Comment Form — 3rd Draft of Standard MOD-030 (Project 2006-07)

Please DO NOT use this form to submit comments on the current draft of MOD-030.  Comments must be submitted by May 15, 2008.  

If you have questions please contact Andy Rodriquez at Andy.Rodriquez@nerc.net or by telephone at 609-452-8060.

Background Information — MOD-030 — Flowgate Methodology 
(A standard that describes the calculation of TFC and AFC, as well as the conversion of those values to TTC and ATC.)
An initial ballot of MOD-030-1 — Flowgate Methodology was conducted March 3-12, 2008 and there were several suggestions for modifying the standard that were submitted with ballots.  The drafting team withdrew the standard from the ballot process, and made several changes to the standard based on stakeholder comments, including the following:

1. Clarified that MOD-030 does not require conversion of AFC to ATC.  While the OASIS Requirements require that ATC be posted, the Drafting Team could not find any reason that AFC must be converted to ATC for reliability.  MOD-030 continues to provide the equation to convert AFC to ATC, that shall be used ‘when’ the conversion occurs, but the NERC standards do not define ‘when’ that conversion must occur.  

2. Changed several VRFs from “Medium” to “Lower” in response to industry comments.  A medium risk factor is appropriate for “a requirement that, if violated, could directly affect the electrical state or the capability of the bulk power system, or the ability to effectively monitor and control the bulk power system, but is unlikely to lead to bulk power system instability, separation, or cascading failures.”  A violation of these standards can produce values that indirectly affect the system (i.e., the value may be used in other processes that result in the sale of transmission service), which results in a Lower VRF.  The Drafting Team believes that subsequent recalculations of ATC or AFC will help address any incorrect values. Additionally, such a value would be identified and prevented in advance of actual reliability problems by other standards (e.g., SOL or IROL in the FAC standards) as well as the Transmission Operator’s existing guidelines and procedures that prevent the Transmission Operator from over-scheduling.

3. Applied a more graded approach to the VSLs where appropriate.

4. During the review of the VSLs and Measures, it was determined that the measures for R6, R7, R8, and R9 did not adequately measure compliance with the requirements.  The drafting team updated the measures and VSLs to ensure that they captured the need to have accurate and valid numbers used in the requirements.  

5. The standard drafting team has added language to 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 to clarify what is meant by first three limiting element/contingency combinations.

6. The SDT has modified R2.1.1.1 and R2.1.2.1 to respond to the suggestions to acknowledge the use of SPS and has added a new R2.1.4.2 to further define a “credible” limiting Element/Contingency combinations that may be requested for inclusion.

7. The Drafting Team has modified the subrequirements in R2 to change all uses of “3%” to “5%.” 

Please review the revised version of MOD-030 and then answer the following questions.  You do not have to answer all questions.  Enter All Comments in Simple Text Format.  
1. The drafting team modified some requirements and associated measures in MOD-030 to reflect industry concerns.  If there are any requirements or measures that you believe are incorrect, please identify them for us, being as specific as possible with a suggestion for revising the language so you believe it is correct.    

Incorrect Requirement(s) or Measure(s):       
2. The drafting team has modified the Violation Risk Factors for MOD-030 to reflect industry concerns that they did not match NERC’s VRF definitions.  NERC’s VRF definitions are listed below:

High Risk Requirement: 

(a) is a requirement that, if violated, could directly cause or contribute to Bulk-Power System instability, separation, or a cascading sequence of failures, or could place the Bulk-Power System at an unacceptable risk of instability, separation, or cascading failures; or 

(b) is a requirement in a planning time frame that, if violated, could, under emergency, abnormal, or restorative conditions anticipated by the preparations, directly cause or contribute to Bulk-Power System instability, separation, or a cascading sequence of failures, or could place the Bulk-Power System at an unacceptable risk of instability, separation, or cascading failures, or could hinder restoration to a normal condition.

Medium Risk Requirement: 

(a) is a requirement that, if violated, could directly affect the electrical state or the capability of the Bulk-Power System, or the ability to effectively monitor and control the Bulk-Power System, but is unlikely to lead to Bulk-Power System instability, separation, or cascading failures; or 

(b) is a requirement in a planning time frame that, if violated, could, under emergency, abnormal, or restorative conditions anticipated by the preparations, directly affect the electrical state or capability of the Bulk-Power System, or the ability to effectively monitor, control, or restore the Bulk-Power System, but is unlikely, under emergency, abnormal, or restoration conditions anticipated by the preparations, to lead to Bulk-Power System instability, separation, or cascading failures, nor to hinder restoration to a normal condition.

Lower Risk Requirement: is administrative in nature and 

(a) is a requirement that, if violated, would not be expected to affect the electrical state or capability of the Bulk-Power System, or the ability to effectively monitor and control the Bulk-Power System; or 

(b) is a requirement in a planning time frame that, if violated, would not, under the emergency, abnormal, or restorative conditions anticipated by the preparations, be expected to affect the electrical state or capability of the Bulk-Power System, or the ability to effectively monitor, control, or restore the Bulk-Power System.
Are the current VRFs established correctly?    

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

If “No,” please identify which VRFs are incorrect, how they should be modified, and a justification for their modification.  
Comments:       

3. The drafting team has modified the Violation Severity Levels for MOD-030 to reflect industry concerns that they were too “pass/fail” oriented. Are the current VSLs established correctly?    

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No 

If “No,” please identify specific VSLs and suggest changes to the language.  
Comments:       

4. Please provide any other comments (that you have not already provided in response to the questions above) that you have on the proposed MOD-030. 
Comments:      
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