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Question 11

Question 11 deals with the imminent threat procedure.  Many respondents felt this requirement as written was not very pragmatic.  They commented mainly that too many things work against the easy application of this requirement.  The drafting team itself had some debates about the practicality of the requirement.

Many respondents complained that, while the CCZ was a good concept it was too difficult to determine when vegetation was “approaching”.  This could be problematic in compliance certification.
Many respondents replied they preferred a clear, concise and simple clearance distance in real time (at the time of observation) as a trigger for the imminent threat procedure.

Some respondents requested that a multiple of the Gallet distance be used as a ‘trigger distance’ to define an imminent threat. 
The subcommittee that developed the following recommendations was Adams, Bealieu, White and Gann.   4 different recommendations were discussed at length.  These 4 recommendations are as follows:

1. Revise R2 to read very simply:  “To avoid a transmission line sustained outage, each Transmission Owner shall implement its imminent threat procedure when the Transmission Owner has knowledge that a vegetation imminent threat exists.”
2. Revise R2 to read:  “To avoid a transmission line sustained outage, each Transmission Owner shall implement its imminent threat procedure when the Transmission Owner has knowledge, obtained through normal operating practices or notification from others, that a vegetation imminent threat exists.”
3. Delete a requirement for execution of an imminent threat procedure. (R2)

4.  Revise R2 to have a “trigger distance” for implementation of the imminent threat process.

The subcommittee preferred the first alternative for two reasons.  First, imminent threats can manifest themselves in a variety of ways where the proximity of vegetation to the line is often times not a factor in the actual threat. This is apparent with a leaning tree.  The tree may pose an imminent threat but not be in the Critical Clearance Zone or even close to it. 

Second, the subcommittee felt that we should go back to a simpler approach for imminent threats, much like it exists in the current version of the standard.  Let the term “imminent threat” be loosely defined and subject to the pragmatic interpretation and common sense of the beholder. 
