[image: image1.jpg]NERC

NORTH AMERICAN ELECTRIC
RELIABILITY CORPORATION






Notes to VM SDT
Consideration of Comments:
Summary Consideration for each question - this should provide an overview of how stakeholders responded, and any changes the SDT made based on those comments – as well as an indication of any strong minority views and why the SDT did not make modifications based on those views.

Where is the Clearance 2 issue addressed now that the CCZ has been removed?  (Clearance 1 is greater than Clearance 2)
Use of identical responses to most/all comments

In general, providing an identical response to most or all comments received is not the best approach as it does not tell stakeholders how their comments were considered.  Stakeholders provided many suggestions for modifications to the standard and to the reference document – and most suggestions have no response – although the drafting team undoubtedly discussed these suggestions and made a determination on whether to adopt the suggestion or not, there is nothing in the record to indicate which suggestions were adopted, and which were not – nor is there a record to indicate why the drafting team settled on specific language for specific requirements – whether the language was developed by the drafting team or was adopted from language proposed by stakeholders.  
It is not sufficient to provide a generic response to every comment – you are trying to build consensus for the revisions made to the standard.  This means that if a stakeholder makes a suggestion and you adopt that suggestion, then you need to tell the stakeholder you adopted their suggestion – similarly if a stakeholder proposes a modification to the standard and you don’t adopt that suggestion, you should tell the stakeholder why you didn’t adopt their suggestion, and where practical, identify why the solution identified by the drafting team is superior.  

Cover page – needs to provide a summary of the modifications made based on stakeholder comments, as well as identification of unresolved minority issues.

Questions and Responses to Question 1
General Observations:

There were several commenters who indicated that the SDT is focusing at too high a level by limiting applicability to just those transmission lines that could cause the “evil three” – cascading, uncontrolled separation, or voltage instability.  The SDT responded that FERC provided guidance on limiting applicability in Order 693, Paragraph 708.  That paragraph says:

708. Avista, LPPC, Progress and SERC raise concerns about the cost of implementing this Reliability Standard if the applicability is expanded to lower-voltage facilities. We recognize these concerns, and this was one of the reasons we proposed to apply this Reliability Standard to Bulk-Power System transmission lines that have an impact on reliability as determined by the ERO. We recognize that many commenters would like a more precise definition for the applicability of this Reliability Standard, and we direct the ERO to develop an acceptable definition that covers facilities that impact reliability but balances extending the applicability of this standard against unreasonably increasing the burden on transmission owners.
Here is a definition of reliability, from the Blackout Report – note that it focuses on the entire bulk electric system, not just a subsection of the BES:

Reliability: The degree of performance of the elements of the bulk electric system that results in electricity being delivered to customers within accepted standards and in the amount desired.

Reliability may be measured by the frequency, duration, and magnitude of adverse effects on the electric supply. Electric system reliability can be addressed by considering two basic and functional aspects of the electric system, Adequacy and Security.
It appears that the team has narrowed the objective of the standard, but hasn’t provided a justification for narrowing the scope.  

In rejecting the comments of the IRC and others, the team has not identified “why” using the IROL criteria was rejected – and has offered no substantive alternative that is objective.  The technical paper provides no concrete guidance on any criteria for use in designating lines below 200 kV that should be applicable for this standard. 

Page 22 – response to EEI – the response does not reflect consideration of the comment that was submitted. 

Page 23 – response to APS – the last sentence in the response doesn’t relate to the comment that suggested deleting that part of the purpose. 

Response to Question 2

General Observations:

Several commenters indicated that under PRC-023, the PC already has a requirement to identify facilities that are critical to the reliability of the BES – and requires the PC to notify, among others, the Transmission Owners of those facilities. It isn’t clear why there would be a threshold in PRC-023 that wouldn’t be suitable for FAC-003. 

Page 28 - Summary Consideration
The summary consideration is not written well – an IROL is not a method it is a type of system operating limit. The SDT has not indicated why the standard shouldn’t be applied to all transmission lines – that would be the default scenario.  The SDT indicates that there are other methods for identifying transmission lines below 200 kV, but doesn’t provide any examples.  The parenthetical doesn’t make sense – it identifies a region as an example of regional factors.  
Page 29 – response to SERC VMS
Entities who wish to abstain from commenting should leave the response blank. (Note to Harry – the checkbox form has lots of options –if you want to add an “abstain” selection you can do that – just include it in the form you submit.)
Page 30 – response to SERC 
The footnote referenced doesn’t make sense in the standard as the standard no longer includes the acronym IROL.  

Page 31 – responses to IRC, IESO, Hydro-Quebec
No response to comment indicating disagreement on the purpose of the standard. 

The reference to the tech paper should be removed, as it doesn’t provide any guidance on establishing which lines should be subject to the standard.  The tech paper doesn’t include any words related to IROLs in the section titled, “Documenting Method of Identifying Sub-200kV Lines”
Page 32 – response to MISO 

The footnote referenced doesn’t make sense in the standard as the standard no longer includes the acronym IROL.  
Page 33 – response to Manitoba 
In one sentence the team says that limiting applicability to just those lines subject to IROLs may not meet the objective of the standard – then in the same paragraph says that applying the IROL criteria may be acceptable – this is confusing.  

Page 34 – response to PJM

No response to comment indicating disagreement on the purpose of the standard. 

The reference to the tech paper should be removed, as it doesn’t provide any guidance on establishing which lines should be subject to the standard.  The tech paper doesn’t include any words related to IROLs in the section titled, “Documenting Method of Identifying Sub-200kV Lines”

Page 35 – response to GRE

The paragraph seems to contradict itself with respect to the acceptance of using IROL criteria for identification of applicable transmission lines. 

Page 38 – response to Entergy
The tech reference doesn’t include anything that can be used in an audit – so the response to use the tech reference for limiting applicability is not appropriate. 

Response to Question 3

General Observations

There were several commenters who noted that the SDT has changed the focus of the standard – and the SDT did not provide an explanation to support the narrowing of the focus.

There were several commenters who noted that the original R1 was more specific in what was required – the SDT responded that it thought the use of the term, “methodology” was preferable, but didn’t provide any sound justification for this.  

There were several commenters who made comments about the definition of “Active Transmission Line ROW” – and the SDT noted that it had changed the definition, implying that the change will result in greater clarity.  A close look at the change made to the definition shows that there was no significant change made to the definition – the term, “Right of Way” was added.  The SDT should expect the same commenters to make the same comments when the revised standard is posted for another comment period.  The modification does not address the questions about what the word, “active” means. 
Active Transmission Line Right of Way — A strip of land that is occupied by active transmission facilities. This corridor does not include the inactive Right of Way or unused part of the Right of Way intended for other facilities.
Page 41 - The summary consideration doesn’t provide any indication of how stakeholders responded and isn’t really specific about what was changed based on stakeholder feedback.  The summary should identify whether stakeholders supported the three changes that had been proposed.
Page 41 – response to BPA – BPA (and others) observed that changing the detailed description of what needs to be included in the TVMP and using the word, “methodology” instead weakened the standard.  The SDT replies that it feels the word, “methodology” gives stakeholders flexibility.  Entities are already required to have all the elements that were in the original standard – so why is there a need for more flexibility?  What was in the original description of the TVMP that is no longer expected to be included in the methodology?  The SDT should state its reasoning for the change. According to the technical reference, the word “methodology” is synonymous with the “management methods” used to control vegetation.   This isn’t as comprehensive as the original standard which required the entity’s TVMP to include, “objectives, practices, approved procedures, and work specifications.”
Response should also note that CCZ is no longer used in the standard.  

Page 42 – response to Associated – response should identify why the team does not believe it is appropriate for each company to define the width of the ROW.
Page 43 – response to NPCC – response should identify whether the tech reference was modified in support of NPCC’s comment.

Page 43 – response to BG&E – did the SDT modify the examples in the tech reference? If yes, the SDT should include an indication that the change was made .

Page 43 – response to NIPS – same observation as for BPA on Page 41

Page 43 – response to Hydro One – the response doesn’t tell why the SDT did not accept the recommendation – the comment is saying that the standard should be revised to eliminate certain flexibility – and the response says that the team revised the standard to add flexibility. . .
Page 45 – response to CenterPoint

The commenter made several recommendations on improvements to the tech reference – the response should indicate whether any of the changes were made and should provide a reason.
The commenter raised an issue with R8 – and there is no response to the issue, yet the SDT did make a change to R8 that removed the phrase identified by the commenter.
Page 47 – response to Hydro Quebec
The commenter is not objecting to the use of the word, “methodology” but has provided a very specific recommendation for expanding on what is already written in R1.1 – and the DT has not indicated how it considered the recommendation.  If the team rejected the recommendation, the team should provide its reasoning.  
Page 47 – response to SRP

Same comments as for BPA response – page 41.

Page 48 – response to Western Utility Arborists

The commenters made several suggestions – and there is no response to two of these.  
Same comments as for BPA response – page 41.
Page 48 – response to FirstEnergy

The commenter focuses on “inactive” ROW – and the response does not relate to the comment as the response focuses solely on “active ROW.”

Page 49 – response to Platte River
Same comments as for BPA response – page 41.
Page 50 – response to NV Energy 

Same comments as for BPA response – page 41.

Page 50 – response to San Diego

Same comments as for BPA response – page 41.

Page 52 – response to BCTC
Same observation as for BPA on Page 41

Response to Question 4

Page 55 – Summary Consideration – the text highlighted in blue is not correct.  The SAR directed the team to bring the standard into conformance with the latest version of the Sanctions Guidelines, not Order 693.  The Sanctions Guidelines do not provide, “…differently worded VSLs for documentation and implementation.”  Retention of documentation to demonstrate compliance is now addressed, in most cases, solely in the “Data Retention” section of standards and does not need to be covered in requirements. If an entity does not retain data and there is no impact to reliability, then the retention of that data, if needed to demonstrate compliance, is covered under the Data Retention section.

Page 56 – response to SCE – should tell “why” the SDT decided not to adopt the proposed modification.  
Page 57 – response to CenterPoint – the response doesn’t make any sense.  R1.3 in the original posting included the word, “objectives” and R1.3 in the revised standard includes the same word in the same subrequirement.  I think the commenter is referring to the fact that the approved version of FAC-003 included, in R1, the following sentence – and the original R1.3 was asking for more details to support R1.  Now, the revised standard does not include the phrase, “objectives, practices, approved procedures . . . “ but R1.3 does still refer to “objectives” as though this were still part of R1.

From approved FAC-003-1 Requirement R1:  The TVMP shall include the Transmission Owner’s objectives, practices, approved procedures, and work specifications1.

Page 57 – response to MRO – the highlighted response does not make sense.  The team can sequence the requirements in any order. . . 

Page 58 – response to Exelon – the team has not provided a response to the comment about footnote 3 – if the team does expect that entities will have to prove that they considered these factors, then the commenter is correct, and the  words from the footnote should be added to the  requirement:

1.2  Specify a Vegetation Inspection frequency of at least once per calendar year that takes into account environmental factors and local factors, including include treatment cycle, extent and type of treatment, and their relationship to the normal growth rate. 

Page 59 – response to GRE – the highlighted response does not make sense.  The team can sequence the requirements in any order. . . 

Response to Question 5

Page 63 – responses to BCTC and Western Utility Aborists – the modification “proposed” to the definition of Vegetation Inspection indicating that the vegetation inspection may be combined with other maintenance inspections is not appropriate – see comments on definitions. In addition, the SDT should keep its focus on its assigned topic – it is inappropriate to make comments about other topics such as a recommendation that entities conduct engineering-type maintenance inspections.  
Page 64 – see blue highlighted sentences.   The SDT should keep its focus on its assigned topic – it is inappropriate to make comments about other topics such as a recommendation that entities conduct engineering-type maintenance inspections.  

Page 65 – see blue highlighted sentences.   The SDT should keep its focus on its assigned topic – it is inappropriate to make comments about other topics such as a recommendation that entities conduct engineering-type maintenance inspections.  

Page 67 – response to CenterPoint – the team did not provide a response to indicate whether it made adjustments to the Tech Ref based on the stakeholder’s comments.  Also see blue highligted sentence in response that goes beyond the scope of the SDT.

 Page 68– see blue highlighted sentences.   The SDT should keep its focus on its assigned topic – it is inappropriate to make comments about other topics such as a recommendation that entities conduct engineering-type maintenance inspections.  

Page 68 – response to BPA should include the sentence indicating that the SDT added a definition of Vegetation Inspection.  No response to the recommendation to change “calendar year” to “12 month period.”

Page 69 – response to ATC – blue highlighted text doesn’t seem necessary as it doesn’t seem to relate to the comment.
Page 70 – response to JEA – see blue highlighted sentences

Page 70 – no response to San Diego
Response to Question 6

Page 74 – response to BCTC and Western Utility Aborists -  the response doesn’t address the recommendation to modify R1.1.  
R1.3 in the includes the word, “objectives.” The approved version of FAC-003 included, in R1, the following sentence – and the original R1.3 was asking for more details to support R1.  Now, the revised standard does not include the phrase, “objectives, practices, approved procedures . . . “ but R1.3 does still refer to “objectives” as though this were still part of R1.

From approved FAC-003-1 Requirement R1:  The TVMP shall include the Transmission Owner’s objectives, practices, approved procedures, and work specifications1.

The response addresses the “addition” of requirements for methodologies – but note that R1.1 already required the identification of methodologies – so it looks like the additional subrequirement, R1.6 may be redundant with R1.1. If these subrequirements are looking for different “methodologies” the distinction between them should be made more clear.

Page 74 – response to NPCC – note that R1.2 uses the phrase, “at least once per calendar year” and R1.3 uses the phrase, “during the year.”  The commenter suggested that you modify R1.3 to match R1.2 and the response doesn’t reflect consideration of the proposal. 
Pages 75-76 – responses to NV Energy, APS, and SRP – same comments as for BCTC and Western Utility Aborists on Page 74

Page 77 – no technical response to WAPA’s comments

Page 77 – responses to Progress Energy - the details contained in the Tech Reference can’t be used as “requirements” – from a compliance perspective, the entity will be held accountable for what is contained in the standard, not what is contained within the reference document. 

Page 78 – no response to MRO comments suggesting a wording change

Page 78 – no response to TVA comments suggesting the addition of a defined term

Page 78- response to Platte River – same as for BCTC on Page 74

Page 79 – response to Manitoba Hydro – this response seems inconsistent with the response to NPCC on page  74.  The SDT did not change the reference to “one year.”
Page 79 – response to San Diego - same as for BCTC on Page 74

Page 79 – no response to GRE comment about removing reference to “during the year.”

Response to Question 7

I didn’t put together a list of observations for the responses to this question.  The SDT has proposed adding clarity by putting details in footnote 4, but in this case, the footnote is qualifying the requirement – footnotes should be used just for explanatory information.  Recommend eliminating the footnote and putting the additional details into the subrequirement:

Require a process or procedure for response to an imminent vegetation condition that places a transmission line at a significant risk of a Sustained Outage. The process or procedure shall specify the conditions that require a response and associated actions, including immediate communication of the threat to the Transmission Operator.

Since this revision would impact almost all the responses to comments, I did not review the individual responses.

Note that in R2, the revised requirement says, “Each Transmission Owner shall record and maintain documentation for each implementation of its vegetation imminent threat procedure.  The language in R1.4 should match the language in R2.
Response to Question 8

General Observation – since several commenters questioned R1.5 as written, suggest the SDT consider modifying R1.5 to add the word, “temporarily” as shown below:

Specify an interim corrective action process for use when the Transmission Owner is temporarily constrained from performing vegetation maintenance as planned. 

Note that the responses provided to stakeholders are confusing in that the responses seem to contradict one another.  Here are two responses used frequently – one states that the interim process is for temporary constraints – and the other says that the process can be used for situations where desired clearances could not be met – and this latter response sounds like the process can be used for both permanent and temporary constraints.  Also note that there is nothing in the subrequirement that uses the phrase, “site-specific.”
Sub section 1.5 requires the Transmission Owner to specify a process in its TVMP that the TO may use when vegetation maintenance work is temporarily constrained. Constraints may include temporary situations such as caused by customer refusals, governmental agency imposed restrictions, etc.

The SDT intended to require a documented process for Transmission Owners to develop site-specific plans which address instances such as customer refusals, government agency imposed constraints, etc. It is not intended solely for situations where initial desired clearances could not be achieved (as in requirement R1.4 of version 1 of FAC-003).
Because many stakeholders indicated that the existing language is unclear, and the SDT did not make a change, and the SDT’s responses are unclear, I did not review the responses in detail.  
Response to Question 9

Page 109 - Summary Consideration - Since the team has indicated that ANSI A300 is not a requirement, stakeholders can’t rely on the language in A300 as protection from a finding of noncompliance.

If the SDT intended that the new tables would replace the “Clearance 1” distances, the team has not stated that in the summary consideration.  The superiority of the proposed distances in the new tables should be introduced here as the team has not done a convincing job of responding to the many commenters who indicated they used the Clearance 1 distances to justify the removal of vegetation – if the technical justification for the new tables is superior, the SDT should state this and should encourage folks to use the new tables as technically more justifiable than the original Clearance 1 distances.
There are numerous places where the SDT has written that the standard still includes ANSI A300 – that there is a reference in a footnote, and that footnotes are enforceable.  These responses need to be revised.  Footnotes provide explanatory information- footnotes don’t contain “requirements.”  The specific footnote referenced in these comments includes the following information relative to the use of ANSI A300: “. . .while not a requirement of this standard, is considered to be an industry best practice.”  The responses are in direct conflict with the standard.

Because of the above comments, I did not review the responses in detail.  

Response to Question 10

Page 119 – Summary Consideration – this should provide an overview of how stakeholders responded, and any changes the SDT made based on those comments – as well as an indication of any strong minority views and why the SDT did not make modifications based on those views.

Pge 121 – response to Tamaa – there is no response to the recommendation that the SDT add a requirement for professional qualifications.
Pge 121 – Western Utility Aborists – no response to comment suggestiont that companies need internal standards related to personnel qualifications

Response to Question 11
Page 119 – Summary Consideration – see suggested revisions – also see suggested revisions to the associated requirement.  If R2 is modified as proposed, then the responses will also need to be revised – for that reason, I did not review the responses.  
Response to Question 12
Page 150 – Summary Consideration - this should provide an overview of how stakeholders responded, and any changes the SDT made based on those comments – as well as an indication of any strong minority views and why the SDT did not make modifications based on those views.

Response to Question 13

Page 157 – Summary Consideration - this should provide an overview of how stakeholders responded, and any changes the SDT made based on those comments – as well as an indication of any strong minority views and why the SDT did not make modifications based on those views.

Response to Question 14

Page 165 – Summary Consideration - this should provide an overview of how stakeholders responded, and any changes the SDT made based on those comments – as well as an indication of any strong minority views and why the SDT did not make modifications based on those views.  Since R3 was modified, the SDT should show how it was modified and should tell “why.”
Page 167 – response to BG&E – no response to suggestion that the SDT add more specificity into R1.2 
Response to Question 15

Page 172 – Summary Consideration – this question asked stakeholders to “weigh in” on three alternatives – the summary should identify how stakeholders responded to the question, beyond just stating that the team made significant changes based on stakeholder comments.  I read all the comments and can’t find where any commenter suggested the language proposed by the drafting team. In addition, the summary should provide a red line of R4 to show what was changed. 

I did not take the time to review every response – the team needs to go through each comment and address the actual comment provided.  
Page 172 – response to PJM – the response doesn’t address the comment.

Page 174 – response to AECI – response should include a statement indicating that the SDT adopted the proposal to add the words, “of vegetation” to clarify the intent of this requirement.

Page 175 – response to NPCC – response ignores some of the suggestions made to modify requirements beyond R4. 
Page 184 – response to PG&E – no response to suggestion for an additional footnote or exception
Page 195 – response to PG&E – since the comment includes suggestions about use of the Gallet calculations, the response should recognize the suggestion and should indicate whether the MVCD that were developed using the Gallet calculations reflect the comment.
Response to Question 16

Many commenters noted that the original standard included momentary outages and the proposed standard does not include any mention of momentary outages – the SDT needs to provide stakeholders with an explanation of why they removed the language about momentary outages. 

Page 208 – Summary Consideration – needs to provide a summary of stakeholder comments, etc. 
Page 211 – response to Exelon – it isn’t clear how R2 or R4 addresses momentaries. . . same comment provided to several other commenters – these are all flagged with blue highlighting
Page 212 – Response to Consumers – the three requirements all address, “Sustained Outages” and from an operations perspective, don’t these appear the same?  What is the justification for different VRFs? Same comment provided to several other commenters – these are all flagged with blue highlighting.
Page 214  - Response to Hydro One – since the SDT removed all references to CCZ from the standard, the SDT should tell the commenter that the term has been removed.   
Page 217 – Response to SCE – the response relative to the footnote does not match the redline

Page 217 – missing response to NIPS

Response to Question 17

Page 222 – Summary Consideration - needs to provide a summary of stakeholder comments, etc. 
Should address the suggestions to add a reference to the “Active Right of Way” and should identify why the SDT did not adopt this suggestion. 
Page 227 – response to ITC – was ITC asking you to add the phrase, “Active ROW” to the requirement? If yes, the SDT did not make this change and the response is not correct. 
Page 230 – response to SCE – if true, the team should state that it doesn’t view inspections as part of the annual work plan.  This would provide a clearer response to the comment which seems to be saying that inspections are part of the annual work plan. 
Response to Question 18

Page 234- response to AECI – no response to comments on measures.

Pageg 235 – response to WECC – R9 was not significantly changed, so the response is not appropriate. R10 still requires the use of a “method” so the team needs to provide a response to the comment.  
I stopped here – the team needs to review all the comments and develop responses that reflect consideration of the comments provided. 

☺ Definitions:
Definitions should not include explanatory text.  For the propsoed revisions to Vegetation Inspection, the sentence highlighted in blue is not appropriate. 

SDT Response: Ask for more detail on Tuesday. It is okay to retain in the definition or alternatively consider placing into the RSAW or the Tech Ref Document or FAQ.
Standard:
☺ Purpose – consider modifying the purpose in accordance with the commenters who indicated that the standard should aim at preventing outages of transmission lines rather than aiming at preventing only those outages that could lead to Cascading.  The SDT must have a technically defensible reason for narrowing the scope of the standard from the scope that was included in the already approved standard.  The purpose seems more narrowly defined than the requirements.  
SDT Response: The SDT limited the purpose to prevent only outages that lead to cascading rather than any outage for the following reason…The version 1 standard implicitly states that the applicability…John S and Jeff H and John T to develop language. 
To improve the reliability of the electric transmission system by preventing vegetation related Sustained Outages (that could lead to cascading, instability and…) through implementation of comprehensive Transmission Vegetation Management Programs, Vegetation Inspections, clearance distances, and identification and mitigation of vegetation imminent threats.
Insert on July 9, 2009;   
The purpose statement as in version 1:

To improve the reliability of the electric transmission systems by preventing outages from vegetation located on transmission rights-of-way (ROW) and minimizing outages from vegetation located adjacent to ROW, maintaining clearances between transmission lines and vegetation on and along transmission ROW, and reporting vegetation related outages of the transmission systems to the respective Regional Reliability Organizations (RRO) and the North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC).
The purpose statement as it reads in the version 2 standard 1st posting:

To improve the reliability of the electric transmission system by preventing those vegetation related outages that could lead to Cascading.
J Schechter suggests:

To improve the reliability of the electric transmission system by preventing vegetation- related cascading and large scale separation through the implementation of comprehensive Transmission Vegetation Management Programs, Vegetation Inspections, clearance distances, and identification and mitigation of vegetation imminent threats.
After much discussion, the SDT voted to leave the purpose statement as is.

    End of insert on July 9, 2009
Requirements:
· ☺ Requirement R1 – part 1.1 – suggest adding examples of what the team means by “methodologies” 
· Specify the methodologies (biological, chemical, mechanical, or cultural control methods, or some combination of these methods) that the Transmission Owner uses to control vegetation.
SDT Response: The SDT does not believe adding examples in the Standard is warranted. They are in the Tech Ref Doc and belong there because they are lengthy and the Standard ought not be prescriptive. The SDT replaced “methodologies” with “methods”. The SDT may reconsider insertion of examples within a parenthetical with the phrase “such as”.
· ☺ Requirement R1 – part 1.2 – this part uses the term, “at least once per calendar year” and part 1.3 uses the phrase, “during the year” – commenters suggested using the same phrase in both parts.

SDT Response: While these two parts, 1.2 and 1.3 refers to different aspects of the TVMP, the SDT has removed the phrase “during the year” from part 1.3.
· ☺ Requirement R1 – part 1.2 – for the outside observer, it isn’t clear why the vegetation inspection isn’t part of the annual work plan.  

SDT Response: A key purpose of an inspection is to provide input to the formation of an annual work plan.
· ☺ Requirement R1 – part 1.2 – Footnote 3 – if the team believes that every TVMP should address the local factors identified in the footnote, the details in the footnote should be moved into the requirement.
SDT Response: The SDT believes the footnote 3 is not all-inclusive but rather is for explanatory purposes and should remain a footnote.
· ☺ Requirement R1 – part 1.2 –Footnote 4 – recommend moving this into the subrequirement as shown below because the language in the footnote is qualifying the requirement – footnotes should be used just for explanatory information:

Require a process or procedure for response to an imminent vegetation condition that places a transmission line at a significant risk of a Sustained Outage. The process or procedure shall specify the conditions that require a response and associated actions, including immediate communication of the threat to the Transmission Operator.

SDT Response: The SDT developed the footnote 4 to address comments calling for a definition of “imminent threat”. However the SDT agrees that the footnote is more than explanatory and should be in the requirement. Would it be okay to incorporate the definition into the requirement as follows?
1.4. Require a process or procedure for response to an imminent threat4 (a vegetation condition which is placing the transmission line at an immediate and significant risk) of a vegetation-related Sustained Outage. The process or procedure shall specify actions which shall include immediate communication of the threat to the Transmission Operator or proper operating authority. The process or procedure shall specify what conditions warrant a response.

4  
Refer to Technical Reference for examples of imminent threat procedures and conditions for implementation.
· ⁯ Requirement R1 – part 1.3 – the NERC Style Guide indicates we should use the word, “use” rather than “utilize.”
SDT Response: The SDT agrees and has replaced utilize with use. 
· ⁯ Requirement R1 – part 1.3 – for the outside observer, it seems that the TVMP is a master plan that includes the overall description of the company’s program – and the annual work plan is the shorter term plan that describes the work to be accomplished in a calendar year.  These seem to be two separate deliverables, and the team should consider making them separate requirements.  Similarly, the process for imminent response seems to be a separate deliverable and the team should consider making this a separate requirement.  
SDT Response: The SDT agrees with your general observation, but the TVMP is a master program document or set of documents and not a “plan”. It is important not to confuse terminology between the overall program (TVMP) and one of its components, the annual plan.
· ⁯ Requirement R1 – part 1.3 – several commenters noted that the term, “objectives” is used in part 1.3, but has been removed from the primary requirement – these commenters suggested that the primary requirement should have the following returned to R1:

SDT Response: The SDT disagrees with returning “objectives” to R1 because the SDT has revised the R1 to comprise 6 component parts necessary to ensure reliability, and because stating an owner’s “objectives” is less relevant than the purpose of this standard. 

The SDT should not have used “objectives” in part 1.3 for the aforementioned reason and has removed it from part 1.3.

· The TVMP shall include the Transmission Owner’s objectives, practices, approved procedures, and work specifications.

Note that since stakeholders already have developed a TVMP to meet the current version of FAC-003, there will be natural reluctance to change what is already in place unless the team can demonstrate that the modification improves reliability. 
SDT Response: The SDT did not receive any stakeholder comment that objected to the updating of their TVMP in order to comply with the proposed changes in version 2. The version 2 changes are more effective than version 1 because version 2 is clearer, more specific and describes more fully how to weave the sub-parts to achieve the purpose of the standard.
The SDT will revisit this issue and either make the change or provide a compelling “commercial”.
Are the “methodologies” in Requirement R1 part 1.3 the methodologies identified in part 1.1 or the items identified in R1 part 1.6.  (I wasn’t clear, but it seemed that in its response to comments, the team referred to the new R1 part 1.6 as “methodology”.)
SDT Response: The SDT has clarified 1.1 and 1.3 to remove this confusion by replacing methodologies with method. The SDT restructured 1.3 for clarity. The phrase “maintenance approach” used in 1.6 is a broader term that describes a system of methods. 
Is there a need to require updating the TVMP?  Most standards that require documented methodologies require some periodic review of the document.  It would seem that if an entity has a number of sustained outages, then they may need to update not only the annual work plan but also the TVMP. . .  
SDT Response: There were no comments from stakeholders requesting periodic review of the TVMP, however the SDT believes that any TO that repeatedly violates this standard has more than just updating a TVMP to do. The occurrence of any violation of this standard will automatically prompt a review of a TO’s TVMP, and so there is no need to specify a particular TVMP review based on occurrence of outages. A well-written TVMP should not require a periodic review. 
· ⁯ Requirement R1 part 1.4 – the language doesn’t match the language in R2.  Requirement R1 part 1.4 uses the phrase, “process or procedure for response to imminent threats of …”  Requirement R2 is more definitive – this requires, . . . “implementation of its vegetation imminent threat procedure. . .” Several commenters suggested that the threat be called a “imminent vegetation threat” to distinguish from other types of threats. . . 

SDT Response: The SDT has added to R2 the phrase “process or” to match 1.4. The SDT also embedded a definition of imminent threat into 1.4 to make it clear that it is about vegetation threats and therefore believes the suggestion made by the commenters is unnecessary.
· ⁯ Requirement R1 – part 1.4 - For situational awareness, should the TOP be notified when a line can’t be maintained – when there is an imminent threat, and when the imminent threat is resolved?  It isn’t clear what other operating entity should be notified instead of the TOP . . . the “or” is confusing.

SDT Response: The SDT believes that requiring additional communications for the suggested circumstances is too detailed and unnecessary. Notifying the TOP of the threat is all that should be required by this standard.

With respect to “proper operating authority”, the SDT developed this phrase because of the diverse organizational structures that exist across the country. In particular, some companies notify “system operators” in local control centers as a matter of procedure.

July 8

The language in 1.4 is modified as follows:
“The process or procedure shall specify actions which shall include immediate communication of the threat to the responsible control center.”

Gary with a tweak from Ed

1.4 Require a process or procedure for response to an imminent threat of a vegetation-related Sustained Outage. The process or procedure shall specify actions which shall include communication of the threat to the responsible control center.
This alternative was approved and incorporated in the Standard.
End of July 8
· ⁯ Requirement R1 part 1.6 – because the word, “approach” has multiple meanings, its use in this part of the requirement is confusing – is the SDT expecting sets of measurements for varying conditions, goals for the amount of clearance before/after maintenance, or something else? 

SDT Response: The SDT intends to require a TO specify its maintenance strategies in order to ENSURE that clearances are NEVER violated. The determination of what the strategy should be is for the TO discretion and can be one of many. ASK MEL 
· ⁯ Requirement R2 – The requirement is wordier than needed.  Consider the following:

· The Transmission Owner shall document each instance it implements its procedure for an imminent vegetation threat, including the date, time, location and description of the triggering condition.  

SDT Response: The SDT agrees and has adopted the suggested text with the added phrase “process or”.
· ⁯ Requirement R2 – Each requirement has certain measures and associated data retention requirements.  Unless there is a reliability-related reason for keeping records, record retained needed only to demonstrate compliance should be addressed in the compliance section of the standard, not in the body of the requirement.  The compliance enforcement procedures require entities to provide evidence under specified conditions – so duplicating this in the requirement is not needed. 
SDT Response: The SDT agrees.
COME BACK TO HERE July 8, 2009
Insert on July 8

The following wording was adopted on July 8 for R2:
Each Transmission Owner shall implement its vegetation imminent threat procedure when the Transmission Owner has actual knowledge of such a threat, obtained through normal operating practices. 

Discussion to VRF’s for R2:
 [Violation Risk Factor – if threat is on line identified by the PC as an element of an IROL VRF=High; else =Medium][Time Horizon: Real Time]
 

The VRF as stated was adopted.
End of insert on July 8
· ⁯ Requirement R2 -  Did the team consider mandating that the TO show, in updating its TVMP, how it used the information from these reports?  If not, then what is the purpose of the document?

SDT Response: The SDT included in the Tech Ref Doc the rationale for documenting Imminent Threat events. The reasons are to aid in assessing the effectiveness of the TVMP and work plans; to show compliance with the standard.
The SDT will consider articulating a reliability purpose for the collection of these reports.
· ⁯ Requirement R1 part 1.2 and Requirement R3 – do you really want the TO to inspect “All” lines every year? Several entities indicated that it is not reasonable to require an annual inspection of “all” lines – as some are in desert areas or other areas where there is no vegetation. . .  Note that R1 part 1.2 doesn’t mention “measured in line miles” but this phrase is included in R3 – it isn’t clear how this addition contributes to reliability. 
SDT Response: The SDT intends for all lines to be inspected. The phrase “measured in line miles” was inserted to permit development of VSLs that assess severity on the basis of line-miles.
· ⁯ Requirement R4 – several commenters suggested removing this requirement and indicated that this is a new requirement and was not included in any directive.  If these commenters are correct, the SDT should consider whether the intent of R4 is met with the revised R2 and consider removing R4. As written, R4 is very confusing to interpret.  The reading level is rated at “Grade 22” – meaning that it takes 22 years of education to reach the reading level needed to interpret the sentence. 
SDT Response: ASK MEL
Insert on July 8
Discussion was held on July 8 about leaving the VRF at Medium or changing it.  There was consensus to leave the VRF at Medium.  Discussion will resume on July 9 about the VSL’s on R4.

On July 9, 2009, after much discussion the SDT decided and voted to change the VSL’s on R4 to binary.

After much discussion on July 9, 2009, the SDT decided and voted to change the VRF to match the VRF’s on R2 and R5.
· End of insert on July 8

· ⁯ Requirements R4, R5, R6 - The phrase, “throughout its operating range under rated conditions” is used in R1 and  R1 part 1.6.  Later in the standard the phrase “as observed in real-time operating between no-load and their Rating” is used. What does the team mean by “observed in real-time operating?”  Is this the same as “under rated conditions?”  Why is the phrase, “. . . as observed in real-time operating between no-load and their Rating. . .”  needed in R3, R4, and R5?
SDT Response: ASK MEL
Replace “operating between no-load and their Rating” with “operating under rated conditions”?
Re: “observed in real-time” issue, the SDT proposed this revision in response to a large number of commenters who objected to the CCZ and the theoretical and impractical characteristics of such a concept.

· ⁯ Consider combining R5, R6, R7. These all address preventing “Sustained Outages” – defined as:
The deenergized condition of a transmission line resulting from a fault or disturbance following an unsuccessful automatic reclosing sequence and/or unsuccessful manual reclosing procedure.

Although the team indicated that it felt it best to keep these separate so that different VRFs and VSLs could be applied – it isn’t clear why a sustained outage would result in a High VRF in R5 and a Medium VRF in R6 and R7.  The drafting team has not provided any explanation for the different VRFs.  The VSLs for these requirements are not appropriate as they don’t assess how badly an entity missed compliance with a requirement – they assess the impact to the BES when the requirement is violated.  

SDT Response: ASK MEL
On July 9, 2009, the SDT discussed again the VRF’s on R6 and R7 and decided to leave them as “medium” because of the historical evidence that grow in’s present more risk to the system and to cascading situations than blow-in or fall-in outages.
· ⁯ Requirement R9 – for this requirement, which entity do you want held accountable – the PC or both the PC and others that the PC coordinates with – as written, this is unclear.  It is best to hold one entity accountable for a requirement.  Several commenters suggested that this requirement duplicates what is already required under PRC-023, and the SDT did not provide a strong justification for retaining the requirements here.  
SDT Response: The SDT intends the PC be held accountable for compliance with R9. The SDT revised the Requirement as follows:
R9.
Each Planning Coordinator shall prepare and keep current, a list of lines that are operated below 200kV, if any, which are subject to this standard. Each Planning Coordinator shall consult with its Transmission Owner(s) and neighboring Planning Coordinator(s) to obtain input to develop the list.
· ⁯ Requirement R10 - Footnote 8 relates to the definition of IROL – but the term, “IROL” is not used in the requirement associated with the footnote.
SDT Response: ASK MEL 
Possibly revise footnote 8 as follows:
8 For additional information see also NERC Glossary for IROL.
Measures – Due to the large number of comments on the requirements, I did not review the measures.
⁯ Data Retention – the data retention section of the standard doesn’t reflect use of the Guidelines for Developing Measures and Compliance Elements – note that these were added to the version of the DT Guidelines.  

⁯ For the list of Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement Processes - 
Add the title of the report currently used to report vegetation outages to the “Additional Compliance Information” section of the standard – and provide the criteria for completing and submitting the report. Add the name of the report in the Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement Process section as a  type of “Exception Reporting” – from the latest version of the DT Guidelines (formerly in the Guidelines for Developing Measures and Compliance Elements):
Exception Reporting: Information provided to the Compliance Enforcement Authority by a Registered Entity indicating that exceptions to a Reliability Standard baseline norm have occurred (e.g., a system operating limit has been exceeded). Some Reliability Standards require Exception Reporting. 

· If exception reporting is listed, the conditions for the report must be specified. The details should be included in the “Additional Compliance Information” section of the standard.
⁯ Violation Severity Levels:

The VSLs for R1 and R3 are acceptable- however the VSLs for all other requirements need to be revised as they assess the reliability impact to the BES of a violation and aren’t categorizing degrees of noncompliance with the associated requirements. 
July 9, 2009:  The following is a look at some of the requirements ranked in the order of the worst case to the least to ensure that the VRF’s logically match the risk to the system.  The changes made to the VRF’s are in Green Text:
R5  Each Transmission Owner shall prevent Sustained Outages of applicable lines
 due to vegetation growing into a conductor operating between no-load and its Rating with the following exceptions: [Violation Risk Factor – if outage is on line identified by the PC as an element of an IROL VRF=High; else =Medium][Time Horizon – Real Time]

R6.  Each Transmission Owner shall prevent Sustained Outages7 of applicable lines due to the blowing together of vegetation and a conductor within an Active Transmission Line Right of Way (operating within design blow-out conditions) with the following exception: [Violation Risk Factor - Medium] [Time Horizon - Real Time] 


R7   Each Transmission Owner shall prevent Sustained Outages7 of applicable lines  due to vegetation falling into a conductor from within an Active Transmission Line Right of Way with the following exceptions: [Violation Risk Factor - Medium] [Time Horizon - Real Time]
R2. Each Transmission Owner shall implement its imminent threat procedure when the Transmission Owner has actual knowledge of such a threat, obtained through normal operating practices.  [Violation Risk Factor – if threat is on line identified by the PC as an element of an IROL VRF=High; Medium][Time Horizon – Real Time]


R4   Each Transmission Owner shall prevent encroachment of vegetation into the Minimum Vegetation Clearance Distances (“MVCD”) listed in Attachment 1 for its applicable lines as observed in real-time operating between no-load and their Rating with the following exceptions: [Violation Risk Factor – if threat is on line identified by the PC as an element of an IROL VRF=High; Medium[Time Horizon – Real Time]
R3   Each Transmission Owner shall conduct Vegetation Inspections of all applicable lines (as measured in line miles) in accordance with the frequency specified in its transmission vegetation management program, unless affected by natural disasters5. [Violation Risk Factor: High]Medium [Time Horizon: Operations Planning]
R8 Each Transmission Owner shall implement its annual work plan for vegetation management to accomplish the purpose of this standard. [Violation Risk Factor: High  Medium] [Time Horizon: Operations Planning]
R10   Each Planning Coordinator shall develop and document its method for assessing the reliability significance of sub-200kV transmission lines whose loss would place the grid at an unacceptable risk of instability, separation, or cascading failures8. [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Long-term Planning]
R9    Each Planning Coordinator in consultation with its Transmission Owner(s) and neighboring Planning Coordinator(s) shall jointly prepare and keep current, a list of designated applicable lines that are operated below 200kV, if any, which are subject to this standard. [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Long-term Planning]
R3.  The Planning Coordinator shall determine which of the facilities (transmission lines operated at 100 kV to 200 kV and transformers with low voltage terminals connected at 100 kV to 200 kV) in its Planning Coordinator Area are critical to the reliability of the Bulk Electric System to identify the facilities from 100 kV to 200 kV that must meet Requirement 1 to prevent potential cascade tripping that may occur when protective relay settings limit transmission loadability. [Violation Risk Factor: Medium] [Time Horizon: Long Term Planning]


R3.1. The Planning Coordinator shall have a process to determine the facilities that are critical to the reliability of the Bulk Electric System.


R3.1.1. This process shall consider input from adjoining Planning Coordinators and affected Reliability Coordinators.


R3.2. The Planning Coordinator shall maintain a current list of facilities determined according to the process described in R3.1.


R3.3. The Planning Coordinator shall provide a list of facilities to its Reliability Coordinators, Transmission Owners, Generator Owners, and Distribution Providers within 30 days of the establishment of the initial list and within 30 days of any changes to the list.








End of insert on July 9





