infinite number of magnitudes vs. duration curves. No change made.

Saurabh Saksena No R13 states that - Each Transmission Operator shall monitor, or shall have access to information about,
conditions and Facilities identified in its Operational Planning Analysis within any Transmission Operator
Area. What does “Facilities” in R13 refer to? Is it any facilities that are included in the analysis or those that
have the potential to cause violations? Suggest replacing “...Facilities identified in its Operational Planning
Analysis” by text in R8 - “...identified by the Transmission Operator as supporting its local area reliability
based on its assessment of its Operational Planning Analysis.”

TOP-001 R13 also says "...within any Transmission Operator Area...” Does the drafting team mean within that
particular TOP's area? It would be clearer if it said "...within its area...” If they really do mean another TOP's
area, that is unrealistic. It could imply that we need to have info for TOP in Florida.

TOP-001 R8 & TOP-002 R2 - When referencing SOLs both say something like "SOLs which, while not IROLs,
have been identified by the Transmission Operator as supporting its local area reliability...” National Grid
suggests deleting “...which, while not IROLs...”

Response: Requirement 13 — This requirement has been deleted from this project as it has been re-assigned to Project 2009-02 Real-time Monitoring and Analysis
Capabilities.

Requirement 8 - The wording “while not IROLs” was inserted to make clear that not all limits have adverse reliability impacts, but that some limits that do not have
reliability impacts can still be held to a higher standard of operations - as long as those limits are identified.

An SOL that has adverse reliability impacts is by definition an IROL. Requirement R8 says that if it isn't an IROL and you want the limit to be controlled in the
same way as an IROL, then tell the Reliability Coordinator which limits you want. [Note what all this means —when running its planning and/or operating analysis,
the Reliability Coordinator does not find the said limit as causing any BES problems — thus the Reliability Coordinator is not concerned with the said limit. The
Transmission Operator however, wants, or is required by some other authority, to treat the said limit as if that limit had BES implications. Such information must be
conveyed by the Transmission Operator to the Reliability Coordinator.] Thus, inserting the proposed text will not accomplish the intent of the requirement. No
change made.

Catherine Koch No R1 - The addition of the term “identified” does not completely answer the question of who needs to identify the
communication as a Reliability Directive. Simply adding the term means that it might be interpreted to mean
that that the entity receiving a communication from a Transmission Operator might need to identify the
communication as a Reliability Directive from its content and context. The following formulation is more clear:
“Each Balancing Authority ... shall comply with each Reliability Directive that its Transmission Operator issues
and identifies as a Reliability Directive ...” Given the importance of these requirements, clarity must not be
sacrificed for brevity.

R8 - The use of the phrase “have been identified” is unnecessary in this requirement. The Transmission
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Operator has an independent obligation to identify these SOLs under the FAC standards. In addition, the
phrase “its local area reliability” is ambiguous. If the intent of this term is to address a certain set of SOLs that
have more than a purely local effect, then the phrase should be modified to something like “regional reliability”
or “that may affect its neighboring Transmission Operator Areas”. The requirement should read “Each
Transmission Operator shall inform its Reliability Coordinator of all SOLs that, while not IROLs, support
regional reliability based on its assessment of its Operational Planning Analysis” or “Each Transmission
Operator shall inform its Reliability Coordinator of all SOLs that, while not IROLs, that may affect its
neighboring Transmission Operator Areas based on its assessment of its Operational Planning Analysis.”

M1 - To be consistent with the recommended revisions to R1, the measurement should be revised to read
“Each Balancing Authority ... (a) complied with each Reliability Directive that its Transmission Operator issued
and identified as a Reliability Directive, ...". Additionally we suggest that the measures provide guidance of
how to prove a Reliability Directive was not issued in order to be complete in demonstrating compliance with
the requirement. This same suggestion rings through all the measures.M2 - This measurement duplicates a
portion of M1.

Response: Requirement 1 & Measure M1— The SDT does not agree that the suggested change adds any clarity. No change made.

Requirement 8 - Technically you are correct that the phrase is not needed. However, in this transitional period when a term is being parsed in a special way, the
added words are seen (in this case) to be helpful. The words were crafted to mean “local issues.” An outage affecting the White House would not be an impact on
the BES but “locally” it would be unacceptable; thus a limit that impacted the White House would be identified by the DC Transmission Operator to the Reliability
Coordinator as a special case SOL that must be respected in the same way an IROL is handled. Thus Requirement R8 does mean local and does not refer to
impact on others. Note inter-area impacts would be more likely identified by the Reliability Coordinator than the Transmission Operator since the Reliability
Coordinator has more intelligence on surrounding areas. No change made.

Jason Shaver

No

Requirements #1 & 2

ATC supports Requirements 1 and 2 if the definition of Reliability Directive, as provided in TOP-001-2,
is not modified. Any change to the proposed definition of Reliability Directive w