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Summary Considerations FAC-003-2
Third Industry Comment Period (3/1/10 to 3/31/10) 

Background:

On January 14, 2010, the NERC Standards Committee endorsed the use of Project 2007-07 Vegetation Management as the prototype for the proof-of-concept for using the results-based criteria for developing a reliability standard.  The results-based initiative is intended to focus the collective effort of NERC and industry participants on improving the clarity and quality of NERC reliability standards by developing performance, risk and competency-based requirements that accomplish a reliability objective through a defense-in-depth strategy, while eliminating documentation-driven requirements that do not have an impact on bulk power system reliability. 

This report provides a copy of each of the questions that was posted for stakeholder comment with the third draft of FAC-003-2, and a summary indicating how the drafting team used stakeholder comments submitted in response to that question.  
All questions asked and all comments provided by stakeholders have been posted at the following site:

http://www.nerc.com/filez/standards/Vegetation-Management_Project_2007-7.html
Index to Questions and Summary Responses:
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Question 1
In response to comments received regarding potential for “double jeopardy” and to provide differentiation between transmission lines designated as having IROLs and Major WECC transfer paths from those that are not, the SDT consolidated requirements R4 though R8 found in the August 2009 draft of FAC-003-2 into two requirements in the latest draft of FAC-003-2 (new requirements R1 and R2). Do you agree? Please explain.
Summary Consideration:  
Question 2

The results-based reliability standard criteria focus on striving to achieve a portfolio of performance-based, risk-based, and competency-based mandatory reliability requirements that provide an effective defense-in-depth strategy for achieving an adequate level of reliability of the bulk power system in lieu of prescriptive requirements. Consequently, the SDT revised R1 and its subparts found in the August 2009 draft of FAC-003-2 in favor of the text in the latest draft of FAC-003-2 (new requirement R3). Do you agree? Please explain.
Summary Consideration:  
Question 3

Do you agree with the overall layout of the proposed template? If not, please suggest an alternative layout.
Summary Consideration:  
Most comment forms (43 out of 53) indicated agreement with the overall layout of the proposed template. However, some expressed concerns over individual parts of the template.

Some commenters do not agree with grouping Measures and Requirements together on the basis that Measures are compliance related elements and hence should be grouped with the compliance elements.  This suggestion was not adopted.  The SCPS asked a specific question about putting the requirements and measures together, and 50 of the 52 comment forms indicated support for this change. 

Some commenters proposed that the Text Boxes are not needed if standards are written clearly; others expressed a concern that the material in the text boxes may be taken as mandatory, or used by the auditors as guidelines for assessing compliance. Some suggested that it is necessary to have a clear declaration on which parts/elements in the standards are mandatory.  While the rationale for a requirement may be clear to most people who are familiar with the topic addressed by the standard, as the industry grows and people unfamiliar with the industry try to understand each requirement, documenting the rationale for each requirement is expected to be useful while the standard is being developed.  The Text Boxes that provide the “rationale” for each requirement and other explanatory information will remain in the body of the standard until it is balloted, but will be removed from the approved version of the standard. Their content will be moved to the Guideline and Technical Basis Section.

The subcommittee will ask that NERC’s legal department write a statement for addition to each standard to clarify which parts/elements of the standard are mandatory and enforceable and which are provided only as information.  Some commenters raised a concern over the administrative elements. Some are unsure whether or not these elements are mandatory and asked if they are mandatory, then why they are not included in the Requirement Section. These commenters suggested that if the administrative reporting is not mandatory, does it belong in the standard, or should the Rules of Procedure Section 1600 be used to collect the data or document.

Some suggested that the Guideline and Technical Basis Section does not belong to a standard; others suggested that the material in the Guideline and Technical Basis Section be moved to appendices. Some suggested that the materials in the text boxes can also be regarded as providing the ‘technical basis’ and as such, can also be moved to appendices. Some commenters suggested moving the Guideline and Technical Basis Section to immediately after the Requirements and Measures section for ease of reference and this suggestion was not adopted.  The compliance elements of the standard include evidence retention as well as other information that is mandatory, and the SCPS believes this should appear before the elements of the standard that aren’t mandatory.   

Some commenters do not support moving VRFs and Time Horizons away from the Requirements to be grouped together with the VSLs. They expressed a desire to be able to see the VRF associated with each Requirement to know the violation impact.  The SCPS will modify the format to put the information in both places – adjacent to the requirement and in a separate table. 

Some commenters expressed a concern with putting the Development Plan, Definitions, Effective Dates and Revision History at the front end since the readers must screen through 4-5 pages before getting to the standard itself. Some commenters suggested that these housekeeping items be moved to the end, other commenters suggested putting the Background Section before the Applicability Section in the Introduction. The table with effective dates was removed as this will be challenging to keep up to date, however the other sections of the standard will remain where proposed with the exception that the Definitions Section will be moved ahead of the Background Section.  

Some commenters indicated that there appear to be some redundant verbiage in the Background Section and the Guideline and Technical Basis Section. The SCPS will bring this to the attention of the VM SDT.  These two sections were intended to have two distinctly different purposes – the Background Section identifies “why” the standard exists, and the Guideline and Technical Basis Section provides information that may be useful to entities in applying the standard. 

Some commenters suggested using color code to differentiate between the information that is meant to be temporary and the information that is expected to stay with the standards. This suggestion was not adopted.

The Vegetation Management SDT and the Standards Committee Process Subcommittee appreciate the commenters’ comments and suggestions.

Question 4

Do you agree with grouping the standard development timeline (previously called roadmap) with the revision history, and the effective date(s) and putting this administrative information up front before the Introduction Section? Please explain.
Summary Consideration:  

A vast majority of the comment forms (48 out of 52 who responded to this question) indicated support for grouping the Development Timeline, Revisions History and Effective Dates and putting them up front before the introduction Section.

Some commenters suggested moving this group of information to the end, other commenters suggested that the Definition Section be taken out of the group and placed just before Introduction. The SCPS does not think that moving the grouped information to the end will result in much improved readability. Readers can get to the beginning of a standard as quickly by scrolling or flipping through the pages.  

The SCPS agrees with moving the Definition Section to just before the Introduction Section since Definitions are part of the balloted materials and the team adopted this suggestion.  Note that after the standard is balloted, the definitions, if approved, are moved out of the standard and into the Glossary of Terms Used in Reliability Standards. 

Some commenters suggested adding a table of contents.  The SCPS will consider this in the next posting.
Question 5

Do you agree with grouping the Requirements and Measures together, in one Section now called Requirements and Measures? Please explain. 

Summary Consideration:  

A vast majority of the comment forms (50 out of 52) indicated support for grouping the Requirements and Measures in one Section. 

Some commenters suggested moving the Measures back to the Compliance Section and adding a reference to each Measure stating which Requirement it refers to. 

The SCPS does not think that moving the Measures back to the Compliance Section will result in any improvement in readability. Keeping the Measures together with the Requirements provides readers with a clear and easy view of what evidence needs to be provided to demonstrate compliance with the Requirements.
Question 6

Do you agree with grouping VRFs, Time Horizons and VSLs together, and putting them in a table separate from the Requirements and Measures Section? Please explain. 

Summary Consideration:  
A vast majority of the comment forms (47 out of 54) indicated support with grouping VRFs, Time Horizons and VSLs together. 

Some commenters suggested moving the VERs and Time Horizon back to the Requirements. 

Some commenters agree with grouping VRFs, VSLs and Time Horizons together, but expressed a desire to also see the VRFs and Time Horizons in the Requirements as well. The SCPS adopted this suggestion in the next posting.

Some commenters suggested listing the applicable table rows with each requirement to consolidate all pertinent information with the requirement. The SPCS believes that this will convolute the Requirements and Measures Section with little added value. 

Some suggested adding the penalty matrix to facilitate discussions with property owners/agencies resisting maintenance activates. The SCPS does not believe the penalty matrix is a standard element or technical reference material. This suggestion was not adopted.

Some commenters indicated that although a non-binding poll is taken of the VRFs and VSLs, it appears that the Time Horizons are part of the standard that is still subject to stakeholder ballot.  The SDT should explain how this will be made clear to balloters.  Is there intent to modify the standards process to remove the time horizons from the portions of the standard that are subject to ballot?  

In response to the above suggestions, the SCPS will retain the grouping as proposed, but will also put Time Horizons and VRFs adjacent to their associated Requirements.

Question 7

Do you agree with the insertion of text boxes, where necessary, to help readers better understand the basis of the Definitions and Requirements? Please explain. 
Summary Consideration:  
The majority of comment forms (43 out of 54) agree with the insertion of text boxes. 

Some commenters disagree with the insertion as the materials in the text boxes will be subject to FERC’s review and approval. 

Other commenters raised a concern that the materials may become pseudo requirements; others are concerned that the material in the text boxes is also mandatory, or may be used by auditors as guidelines to assess compliance.

Some believed that text boxes are not necessary given there is a Guideline and Technical Basis Section. Some suggested t removing the text boxes and moving the material to the Guideline and Technical Basis Section.

Some commenters indicated that some text boxes can be temporary (for example, those associated with a definition). More clarity is needed to distinguish this type of text box in the drafting stage, with the expectation that they will be removed after a standard is approved and the definition becomes effective (and removed from the standard).

The SCPS appreciates these comments and the commenters’ concerns. The SCPS agreed to post the text boxes with the working document but remove the text boxes into the Guideline and Technical Basis Section to support the standard when the standard is balloted and submitted for adoption and filing with regulatory and governmental authorities.  The material in the Guideline and Technical Basis Section is intended to provide guidance but is not intended to expand on any of the requirements and is not intended to include any mandatory performance.  A legal statement will be added to the standard to make this clear.

Question 8

Do you agree with the addition of a Guideline and Technical Basis Section to place technical materials and other related information that assists entities in understanding how to comply with the standard but does not contain mandatory actions/activities? Please explain.
Summary Consideration:  

Most of the comment forms (38 out of 54) indicated agreement with the addition of the Guideline and Technical Basis Section.

Some commenters expressed a concern over how the materials contained in this Section may be used in compliance monitoring and enforcement.

Some commenters suggested that it should be expressly stated that this section is for information purposes only and is not part of the Standard Requirements.  They further suggested compliling all of the “Information Only” materials into an Appendix as a preferred alternative. Others suggested that guideline materials be moved into a separate document.

Some commenters suggested that while this Section contains useful materials, NERC should consider developing a separate set of Guideline documents to afford the industry a knowledge base that is not directly sanctionable for non-compliance.

Some commenters expressed a concern that being located within the standard, the Guideline Section will imply additional requirements for mandatory compliance, or get used by auditors as compliance issues.

The SCPS assesses that the industry likes the idea of having technical guidelines for standards. Guideline materials, whether they are put in a separate document or included in a standard, can be used by anyone to assess compliance with standards. Putting them outside of the standard does not eliminate this possibility. 

The material in the Guideline and Technical Basis Section is intended to provide guidance but is not intended to expand on any of the requirements and is not intended to include any mandatory performance.  A legal statement will be added to the standard to make this clear.   The SCPS believes that as long as it is made clear that only the requirements and provision of evidence are mandatory, any supporting materials can be provided in a standard to aid readers better understand the standard without binding them to complying with the supporting materials. The intent of the description of the elements of a standard in the proposed Standard Processes Manual is to make it clear that there is a distinction between the enforceable sections of the standard and the compliance and supporting information sections of the standard.
Question 9

Do you prefer putting URL links to reference materials in the Guideline and Technical Basis Section, or do you prefer putting the additional technical/information materials in appendices, where needed, to supplement the Guideline and Technical Basis Sections? Please explain.
Summary Consideration:  

Out of the 52 comment forms received, 28 forms indicated a preference for use of URLs, 22 indicated a preference for appendices and 5 indicated no preference. These results indicate that either approach would be acceptable. The SCPS agreed to put the information in an appendix rather than in a URL because it is difficult to maintain the accuracy of URLs over time, and because keeping the information in the body of the standard is less work for end users as all information would be in one place.
Question 10

Do you agree with the addition of the Background Section to allow provision of background information, and to elaborate on the reliability-related drivers for the standard/change?  Please explain.
Summary Consideration:  

Most of the comment forms (42 out of 54) indicate agreement with the addition of the Background Section. 

Some commenters expressed similar concerns as those for Text Boxes and the Guideline and Technical Basis Section that the information should not be subject to FERC’s review and approval, and that the Background may contain Requirement material that is enforceable. Other commenters suggested that this Section is not needed given the addition of the Guideline and Technical Basis Section.

The SCPS believes that the Background Section serves a different purpose than the Guideline and Technical Basis Section. The Background Section provides the background that led to the development of the standard, tying it to the reliability drivers and principles. In essence, the Background Section gives readers the reasons for and the events that led to the development of the standard. The Guideline and Technical Basis Section serves a very different purpose as it provides readers with the technical background, general guidelines, and general practices or technical merits that the responsible entities could take or consider to help them meet the reliability requirements. The Guideline and Technical Basis Section can also be used to provide some examples to illustrate the coverage or intent of the requirements.

On this basis, the SCPS believes it is in the interest of the majority of commenters to keep the Background Section. The SCPS will communicate to the standard drafting team that the Background Section must not contain requirement material, and should not include any technical information that should be provided in the Guideline and Technical Basis Section. The Background Section will remain at the front of the standard.  As noted in response to other questions, a legal statement will be added to clarify which sections of the standard are mandatory and enforceable.
Question 11

Do you agree with the addition of an Administrative Procedure Section to place administrative/procedural requirements that are contained in the existing standards but which do not meet the results-based or risk-based criteria? Please explain.
Summary Consideration:  

Most comment forms (36 out of 52) indicated agreement with this addition.

Some commenters questioned whether or not these Administrative Procedures are mandatory and if so, why they are not placed in the Requirements and Measures Section or at least renamed “Administrative Requirements”. They asked, if the administrative requirements are mandatory, are they subject to compliance audit and if so, would a monetary penalty be applied?

Some suggested that if the administrative procedures are not mandatory requirements, they should not be included in standards and proposed the alternative approach of collecting data/reports through the Rules or Procedure Section 1600.

The intent of creating the Administrative Procedure Section is to separate the procedural and administrative requirements from the results-based reliability requirements since not performing the former tasks does not adversely affect BES control or performance or expose the BES to reliability risks.   The SCPS will provide further clarity to the intent of this Section, and consider the use of RoP 1600 for data/report collection as an alternative.
Question 12

Is there any other information that should be included in the standard document? If so, please explain why you feel that this information should be included.
Summary Consideration:  

None of the commenters offered any suggestions for including additional information that has not already been suggested in one or more of the comments provided in Questions 3 to 11.

Some commenters provided comments on the standard content itself. 

Some commenters commented on the “Informal Comment” process. While this process may be useful in speeding up the process of developing standards, it introduces a potential for a given Team to ignore valuable comments (either because the issue is unknown to them, or because the proposal does not agree with the team’s ideas). They suggested that all comments (both formal and informal) be posted immediately for all to review. The SCPS agrees with the suggestion however the software currently used to collect stakeholder feedback doesn’t format the data collected in a manner that is easy to understand.  NERC staff is exploring alternatives that would make it easier for stakeholders to view comments as they are submitted. The informal commenting process is meant to collect industry views in the same manner as the formal commenting process; it differs only in not requiring the SDTs to provide a response to each comment. Notwithstanding this provision, the SDT is still obligated to post all comments and provide summary responses to the comments.

Question 13

Do you have any other comment regarding the draft FAC-003-2 Transmission Vegetation Management standard that have not been addressed above? If yes, please provide a reference to the section, requirement, or subrequirement that you believe should be changed, added or deleted and the rationale for your proposal.
Summary Considerations:  
1. Reasonable control - Some commenters expressed that the phrase “reasonable control” is difficult to enforce, while others wanted it moved to another section of the standard.

The term “reasonable control” is prevalent in many force majeure clauses. It intends to limit the extent of compliance responsibility to those conditions that are within the sphere of the TO’s ability. The SDT have determined that eliminating the word “reasonable” would not detract from the original intent and have made the change to the standard.

The SDT does not have a preference for the location of the force majeure language. This is within the scope of the Standards Committee Process subcommittee to address.
2. Differentiate between “human error” versus “human activity” – Some commenters requested further explanation of these terms.

The SDT intended for the term “human activity” to be used in the Background section of the standard and have removed “human error”. The SDT intends the phrase human activity to describe those human actions that are outside the control of the Transmission Owner such as logging, vehicle contact with tree, removal or digging of vegetation, horticultural or agricultural or arboricultural activity. The SDT proposes the following new Force Majeure text:

“This Standard does not apply to any occurrence, non-occurrence, or other set of circumstances that are beyond the control of a Transmission Owner subject to this reliability standard, including acts of God, flood, drought, earthquake, major storms, fire, hurricane, tornado, landslides, ice storms, vehicle contact with tree, human activity involving, removal of vegetation, installation of vegetation or digging around vegetation, animals severing trees, lightning, epidemic, strike, war, riot, civil disturbance, sabotage, vandalism, terrorism, wind shear, or fresh gales (or higher) that restricts or prevents performance to comply with this reliability standard’s requirements. Nothing in this section should be construed to limit the Transmission Owner’s right to exercise its full legal rights on the Active Transmission Line ROW.”
3. Competency-based requirement R3: Some commenters expressed that R3 is deficient in detail.

The SDT determined that the following parameters demonstrates competency:

· Understands the dynamics of conductor movement over its operating range and design conditions, understands the inter-relationship between growth rates and inspection frequency and choice growth control method. And successfully implements the understanding as evidenced by lack of vegetation related outages.
· Conducts inspections on a frequency that accounts for vegetation growth rates and local conditions.

· Considers scheduling and permit lead times.

· Designs work plans that levelizes work load.

· Utilizes best industry practices such as ANSI A300.

· Develops vegetation maintenance plans that account for vegetation growth rates and local conditions.

· Incorporates a feedback mechanism in the program.
· Balancing ROW management with cost and science.

· Establishes wire security zones.

· Documents non-compatible species.

· Exercises full legal rights on the Active Transmission Line ROW to avoid outages.

· Knows the condition of its ROW.

· Gives clear direction to field personnel so that they know what to do to maintain the clearances.
· Addresses an interim corrective action plan.
The SDT proposes the following modification to R3:

“R3. Each TO shall document the procedures, processes, or specifications it uses to prevent the encroachment of vegetation into the MVCD. Such documentation will incorporate the dynamics of a transmission line conductor’s movement throughout its Rating and Rated Electrical Operating Conditions and the inter-relationships between vegetation growth rates, vegetation control methods, and inspection frequency, for the Transmission Owner’s applicable lines.”

4. Flexible annual work plan – Some commenter indicated that the word “flexible” in requirement R7 is difficult to enforce without more detail.

The SDT modified the requirement as follows:

“R7.    Each Transmission Owner shall complete an annual vegetation work plan to ensure no vegetation encroachments occur within the MVCD. Modifications to the work plan in response to changing conditions or to findings from vegetation inspections may be made provided they do not put the transmission system at risk.”
5. The SDT revised Section 4.2.2 – The SDT did not agree to the removal of the reference to FAC-014 and have re-inserted it. 
“4.2.2. Overhead transmission lines operated below 200kV having been identified as an element of an Interconnection Reliability Operating Limit (IROL) designated in compliance with NERC Standard FAC-014.”

6. Reporting – Some commenters recommend keeping the outage reporting language in the technical requirements section.

The Standards Committee Process Subcommittee is the appropriate body to address this issue.
7. Gallet distances – Some commenters asked how can reliability be equal or better when Gallet distances are less than IEEE distances.
At the Gallet distance, the probability of Flashover is zero. The current in-force version of the FERC Transmission Vegetation Management Program Standard (FAC-003-1) uses the minimum air insulation distance (MAID) without tools formula provided in IEEE Std. 516-2003 to compute the required minimum vegetation clearance distance between a transmission line conductor and vegetation.  The equations and methods provided in IEEE 516 were developed by an IEEE Task Force in 1968 from test data provided by thirteen independent laboratories. The distances provided in IEEE 516 Tables 5 and 7 are based on the withstand voltage of a dry rod-rod air gap, or in other words, dry laboratory conditions.  Consequently, the validity of using these distances in an outside environment application has been questioned. 
The current in-force version of FAC-003-01 allowed the TO’s to use either Table 5 or Table 7 to establish the absolute lowest value for these minimum clearance distances.  Table 5 could be used if the TO knew the maximum transient over-voltage factor for its system.  Otherwise, Table 7 would have to be used.  Table 7 represented minimum air insulation distances under the worst possible case transient over-voltage factor.  These worst case transient over-voltage factors were as follows: 3.5 for voltages up to 362 kV phase to phase; 3.0 for 500 - 550 kV phase to phase; and 2.5 for 765 to 800 kV phase to phase.  These worst case over-voltage factors were also a cause for concern in this particular application of the distances. 

The SDT sought out a different method of establishing these absolute minimum clearance distances that considers both the outside weather environment and also the realistic maximum transient over-voltages factors for in service transmission lines. 
In general, the worst case transient over-voltages occur on a transmission line when the line is open on one end and is opened on the other and then inadvertently re-energized when trapped charge is present.  The intent of FAC-003 is to keep a transmission line that is in service from becoming de-energized (i.e. tripped out) due to spark-over from the line conductor to nearby vegetation.  Thus, the worst case scenarios mentioned above can be ignored.  
For the purposes of FAC-003, the worst case transient over-voltage then becomes the maximum value that can occur with the line energized.  Typical values of transient over-voltages of in-service lines, as such, are not readily available in the literature because they are negligible compared with the maximums.  A conservative value for the maximum transient over-voltage that can occur anywhere along the length of an in-service AC line is approximately 2.0 per unit.  This value is a conservative estimate of the transient over-voltage that is created at the point of application (e.g. a substation) by switching a capacitor bank without a pre-insertion device (e.g. closing resistors).  At voltage levels where capacitor banks are not very common (e.g. 362 kV), the maximum transient over-voltage of an “in-service” ac line are created by fault initiation on adjacent ac lines and shunt reactor bank switching.  These transient voltages are usually 1.5 per unit or less.  
Even though these transient over-voltages will not be experienced at locations remote from the bus at which they are created, in order to be conservative, it is assumed that all nearby ac lines are subjected to this same level of over-voltage.  Thus, a maximum transient over-voltage factor of 2.0 per unit for transmission lines operated at 242 kV and below is considered to be a realistic maximum in this application.  Likewise, for ac transmission lines operated at 362 kV and above a transient over-voltage factor of 1.4 per unit is considered a realistic maximum.

The Gallet Equation is a proven method of computing the required strike distances for proper transmission line insulation coordination.  These equations were developed for both wet and dry applications and can be used with any value of transient over-voltage factor.

When one compares the Minimum Air Insulation Distances using the IEEE 516-2003 Table 7 (table D.5 for English values) with the critical spark-over distances computed using the Gallet wet equations,  for each of the nominal voltage classes using identical transient over-voltage factors it is clear that the Gallet equations yield a more conservative (larger) minimum distance value.

The following table is an example of this comparison:

Comparison of spark-over distances computed using Gallet wet equations
vs.
IEEE 516-2003 MAID distances
using realistic transient over-voltage factors

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	( AC )
	( AC )
	   Transient
	Clearance (ft.)
	IEEE 516

	Nom System
	Max System
	Over-voltage 
	Gallet (wet)
	MAID  (ft)

	Voltage  (kV)
	Voltage  (kV)
	Factor (T)
	@ Alt. 3000 feet
	@ Alt. 3000 feet

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	765
	800
	1.4
	8.89
	8.65

	500
	550
	1.4
	5.65
	4.92

	345
	362
	1.4
	3.52
	3.13

	230
	242
	2.0
	3.35
	2.8

	115
	121
	2.0
	1.6
	1.4


8. Definition of Active Transmission Line ROW – Some commenters indicated that the Active Transmission Line ROW definition is unclear. 
The SDT thoughtfully considered FERC staff’s concern regarding the Active Transmission Line Right-of-Way. However, in light of the Commission direction in Order 693, in response to First Energy’s concern about unnecessary expense of managing unused rights-of-way, to include such a provision, the SDT was left with only two practical choices, the current proposed definition or a fill-in-the-blank site-specific TO-designated approach. Acknowledging the desire to eliminate fill-in-the-blank requirements, the SDT opted for the proposed definition. Therefore, the SDT respectfully suggests that no workable change can be made to this definition and still implements Commission direction and thus has opted to retain the current draft language.

9. R4: “Responsible control center” and “verified knowledge” – Some commenters remarked that there is no “Local Control Center” entity in Functional Model and that could be an enforcement issue. Other commenters sought clarification for the phrase “verified knowledge”.
The SDT clarified R4, M4 and Rationale text box:

“R4. 
Each Transmission Owner shall notify the responsible control center without undue delay when qualified personnel confirm the existence of a vegetation imminent threat. A vegetation imminent threat condition is one which is likely to cause a Fault at any moment.”

“M4. 
Each Transmission Owner that has experienced a confirmed vegetation imminent threat will have evidence that it notified the responsible control center.”
“Rationale
To ensure rapid notification of the correct personnel when an occurrence of a critical situation is observed. Qualified personnel may include line workers and utility arborists. The responsible control center is selected to ensure that the flow of operational information, which includes broken cross-arms and tree issues, will continue to the Transmission Operator (or its delegate).”
10. R6 and R7 – Several commenters noted that R6 and R7 were assigned High VRFs although they previously were Medium.

SDT changed R6 and R7 from High to Medium. The justification is provided by NERC VRF Worksheet Tool and review of NERC VRF Guideline. (See attached VRF_Tool_R6.pdf and VRF_Tool_R7.pdf documents for the VM SDT consensus response utilizing the VRF Tool.)
11. Requirements R1 and R2 – some commenters stated:

i. The MVCD requirements R1 and R2 need more detail to be enforceable and auditable. They do not see how FAC-003-2 addresses sag and sway with the elimination of Clearance 1.
ii. Concern that the VRF for lines covered in R2 is a Medium.

Consideration:
i. The SDT understands the commenter’s concern. The SDT worked on addressing the concern by drafting alternate language to be responsive to issues of enforceability and auditability and offer the following as an alternative R1/R2 for industry comment:

“R1.  Each Transmission Owner shall manage the floor of its Active Transmission Line ROW in accordance to one of the following at all times:

A)
A fixed maximum vegetation height of 15 feet from the ground at the mid-half of the span and 20 feet in the outside quarters of the span, or,

B)
A calculated maximum vegetation height that is the sum of the minimum conductor height at “max sag” plus MVCD plus cycle growth, or,

C)
A calculated minimum vegetation to conductor clearance that is the sum of “max sag” in the span plus MVCD plus cycle growth, or,

D)
A value determined by the Transmission Owner to provide a separation between the conductor and the vegetation that is comparable to options A, B, or C.

E)
Any alternative approach that ensures no encroachment occurs within MVCD, considering the sag and sway of the conductor throughout its operating range under rated conditions. 
F)
A value to provide a separation between the conductor and the vegetation that is the sum of MVCD, and a value that considers the sag and sway of the conductor throughout its operating range under rated conditions plus 10 feet.”
NOTE: The SDT suggests similar language as found in the posted draft for measures M1/M2 may be appropriate with this alternate R1/R2.
ii. The SDT considered the comments that pertain to the assignment of a Medium VRF to R2 on the basis of IROL/Major WECC Transfer Path designation. The SDT determined that the assignment of Medium is justified because the loss of non-IROL or non-Major WECC Transfer Path lines pose a lower reliability risk than those lines that are elements of an IROL or Major WECC Transfer Path.
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