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Please complete the CAN Comment Form and email it to cancomments@nerc.net. Due to the amount
of comments NERC receives, we will not accept attachments or comments submitted in another format.

Commenter Information
Name: Patti Metro
Phone Number: (703) 907-5817

Email Address:  naitj metro@nreca.coop
Entity (ies) Represented: NRECA

Region(s): ot Applicable

Primary Interest Groups
Do you disagree with the groups mentioned? O Yes or No @
If yes, explain why:

Issue
Do you disagree with the issue statement of the CAN? OYes or No @
If yes, explain why:
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Background
Do you disagree with the background statement of the CAN? OYes or No @

If yes, explain why:

Compliance Application
Do you disagree with the compliance application section of the CAN? O Yes or NOO
If yes, explain why:

NRECA believes that Attestations are a key element in providing compliance evidence. It appears that
if an entity develops an attestation it is a “statement of fact” or would not be used as evidence.
Because of this, NRECA appreciates that in Draft CAN-0030 NERC removed the unnecessary
requirement that the attestation be “under oath” and “witnessed for authenticity by a notary public”.

NERC provides examples of when an attestation is acceptable, but in doing has caused confusion
with the example provided in bullet 2. NRECA believes the the following language needs to be
removed from bullet 2 "such as a blank log book, showing that no communication occurred". If an
entity attests that there was no such communication as described in bullet 2, there would be no entry
in the log book for the specified type of communication. In addition, it is highly unlikely that an entity
would have a completely blank log-book, therefore, the guidance provided does not serve the purpose
of the verification described. It is the attestation and/or a statement that an an entity received or issued
said communication that verifies that no communication occurred.
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Effective Period for CAN

Do you disagree with the effective period of the CAN? OYes or No @
If yes, explain why:

Evidence of Compliance

Do you disagree with the evidence of compliance mentioned in the CAN? OYes or No O
If yes, explain why:

NRECA suggest removing “all” in bullet 1. It is understood that every effort should be made to
provide available data and it is not necessary to quantify by including “all”. In addition, the language
in bullet 2 is confusing with a convolution of how to attest that an event “did not” occur with what to
do if an event “did” occur. Specifically, the removal of bullet 2a would provide some clarity. The

discussion of this recommendation is provided in the comments to the Compliance Application
guestion.
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