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Question 1:

Recognizing the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards as a preliminary work in progress that will continue to be
refined by the Drafting Team in response to industry comments, if you were asked today to consider
voting to approve (single block vote) the Version 0 Standards as presented, how do you think you would
vote?

= Would approve the standards conditionally, assuming acceptable improvements are made in
response to comments.

] Would not approve the standards.
[] Would abstain.

Comments
As stated, this assumes acceptable improvments are made in response to comments.

Question 2:

Arethere any “show stoppers’ in the approach or results to date that would prevent you from approving
the standards? If so, what are they?

Comments
Seeresponsesto questions 11 and 12.



Question 3:

Asawhole, do you agree that the content of the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards is a reasonable translation of
existing NERC reliahility rules that does not significantly change current reliability obligations? (You
will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

= Agree.
] Disagree.

Comments

Question 4:

There are numerous areas where the Drafting Team found it could easily eliminate redundanciesin the
reguirements across various standards and improve the standards by better grouping the requirements into
logical areas. However, the Drafting Team resisted making those changes in the first draft to ensure the
industry would be able to more easily visualize the mapping from the existing documentsto the Version 0
Standards. Should the Drafting Team minimize changes to eliminate redundancies and improve
organization of the standards, or should the team make those improvementsin Version 0?

] Make improvements to reduce redundancies and better group the requirements.
= Minimize the changes to simplify the transition from existing rulesto Version 0.
Comments

Thistype of change should be addressed in Version 1.



Question 5:

Asawhole, do you agree that the designation of functionsin the Functional Model is acceptable? (You
will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

= Agree.
] Disagree.

Comments

Question 6:

The operating policies make frequent reference to Operating Authorities as being the accountable entities.
In adopting the Functional Model into the Version 0 standards, the Drafting Team had to make numerous
extrapolations of the intent of the operating policies. For the most part, the requirements are addressed to
Reliability Authorities, Balancing Authorities, and Transmission Operators. As heeded, requirements
specify Generator Operators, Transmission Service Providers, Load Serving Entities, and Purchasing-
Selling Entities.

The Drafting Team seeks comments on whether the references to Operating Authorities should include
these other functions when appropriate, or should an assumption be made in Version O that the reliability
obligations of these other functions are addressed in service agreements.

] Include these other functions as appropriate in a specific requirement.
] Do not include these functions in the requirements.
Comments

The SERC Planning Standar ds Subcommittee has no response to this question sinceit is addressing
an operating issue.



Question 7:

No potential business practice standards were identified in the Version 0 planning standards. In
translation of the operating policies, areas were identified where business practices could potentialy be
developed. However, the Drafting Team felt that the reliability requirements and business practices are
so intertwined that to separate them would require substantial revisions to the requirements that would
exceed the mandate of “no changes to the reliability rulesin Version 0.” The Drafting Team identified
the following areas in which it would recommend business practices be developed in Version O:
e Operating Policy 1D (including Appendix 1D) — Time error correction procedures, except the
ability of the Reliability Authority to halt atime error correction for reliability considerations.
e Operating Policy 1F — Inadvertent energy payback, except that inadvertent energy accounting
remains areliability requirement.
e Operating Policy 3 and Appendices 3A1, 3A2, 3A3, and 3A4 — Tagging procedures, E-Tag
specifications and other sections of Operating Policy 3. Essential requirements to tag transactions
and tag timing requirements remain reliability standards.

Asawhole, do you agree that this allocation of potential business practice standards? (Y ou will have a
chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

[] Agree.
] Disagree
Comments

The SERC Planning Standar ds Subcommittee has no response to this question sinceit isaddressing
an operating issue.

Question 8:

The Drafting Team seeks inputs on any other policies, standards, or appendicies that should be considered
as business practicesin Version 0 and removed from the NERC standards. Please identify the policy,
appendix, or planning standard by number and name and state your reason for recommending that
material become a business practice standard in Version 0.

Comments

The ATC and CBM portions of thel.E1 and |.E2 measurements addr ess business practices and
should bedeleted from Version 0. The TTC and TRM portions of thel.E1 and |1.E2 measurements
addressreliability issuesand should beretained in Version 0.



Question 9:

The Drafting Team is recommending a partial implementation of the Functional Model by assuming all of
the Reliability Coordinator requirementsin current policy should be assigned to Reliability Authorities.
The Drafting Team believes implementation is simplest if the existing Reliability Coordinators are
registered as the Reliability Authorities. However, this approach is flexible to accommodate regionsin
which existing control areas are deemed to be Reliability Authorities. In these regions, the Reliability
Authority may delegate tasks “upward” to a Reliability Coordinator organization, although the registered
Reliability Authority would retain accountability for complying with all of the applicable standards.

Do you agree with this approach?

] Agree.
] Disagree.
Comments

The SERC Planning Standar ds Subcommittee has no response to this question sinceit isaddressing
an operating issue.

Question 10:

The Drafting Team recommends that the Interchange Authority function not be adopted in the Version 0
standards. To do so would require changes to tools and procedures, as well as reliability obligations. The
Drafting Team recommends retaining the BA to BA scheduling method in current practice until new
standards can be developed later for adopting the Interchange Authority function.

Do you agree with this approach?

] Agree.
] Disagree.
Comments

The SERC Planning Standar ds Subcommittee has no response to this question since it is addressing
an operating issue.



Question 11:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that planning standards that had
not been completely field-tested should not be included in Version 0. Phase 3 planning standards were
field-tested but no changes were made to these standards following the field tests. The results of the
Phase 3 field tests were mixed — several measures need only minor changes, and other measures need
more significant changes. The compliance templates just approved by the NERC Board in April 2004 do
include some of the Phase 3 planning standards. Any Phase 3 planning standard that was approved for
full implementation by the board is assumed to be accepted by the industry, and is proposed for inclusion
inVersion 0. If the industry indicates there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned
to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. If a
measure is removed, it will be “retired” when Version 0 is approved and can only be replaced by going
through the new reliability standards process. At this point, all Phase 3 measures are included in the first
draft of Version 0. Please indicate in the table below which Phase 3 measures you think should be kept or
deleted from Version O.

Version 0
Standard

Existing
measure
M2
M3
M4
M1
M2
M3
M4
M5
[11. System Protection & Control. M6

C. Generation M7
M8
M9
M10
M1l
M12

M1
[11. Sys Protection & Control M2

E. Under Voltage Load Shed M5

IV. System Restoration M2
A. Sys Blackstart Cap. M3

M1
M2
M3
M4

Existing Planning Standard Delete

8

I. System Adequacy & Security.

57 F. Disturbance Monitoring

65

68

70

IV. System Protection
71 B. Automatic Restoration of Load
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Comments

There were a significant number of commentsrecommending numerous" fixes' tothelll.C
standar ds/measur ements when they werefield tested. These comments have not yet been addr essed,
and should be considered in Version 1. If any of thell1.C measurementsareincluded in Version 0,
they should befield-tested. Industry commentsfrom thefield test should be incorporated in the
final version before full implementation. This process hasworked well in the past and should be
continued where appropriate.



Question 12:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that Planning Standards that had
not been field-tested should not be included in Version 0. None of the Phase 4 Planning Standards were
field-tested. If the industry indicates there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned
to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. At
this point, all Phase 4 Measures are included in the 1st draft of Version 0. Please indicate in the table
below which Phase 3 measures you think should be kept or deleted from Version 0.

\S/gr?doanrg Existing Planning Standard E:;I:s:ﬂge Keep Delete
64 I. System Adequacy & Security M1 [ ] X
D. Voltage Support and Reactive Power M2 [ ] X
I. System Adequacy & Security.
57 F. Disturbance Monitoring M5 L] >
M1 [ X
M2 [ X
59 II. System Modeling Data M3 [ | X
B. Generation Equipment M4 [ X
M5 L] X
M6 [ ] 2
61 II. System Modeling Data M2 || =
D. Actual & Forecast Demands M3 ] X
M1 L] X
62 [1. System Modeling Data M2 ] X
E. Demand Characteristics (Dynamic) M3 [ X
66 [1l. System Protection & Control m; = %
B. Transmission Control Devices —
M3 | | X
Comments

All Phase |V standards/measurements require significant " fixes' and should be considered in
Version 1, not Version 0. However, werealize that there may be other factorsinfluencing the
decision to keep some of thesein Version 0. If any Phase |V measurementsareincluded in Version
0, they should befield-tested. Industry commentsfrom thefield test should beincorporated in the
final version before full implementation. This process hasworked well in the past and should be
continued wher e appropriate.



Question 13:

Please comment on any specific proposed Version 0 Standards for which you have a concern. In doing
S0, please recognize that the Drafting Team is limited in scope to transglating existing reliability rules and
identifying functions and business practices.

Standard # | Section# | Requirement Comments
(Planning | or Measure
Only) #




Question 14:
Please provide any additional comments you have regarding the Draft 1 Version O Reliability Standards.

Some of the current Planning Standar dslist reporting requirementsin " days' whileotherslist it in
"businessdays." A minor revision could be madein Version 0 to resolve thisinconsistency.
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Question 1:

Recognizing the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards as a preliminary work in progress that will continue to be
refined by the Drafting Team in response to industry comments, if you were asked today to consider
voting to approve (single block vote) the Version 0 Standards as presented, how do you think you would
vote?

X Would approve the standards conditionally, assuming acceptable improvements are madein
response to comments.

] Would not approve the standards.
[] Would abstain.

Comments
Grant would approve aslong as all standardsreflect our current practices and do not increase our
Control Areaburdens, or infringe on our Control Area functions

Question 2:

Are there any “show stoppers’ in the approach or results to date that would prevent you from approving
the standards? If so, what are they?

Comments

Changesto the content of Palicy 9, and how current Reliability Coordinator functions are changed
to comply with the NERC Funtional Model, are very important to us. Wedo not believethat the
Reliabilty Coordinator can beinterchanged with the Reliabilty Authority, yet keep current
contracts and States Rights preserved. We do feel that Control Areas should maintain the RA
responsibilities, yet contract with the RCsto provide over all coordination. If we begin to feel that
thisability isbeginning to be taken away from us, we will concider thisa" show stopper."



Question 3:

Asawhole, do you agree that the content of the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards is a reasonable translation of
existing NERC reliahility rules that does not significantly change current reliability obligations? (You
will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

= Agree.
] Disagree.
Comments

It seemsthat the material has been kept consistant.

Question 4:

There are numerous areas where the Drafting Team found it could easily eliminate redundanciesin the
reguirements across various standards and improve the standards by better grouping the requirementsinto
logical areas. However, the Drafting Team resisted making those changes in the first draft to ensure the
industry would be able to more easily visualize the mapping from the existing documentsto the Version 0
Standards. Should the Drafting Team minimize changes to eliminate redundancies and improve
organization of the standards, or should the team make those improvementsin Version 0?

X Make improvements to reduce redundancies and better group the requirements.
] Minimize the changes to simplify the transition from existing rulesto Version 0.
Comments

Grant would like to encourage the Drafting Team to eliminate all redundanciesin the policies.
Grant feels Palicy 9 isespecially redundant with many other areas of the NERC Palicies.



Question 5:

Asawhole, do you agree that the designation of functionsin the Functional Model is acceptable? (You
will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

] Agree.
X Disagree.
Comments

The Functional Model falls short in incorporating the functions of the Reliabilty Coordinator as
used currently.

Question 6:

The operating policies make frequent reference to Operating Authorities as being the accountable entities.
In adopting the Functional Model into the Version O standards, the Drafting Team had to make numerous
extrapolations of the intent of the operating policies. For the most part, the requirements are addressed to
Reliability Authorities, Balancing Authorities, and Transmission Operators. As needed, requirements
specify Generator Operators, Transmission Service Providers, Load Serving Entities, and Purchasing-
Selling Entities.

The Drafting Team seeks comments on whether the references to Operating Authorities should include
these other functions when appropriate, or should an assumption be made in Version O that the reliability
obligations of these other functions are addressed in service agreements.

] Include these other functions as appropriate in a specific requirement.
X Do not include these functions in the requirements.
Comments

To avoid confusion, Operating Authorities should only be used when collectively reffering to the
RA, BA , A and PA functions, sincethese arethetrue" Authorities' in the NERC Functional
M odel.



Question 7:

No potential business practice standards were identified in the Version 0 planning standards. In
translation of the operating policies, areas were identified where business practices could potentialy be
developed. However, the Drafting Team felt that the reliability requirements and business practices are
so intertwined that to separate them would require substantial revisions to the requirements that would
exceed the mandate of “no changes to the reliability rulesin Version 0.” The Drafting Team identified
the following areas in which it would recommend business practices be developed in Version O:
e Operating Policy 1D (including Appendix 1D) — Time error correction procedures, except the
ability of the Reliability Authority to halt atime error correction for reliability considerations.
e Operating Policy 1F — Inadvertent energy payback, except that inadvertent energy accounting
remains areliability requirement.
e Operating Policy 3 and Appendices 3A1, 3A2, 3A3, and 3A4 — Tagging procedures, E-Tag
specifications and other sections of Operating Policy 3. Essential requirements to tag transactions
and tag timing requirements remain reliability standards.

Asawhole, do you agree that this allocation of potential business practice standards? (Y ou will have a
chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

X Agree.
] Disagree

Comments

Question 8:

The Drafting Team seeks inputs on any other policies, standards, or appendicies that should be considered
as business practicesin Version 0 and removed from the NERC standards. Please identify the policy,
appendix, or planning standard by number and name and state your reason for recommending that
material become a business practice standard in Version 0.

Comments



Question 9:

The Drafting Team is recommending a partial implementation of the Functional Model by assuming al of
the Reliability Coordinator requirementsin current policy should be assigned to Reliability Authorities.
The Drafting Team believes implementation is simplest if the existing Reliability Coordinators are
registered as the Reliability Authorities. However, this approach is flexible to accommodate regionsin
which existing control areas are deemed to be Reliability Authorities. In these regions, the Reliability
Authority may delegate tasks “upward” to a Reliability Coordinator organization, although the registered
Reliability Authority would retain accountability for complying with all of the applicable standards.

Do you agree with this approach?
= Agree.
] Disagree.

Comments

Question 10:

The Drafting Team recommends that the Interchange Authority function not be adopted in the Version 0
standards. To do so would require changes to tools and procedures, as well as reliability obligations. The
Drafting Team recommends retaining the BA to BA scheduling method in current practice until new
standards can be developed later for adopting the Interchange Authority function.

Do you agree with this approach?

X Agree.

[] Disagree.

Comments



Question 11:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that planning standards that had
not been completely field-tested should not be included in Version 0. Phase 3 planning standards were
field-tested but no changes were made to these standards following the field tests. The results of the
Phase 3 field tests were mixed — several measures need only minor changes, and other measures need
more significant changes. The compliance templates just approved by the NERC Board in April 2004 do
include some of the Phase 3 planning standards. Any Phase 3 planning standard that was approved for
full implementation by the board is assumed to be accepted by the industry, and is proposed for inclusion
inVersion 0. If the industry indicates there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned
to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. If a
measure is removed, it will be “retired” when Version 0 is approved and can only be replaced by going
through the new reliability standards process. At this point, all Phase 3 measures are included in the first
draft of Version 0. Please indicate in the table below which Phase 3 measures you think should be kept or
deleted from Version O.

Version 0
Standard

Existing
measure
M2
M3
M4
M1
M2
M3
M4
M5
[11. System Protection & Control. M6

C. Generation M7
M8
M9
M10
M1l
M12

M1
[11. Sys Protection & Control M2

E. Under Voltage Load Shed M5

IV. System Restoration M2
A. Sys Blackstart Cap. M3

M1
M2

Existing Planning Standard Delete

8

I. System Adequacy & Security.

57 F. Disturbance Monitoring

65

68

70

IV. System Protection

71 B. Automatic Restoration of Load M3
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Comments
Grant hasno issueswith theseitems



Question 12:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that Planning Standards that had
not been field-tested should not be included in Version 0. None of the Phase 4 Planning Standards were
field-tested. If the industry indicates there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned
to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. At
this point, all Phase 4 Measures are included in the 1st draft of Version 0. Please indicate in the table
below which Phase 3 measures you think should be kept or deleted from Version 0.

\S/gr?doaﬂg Existing Planning Standard E:;'jg;% Keep Delete
64 I. System Adequacy & Security M1 X []
D. Voltage Support and Reactive Power M2 X L]
I. System Adequacy & Security.
57 F. Disturbance Monitoring MS > L]
M1 ] [ ]
M2 < [ |
59 II. System Modeling Data M3 X [ |
B. Generation Equipment M4 X [ ]
M5 X L]
M6 X []
61 I1. System Modeling Data M2 X L]
D. Actual & Forecast Demands M3 X L]
M1 X [ ]
62 I1. System Modeling Data M2 X [ ]
E. Demand Characteristics (Dynamic) M3 < [
[11. System Protection & Control M1 I Q
66 A . M2 = |
B. Transmission Control Devices =
M3 X | |
Comments

Grant has no issueswith theseitems.



Question 13:

Please comment on any specific proposed Version 0 Standards for which you have a concern. In doing
S0, please recognize that the Drafting Team is limited in scope to tranglating existing reliability rules and
identifying functions and business practices.

Standard # | Section# | Requirement Comments
(Planning | or Measure
Only) #
006 How will Indadvertant I nterchange be paid back? Grant

does not have the confidence that NAESB will establish an
appropriate solution.

032 R1 It isnot clear what proper certification requirementsfor
each funtion. Grant isconcerned of the ever increasing
burden of training and certifying of System Operators.
How will the current Certification structure meld with the
proposed Version 0?

024 R10 " All Generator Operators shall operatetheir plant(s) so as
to adhereto ramp schedules.” Thisisnot correct, by
contract, generators haveto perform to meet specifications
that arerequired by their control area. Thismay or may
not include ramp schedules. Non-dispatched generation
(ie. wind generation) would not meet this by practice.
Grant'sthoughts on thiswould beto have the BA adhere
to the ramp schedules only.

033 through Multiple Redundancies exist with these and other Standards. The
040 reduncancies need to beidentified and eliminated.




Question 14:

Please provide any additional comments you have regarding the Draft 1 Version O Reliability Standards.
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Question 1:

Recognizing the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards as a preliminary work in progress that will continue to be
refined by the Drafting Team in response to industry comments, if you were asked today to consider
voting to approve (single block vote) the Version 0 Standards as presented, how do you think you would
vote?

X Would approve the standards conditionally, assuming acceptable improvements are madein
response to comments.

] Would not approve the standards.
[] Would abstain.
Comments

Aspromised in the SAR, NERC must not change existing Planning Standar ds. Planning Standar ds
guides must not be disgarded. My under standing isthat only formatting changes would be made.

Question 2:

Are there any “show stoppers’ in the approach or results to date that would prevent you from approving
the standards? If so, what are they?

Comments
none



Question 3:

Asawhole, do you agree that the content of the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards is a reasonable translation of
existing NERC reliahility rules that does not significantly change current reliability obligations? (You
will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

= Agree.
] Disagree.

Comments

Question 4:

There are numerous areas where the Drafting Team found it could easily eliminate redundanciesin the
reguirements across various standards and improve the standards by better grouping the requirementsinto
logical areas. However, the Drafting Team resisted making those changes in the first draft to ensure the
industry would be able to more easily visualize the mapping from the existing documentsto the Version 0
Standards. Should the Drafting Team minimize changes to eliminate redundancies and improve
organization of the standards, or should the team make those improvementsin Version 0?

X Make improvements to reduce redundancies and better group the requirements.
] Minimize the changes to simplify the transition from existing rulesto Version 0.
Comments

One of the goals of thisproject istoimprove clarity. Duplication sort of doesthe opposite, especially
if the duplicationsarenot in the exact wording or context



Question 5:

Asawhole, do you agree that the designation of functionsin the Functional Model is acceptable? (You
will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

= Agree.
] Disagree.
Comments

Except in cases wher e functional model terms were not used.

Question 6:

The operating policies make frequent reference to Operating Authorities as being the accountable entities.
In adopting the Functional Model into the Version 0 standards, the Drafting Team had to make numerous
extrapolations of the intent of the operating policies. For the most part, the requirements are addressed to
Reliability Authorities, Balancing Authorities, and Transmission Operators. As nheeded, requirements
specify Generator Operators, Transmission Service Providers, Load Serving Entities, and Purchasing-
Selling Entities.

The Drafting Team seeks comments on whether the references to Operating Authorities should include
these other functions when appropriate, or should an assumption be made in Version O that the reliability
obligations of these other functions are addressed in service agreements.

X Include these other functions as appropriate in a specific requirement.
] Do not include these functions in the requirements.
Comments

Service agreements are not consistent. In other cases, service agreementsrefer toregional or NERC
standards. The standards need to be clear asto who hasthe obligation for each requirement.



Question 7:

No potential business practice standards were identified in the Version 0 planning standards. In
translation of the operating policies, areas were identified where business practices could potentialy be
developed. However, the Drafting Team felt that the reliability requirements and business practices are
so intertwined that to separate them would require substantial revisions to the requirements that would
exceed the mandate of “no changes to the reliability rulesin Version 0.” The Drafting Team identified
the following areas in which it would recommend business practices be developed in Version O:
e Operating Policy 1D (including Appendix 1D) — Time error correction procedures, except the
ability of the Reliability Authority to halt atime error correction for reliability considerations.
e Operating Policy 1F — Inadvertent energy payback, except that inadvertent energy accounting
remains areliability requirement.
e Operating Policy 3 and Appendices 3A1, 3A2, 3A3, and 3A4 — Tagging procedures, E-Tag
specifications and other sections of Operating Policy 3. Essential requirements to tag transactions
and tag timing requirements remain reliability standards.

Asawhole, do you agree that this allocation of potential business practice standards? (Y ou will have a
chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

X Agree.
] Disagree
Comments

The operating policies form the basisfor reliable operations. Nothing should be removed from the
version 0 standar ds while business practices ar e being developed. Once business practicesare
developed and approved, appropriate references to business practices can be madein theVersion 1
reliability standards. This approach will provide some much needed continuity aswe transition
from a NERC standard world to one which hastwo sets of complimentary oper ating standards, one
for NERC and onefor NAESB.

Question 8:

The Drafting Team seeks inputs on any other policies, standards, or appendicies that should be considered
as business practicesin Version 0 and removed from the NERC standards. Please identify the policy,
appendix, or planning standard by number and name and state your reason for recommending that
material become a business practice standard in Version 0.

Comments
It would be unnecessarily confusing to break out additional business practices from the NERC
standar ds at thistime.



Question 9:

The Drafting Team is recommending a partial implementation of the Functional Model by assuming al of
the Reliability Coordinator requirementsin current policy should be assigned to Reliability Authorities.
The Drafting Team believes implementation is simplest if the existing Reliability Coordinators are
registered as the Reliability Authorities. However, this approach is flexible to accommodate regionsin
which existing control areas are deemed to be Reliability Authorities. In these regions, the Reliability
Authority may delegate tasks “upward” to a Reliability Coordinator organization, although the registered
Reliability Authority would retain accountability for complying with all of the applicable standards.

Do you agree with this approach?

= Agree.
] Disagree.
Comments

Thefunctional model seemsto reflect an 'end state' of the industry that does not accur ately r eflect
the various stages of transition in many regions of North America. It seemsto work well for a
region or areathat hasan RTO that hasincor porated the reliability coordinator function and
control area(balancing authority) functionsover awide area. It does not work well for an area or
region with multiple control areaswho are covered by a single reliability coordinator. In this case,
thereliability coordinator can only do what is delegated by the existing control areas. If we

under stand the approach suggested in Question 9 correctly, which isto allow for flexible
interpretation the functional model roles and tasks, then control areas could register asreliability
authorities, with an under standing and perhaps a documented agreement in place that designates
which functions are delegated to the Relaibility Coordinator. If thisunderstanding iscorrect, then
we agr ee with the suggested approach.

Question 10:

The Drafting Team recommends that the Interchange Authority function not be adopted in the Version 0
standards. To do so would require changes to tools and procedures, as well as reliability obligations. The
Drafting Team recommends retaining the BA to BA scheduling method in current practice until new
standards can be developed later for adopting the Interchange Authority function.

Do you agree with this approach?

X Agree.
] Disagree.
Comments

Continued development of the concept, tools and proceduresto implement the I nterchange
Authority should not be delayed by the Version 0 process.



Question 11:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that planning standards that had
not been completely field-tested should not be included in Version 0. Phase 3 planning standards were
field-tested but no changes were made to these standards following the field tests. The results of the
Phase 3 field tests were mixed — several measures need only minor changes, and other measures need
more significant changes. The compliance templates just approved by the NERC Board in April 2004 do
include some of the Phase 3 planning standards. Any Phase 3 planning standard that was approved for
full implementation by the board is assumed to be accepted by the industry, and is proposed for inclusion
inVersion 0. If the industry indicates there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned
to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. If a
measure is removed, it will be “retired” when Version 0 is approved and can only be replaced by going
through the new reliability standards process. At this point, all Phase 3 measures are included in the first
draft of Version 0. Please indicate in the table below which Phase 3 measures you think should be kept or
deleted from Version O.

Version 0
Standard

Existing
measure
M2
M3
M4
M1
M2
M3
M4
M5
[11. System Protection & Control. M6

C. Generation M7
M8
M9
M10
M1l
M12

M1
[11. Sys Protection & Control M2

E. Under Voltage Load Shed M5

IV. System Restoration M2
A. Sys Blackstart Cap. M3

M1
M2

Existing Planning Standard Delete

8

I. System Adequacy & Security.

57 F. Disturbance Monitoring

65

68

70

IV. System Protection

71 B. Automatic Restoration of Load M3

DI X1 <] DX DI IR DIIARIRILKI ]
O O E C O O S E O e e e

M4

Comments

Planning Standards guides must be kept by some method such as an appendix. The guides
represent best practicesrelated to summer 1996 blackout issues. Again, Version 0 is supposeto be
only reformatting of the existing standar ds. Compliance measurements would not have to be fully
implemented until the standar ds have been completely field tested. However, previousfield tests
have not resulted in substantial changes.



Question 12:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that Planning Standards that had
not been field-tested should not be included in Version 0. None of the Phase 4 Planning Standards were
field-tested. If theindustry indicates there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned
to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. At
this point, all Phase 4 Measures are included in the 1st draft of Version 0. Please indicate in the table
below which Phase 3 measures you think should be kept or deleted from Version 0.

\S/gr?doai:g Existing Planning Standard E);'::S:Jr;% Keep Delete

64 |. System Adequacy & Security M1 X [ |
D. Voltage Support and Reactive Power M2 X [ ]

I. System Adequacy & Security.
57 F. Disturbance Monitoring MS > L]
M1 X [
M2 X [
59 II. System Modeling Data M3 X [ |
B. Generation Equipment M4 X [ ]
M5 ] [ ]
M6 X [
61 I1. System Modeling Data M2 X L]
D. Actual & Forecast Demands M3 X ]
M1 X [ ]
62 I1. System Modeling Data M2 X [ ]
E. Demand Characteristics (Dynamic) M3 < [
[11. System Protection & Control M1 B Q
66 C ) M2 X [ ]
B. Transmission Control Devices =
M3 X | |

Comments

Planning Standar ds guides must be kept by some method such as an appendix. The guides
represent best practicesrelated to summer 1996 blackout issues. Again, Version 0 is suppose to be
only reformatting of the existing standar ds. Compliance measur ements would not have to be fully
implemented until the standar ds have been completely field tested.




Question 13:

Please comment on any specific proposed Version 0 Standards for which you have a concern. In doing
S0, please recognize that the Drafting Team is limited in scope to tranglating existing reliability rules and
identifying functions and business practices.

Standard # | Section# | Requirement Comments
(Planning | or Measure
Only) #
007 R2 When isit practical to protect for multiple contingencies?

The consequences ar e sever e enough that you want to
avoid them? It seemsliketheanswer really keyson
whether your Regional Reliability Council policy requires
you to protect for multiple contingencies, so thereference
to practical could beremoved.

008 R1 Reporting every timean IROL or SOL isexceeded will
create a lot of unnecessary work that yields no reliability
benefit. Draft standard 200 assumesthat the Reliability
Authority will have visibility of flowsin their area of
responsibility such that they will know when an IROL or
SOL isexceeded thusreporting by the Tranmission
Operator isonly needed when a violation exceedsthe 30
minute timeframe.

008 R1 Continued from above cell - Thisassumption is consistent
with Version 0 Standard 015 which specifiesthat the
Balancing Authority and Transmission Operator shall
provideits Reliability Authority with operating data
reguired for monitoring system conditions within the
Reliability Authority Area. 00000

051 1,234 Suggest titleto be expanded to “ Transmission System
Adequacy and Security Assessment on Individual
Transmission Owners Systems” to differentiate this section
from Sec 052. It would be helpful to indicate the Category
of outagesthat are being tested in Std 51, Sections 1, 2, 3,
and 4; eg Category A, B, C, and D instead of or in addition
to the descriptions of single bulk system element, etc. The
terms“single bulk system element” and “loss of two or

051 more bulk system elementsare not entirely correct and the
Category designations are mor e accurate. For example,
loss of single bulk system element such as bus sections or
breaker isactually Category C events as each outage
removestwo or more bulk system elements. Thisis
actually an issue with the existing standar ds however
adding the Category designation to the description would
clarify the standard without changingit.




Standard #

Section #
(Planning
Only)

Requirement
or Measure
#

Comments

052

Suggest title to be expanded to “ Transmission System
Adequacy and Security Assessment by Regional Reliability
Council” to differentiate this section from Sec 051.

053

Applicability: The Transmission Planning and Planning
Authority functions should be added to Facility
Connection Requirements since part of this section
pertainsto studiesto be performed.

054

should include requirementsfor TSPsto follow TTC/ATC
calculation methodology developed by regions. If thisis
not a requirement now, it should be flagged for follow-up
for the corresponding Version 1 process.

058

title seemsinconsistent with R5-1. Titleindicates
“Applicability in Eastern Interconnection...” while R5-1
indicates “ each of the NERC inter connections...”

061

Purposeindicates“ To ensure that assessments and
validation of past events AND DATABASES...”. The

wor ds shown in capitals seem to confuse the description
and should beremoved. Thesewordsdo not appear to be
included in the existing criteria.




Standard # | Section# | Requirement Comments
(Planning | or Measure
Only) #

061 Standard Applicability includesthe numbering from the
old criteria and needsto be updated to correspond to the
new standard.

061 4 Requirementsincludesthe phrase “ entities responsible for
thereliability”. Shouldn’t this phrase be updated to
include Functional Model terms?

061 5 includes“non-member demand data”. Can thisterm be
defined better using Functional M odel terms?

063 3 Title should be clarified to add the word Protection
(Change Transmission Maintenance and Testing” to
Transmission PROTECTION Maintenance and Testing”)
asthis section includes protection maintenance

065 3 Applicability: The Transmission Planning and Planning

Authority functions should be added for the network
voltage determination and studiesrequired.




Standard #

Section #
(Planning
Only)

Requirement
or Measure
#

Comments

066

3

Applicability: The Transmission Planning and Planning
Authority functions should be added to periodic review of
settings of control devices since part of this section
pertainsto studiesto be performed.

068

Applicability: The Transmission Planning and Planning
Authority functions should be added to UVL S Program
since part of this section hasrequirementsfor technical
assessment of program (ie studies).

069

Applicability: The Transmission Planning and Planning
Authority functions should be added to SPS since part of
this section hasrequirementsfor technical assessment of
inadvertent operation of and coordination with other SPS.

069

The existing document has an introduction section which
essentially defineswhat isand what isnot an SPSor RAS.
This has been removed from the standard and it is
suggested by the editorsthat it be moved to some other
technical guide. In most ANSI standardsthat | am familiar
with thereisa section of the document devoted to
definitions. Thisintroduction paragraph would make a
good definition of a SPSor RAS.

General

1. Many titles of standards are vague —mor e description
would be beneficial and individual suggestions ar e given
below. Theconfusion with theVersion Otitlesis especially
acute sincethe standard is becoming quitelarge and
difficult to wade through.

2. The Applicably box should be located in the same place
whether it isfor a Standard or a Section.




Question 14:
Please provide any additional comments you have regarding the Draft 1 Version O Reliability Standards.

Onceafinal draft of the Version 0 standar dsis complete, it should bereviewed for consistency
between planning and oper ating standards.



COMMENT FORM PART 2 — QUESTIONNAIRE
Draft 1 of Proposed Version 0 Reliability Standards

Thisform isto be used to submit comments on Draft 1 of the Version 0 Reliability Standards. Comments
must be submitted by August 9, 2004. Y ou may submit the completed form by emailing it to:
sarcomm@nerc.com with the words “Version 0 Comments” in the subject line. If you have questions
please contact Gerry Cauley at gerry.cauley @nerc.net on 609-452-8060.

Commenter Information
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Telephone: 916-732-5519

Email: bschwer @smud.org
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Question 1:

Recognizing the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards as a preliminary work in progress that will continue to be
refined by the Drafting Team in response to industry comments, if you were asked today to consider
voting to approve (single block vote) the Version 0 Standards as presented, how do you think you would
vote?

X Would approve the standards conditionally, assuming acceptable improvements are madein
response to comments.

] Would not approve the standards.

[] Would abstain.

Comments

Version Zeroisthetransation into the new format of the existing standards. If thereareno
changes from what we havein front of usat the present we can support thiseffort. Itis

under stood that asthe policies undergo change we would reserve theright to make further
comment.

Question 2:

Arethere any “show stoppers’ in the approach or results to date that would prevent you from approving
the standards? If so, what are they?

Comments
We see none at thistime.



Question 3:

Asawhole, do you agree that the content of the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards is a reasonable translation of
existing NERC reliahility rules that does not significantly change current reliability obligations? (You
will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

= Agree.
] Disagree.

Comments

Question 4:

There are numerous areas where the Drafting Team found it could easily eliminate redundanciesin the
reguirements across various standards and improve the standards by better grouping the requirementsinto
logical areas. However, the Drafting Team resisted making those changes in the first draft to ensure the
industry would be able to more easily visualize the mapping from the existing documentsto the Version 0
Standards. Should the Drafting Team minimize changes to eliminate redundancies and improve
organization of the standards, or should the team make those improvementsin Version 0?

] Make improvements to reduce redundancies and better group the requirements.
X Minimize the changes to simplify the transition from existing rulesto Version 0.
Comments

The changes should be madeto future documents. Version zero gives us a good baseline. If we
make changes to the existing ruleswe will further complicate the process asthey would necesssitate
significant review and comment



Question 5:

Asawhole, do you agree that the designation of functionsin the Functional Model is acceptable? (You
will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

= Agree.
] Disagree.
Comments

Thefunctional model is adequate at the present as defined. It is of concern to members of this
comment group that regional functions are not defined, but we agree that the functional model
accomodates what approaches ar e utilized in the WECC in present and futur e paradigms.

Question 6:

The operating policies make frequent reference to Operating Authorities as being the accountable entities.
In adopting the Functional Model into the Version 0 standards, the Drafting Team had to make numerous
extrapolations of the intent of the operating policies. For the most part, the requirements are addressed to
Reliability Authorities, Balancing Authorities, and Transmission Operators. As needed, requirements
specify Generator Operators, Transmission Service Providers, Load Serving Entities, and Purchasing-
Selling Entities.

The Drafting Team seeks comments on whether the references to Operating Authorities should include
these other functions when appropriate, or should an assumption be made in Version 0 that the reliability
obligations of these other functions are addressed in service agreements.

= Include these other functions as appropriate in a specific requirement.
] Do not include these functions in the requirements.
Comments

At thisearly stage it would seem to be a safer courseto leave the functional dutiesin the proposed
practicesas appropriate, rather than making the assumtion that the exter nal agreementswill be
executed.



Question 7:

No potential business practice standards were identified in the Version 0 planning standards. In
translation of the operating policies, areas were identified where business practices could potentialy be
developed. However, the Drafting Team felt that the reliability requirements and business practices are
so intertwined that to separate them would require substantial revisions to the requirements that would
exceed the mandate of “no changes to the reliability rulesin Version 0.” The Drafting Team identified
the following areas in which it would recommend business practices be developed in Version O:
e Operating Policy 1D (including Appendix 1D) — Time error correction procedures, except the
ability of the Reliability Authority to halt atime error correction for reliability considerations.
e Operating Policy 1F — Inadvertent energy payback, except that inadvertent energy accounting
remains areliability requirement.
e Operating Policy 3 and Appendices 3A1, 3A2, 3A3, and 3A4 — Tagging procedures, E-Tag
specifications and other sections of Operating Policy 3. Essential requirements to tag transactions
and tag timing requirements remain reliability standards.

Asawhole, do you agree that this allocation of potential business practice standards? (Y ou will have a
chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

X Agree.
] Disagree
Comments

Yeswe agree that version zero standards reflect current policies, with the exception of not losing
the efforts expended in the drafting teamswhich been working on their new standards such asthe
Policy Three Standard. Version Zero should capturethe reiability functionsand break out the
BP'sin version one documents.

Question 8:

The Drafting Team seeks inputs on any other policies, standards, or appendicies that should be considered
as business practicesin Version 0 and removed from the NERC standards. Please identify the policy,
appendix, or planning standard by number and name and state your reason for recommending that
material become a business practice standard in Version 0.

Comments
The commentersdo not want to break out any BP'sin version zero documents



Question 9:

The Drafting Team is recommending a partial implementation of the Functional Model by assuming al of
the Reliability Coordinator requirementsin current policy should be assigned to Reliability Authorities.
The Drafting Team believes implementation is simplest if the existing Reliability Coordinators are
registered as the Reliability Authorities. However, this approach is flexible to accommodate regionsin
which existing control areas are deemed to be Reliability Authorities. In these regions, the Reliability
Authority may delegate tasks “upward” to a Reliability Coordinator organization, although the registered
Reliability Authority would retain accountability for complying with all of the applicable standards.

Do you agree with this approach?

= Agree.
] Disagree.
Comments

The functional model accomodates current practicesin the WECC. We agreethat aslong asthe
Reliability Corrdinator isheld accountableonly for their direct functions and thereisno overlap
in other functions of the FM, such asthe BA. The Reliability Coordinators need to have a wide
area view. The debate has not been settled in the WECC how we will view the RA function in the
WECC and thisdebateisoutside the scope of these comments from the Interchange and
Scheduling Subcoommittee.

Question 10:

The Drafting Team recommends that the Interchange Authority function not be adopted in the Version 0
standards. To do so would require changes to tools and procedures, as well as reliability obligations. The
Drafting Team recommends retaining the BA to BA scheduling method in current practice until new
standards can be developed later for adopting the Interchange Authority function.

Do you agree with this approach?

= Agree.
] Disagree.
Comments

The Functional Model | A isnot well defined in its present form and the WECC | SAS Commenters
arein favor of a separatereview of thisfunction with additional comment period .



Question 11:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that planning standards that had
not been completely field-tested should not be included in Version 0. Phase 3 planning standards were
field-tested but no changes were made to these standards following the field tests. The results of the
Phase 3 field tests were mixed — several measures need only minor changes, and other measures need
more significant changes. The compliance templates just approved by the NERC Board in April 2004 do
include some of the Phase 3 planning standards. Any Phase 3 planning standard that was approved for
full implementation by the board is assumed to be accepted by the industry, and is proposed for inclusion
inVersion 0. If the industry indicates there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned
to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. If a
measure is removed, it will be “retired” when Version 0 is approved and can only be replaced by going
through the new reliability standards process. At this point, all Phase 3 measures are included in the first
draft of Version 0. Please indicate in the table below which Phase 3 measures you think should be kept or
deleted from Version O.

Version 0
Standard

Existing
measur e

Existing Planning Standard Delete

8

M2
M3
M4

I. System Adequacy & Security.

57 F. Disturbance Monitoring

M1
M2
M3
M4
M5
[11. System Protection & Control. M6

C. Generation M7
M8
M9
M10
M1l
M12

M1
[11. Sys Protection & Control M2

E. Under Voltage Load Shed M5

65

68

IV. System Restoration M2
A. Sys Blackstart Cap. M3

70

M1

IV. System Protection M2

71 B. Automatic Restoration of Load M3

O O E C O O S E O e e e
O O E C O O S E O e e e

M4

Comments
The WECC | SASfedsthis question isoutside the scope of this comment group.
Scheduling)

=
=
—+
Q
o
=
o
5

Q
®



Question 12:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that Planning Standards that had
not been field-tested should not be included in Version 0. None of the Phase 4 Planning Standards were
field-tested. If theindustry indicates there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned
to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. At
this point, all Phase 4 Measures are included in the 1st draft of Version 0. Please indicate in the table
below which Phase 3 measures you think should be kept or deleted from Version 0.

\S/tir?doa?rg Existing Planning Standard E’;‘;:ﬂge Keep Delete
o4 |. System Adequacy & Security M1 [ | [ |
D. Voltage Support and Reactive Power M2 | | | |
I. System Adequacy & Security.
57 F. Disturbance Monitoring M5 L] L]
M1 [ [
M2 [ [
59 II. System Modeling Data M3 [ | [ |
B. Generation Equipment M4 L] L]
M5 [ ] [ ]
M6 [ ] [ ]
61 II. System Modeling Data M2 || ||
D. Actual & Forecast Demands M3 ] ]
M1 L] L]
62 [1. System Modeling Data M2 ] ]
E. Demand Characteristics (Dynamic) M3 [ [
. M1 [ ] [ ]
66 [I. System P_rotectlon & Con'trol M2 = =
B. Transmission Control Devices M3 — —
Comments

Seeitem 11




Question 13:

Please comment on any specific proposed Version 0 Standards for which you have a concern. In doing
S0, please recognize that the Drafting Team is limited in scope to tranglating existing reliability rules and
identifying functions and business practices.

Standard # | Section# | Requirement Comments
(Planning | or Measure
Only) #
006 R5 WECC has developed a dispute resloution procedure

based on current NERC policy. WECC would continueto
utilize this procedure.

010 R1 2.1P3T3 The P3T3 template goesdirectly to Level 4. The WECC

| SAS agrees with sanctionsfor tag violations, but think
the practice aswritten istoo stringent and ther e should be
level 1 through 4 violations

006 The WECC | SAS does not see a methodology of paying
back inadvertant in thisprocedure. Werealize that
NAESB has been handling thisdebate for quite some
time, but until thereisa NAESB solution thisneedsto be
addressed in the NERC document

006 R5 R5 Speaks about Appendix 1F. Where will Apendix 1F
reside? The WECC iscurrently revising (upating) our
reconciliation process with a document that isin due
process at thistime and WECC will contiunueto utilize
the WECC Process.

006 R4 Theversion 1 of this standard should review the language
in the second sentence"” Changesor corrections..” .The
language should state that reliability functions should
drivethe after thefact processto reflect system
interchange and not market conditions.




Standard #

Section #
(Planning
Only)

Requirement
or Measure
#

Comments

010

R1

Thisdocument excludesthe Policy 3 requirement of
redoing atag if thereisa change of 25% . By excluding
this existing language you ar e changing the scope of this
document and not living with theversion zero ™ no
changedirection”

010

R2

Clarify thelast sentence - Such interchange shall be
"tagged within 60 minutes' from thetimethat the
inter change transaction begins

011

Regional
Differences

R2

L osses ar e tagged separately in the WECC and we do not
use thelosses portion of thetagin itscurrent form. WECC
ISASwould ask for aregional differenceto accomodate
our current practice.

011

R1

The language needsto be clear that the generating entity
receivesthetag. We understand that NERC will hand off
the tagging requirementsto be covered in the NAESB
standard but feel thisneedsto remain in this version zero
document

013

25% deviation threshold - we feel that the proposed
change would be appropriate for version one, but not for
thisdocument.




Question 14:

Please provide any additional comments you have regarding the Draft 1 Version O Reliability Standards.



Thisform isto be used to submit comments on Draft 1 of the Version 0 Reliability Standards. Comments
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Question 1:

Recognizing the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards as a preliminary work in progress that will continue to be
refined by the Drafting Team in response to industry comments, if you were asked today to consider
voting to approve (single block vote) the Version 0 Standards as presented, how do you think you would
vote?

] Would approve the standards conditionally, assuming acceptable improvements are madein
response to comments.

= Would not approve the standards.
[] Would abstain.

Comments
Theuntested Phase |11 and the entire Phase IV Planning Standards should not to beincluded in the
Version O standards.

Question 2:

Are there any “show stoppers’ in the approach or results to date that would prevent you from approving
the standards? If so, what are they?

Comments

The untested Phase |11 and the entire Phase 1V Planning Standar ds should not to beincluded in the
Version O standards. Also, requirementsfor Generator testing have the potential to be a'show
stopper'. Such requirementsfit better in Operating Agreementsor Tariffsthan they doin NERC
reliability standards.



Question 3:
Asawhole, do you agree that the content of the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards is a reasonable translation of

existing NERC reliahility rules that does not significantly change current reliability obligations? (You
will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

= Agree.
] Disagree.

Comments

Question 4:

There are numerous areas where the Drafting Team found it could easily eliminate redundanciesin the
reguirements across various standards and improve the standards by better grouping the requirementsinto
logical areas. However, the Drafting Team resisted making those changes in the first draft to ensure the
industry would be able to more easily visualize the mapping from the existing documentsto the Version 0
Standards. Should the Drafting Team minimize changes to eliminate redundancies and improve
organization of the standards, or should the team make those improvementsin Version 0?

X Make improvements to reduce redundancies and better group the requirements.
] Minimize the changes to simplify the transition from existing rulesto Version 0.

Comments



Question 5:

Asawhole, do you agree that the designation of functionsin the Functional Model is acceptable? (You
will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

= Agree.
] Disagree.

Comments

Question 6:

The operating policies make frequent reference to Operating Authorities as being the accountable entities.
In adopting the Functional Model into the Version 0 standards, the Drafting Team had to make numerous
extrapolations of the intent of the operating policies. For the most part, the requirements are addressed to
Reliability Authorities, Balancing Authorities, and Transmission Operators. As nheeded, requirements
specify Generator Operators, Transmission Service Providers, Load Serving Entities, and Purchasing-
Selling Entities.

The Drafting Team seeks comments on whether the references to Operating Authorities should include
these other functions when appropriate, or should an assumption be made in Version O that the reliability
obligations of these other functions are addressed in service agreements.

X Include these other functions as appropriate in a specific requirement.

] Do not include these functions in the requirements.

Comments



Question 7:

No potential business practice standards were identified in the Version 0 planning standards. In
translation of the operating policies, areas were identified where business practices could potentialy be
developed. However, the Drafting Team felt that the reliability requirements and business practices are
so intertwined that to separate them would require substantial revisions to the requirements that would
exceed the mandate of “no changes to the reliability rulesin Version 0.” The Drafting Team identified
the following areas in which it would recommend business practices be developed in Version O:
e Operating Policy 1D (including Appendix 1D) — Time error correction procedures, except the
ability of the Reliability Authority to halt atime error correction for reliability considerations.
e Operating Policy 1F — Inadvertent energy payback, except that inadvertent energy accounting
remains areliability requirement.
e Operating Policy 3 and Appendices 3A1, 3A2, 3A3, and 3A4 — Tagging procedures, E-Tag
specifications and other sections of Operating Policy 3. Essential requirements to tag transactions
and tag timing requirements remain reliability standards.

Asawhole, do you agree that this allocation of potential business practice standards? (Y ou will have a
chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

X Agree.
] Disagree

Comments

Question 8:

The Drafting Team seeks inputs on any other policies, standards, or appendicies that should be considered
as business practicesin Version 0 and removed from the NERC standards. Please identify the policy,
appendix, or planning standard by number and name and state your reason for recommending that
material become a business practice standard in Version 0.

Comments



Question 9:

The Drafting Team is recommending a partial implementation of the Functional Model by assuming al of
the Reliability Coordinator requirementsin current policy should be assigned to Reliability Authorities.
The Drafting Team believes implementation is simplest if the existing Reliability Coordinators are
registered as the Reliability Authorities. However, this approach is flexible to accommodate regionsin
which existing control areas are deemed to be Reliability Authorities. In these regions, the Reliability
Authority may delegate tasks “upward” to a Reliability Coordinator organization, although the registered
Reliability Authority would retain accountability for complying with all of the applicable standards.

Do you agree with this approach?
= Agree.
] Disagree.

Comments

Question 10:

The Drafting Team recommends that the Interchange Authority function not be adopted in the Version 0
standards. To do so would require changes to tools and procedures, as well as reliability obligations. The
Drafting Team recommends retaining the BA to BA scheduling method in current practice until new
standards can be developed later for adopting the Interchange Authority function.

Do you agree with this approach?

X Agree.

[] Disagree.

Comments



Question 11:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that planning standards that had
not been completely field-tested should not be included in Version 0. Phase 3 planning standards were
field-tested but no changes were made to these standards following the field tests. The results of the
Phase 3 field tests were mixed — several measures need only minor changes, and other measures need
more significant changes. The compliance templates just approved by the NERC Board in April 2004 do
include some of the Phase 3 planning standards. Any Phase 3 planning standard that was approved for
full implementation by the board is assumed to be accepted by the industry, and is proposed for inclusion
inVersion 0. If the industry indicates there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned
to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. If a
measure is removed, it will be “retired” when Version 0 is approved and can only be replaced by going
through the new reliability standards process. At this point, all Phase 3 measures are included in the first
draft of Version 0. Please indicate in the table below which Phase 3 measures you think should be kept or
deleted from Version O.

Version 0
Standard

Existing
measur e

Existing Planning Standard Delete

8

M2
M3
M4

I. System Adequacy & Security.

57 F. Disturbance Monitoring

M1
M2
M3
M4
M5
[11. System Protection & Control. M6

C. Generation M7
M8
M9
M10
M1l
M12

M1
[11. Sys Protection & Control M2

65

68

E. Under Voltage Load Shed M5

IV. System Restoration M2
A. Sys Blackstart Cap. M3

M1

70

IV. System Protection M2

71 B. Automatic Restoration of Load M3

L RIS
OO EEDONEDOO(E N

M4

Comments



Question 12:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that Planning Standards that had
not been field-tested should not be included in Version 0. None of the Phase 4 Planning Standards were
field-tested. If the industry indicates there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned
to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. At
this point, all Phase 4 Measures are included in the 1st draft of Version 0. Please indicate in the table
below which Phase 3 measures you think should be kept or deleted from Version 0.

\S/gr?doaﬂg Existing Planning Standard E:;'jg:% Keep Delete
64 I. System Adequacy & Security M1 [] X
D. Voltage Support and Reactive Power M2 [] X

I. System Adequacy & Security.

57 F. Disturbance Monitoring MS L] >
M1 [ ] ]
M2 [ | <
59 II. System Modeling Data M3 [ | X
B. Generation Equipment M4 [ ] X
M5 L] X
M6 [] X
61 I1. System Modeling Data M2 L] X
D. Actual & Forecast Demands M3 [] X
M1 [ ] X
62 I1. System Modeling Data M2 [ ] X
E. Demand Characteristics (Dynamic) M3 [ <
[11. System Protection & Control M1 Q I
66 .. - M2 L | X
B. Transmission Control Devices M3 — X

Comments



Question 13:

Please comment on any specific proposed Version 0 Standards for which you have a concern. In doing
S0, please recognize that the Drafting Team is limited in scope to tranglating existing reliability rules and
identifying functions and business practices.

Standard # | Section# | Requirement Comments
(Planning | or Measure
Only) #




Question 14:

Please provide any additional comments you have regarding the Draft 1 Version O Reliability Standards.



Thisform isto be used to submit comments on Draft 1 of the Version 0 Reliability Standards. Comments
must be submitted by August 9, 2004. Y ou may submit the completed form by emailing it to:

COMMENT FORM PART 2 — QUESTIONNAIRE

Draft 1 of Proposed Version 0 Reliability Standards

sarcomm@nerc.com with the words “Version 0 Comments” in the subject line. If you have questions

please contact Gerry Cauley at gerry.cauley @nerc.net on 609-452-8060.
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[ ]WECC
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Question 1:

Recognizing the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards as a preliminary work in progress that will continue to be
refined by the Drafting Team in response to industry comments, if you were asked today to consider
voting to approve (single block vote) the Version 0 Standards as presented, how do you think you would
vote?

X Would approve the standards conditionally, assuming acceptable improvements are madein
response to comments.

] Would not approve the standards.
[] Would abstain.

Comments

Thequiding principal of the Version O effortsisthat workable Version O Standards are approved
by the NERC BOT in February 2005. " Acceptable improvements’ means making those
improvementsto thefirst draft that will allow the Version 0 Standardsto mimic the current
Operating Policiesand Planing Standar ds as much as possible while incor porating the NERC
approved Functional Model. " Acceptable improvements' does not mean making changesin the
Version 0 Standards that eliminate the ambiguious lanaguge and inadequencies of the current
Paliciesand Standards. Transitioning from Version 0 to Version 1 Standardsiswhen these
improvements should be made.

Question 2:

Are there any “show stoppers’ in the approach or results to date that would prevent you from approving
the standards? If so, what are they?

Comments
At thistimethere are no show stoppers.



Question 3:

Asawhole, do you agree that the content of the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards is a reasonable translation of
existing NERC reliahility rules that does not significantly change current reliability obligations? (You
will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

= Agree.
] Disagree.

Comments

Question 4:

There are numerous areas where the Drafting Team found it could easily eliminate redundanciesin the
reguirements across various standards and improve the standards by better grouping the requirementsinto
logical areas. However, the Drafting Team resisted making those changes in the first draft to ensure the
industry would be able to more easily visualize the mapping from the existing documentsto the Version 0
Standards. Should the Drafting Team minimize changes to eliminate redundancies and improve
organization of the standards, or should the team make those improvementsin Version 0?

] Make improvements to reduce redundancies and better group the requirements.
X Minimize the changes to simplify the transition from existing rulesto Version 0.
Comments

It would beideal to maketheimprovements now. However making these improvements could cause
adelay in obtaining NERC BOT approval in February 2005.



Question 5:

Asawhole, do you agree that the designation of functionsin the Functional Model is acceptable? (You
will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

= Agree.
] Disagree.

Comments

Question 6:

The operating policies make frequent reference to Operating Authorities as being the accountable entities.
In adopting the Functional Model into the Version 0 standards, the Drafting Team had to make numerous
extrapolations of the intent of the operating policies. For the most part, the requirements are addressed to
Reliability Authorities, Balancing Authorities, and Transmission Operators. As nheeded, requirements
specify Generator Operators, Transmission Service Providers, Load Serving Entities, and Purchasing-
Selling Entities.

The Drafting Team seeks comments on whether the references to Operating Authorities should include
these other functions when appropriate, or should an assumption be made in Version O that the reliability
obligations of these other functions are addressed in service agreements.

X Include these other functions as appropriate in a specific requirement.
] Do not include these functions in the requirements.
Comments

| don't believe that the drafting team should assume that thereliability functions are addressed in
the service agreements.



Question 7:

No potential business practice standards were identified in the Version 0 planning standards. In
translation of the operating policies, areas were identified where business practices could potentialy be
developed. However, the Drafting Team felt that the reliability requirements and business practices are
so intertwined that to separate them would require substantial revisions to the requirements that would
exceed the mandate of “no changes to the reliability rulesin Version 0.” The Drafting Team identified
the following areas in which it would recommend business practices be developed in Version O:
e Operating Policy 1D (including Appendix 1D) — Time error correction procedures, except the
ability of the Reliability Authority to halt atime error correction for reliability considerations.
e Operating Policy 1F — Inadvertent energy payback, except that inadvertent energy accounting
remains areliability requirement.
e Operating Policy 3 and Appendices 3A1, 3A2, 3A3, and 3A4 — Tagging procedures, E-Tag
specifications and other sections of Operating Policy 3. Essential requirements to tag transactions
and tag timing requirements remain reliability standards.

Asawhole, do you agree that this allocation of potential business practice standards? (Y ou will have a
chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

X Agree.
] Disagree

Comments

Question 8:

The Drafting Team seeks inputs on any other policies, standards, or appendicies that should be considered
as business practicesin Version 0 and removed from the NERC standards. Please identify the policy,
appendix, or planning standard by number and name and state your reason for recommending that
material become a business practice standard in Version 0.

Comments



Question 9:

The Drafting Team is recommending a partial implementation of the Functional Model by assuming al of
the Reliability Coordinator requirementsin current policy should be assigned to Reliability Authorities.
The Drafting Team believes implementation is simplest if the existing Reliability Coordinators are
registered as the Reliability Authorities. However, this approach is flexible to accommodate regionsin
which existing control areas are deemed to be Reliability Authorities. In these regions, the Reliability
Authority may delegate tasks “upward” to a Reliability Coordinator organization, although the registered
Reliability Authority would retain accountability for complying with all of the applicable standards.

Do you agree with this approach?
= Agree.
] Disagree.

Comments

Question 10:

The Drafting Team recommends that the Interchange Authority function not be adopted in the Version 0
standards. To do so would require changes to tools and procedures, as well as reliability obligations. The
Drafting Team recommends retaining the BA to BA scheduling method in current practice until new
standards can be developed later for adopting the Interchange Authority function.

Do you agree with this approach?

X Agree.

[] Disagree.

Comments



Question 11:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that planning standards that had
not been completely field-tested should not be included in Version 0. Phase 3 planning standards were
field-tested but no changes were made to these standards following the field tests. The results of the
Phase 3 field tests were mixed — several measures need only minor changes, and other measures need
more significant changes. The compliance templates just approved by the NERC Board in April 2004 do
include some of the Phase 3 planning standards. Any Phase 3 planning standard that was approved for
full implementation by the board is assumed to be accepted by the industry, and is proposed for inclusion
inVersion 0. If the industry indicates there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned
to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. If a
measure is removed, it will be “retired” when Version 0 is approved and can only be replaced by going
through the new reliability standards process. At this point, all Phase 3 measures are included in the first
draft of Version 0. Please indicate in the table below which Phase 3 measures you think should be kept or
deleted from Version O.

Version 0
Standard

Existing
measur e

Existing Planning Standard Delete

8

M2
M3
M4

I. System Adequacy & Security.

57 F. Disturbance Monitoring

M1
M2
M3
M4
M5
[11. System Protection & Control. M6

C. Generation M7
M8
M9
M10
M1l
M12

M1
[11. Sys Protection & Control M2

E. Under Voltage Load Shed M5

65

68

IV. System Restoration M2
A. Sys Blackstart Cap. M3

M1

70

IV. System Protection M2

71 B. Automatic Restoration of Load M3

DI X1 <] DX DI IR DIIARIRILKI ]
O O E C O O S E O e e e

M4

Comments

A number of organizations are closely watching the development of Version 0 Standards. Any
attempt to eliminate current measur es may appear as an attempt to reduce reliability by the
Industry. Correcting any flaws in the Standar ds should be achieved in the development of Version
1 Standards either throught the normal or emergency SAR process. Particulary compliance with
tested but not revised Phase 3 and untested Phase 4 Planning standar ds should include some
flexibility and foregivenessduring thetransition from Version Oto Version 1.



Question 12:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that Planning Standards that had
not been field-tested should not be included in Version 0. None of the Phase 4 Planning Standards were
field-tested. If the industry indicates there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned
to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. At
this point, all Phase 4 Measures are included in the 1st draft of Version 0. Please indicate in the table
below which Phase 3 measures you think should be kept or deleted from Version 0.

Version 0 o . Existing
Standard Existing Planning Standard measur e Keep Delete
64 I. System Adequacy & Security M1 X []
D. Voltage Support and Reactive Power M2 X [
I. System Adequacy & Security.
57 F. Disturbance Monitoring M5 > L]
M1 = [ ]
M2 X L
59 [I. System Modeling Data M3 X [ ]
B. Generation Equipment M4 X [
M5 X [
M6 <] |
61 Il. System Modeling Data M2 = ||
D. Actual & Forecast Demands M3 X L]
M1 X [
62 I1. System Modeling Data M2 X []
E. Demand Characteristics (Dynamic) M3 < [
[1l. System Protection & Control M1 ] =
66 T : M2 X [ ]
B. Transmission Control Devices =
M3 ] ||
Comments

See commentsunder Question 11.




Question 13:

Please comment on any specific proposed Version 0 Standards for which you have a concern. In doing
S0, please recognize that the Drafting Team is limited in scope to tranglating existing reliability rules and
identifying functions and business practices.

Standard # | Section# | Requirement Comments
(Planning | or Measure
Only) #




Question 14:
Please provide any additional comments you have regarding the Draft 1 Version O Reliability Standards.

The Operation Policies contain Requirements and Guides. It ismy under stand that the drafting
teams wer e given the instructionsto transition only the Requirementsto the Version 0 Standards. |
believe that those Guidesthat arerequired to maintain Grid reliability, such as governor droop,
will belost in thetransition from the Policiesto the Version 0 Standards.



COMMENT FORM PART 2 — QUESTIONNAIRE
Draft 1 of Proposed Version 0 Reliability Standards

Thisform isto be used to submit comments on Draft 1 of the Version O Reliability Standards.

Comments must be submitted by August 9, 2004. Y ou may submit the completed form by

emailing it to: sarcomm@nerc.com with the words “Version 0 Comments’ in the subject line. If
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Question 1:

Recognizing the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards as a preliminary work in progress that will continue
to be refined by the Drafting Team in response to industry comments, if you were asked today to

consider voting to approve (single block vote) the Version 0 Standards as presented, how do you

think you would vote?

X Would approve the standards conditionally, assuming acceptable improvements are made
in response to comments.

] Would not approve the standards.
[] Would abstain.

Comments

NPCC's participating member s agrees with the drafting team and believesphase 11l & 1V
should NOT beincluded in the Version 0 Standard. Thereisa concern for the compliance
components, at thistime in some cases, the compliance components are completely untested
in thefield or comments/experience received from the tests have not been assessed.

Until the division of responsibilities between NAESB and NERC isvery clear, topics such

as. The Time Control Standard and | nadverent inter change standard requirement should
berestored. Dropping or changing these requirements at this point in time disagreeswith

the premise of developing Version 0.

TheVersion 0 Standards, asthey are presently written have not achieved theinitial
requirement of ensuring that they are clear, well defined measurable and crisp. Significant
commentswould need to beincorporated to meet thiscriteria. Suggestionsareincluded in
guestion 13 and 14.

Implementation plan and associated realistic time periods need to be developed prior to
compliance monitoring and assessment; the Functional M odel structure has not been fully
incorporated at theindustry level.

NPCC also offersour Bulk Power System, BPS, definition asindicated in previous
comments and included in NPCC Document A-07, and also as follows and be used in the
context of NERC Standards;

Bulk power system " BPS'— Theinterconnected electrical systemswithin
northeastern North America comprising generation and transmission facilities on which
faults or disturbances can have a significant adver seimpact outside of the
local area. In this context, local areas are determined by the Council members.

General comments on Planning Standards Trandation:

NPCC's participating members believes the Requirements should refer tothe"S" 'sand
not thewriting of the measurements of the existing Planning Standards. For example, in
Standard 051, the focusis shifted from (aslabelled in S1) " The inter connected transmission
systemsshall..." to(aslabel in R1-1) " Assessments Requirements'. So the Standard ison
" assessing that the system meet Table 1 contingencies' and not the " System shall be
planned to meet Table 1 contingencies’. I n the existing standar d, assessment is a measur e of
compliance and that should bethe samein thetrandation. Therefore, the R'sin Version-0



should refer to the S'sand the Measures should refer to the M's from the existing Planning
Standards. So there should beasmany R in Version-0 astherewere Sin the existing
Planning Standards and as many measuresin the new Version astherewerein existing
Planning Standards. So a new trandation table should be provided in the 2nd draft of
Version-0.

In the Background infor mation from the Working Group, it isindicated that the Standard
Applicability isreferring to the NERC Functional Model functions. The Tranglation table
refersto the Entity performing the function but we agree that Applicability should refer to
the Entity. NPCC's participating members agrees with the WG that the numbering of the
Standard should beimproved to make a better trandation to the present Planning
Standards sequence: 1A, IB...I1A, I1B... Thiswill help to navigate mor e easily through the
different issuesthat are covered by the Standards.

Question 2:

Arethere any “show stoppers’ in the approach or results to date that would prevent you from
approving the standards? If so, what are they?

Comments

NPCC'’s participating members believes that inclusion of the Phase |11 and 1V Planning
Templates/M easures that did not go through the complete NERC process of field testing-
evaluation and revision and could therefore result in a broad rejection of the entire set of Version
0 Standards.

Overall NPCC's participating members support the NERC Version O Reliability Standards
and the valuable efforts of the NERC SDT involved in the processto date. Please see
specific detailsand comments as provided under Q13 and Q14 below.

Need to remove duplication and eliminate NAESB issues as appropriate to ensure that
reliability issuesremain paramount.

Lack of clear & consistent compliance process.

Examples of the inconsistencies are explained in the responsesto questions 13& 14.

Also theindustry has communicated to NPCC that due to thetrandation of the Planning
Standards and theremoval of the existing S1, S2, ... that appearsin the existing Standard

Templatesthe standar ds have been “weakened”. The Slanguage needsto bereintroduced
for both clarity and strengthening of the Requirements of the Version 0 Standards.



Question 3:

Asawhole, do you agree that the content of the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards is a reasonable
tranglation of existing NERC reliability rulesthat does not significantly change current reliability
obligations? (Y ou will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements
later.)

X Agree.
= Disagree.
Comments

NPCC’s participating member s believe that the Planning trandation appearsto be
reasonable, with the exception of the loss of the S1, S2 etc. language however, the Operating
Policy Trandations need additional work to addresstheinitial requirement of ensuring that
they are clear, well defined, measurable and crisp. Significant commentswould need to be
incorporated to meet thiscriteria.

NPCC'’ s participating members believes there are some outstanding issues with respect to the
Version 0 Planning Translation that may lead to misinterpretation (see Question 1 comments)

Question 4:

There are numerous areas where the Drafting Team found it could easily eliminate redundancies
in the requirements across various standards and improve the standards by better grouping the
requirements into logical areas. However, the Drafting Team resisted making those changesin
the first draft to ensure the industry would be able to more easily visualize the mapping from the
existing documents to the Version 0 Standards. Should the Drafting Team minimize changes to
eliminate redundancies and improve organization of the standards, or should the team make those
improvementsin Version 0?

X Make improvements to reduce redundancies and better group the requirements.
] Minimize the changes to simplify the transition from existing rulesto Version 0.
Comments

Thereisaduplication or redundancy of requirementsin certain items of policy 5and 9.
Thereisaneed for improvement to reduce these redundancies and better group the
requirements.

A few standardsthat show duplications are identified below as examples:

(i) Standard 033 Requirement 8 and Standard 018 Requirement 3

(ii) Standard 034 Requirement 1 and Standard 019 Requirement 1

Wherethere are obviousinconsistencies, they should be resolved and redundancy removed,
ONLY IF thereisan exact duplication. Otherwisethe redundancies should beleft "asis".
These will be addressed in the Version 1 Standards.



Question 5:

Asawhole, do you agree that the designation of functions in the Functional Model is acceptable?
(You will have a chance to comment on individua standards and requirements later.)

] Agree.
X Disagree.
Comments

NERC hasoutlined certain requirementsrelated to “ Regions’ and translated existing
terminology of “regions’ to “ Regional Reliability Council-RRC”. TheRRC roleisnot
specifically elaborated on in the NERC Functional M odel-FM (approved ver 2), although
RRC may beconsidered asa “delegate’ of the” Standards Developer” referred toin the
FM. While this may be an appropriate approach, we suggest that thisterminology and
appropriaterole be specifically clarified/defined in the applicable version 0 standardsor in
reference document. We also notethat thereisinconsistency with the use of the term
Regional Reliability Council, RRC, as opposed to Regional Reliability Organization, RRO.
Theterm should be standardized and made consistent throughout the document.

NPCC also has endorsed Version 2 of the Functional Model as acceptable but improvement
isrequired to better describe certain functionsor to eliminate misconception of
responsibilities. NPCC has concernswith the application of the Functional M odel without
further clarificationsin thisarea. The outstanding issuesthat NPCC has commented on
during the last posting of the FM, appear as an attachment at the end of this document,
please see attached letter from E. Schwerdt. The description of the Planning Functions
seemsto be adequate.

The application of the FM to the industry is of concern and NPCC believesthat an
implementation plan along with associated timelinesto allow theindustry to achieve full
will bevital to the Standards.

Version 0 should recognize jurisdictional differencesin the allocation of tasks and
responsibilities as per the Functional M odel and that those differ ences should be adher ed
to.

An exampleis Standard 007 Requirement 3, bullets may be performed by the role of
Transmission Operator or may be performed by different entities depending on the geographic
location within and outside of the United States as well as the context of the specific Standard.

NPCC'’s participating members suggests the Functional Model be revised to better reflect
accountabilities of the TOP vs TOW or the addition of language allowing the use of Joint
Operating Agreements, JOA, to work out details and refine responsibilities when necessary. A
typical exampleisthe “ Transmission Operator, TOP” function in which some function/tasks are
performed by one entity (e.g. ISO) and others by another entity (e.g. Transmissiion Owner,
TOW). Otherwise, appl i cation of the currently approved FM may require that
in sone jurisdictions nore than one entity register for the sane
function, which could | ead to confusion.



Question 6:

The operating policies make frequent reference to Operating Authorities as being the accountable
entities. In adopting the Functional Model into the Version 0 standards, the Drafting Team had to
make numerous extrapol ations of the intent of the operating policies. For the most part, the
requirements are addressed to Reliability Authorities, Balancing Authorities, and Transmission
Operators. As needed, requirements specify Generator Operators, Transmission Service
Providers, Load Serving Entities, and Purchasing-Selling Entities.

The Drafting Team seeks comments on whether the references to Operating Authorities should
include these other functions when appropriate, or should an assumption be made in Version 0
that the reliability obligations of these other functions are addressed in service agreements.

X Include these other functions as appropriate in a specific requirement.
] Do not include these functions in the requirements.
Comments

Any entity which hasimpact on theréliability of the bulk power system should beincluded
in the standards and their requirementsclearly defined. Torely solely on service
agreementswhich will all be negotiated by different entitieswith differing ideas may result
in a degradation in reliability.

Theterm " functions’ should bereplaced with " accountable/r esponsible entities” .



Question 7:

No potential business practice standards were identified in the Version 0 planning standards. In
translation of the operating policies, areas were identified where business practices could
potentially be developed. However, the Drafting Team felt that the reliability requirements and
business practices are so intertwined that to separate them would require substantial revisions to
the requirements that would exceed the mandate of “no changesto the reliability rulesin Version
0.” The Drafting Team identified the following areas in which it would recommend business
practices be developed in Version O:

e Operating Policy 1D (including Appendix 1D) — Time error correction procedures,
except the ability of the Reliability Authority to halt atime error correction for reliability
considerations.

o Operating Policy 1F — Inadvertent energy payback, except that inadvertent energy
accounting remains areliability requirement.

e Operating Policy 3 and Appendices 3A1, 3A2, 3A3, and 3A4 — Tagging procedures, E-
Tag specifications and other sections of Operating Policy 3. Essentia requirements to tag
transactions and tag timing requirements remain reliability standards.

Asawhole, do you agree that this allocation of potential business practice standards? (Y ou will
have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

X Agree.
X Disagree
Comments

Wetentatively agreeto the potential business practice standardswith the under standing
that a further chance shall be given to elaborate/comment on theseindividual

standar ds/requirements and agr ee with following condition/comment re: bulleted item # 2
asfollows. “For purposes of Reliability, the RA shall have the ability to intervene for
inadvertent ener gy payback, where applicable’.

Would best be targeted for future development(i.e. version 1)

There must be only one set of business practice rules and they must residein one place.
What isbeing proposed isthat both NERC and NAESB will addressthe same business
practicesin what isbeing referred to as' Shadow mode" Thisisinappropriateand NPCC's
participating members believe thiswill lead to jurisdictional issues and potential for
conflict.

Question 8:

The Drafting Team seeks inputs on any other policies, standards, or appendicies that should be
considered as business practicesin Version 0 and removed from the NERC standards. Please
identify the policy, appendix, or planning standard by number and name and state your reason for
recommending that material become a business practice standard in Version 0.



Comments

NPCC's participating member s suggest that ATC, TRM and CBM related standards be
turned over to NAESB as businesspractices. Please notethat at thismoment, IMO’s
doesn’t support that opinion.



Question 9:

The Drafting Team is recommending a partial implementation of the Functional Model by
assuming all of the Reliability Coordinator requirementsin current policy should be assigned to
Reliability Authorities. The Drafting Team believes implementation is simplest if the existing
Reliability Coordinators are registered as the Reliability Authorities. However, this approach is
flexible to accommodate regions in which existing control areas are deemed to be Reliability
Authorities. In these regions, the Reliability Authority may delegate tasks “upward” to a
Reliability Coordinator organization, although the registered Reliability Authority would retain
accountability for complying with all of the applicable standards.

Do you agree with this approach?

X Agree.
= Disagree.
Comments

Although NPCC'’s participating member s agree with assuming that today's RCs should be
responsiblefor thelisted RA requirements we do not agree that all control areas can
become an RA or with the upward delegation being proposed. We don't believe any
delegation upward is appropriate.

NPCC continuesto ascertain that there should be a single clearly defined position of

authority for overseeing and directing all bulk power system conditions and eventsfor each
continguous electrical boundary/footprint.

Question 10:

The Drafting Team recommends that the Interchange Authority function not be adopted in the
Version 0 standards. To do so would require changes to tools and procedures, aswell as
reliability obligations. The Drafting Team recommends retaining the BA to BA scheduling
method in current practice until new standards can be developed later for adopting the
Interchange Authority function.

Do you agree with this approach?

X Agree.

] Disagree.

Comments



Question 11:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that planning standards
that had not been completely field-tested should not be included in Version 0. Phase 3 planning
standards were field-tested but no changes were made to these standards following the field tests.
The results of the Phase 3 field tests were mixed — several measures need only minor changes,
and other measures need more significant changes. The compliance templates just approved by
the NERC Board in April 2004 do include some of the Phase 3 planning standards. Any Phase 3
planning standard that was approved for full implementation by the board is assumed to be
accepted by the industry, and is proposed for inclusion in Version 0. If the industry indicates
there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned to the Planning Committee
for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. If ameasureis
removed, it will be “retired” when Version 0 is approved and can only be replaced by going
through the new reliability standards process. At this point, all Phase 3 measures are included in
thefirst draft of Version 0. Pleaseindicate in the table below which Phase 3 measures you think
should be kept or deleted from Version 0.

Version 0 " . Existing
Standard Existing Planning Standard Mmeasur e

8

Delete

M2

I. System Adequacy & Security.

57 M3

F. Disturbance Monitoring M4

M1

M2

M3

M4

M5

65 [11. System Protection & Control. M6

C. Generation M7

M8

M9

M10

M1l

M12

M1

68 [11. Sys Protection & Control M2

E. Under Voltage Load Shed M5

IV. System Restoration M2

70 A. Sys Blackstart Cap. M3

M1

V. System Protection

71 B. Automatic Restoration of Load M2

M3

M4

I ] I I O O e

DI B <] X IR DIIIIRRARS]

Comments

NPCC's participating member s believe that although these standards may be worthwhile
going forward they need to befield tested reviewed and revised if necessary beforethey are
implemented and would be better served going through the SAR processfor the Version 1




standards. Inconsistencies for compliance measuring may for the present, pose problems
without further consideration. NPCC therefore strongly suggeststhat Phase |11 Planning
Standards NOT beincluded in the set of Version 0 Standards.

Question 12:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that Planning Standards
that had not been field-tested should not be included in Version 0. None of the Phase 4 Planning
Standards were field-tested. If the industry indicates there are measures that need additional
work, these will be returned to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission
through the new standards process. At this point, all Phase 4 Measures are included in the 1st
draft of Version 0. Pleaseindicate in the table below which Phase 3 measures you think should
be kept or deleted from Version 0.

\égr?doaﬂg Existing Planning Standard ri)gasg;:% Keep Delete

64 |. System Adequacy & Security M1 [ | X
D. Voltage Support and Reactive Power M2 || X

I. System Adequacy & Security.
57 F. Disturbance Monitoring M5 L] >
M1 [ ] X
M2 L] X
59 Il. System Modeling Data M3 [ X
B. Generation Equipment M4 [ ] X
M5 [ ] X
M6 [ ] X
Il. System Modeling Data M2 [ ] ]

61
D. Actual & Forecast Demands M3 ] X
M1 [ ] X
62 [1. System Modeling Data M2 [ ] X
E. Demand Characteristics (Dynamic) M3 B X
[1l. System Protection & Control M1 = X
66 B. Transmission Control Devices M2 = I
' M3 [] X
Comments

NPCC's participating member s believe that although these standards may be worthwhile
going forward they need to befield tested reviewed and revised if necessary beforethey are
implemented and would be better served going through the SAR processfor the Version 1
standards. Inconsistencies for compliance measuring may for the present, pose problems
without further consideration. NPCC therefore strongly suggeststhat Phase 1V Planning
Standards NOT beincluded in the set of Version O Standards.



Question 13:

Please comment on any specific proposed Version 0 Standards for which you have a concern. In
doing so, please recognize that the Drafting Team is limited in scope to trand ating existing
reliability rules and identifying functions and business practices.

Standard | Section# | Requirement or Comments
# (Planning Measure #
Only)
In many casesthe referencesto few of existing
policies are either missing or are not mapped
correctly within the new version 0
requirements. We arefacilitating NERC SDT
in thismatter by identifying some of the
inconsistencies or needs of references. The
specifics are mentioned later:
001 Purpose Reword the Purposeto read: “To maintain
inter connection frequency within the defined
limits and bound large net unscheduled tieline
flows by balancing real power demand and
supply in real-time.
001 -R3 A new terminology “CPM1 & CPM2" isbeing
-M1 used that ismorerelated to “ Standard under
-M2 development: Standard 300”. The use of this
-Compliance terminology needsto be clarified or corrected.
Monitoring
Process
-Levels of Non-
Comp.

002 M easur es Therearereferencesto ACEm, which isnot

used in the calculations at all. Drop thisunless
areason to keep isprovided. Thereisalsoa
lack of clarity in thetest concerning ACE little
m and ACE big M. Additionally one of the
graphs shows a 10 min. duration without
explanation. Isthisrelated to the old 10 min.
recovery period?




Standard

Section #
(Planning
Only)

Requirement or
Measure #

Comments

002

Notes

At a recent Resour ces Subcommittee meeting,
the RSinterpreted the second contingency rule
to exclude off-line resour cesthat were
activated to provide contingency reserve. This
was always theintent and the addition of a
sentenceto clarify thiswould be beneficial.

002

R4

Includetheterm “disturbance recovery
criterion” preferably in the second paragraph.

002

Refer to DCS, not DCM

002

Compliance
Monitoring

Drop referencesto the Performance Standard
Training Document and refer to the Section in
the Standard itself

003

-R2

R2's existing document refer ences have been
given as Palicy 1C Requirements 2, 2.1, 2.1.1
and 2.1.2 whereas these requirements do not
appear to exist in theoriginal Policy 1C. In
fact, the Version 0 standar d 003 Requirement
R2 has been derived from PolicylC Standards
1,11,111and 1.1.2.

003

-R3

R3 s existing document is also stated
incorrectly as Policy 1C Requirement 2.2.
Requirement 2.2 does NOT exist in theoriginal
Policy 1C. The standard 003 Requirement R3
has been derived from Policy 1C Standard
113

When computing bias, “ several disturbances’
isvaguely defined.




Standard

Section #
(Planning
Only)

Requirement or
Measure #

Comments

003

R4

R4 s existing document is stated incorrectly as
Policy 1C Requirement 2.3 & 2.4.
Requirements 2.3 & 2.4 do NOT exist in the
original Policy 1C. The standard 003
Requirement R4 has been derived from Palicy
1C Standard 1.1.4 & 1.1.5.

The NERC Resources Subcommittee
interpreted that the 1% minimum applies
to the computations of Policy 1 Sections
2.1.1 and 2.1.2 [Standard 003, R2]. A
specific sentence should be added to the
end of R4 to define clearly its
applicability. This is not a change in

policy.

003

-R5

R5 s existing document is also stated
incorrectly as Policy 1C Requirement 2.5.
Requirement 2.5 does NOT exist in theoriginal
Policy 1C. The standard 003 Requirement R5
has been derived from Policy 1C Standard
116

004

Proposed Version 0 does not appear toinclude
information from the existing Policy 1D,
Standard 2, Requirements 1, 2, 3,1.1, 1.2, 5,
5.1, 6 & 7 from the existing Policy should be
restored/added.

Repeat answer from Question 7. This should
remain a NERC standard.

005

R1

This should apply to Transmission Owners as
well




Standard

Section #
(Planning
Only)

Requirement or
Measure #

Comments

005

R2

Refer to CPS not CPM

005

Policy 1 Section 4.3.1.2 was omitted. It allows
asynchronous Balancing Authoritiesto use
alternative ACE equations other than tieline
bias. NPCC requeststhisbe added back.

005

Requirements 4.8.3.3 and 4.8.3.4 from the
AGC section of Policy 1 have been removed.
They wereto beincluded in a ‘notes section’
that apparently doesn’t exist.

005

Unlikethe AIE survey, which was moved into
theinadvertent section, the FRC survey was
not moved into the frequency bias section.
Please find a way to maintain thisrequirement.

005

-Compliance
Monitoring
Process

-Measures
-Levels of Non-
Compliance

- Noinformation imported from existing
document Policy 1E Requirement 24.8.3.3 &
4.8.3.4.

- These are missing and needsto beadded in
Standard simultaneoudly.




Standard | Section# | Requirement or Comments
# (Planning Measure #
Only)

006 -R1 006 does not appear to import any information
from the corresponding existing document
Policy 1F Requirements5,5.1,5.1.1,5.1.1.1,
5.11.2and 5.1.2.
Repeat answer from Question 7. This should
remain a NERC standard.

007 R1 Add Reliability Authority to Functional M odel
entities

007 R2 Add Reliability Authority to Functional M odel
entities

007 -R3 In the existing policy the overall role of

monitoring of SOL or IROL was assigned to a
Control Area. Intheapplicableversion 0
standardsa clarification on therole and
relationship between Reliability Authority and
Transmission Operator should be made with
regardsto the monitoring of SOL & IROL.

These Standards must clearly identify, define
and provide examples of what a SOL and
IROL are. Thereason for thisisthat thisisnot
consistently interpreted by industry.




Standard | Section# | Requirement or Comments
# (Planning Measure #
Only)

007 In variouslocationsin Policy 1 related
material, there are survey and other
requirementsreferred to in the Performance
Standard Reference Document. These
Requirements should be moved into the
Standard. Also, although the strikeout version
of Policy 1 shows a survey section, it was
omitted from the trandlation.

008 Referenceto Template P2T 2 is missing.
Should SOLs be reported to the Regional
Council?

008 -R5 Policy 2A Requirement 2.1.1 does not exist. R5
iscovered by Policy 2A Standard 2.1.

-Measures In 3rd paragraph, ‘Control Area Operator’
should be replaced with ‘Balancing Authority’.

Compliance This section isinconsistent with reporting of

Monitoring SOL and IROL violationsto the RRO. The

Process term RRO should be used consistently.

-Levelsof Non In 3rd paragraph, ‘RELIABILITY

Compliance COORDINATOR’ should bereplaced with
‘Reliability Authority’.

009 R3 NERC Standards should not dictate how a
market works. Remove “ (self-provide or
provide)”.

-R8

-Measures In 2nd paragraph, Policy 2B Requirement 4.2
-Compliance should be Policy 2B Requirement 3.2. R8is
Monitoring covered by Policy 2B Requirement 4.

Process

-Levelsof Non Associated M easure, Compliance Monitoring
Compliance Process and L evels of Non Complianceare

missing and needsto be defined in this
standard simultaneously




Standard

Section #
(Planning
Only)

Requirement or
Measure #

Comments

011

-R2

A new task “ Connectivity of adjacent
Transmission Service Providers’ isadded for
verification and assessment by the
Transmission Service Providersin order to
approve or deny an I nterchange Transaction.

Transmission Service Provider should be
changed to Transmission Operator.

011

-R2

-R2

The 4th bullet should be amended toread " all
interchange transactions' not " multiple
inter change transactions” .

The5th bullet isnot included in existing policy
- it makes senseto includeit however it isa
new requirement.

012

-R1

-R2

-R3

Thereferencefor thelast bullet should be
Policy 3B, Requirement 4.1.3 instead of Policy
3C, Requirement 3.4.

Thereference should be Policy 3B,
Requirement 1 instead of Policy 3B,
Requirement 4.1.3.

Thereference should be Policy 3A,
Requirement 6 instead of Requirement 1.

013

R4

-R5

- Thisrequirement includes the existing PSE
responsibility for updating tags associated with
dynamic schedules wher e they deviate by more
than 25% . Thedrafting team is asking for
acceptance of new criteria however a question
isstill raised whether for transactions
>100M W the requirement is 10% or 25%.
Which of thisisrequired or appropriate.

- Thereference should be Policy 3D,
Requirement 2.5.




Standard | Section# | Requirement or Comments
# (Planning Measure #
Only)
014 R3 Change “to operating personnel” to “toits
operating personnel.”
-Measures Associated Measure, Compliance M onitoring
-Compliance Process and L evels of Non Compliance are
Monitoring missing and needsto be defined in this
Process standard simultaneously.
-Levelsof Non
Compliance
015 Applicability Add Generator Ownersand Load Serving
Entities. Extend R5 to include these Functional
Model entities.
017 -R6 Policy 4D Requirement 5.1 does not exist. R6
is covered by Policy 4D Requirement 6.
018 -R3 In 2nd paragraph, Policy 5A Requirement
2.2.1 doesnot exist. R3iscovered by Policy 5A
Requirement 2.2.
-R5
In 2nd paragraph, Policy 5A Requirement 5.1
does not exist. R5iscovered by Policy 5A
Requirement 5.
018 -R6 - Second point is covered by Policy 5A

Requirement 6.1 and not Requirement 6.2.
- Third point missing referenceto Policy 5A
Requirement 6.2.




Standard

Section #
(Planning
Only)

Requirement or
Measure #

Comments

019

R4

Even though thisisa direct translation of the
existing Policy, NPCC requests a clarification
of therepeat back requirements, specifically
arethey for emergency, abnormal, normal, all
of the above, provide specific examples

020

RS

Changethelast bullet of R5, from Attach 5C to
Attachment 1 and clarify that if thefirst 5
bullets cannot be completed in a timely fashion
then you must moveto manual load shedding
immediately

020

-Attachment 1-

Under (1.) ‘RELIABILITY COORDINATOR’
should be replaced with ‘Reliability
Authority’.

023

R1

Change “ operating personnel” to “its operating
personnel.”

024

R14

Werecommend removing this Requirement
which references Planning Standard 11.B,
which has not been field tested. Although
NPCC believes11.B has merit, it should go
through the SAR process.




Standard | Section# | Requirement or Comments
# (Planning Measure #
Only)

025 R5 Removel, 2, 3, 7, 8 and 9. NPCC recommends
that the fuel related guides are not considered
for trandation into requirements.

R7
Doestheterm “as applicable’ allow the
Functional M odel entitiesto choose which
bullets apply to them?

-R1

M easures: Referenceto Policy 6B Requirement 1is

-Compliance missing.

Monitoring

Process - Associated M easure, Compliance Monitoring

Levelsof Non Process and L evels of Non Compliance are

025 Potential additional elements of Requirement
R5: Weare of the opinion that at a minimum,
critical existing requirementsfrom “noted
potential additional elements’ should be made
a part of Requirement R5, although they may
included as guidesin Policy 6B. Existing
Template P6T 1 outlines most of these
requirements as mandatory.

026 R2,3,4,5 & 7 The Requirements cited are “planning related
“ and should not appear in the “operations
related” requirements

027 R4 NPCC'’ s participating members are concerned that

elements of Policy 5, Section E have not been
sufficiently addressed in this translation.




Standard

Section #
(Planning
Only)

Requirement or
Measure #

Comments

028

Purpose

Levelsof Non
Compliance

NPCC' s participating member srequest
clarification of this purpose.

The Compliance Monitoring requirements
appear to berelated to System Restoration as
opposed to Control Center Recovery

029

R1ThruR5

Add “ Transmission Owners, Generator
Owners, Generator Operatorsand Load
Serving Entities’ to thelist of FM entitiesthis
appliesto.

030

Measure &
L evel of non-
compliance;

M easures

Existing template outlines a clauserelated to
“Interview Verification” requirements.
Moreover, non-compliance level 4 in existing
template P8T1 refersto thefollowing: " .or the
interview verification items 1 and 2 do not
support the authority of the Reliability
Authority....”. Such interview related items
referred toin the existing P8T 1 should be
translated in the new language measur es and
in level 4 non-compliance for
completeness/correctness.

030

Additionally, in element #1 of the M1

measur es, the use of theterm " operating
position" and " position" cause
ambiguity/confusion, wher eby the notion of a
System Operator and System Personnel are
clearly delineated in the old version of P8T 1.
Clarification of what wasintended isrequested
or usethewordsasthey appear in the
Template.

031

-R1

R1 may also need to include corresponding
existing document Policy 8B’s Requirements
1.5,1.6and 1.7.

Attachment 1referred toin this Requirement,
bullet 5 does not exist in the materials.




Standard

Section #
(Planning
Only)

Requirement or
Measure #

Comments

032

-R1

R1 s existing document references have been
given as Palicy 8C Requirements 1, 1.1 and 1.2
whereasthese requirementsdo NOT exist in
theoriginal Policy 8C. In fact, theVersion 0
standard 032 Requirement R1 has been
derived from Policy 8C Standard 1.

Requirement should apply only to positions that
are directly responsible for complying with
NERC. Please clarify

032

R1.2

“Positionsthat are directly responsible for
complying with NERC.” Should be changed
to;

“Operating Personnel in positionsthat are
directly responsible for complying with
NERC.”

To be consistent with the existing template
P8T2

033 &
018

R8 & R3

Thereisduplication or redundancy of
requirements between policy 5 and 9.
Standard 033 Requirement 8 and Standard
018 Requirement 3 appear to bethe same.

033

R6

The statement isinconsistent with the
Functional Model. NPCC does not believe that
in all casesan entity needsto be certified at the
Reliability Authority level when they are
carrying out a “delegated task”. i.e. a
distribution operator carrying out load
shedding on distribution feeders as delegated
by the RA.

033

R8

At the end of R8, the inability to perform the
directive AND WHY should be communicated
tothe RA.

033

R9

Please clarify and provide example(s) of what
ismeant by the“interest of other entity”.




Standard

Section #
(Planning
Only)

Requirement or
Measure #

Comments

034

R3

The drafting team posed a question regarding
whether TOsand BAshad an obligation to
supply RA info. through SDX. Thisisnot in
existing policy and NPCC believesthisis*® out
of the scope” of the version zero effort.

034

R1

NPCC'’sparticipating membersbelieve thisis
appropriately in this Standard and NOT in
029.

034

R5

Please clarify/define what is” synchronized
information system.”

034

R7

Please clarify/define what constitutes
“adequate’ analysistools and “wide-area
overview”.

038

R17

The Drafting Team comment appearsto be
making an incorrect reference. The correct
referenceisto Std 019. NPCC, at this
juncture, does not agree to consolidate at this

051

all sections

Regional
Differences

See NPCC BPS Definition in Question 1

051

NPCC feels this should be part of the Version 0
standard package. However the S language from
the template should be added.

053

Section 2

This should already be covered by the process
outlined in the FERC IA, Final Ruling which
requires coordination of interconnection studies
and is not necessary for inclusion in the NERC
Version 0 Standards. (Existing 1.C.M2)

053

Section 1

R1-2

There isaconcern that the TO is stated as being
responsible and may in fact not be the proper
entity. Itissuggested that if thisis not
sufficiently covered in the FERC IA, then
language be added to allow entitiesto share TO
responsibilities through applicable Agreements.




Standard

Section #
(Planning
Only)

Requirement or
Measure #

Comments

054

The ATC isabusinessissue that should not be
part of the Version O standard. In addition there
are parts of the Northeast that have FERC
approved Market Designs that don't use ATC,
CBM or TRM.

055 &
056

CBM and TRM is abusiness issue that should not
be part of the Version 0 standard. In addition
there are parts of the Northeast that have FERC
approved Market Designs that don't use ATC,
CBM or TRM.

54, 55, 56

54

Standards

Why do we need to have 3 standardsrelated to
the same existing Standard | .E?

" Certain systemsthat are not required to post
Available Transfer Capability valuesare
exempt from this Standard." Should this
statement not indicated also in 55 and 567

057

Thisisa Phase 3 standard and NPCC believes
it isnot appropriatefor inclusion in Version 0

059

Thisisa Phase 4 standard and NPCC believes
it isnot appropriatefor inclusionin Version 0

061

Thisisa Phase 4 standard and NPCC believes
it isnot appropriatefor inclusion in Version 0

062

Thisisa Phase 4 standard and NPCC believes
it isnot appropriate for inclusion in Version 0

062

Section 2

Section 3

R2-1

R3-1

If the Std remainsin theVersion O;
Delete specific about " Hydro-Québec
I nter connection” .

Delete specific about " Hydr o-Québec” .

063

The existing requirement aslisted in S3 for
[11.A.M.3requiring all “misoperationsto be
analyzed for cause and corrective oper ations’
seems to have been deleted. The existing
requirement only requires having a procedure.
Please reintroduce S3.

064

ThisisaPhase 4 standard and NPCC believes
it isnot appropriatefor inclusionin Version 0

065

Thisisa Phase 3 standard and NPCC believes
it isnot appropriate for inclusion in Version 0

066

ThisisaPhase 4 standard and NPCC believes
it isnot appropriatefor inclusionin Version 0

068

Thisisa Phase 3 standard and NPCC believes
it isnot appropriate for inclusion in Version 0

070

ThisisaPhase 3 standard and NPCC believes




Standard | Section# | Requirement or Comments
# (Planning Measure #
Only)
it isnot appropriate for inclusion in Version 0
071 Thisisa Phase 3 standard and NPCC believes

it isnot appropriatefor inclusionin Version 0




Question 14:

Please provide any additional comments you have regarding the Draft 1 Version O Reliability
Standards.

NPCC' s participating members would note that there are numerous references to the Regional
Reliability Council throughout the Version 0 Stds. However in Version 2 of the BOT approved
Functional Model thereis no mention of the definition of the role of the Regions.

NPCC'’s participating members would like to suggest, that for clarity, the Requirements as they
appear in the Version zero standards should contain, where applicable, a header or title of what
specifically the requirement refersto. In some cases it was unclear e.g. in Std. 038 R-16 which
appliesto the TTC ATC calculation process.

Further Comment on the Operating Standards:

std 007, 017, 018, 019, 021, 022, 023, 024 -M easur es. Compliance Monitoring Process,
-Levels of Non Compliance:

Note that the associated M easur e, Compliance Monitoring Process and L evels of Non
Compliance are missing from the above noted standards. We suggest that these standards
should be reassessed in near futureto determinethe requirementsfor their associated
measur es and levels of non-compliance. Accor dingly, these should then be specified where
applicable and consider ed necessary.

Comments on Planning Standards:

1) std 056 Section 1 -R1-1, second sentence:
“The Regional Reliability Council’s Transmission ...” shall beread instead of “ The
Region’s Transmission ...” to be consistent with the Standard

2) std 056 Section 1 -R1-1, item 5:
“... for the Regional Reliability Council togrant ...” shall beread instead of “... for the
Regiontogrant ...” tobeconsistent with the Standard

3) std 056 Section 1 -Level of Non Compliance: Level 4
“Or the Regional Reliability Council...” shall beread instead of “ Or the Region...” to be
consistent with the Standard

4) std 056 Section 2 -Compliance Monitoring Process:
“Each Regional Reliability Council...” shall beread instead of “ Each Region...” to be
consistent with the Standard

5) std 058 Section 6 -R6-1:

- “Standard 058-R5-1" shall beread instead of “ Standard I1.A.M5”.

- On thelast paragraph “... provided to the Regional Reliability Councilsand NERC...”
shall beread instead of “... provided to the Regionsand NERC..” to be consistent with the
Standard.

6) std 059 Section 1 -Level of Non Compliance: Level 2



“... of Regional Reliability Council procedures...” shall beread instead of “... of Regional
procedure...” to be consistent with the Standard.

7) std 059 Section 2 -R2-1, fifth paragraph:
“... requested by the Regional Reliability Council shall ...” shall beread instead of “...
requested by the Region shall ...” to be consistent with the Standard.

8) std 059 Section 3 -R3-1, sixth paragraph:
“... requested by the Regional Reliability Council shall ...” shall beread instead of “...
requested by the Region shall ...” to be consistent with the Standard.

9) std 059 Section 4 -R4-1, first & second par agraph:

- “... provide the Regional Reliability Councilswith ...” shall beread instead of “... provide
the Regionswith ...” to be consistent with the Standard.

- “... requested by the Regional Reliability Council shall ...” shall beread instead of “...
requested by the Region shall ...” to be consistent with the Standard.

10) std 059 Section 5 -R5-1, second par agraph:
“... requested by the Regional Reliability Council shall ...” shall beread instead of “...
requested by the Region shall ...” to be consistent with the Standard.

11) std 061 Standard Applicability:

- Thisstandard is applicable to the Regional Reliability Councilswhich are not defined in
the NERC’s Functional M odel.

-“Section 1, 2, 3,4,5,,6,7 & 8" shall beread instead of “11.D.M1, 11.D.M2,11.D.M3,
[1.D.M4,11.D.M6, II.D.M10, II.D.M11 & II.D.M12".

12) std 061 Section 1 -L evel of Non Compliance: Level 1 & 4
“The Regional Reliability Council and the ...” shall beread instead of “ The Region and the
...” to be consistent with the Standard.

13) std 061 Section 2 -R2-2:
“... tothe Regional Reliability Councilsand NERC.” shall beread instead of “... tothe
Regionsand NERC.” to be consistent with the Standard

14) std 061 Section 3 - Requirements: Measures: Level of Non Compliance:
Thereisnotrandation of Version 0 Standard attempted for this section. Isthisintentional?

15) std 061 Section 4 -R4-1:
“...to NERC, the Regional Rédliability Councils, and ...” shall beread instead of “...to
NERC, the Regions, and ...” to be consistent with the Standard.

16) std 061 Section 4 -L evel of Non Compliance: Level 1,2, 3 & 4:
“... required by the Regional Reliability Council toreport ...” shall beread instead of “ ...
required by the Region toreport ..."” to be consistent with the Standard.

17) std 061 Section 5 -L evel of Non Compliance: Level 1 & 2

“...onitemsl. or 2. wasnot ...” shall beread instead of “... on itemsa) or b) wasnot ...” to
be consistent with the Standard.

18) std 061 Section 6 -R6-1:



“...to NERC, the Regional Rédliability Councils, and ..."” shall beread instead of “...to
NERC, the Regions, and ...” to be consistent with the Standard.

19) std 061 Section 7 - Title, Level of Non Compliance: Level 1 & 4:

“... datato Transmission Operator and Reliability Authority.” shall beread instead of “...
data to system operatorsand security center coordinators.” to be consistent with NERC’s
Functional Model.

20) std 062 Standard Applicability:
This standard is applicable to the Regional Reliability Councils which are not defined in the
NERC’s Functional Moddl.

21) std 062 Section 2 - Applicability, R2-1:
Why are Western and ERCOT Inter connections excluded?

22) std 062 Section 2 Level of Non Compliance: Level 3
“... demand characteristics were not provided on schedule ...” shall beread instead of “...
demand characteristics were provided on schedule ...” .

23) std 063 Sections 1to 3:
It issuggested that revised section on " Applicability”" should include theterm " Facility" eg
transmission " facility" owner to capturethe CWC and LDC facilitiesthis appliesto.

24) std 064 Section 1 -Requirements (M 1-4):
Need to clarify whether 30 daysor 30 business days.

25) std 066 Section - Purpose:
Theterminology of “Region” should bereplaced with “ Regional Reliability Council” to be
consistent with terminology mapping followed in other such related version O standards.

26) std 067 Section 1 -Requirements (R1-2, R1-3):
-Compliance Monitoring Process:
Need to clarify whether 30 daysor 30 business days.

27) std 067 Section 2 -Requirements (R2-2):
Need to clarify whether 30 daysor 30 business days.

28) std 067 Section 2 -Measure;
No measur es specified.

29) std 067 Section 2 -Compliance Monitoring Process:
Need to clarify whether 30 daysor 30 business days.

30) std 067 Section 3 -Requirements (R3-2): Compliance Monitoring Process:
Need to clarify whether 30 daysrefersto 30 business days.

31) std 067 Section 4 -Requirements (R4-2):Compliance Monitoring Process:
Need to clarify whether 90 daysrefersto 90 business days.

32) std 070 Section 1 -Compliance M onitoring Process:
Need to clarify whether 30 daysrefersto 30 business days.



33) std 070 Section 4 -Compliance M onitoring Process:
Need to clarify whether 30 daysrefersto 30 business days.

34) std 072 Section 1 -R1-2:

The standard 072 mentionsthat vegetation related outages to be reported to “ Regional
Reliability Council”. We are of the opinion that the Transmission Owner should report the
vegetation related outagesto its concerned “ Reliability Authority” in order to be consistent
with all present practices and process. Accordingly, we suggest the sameto be incor porated
in the applicable section 1 of standard 072 asfollows: “ ... to its Reliability Authority all
vegetation-related outages ...” shall beread instead of “... to its Regional Reliability
Council all vegetation-related outages...”.

35) std 072 Section 1 -Compliance Monitoring Process, Periodic Reporting, Compliance
Monitoring Responsibilities:

“... Regional Rédiability Council shall report ...” shall beread instead of “ The Region shall
report ...” to be consistent with the Standard.

OTHER COMMENTS

NPCC's participating member s suggest that with regardsto Version 0 standards, an
updated glossary of terms and definitions should be developed and made available to the
industry.

We suggest that in version O standard, areferenceor alink to the associated NAESB BPS
should also be provided, as and wher e applicable (especially in standardsrelated to Policy ).

In the existing policy the overall role of monitoring of SOL or IROL was assigned to a
Control Area. Intheapplicableversion 0 standardsa clarification on therole and
relationship between Reliability Authority and Transmission Operator should be made with
regardsto the monitoring of SOL & IROL. standard 7, R-3

Overall the NPCC's participating member s support the NERC Version 0 Reliability
Standards and the efforts of NERC-SDT involved in it.

At arecent Resources Subcommittee meeting, the RS interpreted the second
contingency rule to exclude off line resources that were activated to provide
contingency reserve. Basically, if aresource is started up to provide contingency
reserve and trips off while providing it, this is not a second contingency. This was
always the intent, and to add a sentence now to make it explicit would be useful
and is not a change in policy.

These Standards must clearly identify, define and provide examples of what a SOL and
IROL are. Thereason for thisisthat thisisnot consistently inter preted by industry.

NPCC believesthat in the Planning Trandations, theremoval of the S1, S2 etc. language
hasintroduced vagariesto the Standardsthat may lead to misinterpretations. NPCC
suggeststhat the drafting team review each trandation and consider thereintroduction of
the“S’ statement from the existing Templatesto provide clarity and recapture details that
may have been lost in thistrandation. NPCC suggeststhe*S’ statement language appear
at the beginning of the Requirement Section for each Standard.



Table : Comments related to either missing or inconsistent References [Version O
Operating Standards]
Version 0 | Requirement Comments

Standard #|or Measure #

003 -R2 R2's existing document references have been given as Policy 1C
Requirements 2, 2.1, ,2.1.1 and 2.1.2 whereas these requirements do not
appear to exist in the original Policy 1C. In fact, the Version 0 standard 003
Requirement R2 has been derived from PolicylC Standards 1, 1.1, 1.1.1 and
1.1.2.

-R3 R3's existing document is also stated incorrectly as Policy 1C Requirement
2.2. Requirement 2.2 does NOT exist in the original Policy 1C. The standard
003 Requirement R3 has been derived from Policy 1C Standard 1.1.3.

-R4 R4’ s existing document is stated incorrectly as Policy 1C Requirement 2.3 &
2.4. Requirements 2.3 & 2.4 do NOT exist in the origina Policy 1C. The
standard 003 Requirement R4 has been derived from Policy 1C Standard
1.14& 1.15.

-R5 R5’ s existing document is also stated incorrectly as Policy 1C Requirement
2.5. Requirement 2.5 does NOT exist in the original Policy 1C. The standard
003 Requirement R5 has been derived from Policy 1C Standard 1.1.6.

004 Proposed Version 0 does not appear to include information from the existing
Policy 1D, Standard 2, Requirements 1, 2, 3,1.1,1.2,5,5.1, 6 &7. Isthis
intentional ?

006 -R1 006 does not appear to import any information from the corresponding
existing document Policy 1F Requirements 5, 5.1, 5.1.1,5.1.1.1, 5.1.1.2 and
5.1.2.

008 -Standard 008 Reference to Template P2T2 ismissing.

-R5 Policy 2A Requirement 2.1.1 does not exist. R5 is covered by Policy 2A
Standard 2.1

009 -R8 In 2" paragraph, Policy 2B Requirement 4.2 does not exist. R8 is covered by
Policy 2B Requirement 4.

010 -R2 Thisisacombination of Policy 3A Requirement 2.1 & 2.4.1 not just a
trandation of Requirement 2.4.1.

-R3 Thisisatrandation of Requirement 2.1 not 2.4.1.

012 -R1 The reference for the last bullet should be Policy 3B, Requirement 4.1.3
instead of Policy 3C, Requirement 3.4

-R2 The reference should be Policy 3B, Requirement 1 instead of Policy 3B,
Requirement 4.1.3

-R3 The reference should be Policy 3A, Requirement 6 instead of Requirement 1

013 -R5 The reference should be Policy 3D, Requirement 2.5

017 -R6 Policy 4D Requirement 5.1 does not exist. R6 is covered by Policy 4D

Requirement 6.




018

019

020

021

022

023

-R3
-R5

-R6

-R1
‘R2
‘R4
-R3
‘R4
-R5

-Levelsof Non
Compliance

-R1
-R2
-R3
‘R4
-R1
-R2

-R3

‘R4
-R5
-R1

-R2

In 2" paragraph, Policy 5A Requirement 2.2.1 does not exist. R3is covered
by Policy 5A Requirement 2.2.

In 2" paragraph, Policy 5A Requirement 5.1 does not exist. R5 is covered
by Policy 5A Requirement 5.

- Second point is covered by Policy 5A Requirement 6.1 and not
Requirement 6.2.

- Third point missing reference to Policy 5A Requirement 6.2.

Reference to Policy 5B Requirement 1 ismissing.

Reference to Policy 5B Requirement 2 is missing.

Reference to Policy 5B Requirement 2.2 is missing.

Reference to Policy 5C ismissing.

Reference to Policy 5C Requirement 1 ismissing.

Reference to Policy 5C Requirement 2.1 is missing.

Reference to Template P5T1 ismissing.

Reference to Policy 5D Requirement 1 is missing.
Reference to Policy 5D Requirement 2 is missing.
References to Policy 5D Requirement 3 and Requirement 4 are missing.
Reference to Policy 5D Requirement 5 is missing.
Reference to Policy 5F Requirement 1 ismissing.
Reference to Policy 5F Requirement 2 is missing.

References to Policy 5F Requirement 3, Requirement 3.1, Requirement 3.2
and Requirement 3.3 are missing.

Reference to Policy 5F Requirement 6 is missing.
Reference to Policy 5F Requirement 7 is missing.
Reference to Policy 5G Requirement 1 is missing.

Reference to Policy 5G Requirement 2 is missing.



024

025

027

028

029

031

032

039

-R3

-R5

-R6

-R7

-R8

-R9

-R10

-R11

-R17

-R18

-R20

-R1

-R1

-Standard 028

-R1

‘R4

-R1

-R1

-M1

-R7

Reference to Policy 5G Requirement 3 is missing.

Policy 6A Requirement 1 1.2 does not exist. R5 is covered by Policy 6A
Requirement 1.2.

Policy 6A Requirement 2 2.1 does not exist. R6 is covered by Policy 6A
Requirement 2.1.

Policy 6A Requirement 2 2.2 does not exist. R7 is covered by Policy 6A
Requirement 2.2.

Policy 6A Requirement 2 2.3 does not exist. R8is covered by Policy 6A
Requirement 2.3.

Policy 6A Requirement 2 2.4 does not exist. R9 is covered by Policy 6A
Requirement 2.4.

Policy 6A Requirement 2 2.5 does not exist. R10 is covered by Policy 6A
Requirement 2.5.

Policy 6A Requirement 2 2.6 does not exist. R11 iscovered by Policy 6A
Requirement 2.6.

References to Policy 6A Requirement 6.3.1 and Requirement 6.3.2 are
missing for points 1 and 2 respectively.

Reference to Policy 6A Requirement 6.4 is missing.

Policy 6A Requirement 6.6 does not exist. R20 is covered by Policy 6A
Requirement 7.
Reference to Policy 6B Requirement 1 ismissing.

Reference to Policy 6D Introduction is missing.
Reference to Template P6T3 is missing
Reference to Template P6T3 is missing belonging to bulleted items 1-7.

R4 (which talks about the language of communication used) refers Policy 7B
Requirement 2 as its corresponding existing document. Whereas, the Policy
7B Requirement discusses a different topic, Inter Regional Security Network.

R1 may aso need to include corresponding existing document Policy 8B’s
Requirements 1.5, 1.6 and 1.7.

R1’ s existing document references have been given as Policy 8C
Requirements 1, 1.1 and 1.2 whereas these requirements do NOT exist in the
original Policy 8C. Infact, the Version 0 standard 032 Requirement R1 has
been derived from Policy 8C Standard 1.

A reference of Policy 8C Standard 2 needs to be mentioned.

The reference should be Policy 9F Requirement 3.1 and 3.4 instead of
Requirement 4



Attachment to NPCC CP9 Comment Questionnaire;

"

NORTHEAST p,

1515 BROADWAY, NEW YORK, NY 10036-8901 TELEPHONE: (212) 840-1070 FAX: (212) 302-2782

November 9, 2003

Mr. James Byrd

Chairman

NERC Functional Model Review Task Group
ONCOR

2233-B Mountain Creek Parkway

Dallas, TX 75211-6716

Subject: NERC Réliability Functional Model
Dear Jim,

The NPCC Executive Committee reviewed Version 2 of the NERC Reliability
Functional Model at arecent meeting. Following discussion, they agreed to support this
draft revision with the conditions that the uncertainties and deficiencies identified below
are resolved in a subsequent version and reflected in the implementation plan for the
model for consideration at the March Standing Committee meetings. NPCC supports
allowing the standards devel opment process to move forward during this period, rather
than delaying approval until the issues outlined are addressed in March.

Significant strides have been made in the last months in defining and clarifying
the individual reliability functions and you and the rest of the FMRTG are to be
congratulated. However, much work still needs to be done to develop a blueprint
describing how to integrate these basic building blocks into areliable structure.

The integration of core real-time operations reliability functions needs to be
addressed in those sections of the Functional Model dealing with the relationship
between the functions and explicitly required in the implementation plan. These core
functions include security analysis, transmission and generation dispatch, security unit
commitment, AGC, interchange scheduling and curtailment, maintenance coordination,
emergency operations and system restoration. The Board of Trustees’ imperative
contained in their post-blackout Near-Term Actions letter emphasizing that, “ systems
are operated within their design criteria and within conditions known to be reliable
through analytic study”, make this integration more than a secondary technical



specification. In addition, an unambiguous definition of contiguous electrical and
physical operating area boundaries must be established.

Specific issues include the following:

1. Clarity of authority of entities performing the RA function over al corereal-time
operations reliability functions within their electrical boundary and geographic
footprint.

2. Requirement for entities performing the RA function to have a contiguous electrical
boundary/geographic footprint.

3. Clarify that the RA entity’s system size needs to be consistent with the computational
tools and communication capabilities available, and reliably manageable by operators
should those tools and capabilities fail.

4. The model needsto clearly indicate that there should be no overlap in RA
responsibilities and to preclude the possibility of multiple RA entities having control
over common facilities.

5. Clarify that the boundary/footprint requirements for entities performing the BA
function should be identified and should preclude generator-only BA areas.

6. Clarify that aBA entity should fall under the authority of asingle RA entity and
should be within the RA footprint.

7. Clarify that there should be asingle IA entity within each RA footprint.

In conclusion, NPCC offers to continue to work with the FMRTG to address the concerns
expressed. NPCC also recommends that other technical subject matter experts, such asthe
RCWG, ORS, and the IS be engaged to help move the development of the implementation of the
Functional Model forward. These technical subject matter experts provide critical feedback to the

Standing Committees on reliability issues, and their direct support of this effort could prove
invaluable.

Thank you for your consideration these matters.

Sincerely yours,

Ed Schwerdt

Edward A. Schwerdt
Executive Director
EASjm
cc: NPCC Executive Committee



COMMENT FORM PART 2 — QUESTIONNAIRE
Draft 1 of Proposed Version 0 Reliability Standards

Thisform isto be used to submit comments on Draft 1 of the Version 0 Reliability Standards. Comments
must be submitted by August 9, 2004. Y ou may submit the completed form by emailing it to:
sarcomm@nerc.com with the words “Version 0 Comments” in the subject line. If you have questions
please contact Gerry Cauley at gerry.cauley @nerc.net on 609-452-8060.

Commenter Information

Name: Michadl Kormos

Organization: PJM

Telephone:
Email:
NERC Region Registered Ballot Body Segment
[ ]ERCOT [ ]| 1- Transmission Owners
[ ]ECAR X | 2- RTOs, 1SOs, Regional Reliability Councils
[]FRCC []| 3- Load-serving Entities
XIMAAC [ ] 4 - Transmission-dependent Utilities
[ IMAIN [ ]| 5- Electric Generators
[1MAPP []| 6- Electricity Brokers, Aggregators, and Marketers
[INPCC 1| 7 - Large Electricity End Users
[1SERC [ ]| 8- Small Electricity End Users
[1sppP []1]9- Federal, State, Provincial Regulatory or other Government Entities
[ ]WECC
] Not Applicable
Group Comments Group Name: PJM
Lead Contact Michael Kormos Organization: PJM
Telephone: Email:
Member Names Organization Segment | Member Names Organization Segment
Michael Kormos PIM 2
Steven Herling PIM 2
Gerry Méllinger PIM 2
Frank Koza PIM 2
Bruce Balmat PIM 2
Joseph Willson PIM 2
Mark Kuras PIM 2
Albert DiCaprio PIM 2




Question 1:

Recognizing the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards as a preliminary work in progress that will continue to be
refined by the Drafting Team in response to industry comments, if you were asked today to consider
voting to approve (single block vote) the Version 0 Standards as presented, how do you think you would
vote?

] Would approve the standards conditionally, assuming acceptable improvements are madein
response to comments.

= Would not approve the standards.
[] Would abstain.

Comments
PJM could approvethecurrent draft in itsentirety, but if and only if the untested Phase 1l and the
entire Phase IV Planning Standardswere not to beincluded in the Version 0 standards.

PJM also has serious questions regar ding the status of the unaddressed compliance enfor cement
issues such as Will financial penalties be categorically waived from Version 0; and DoesNERC
(with or without Region Council consent) reservetheright to invoke financial penalties?

The Levels of non-compliance are inconsistent with regardsto the Levelsand their impact on
Reliability. Some are based on potential impacts on reliability while others are based on more
direct impacts on reiability.

PJM would ask that the Team explicitly include a Foreword in itsfinal Version 0 document noting
that passage of the Version 0 requirements does not necessarily represent the Industry’s Consensus
or approval of each and every one of those requirements.

Question 2:

Arethere any “show stoppers’ in the approach or results to date that would prevent you from approving
the standards? If so, what are they?

Comments

Given thefact that Version Oisareformatting of current Standards and Policies, PIM does not see
any show stoppers, except as noted in question 1 for the planning standards. Inclusion of the
PHASE IV Planning Standards would be a 'show stopper'.



Also, requirementsfor Generator testing have the potential to be a 'show stopper'. Such
requirementsfit better in Operating Agreementsor Tariffsthan they doin NERC réliability
standards.



Question 3:

Asawhole, do you agree that the content of the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards is a reasonable translation of
existing NERC reliahility rules that does not significantly change current reliability obligations? (You
will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

= Agree.
] Disagree.
Comments

PJM agreesthat Version Oisareasonabletranslation.

Question 4:

There are numerous areas where the Drafting Team found it could easily eliminate redundanciesin the
reguirements across various standards and improve the standards by better grouping the requirementsinto
logical areas. However, the Drafting Team resisted making those changes in the first draft to ensure the
industry would be able to more easily visualize the mapping from the existing documentsto the Version 0
Standards. Should the Drafting Team minimize changes to eliminate redundancies and improve
organization of the standards, or should the team make those improvementsin Version 0?

X Make improvements to reduce redundancies and better group the requirements.
] Minimize the changes to simplify the transition from existing rulesto Version 0.
Comments

Experience would suggest that redundancies should be eliminated whenever possible.

NERC has not been successful in transitional activities. New ventures (such as Tagging, TLRs, and
Reliability Coordinators) haverequired a significant amount of timeto correct the original
products. The Standard processisamajor transition for NERC and will probably take a significant
amount of time to cometo consensus - not for Version 0 which isno morethan arehash of the
current Standards but for Versions 1 and beyond, thusleaving open for along period of timethe
potential for redundant Standards and redundant penaltiesfor non-compliance.



Question 5:

Asawhole, do you agree that the designation of functionsin the Functional Model is acceptable? (You
will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

= Agree.
] Disagree.
Comments

PJM agreesthat the designation is'acceptable'.

AsPJM pointsout in its specific comments; the Team's designations are not without errors. PJM
would notethat the use of BA and the omission of | A indicate a need for morerepresentation from
the Functional M odel Team.

Question 6:

The operating policies make frequent reference to Operating Authorities as being the accountable entities.
In adopting the Functional Model into the Version O standards, the Drafting Team had to make numerous
extrapolations of the intent of the operating policies. For the most part, the requirements are addressed to
Reliability Authorities, Balancing Authorities, and Transmission Operators. As needed, requirements
specify Generator Operators, Transmission Service Providers, Load Serving Entities, and Purchasing-
Selling Entities.

The Drafting Team seeks comments on whether the references to Operating Authorities should include
these other functions when appropriate, or should an assumption be made in Version O that the reliability
obligations of these other functions are addressed in service agreements.

X Include these other functions as appropriate in a specific requirement.
[] Do not include these functions in the requirements.
Comments

The specific " Functional Category" must beincluded if the Version 0 Team intendsto do a
tranglation based on the Functional Model. The 'responsibility' for each requirement must be
specified and assigned to whatever corporate organization registersfor that category. How that
organization carries out that requirement (i.e. using Market solutions or by contractual agreement)
isnot a NERC concern.



Question 7:

No potential business practice standards were identified in the Version 0 planning standards. In
translation of the operating policies, areas were identified where business practices could potentialy be
developed. However, the Drafting Team felt that the reliability requirements and business practices are
so intertwined that to separate them would require substantial revisions to the requirements that would
exceed the mandate of “no changes to the reliability rulesin Version 0.” The Drafting Team identified
the following areas in which it would recommend business practices be developed in Version O:
e Operating Policy 1D (including Appendix 1D) — Time error correction procedures, except the
ability of the Reliability Authority to halt atime error correction for reliability considerations.
e Operating Policy 1F — Inadvertent energy payback, except that inadvertent energy accounting
remains areliability requirement.
e Operating Policy 3 and Appendices 3A1, 3A2, 3A3, and 3A4 — Tagging procedures, E-Tag
specifications and other sections of Operating Policy 3. Essential requirements to tag transactions
and tag timing requirements remain reliability standards.

Asawhole, do you agree that this allocation of potential business practice standards? (Y ou will have a
chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

X Agree.
] Disagree
Comments

PJM agreesthat the specified areas can and should be ceded to NAESB and then allow for NAESB
to decide whether or not to continuethose requirements.

Question 8:

The Drafting Team seeks inputs on any other policies, standards, or appendicies that should be considered
as business practicesin Version 0 and removed from the NERC standards. Please identify the policy,
appendix, or planning standard by number and name and state your reason for recommending that
material become a business practice standard in Version 0.

Comments

PJM considersthat the TLR requirementsfocus on transaction modification asthe only solution to
wide area congestion isan infringement on market solutionsto congestion. PJM would prefer to
have a NERC standard to relieve congestion and leave the solution of How to relieve the congestion
tothe RA or it Regional Council.



Question 9:

The Drafting Team is recommending a partial implementation of the Functional Model by assuming al of
the Reliability Coordinator requirementsin current policy should be assigned to Reliability Authorities.
The Drafting Team believes implementation is simplest if the existing Reliability Coordinators are
registered as the Reliability Authorities. However, this approach is flexible to accommodate regionsin
which existing control areas are deemed to be Reliability Authorities. In these regions, the Reliability
Authority may delegate tasks “upward” to a Reliability Coordinator organization, although the registered
Reliability Authority would retain accountability for complying with all of the applicable standards.

Do you agree with this approach?

= Agree.
] Disagree.
Comments

PJM agreeswith therecommendation - from a pragmatic per spective but not from a philosophic
per spective.

To delegate upwardsimplies assigning the responsibility for a task from an entity with less
responsibility to an entity with more authority. By definition the RA IS the entity with the highest
authority, thereforeit isincorrect to state that the RA is'delegating up'.

NERC standar ds have become an issue mainly because those standardsare not 'crisp'. What the
Version 0 Team proposesis (at least for thisrequirement) to continue the old standards' lack of
clarity. The RA isa set of responsibilities, and to the extent that today's Reliability Coordinators
can meet thetasks set out in the RA category, those Reliability Coordinators can serveto fulfill the
RA responsibilities. To the extent that the Reliability Coordinator s cannot meet those tasks they
risk being found non-compliant to a NERC RA standard. The probability issmall that that will
happen, hence PIM's pragmatic agreement to continue. But PJM notesthat a blanket acceptance of
all Reliability Coordinator s asthe organizationsthat serveto fulfill the RA responsibilitiesfliesin
the face of the objective of the Functional Model. Quite simply if a Reliability Coordinator does not
have the authority to shed load without asking permission, then, by definition of RA, that
Reliability Coordinator should NOT be certified asan RA.

Question 10:

The Drafting Team recommends that the Interchange Authority function not be adopted in the Version 0
standards. To do so would require changes to tools and procedures, as well as reliability obligations. The
Drafting Team recommends retaining the BA to BA scheduling method in current practice until new
standards can be developed later for adopting the Interchange Authority function.

Do you agree with this approach?

X Agree.



] Disagree.

Comments
PJM agreeswith therecommendation - from a pragmatic per spective but not from a philosophic
per spective.

Thereason PJM agreesto support the Team continuing without the I A function isthat thetime
needed for the discussionsto clarify thisdebate is not available. PIM does not agree that any 'new
tools or procedures’ would be needed to implement the ssmple requirement to implement a
transaction. Transaction implementation is donetoday by control area to control area checkout
and can be done tomorrow using the same process. The Functional M odel's | A role does not
mandate the elimination of BA to BA checkout, but that debate is best |eft to post Version 0 forums.



Question 11:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that planning standards that had
not been completely field-tested should not be included in Version 0. Phase 3 planning standards were
field-tested but no changes were made to these standards following the field tests. The results of the
Phase 3 field tests were mixed — several measures need only minor changes, and other measures need
more significant changes. The compliance templates just approved by the NERC Board in April 2004 do
include some of the Phase 3 planning standards. Any Phase 3 planning standard that was approved for
full implementation by the board is assumed to be accepted by the industry, and is proposed for inclusion
inVersion 0. If the industry indicates there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned
to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. If a
measure is removed, it will be “retired” when Version 0 is approved and can only be replaced by going
through the new reliability standards process. At this point, all Phase 3 measures are included in the first
draft of Version 0. Please indicate in the table below which Phase 3 measures you think should be kept or
deleted from Version O.

Version 0
Standard

Existing
measur e

Existing Planning Standard Delete

8

M2
M3
M4

I. System Adequacy & Security.

57 F. Disturbance Monitoring

M1
M2
M3
M4
M5
[11. System Protection & Control. M6

C. Generation M7
M8
M9
M10
M1l
M12

M1
[11. Sys Protection & Control M2

65

68

E. Under Voltage Load Shed M5

IV. System Restoration M2
A. Sys Blackstart Cap. M3

M1

70

IV. System Protection M2

71 B. Automatic Restoration of Load M3

L RIS
OO EEDONEDOO(E N

M4

Comments



Question 12:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that Planning Standards that had
not been field-tested should not be included in Version 0. None of the Phase 4 Planning Standards were
field-tested. If the industry indicates there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned
to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. At
this point, all Phase 4 Measures are included in the 1st draft of Version 0. Please indicate in the table
below which Phase 3 measures you think should be kept or deleted from Version 0.

\S/gr?doaﬂg Existing Planning Standard E:;'jg:% Keep Delete
64 I. System Adequacy & Security M1 [] X
D. Voltage Support and Reactive Power M2 [] X

I. System Adequacy & Security.

57 F. Disturbance Monitoring MS L] >
M1 [ ] ]
M2 [ | <
59 II. System Modeling Data M3 [ | X
B. Generation Equipment M4 [ ] X
M5 L] X
M6 [] X
61 I1. System Modeling Data M2 L] X
D. Actual & Forecast Demands M3 [] X
M1 [ ] X
62 I1. System Modeling Data M2 [ ] X
E. Demand Characteristics (Dynamic) M3 [ <
[11. System Protection & Control M1 Q I
66 .. - M2 L | X
B. Transmission Control Devices M3 — X

Comments



Question 13:

Please comment on any specific proposed Version 0 Standards for which you have a concern. In doing
S0, please recognize that the Drafting Team is limited in scope to tranglating existing reliability rules and
identifying functions and business practices.

Standard # | Section# | Requirement Comments
(Planning | or Measure
Only) #
001 R1 Replace OC with STANDARDS DEVEL OPER

R1 referencesthe NERC OC (Thereference should beto
the Standards Developer not to NERC and not to a
committee)

002 all Drop referencesto RSG

Standards do not apply to RSG; responsibility iswith BA
RSG is"away" to meet reserve obligations

From INTRO, R1 holds RSG asresponsible as BA; this
can be apractice but it isnot necessary asthere are RSG
modelsthat don't hold entire RSG responsible.

R5 indicates RSG has outage; outageiswith BA not the
Group.

002 Notes Replace Resour ces Subcommittee with STANDARDS
DEVELOPER

R2 NOTESreferencesthe NERC RS (Thereference
should beto the Standards Developer not to NERC and
not to a subcommittee)

005 R15 If the BA does not have a reliability requirement for Time
Error, then the requirement to calibratethe Time error
equipment is not needed

006 R5 Replace Resour ces Subcommittee with STANDARDS
DEVELOPER

R5 and Levels of Compliance referencethe NERC RS
(The reference should beto the Standar ds Developer not
to NERC and not to a subcommittee)




Standard # | Section# | Requirement Comments
(Planning | or Measure
Only) #

007 R1& R2 RA vs. T-Oper
Functional M odel does not require T-Oper to have wide-
area data, therefore R1 and R2 should be assigned to RA
category.

009 R3 & R10 RA vs. BA
Functional M odel does not assume BA has transmission
information, thus R3 should place reactive requirements
on RA not BA
R10 - RA (not BA) will be taking actions re voltage
collapse

009 R4 & R6 RA vs. T-Oper
R4 isanother wide-area vs. local areaissue
R6 - T-Oper can't be held responsible to disper se Reactive
over wide area

014 R4 RA vs. BA
Functional M odel does not assume BA has transmission
information, thus R4 should place analysis requirements
on RA not BA

016 M1 The MEASUREMENT seemsto be a Requirement.

A Measure could beto " have evidence that outages were
reported.”




Standard # | Section# | Requirement Comments
(Planning | or Measure
Only) #

019 R1 Change generator voice communicationsrequirement with
RA to " voice OR data" instead of " voice AND data"
In Market environment voice communication with
generatorsisnot necessarily required

020 M1& M2 M1-The MEASUREMENT seemsto be a Requirement
on Compliance M anager
M2 - The MEASUREMENT isnot measurable. Level of
Assessment istotally subjective.

021 R3 RA vs. BA
R3 should be applied to RA since BA may not have
transmission overload infor mation.

022 R4 Replace OC and DAWG with STANDARDS
DEVELOPER
R4 referencesthe NERC OC and DAWG (Thereference
should beto the Standards Developer)

024 R10& R14 PJM agreesthat R10 is unenfor ceable (i.e. that generators

shall adhereto ramp schedules)

R14isnot areliability issueaswritten (Testing of
generatorson request)




Standard #

Section #
(Planning
Only)

Requirement
or Measure
#

Comments

025

R4 & R5&
R7

RA vs. BA
R4 (second bullet) should be applied to RA since BA may
not have transmission infor mation.

Business activity

R5 many are Generator Operator responsibilities
(Delivers, fuel switching, fuel optimization) and are outside
RA/BA responsibility.

025

R7

R7 (last bullet) has RA/BA " arranging for fuel deliveries’
Thisisoutsidethe responsibility of such entities

026

RA vs. BA

R3 (coordination of load shedding) should be applied to
RA since BA may not have wide area information.
R7 (coordination of load shedding) should be applied to
RA since BA may not have wide area infor mation.

027

R8

RA vs. BA

Restoration requirestransmission information that BA is
not required (by the Functional Modél) to have.
Requirements must be practical

R8 - Verification of Restoration Plans may be ssimulated
but it can't be tested without sever e consequences
(Isolating NY to test the Plansfor NY may not be smiled
upon)

031

M1

The MEASUREMENT seemsto be a Requirement (shall
review program)

Measur e could be that one has a documented program.




Standard # | Section# | Requirement Comments
(Planning | or Measure
Only) #

032 M1 The MEASUREMENT seemsto be a Requirement (shall
have certified personnel)
M easur e could be that one has documentation of
Certification of all personnel.

033 R2 Replace OC with STANDARDS DEVEL OPER
R2 referencesthe NERC OC (Thereference should beto
the Standar ds Developer)

034 R7 Requirements must be practical
R7 - adequate analysistoolsisnot a'crisp' requirement

035 R3 Requirements must be practical
R3 - shall KNOW of all facilitiesthat COULD result in
IROL. Thisisnot a'crisp' requirement

039 R4& M1 Replace OC with STANDARDS DEVEL OPER

R4 referencesthe NERC OC (Thereference should beto
the Standar ds Developer)

M1-TheMEASUREMENT seemsto be a Requirement
(shall conduct an investigation) M easur e could be that one
has evidence that IROL wasrelieved in 30 minutes.




Question 14:
Please provide any additional comments you have regarding the Draft 1 Version O Reliability Standards.
TheVersion 0 Drafting Team must resist the temptation to make 'adjustments (e.g. regarding

Dynamic schedules) no matter how obviousit isto the Team. Such adjustments open the door for
commentersto demand that other equally obvious adjustments be made.



Thisform isto be used to submit comments on Draft 1 of the Version 0 Reliability Standards. Comments
must be submitted by August 9, 2004. Y ou may submit the completed form by emailing it to:

COMMENT FORM PART 2 — QUESTIONNAIRE

Draft 1 of Proposed Version 0 Reliability Standards

sarcomm@nerc.com with the words “Version 0 Comments” in the subject line. If you have questions

please contact Gerry Cauley at gerry.cauley @nerc.net on 609-452-8060.

Commenter Information

Name: Michaed Gildea

Organization: Constellation Generation Group

Telephone: 410.897.5135

Email: michael.gildea@constellation.com
NERC Region Registered Ballot Body Segment
[ ]ERCOT [ ]| 1- Transmission Owners
[]ECAR ]| 2- RTOs, 1SOs, Regional Reliability Councils
[JFRCC []| 3- Load-serving Entities
E mﬁfNC [ ]| 4 - Transmission-dependent Utilities
[]MAPP [X] | 5- Electric Generators
[ JNPCC [ ]| 6- Electricity Brokers, Aggregators, and Marketers
[] SERC []| 7- Large Electricity End Users
[]spPP [ | 8- Small Electricity End Users
[]wECC . [ ]| 9- Federal, State, Provincial Regulatory or other Government Entities
X] Not Applicable
Group Comments Group Name:
Lead Contact Organization:
Telephone: Email:
Member Names Organization Segment | Member Names Organization Segment




Question 1:

Recognizing the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards as a preliminary work in progress that will continue to be
refined by the Drafting Team in response to industry comments, if you were asked today to consider
voting to approve (single block vote) the Version 0 Standards as presented, how do you think you would
vote?

] Would approve the standards conditionally, assuming acceptable improvements are madein
response to comments.

= Would not approve the standards.
[] Would abstain.

Comments
Do not support implementation of untested standardsfound in Phaselll and 1V without testing.

More clarification is needed on how will any penalties actually will be applied with any violation of
these standards.

Question 2:

Are there any “show stoppers’ in the approach or results to date that would prevent you from approving
the standards? If so, what are they?

Comments
Inclusion of untested standards, especially whereit isunclear that therewill comparable
application of any violation enforcement, based on unit owner ship.



Question 3:

Asawhole, do you agree that the content of the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards is a reasonable translation of
existing NERC reliahility rules that does not significantly change current reliability obligations? (You
will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

= Agree.
] Disagree.

Comments

Question 4:

There are numerous areas where the Drafting Team found it could easily eliminate redundanciesin the
reguirements across various standards and improve the standards by better grouping the requirementsinto
logical areas. However, the Drafting Team resisted making those changes in the first draft to ensure the
industry would be able to more easily visualize the mapping from the existing documentsto the Version 0
Standards. Should the Drafting Team minimize changes to eliminate redundancies and improve
organization of the standards, or should the team make those improvementsin Version 0?

X Make improvements to reduce redundancies and better group the requirements.
] Minimize the changes to simplify the transition from existing rulesto Version 0.
Comments

Suggest reducing redundancies wher e possible.



Question 5:

Asawhole, do you agree that the designation of functionsin the Functional Model is acceptable? (You
will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

= Agree.
] Disagree.

Comments

Question 6:

The operating policies make frequent reference to Operating Authorities as being the accountable entities.
In adopting the Functional Model into the Version 0 standards, the Drafting Team had to make numerous
extrapolations of the intent of the operating policies. For the most part, the requirements are addressed to
Reliability Authorities, Balancing Authorities, and Transmission Operators. As nheeded, requirements
specify Generator Operators, Transmission Service Providers, Load Serving Entities, and Purchasing-
Selling Entities.

The Drafting Team seeks comments on whether the references to Operating Authorities should include
these other functions when appropriate, or should an assumption be made in Version O that the reliability
obligations of these other functions are addressed in service agreements.

] Include these other functions as appropriate in a specific requirement.

] Do not include these functions in the requirements.

Comments



Question 7:

No potential business practice standards were identified in the Version 0 planning standards. In
translation of the operating policies, areas were identified where business practices could potentialy be
developed. However, the Drafting Team felt that the reliability requirements and business practices are
so intertwined that to separate them would require substantial revisions to the requirements that would
exceed the mandate of “no changes to the reliability rulesin Version 0.” The Drafting Team identified
the following areas in which it would recommend business practices be developed in Version O:
e Operating Policy 1D (including Appendix 1D) — Time error correction procedures, except the
ability of the Reliability Authority to halt atime error correction for reliability considerations.
e Operating Policy 1F — Inadvertent energy payback, except that inadvertent energy accounting
remains areliability requirement.
e Operating Policy 3 and Appendices 3A1, 3A2, 3A3, and 3A4 — Tagging procedures, E-Tag
specifications and other sections of Operating Policy 3. Essential requirements to tag transactions
and tag timing requirements remain reliability standards.

Asawhole, do you agree that this allocation of potential business practice standards? (Y ou will have a
chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

[] Agree.
] Disagree

Comments

Question 8:

The Drafting Team seeks inputs on any other policies, standards, or appendicies that should be considered
as business practicesin Version 0 and removed from the NERC standards. Please identify the policy,
appendix, or planning standard by number and name and state your reason for recommending that
material become a business practice standard in Version 0.

Comments



Question 9:

The Drafting Team is recommending a partial implementation of the Functional Model by assuming al of
the Reliability Coordinator requirementsin current policy should be assigned to Reliability Authorities.
The Drafting Team believes implementation is simplest if the existing Reliability Coordinators are
registered as the Reliability Authorities. However, this approach is flexible to accommodate regionsin
which existing control areas are deemed to be Reliability Authorities. In these regions, the Reliability
Authority may delegate tasks “upward” to a Reliability Coordinator organization, although the registered
Reliability Authority would retain accountability for complying with all of the applicable standards.

Do you agree with this approach?
] Agree.
] Disagree.

Comments

Question 10:

The Drafting Team recommends that the Interchange Authority function not be adopted in the Version 0
standards. To do so would require changes to tools and procedures, as well as reliability obligations. The
Drafting Team recommends retaining the BA to BA scheduling method in current practice until new
standards can be developed later for adopting the Interchange Authority function.

Do you agree with this approach?

] Agree.

[] Disagree.

Comments



Question 11:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that planning standards that had
not been completely field-tested should not be included in Version 0. Phase 3 planning standards were
field-tested but no changes were made to these standards following the field tests. The results of the
Phase 3 field tests were mixed — several measures need only minor changes, and other measures need
more significant changes. The compliance templates just approved by the NERC Board in April 2004 do
include some of the Phase 3 planning standards. Any Phase 3 planning standard that was approved for
full implementation by the board is assumed to be accepted by the industry, and is proposed for inclusion
inVersion 0. If the industry indicates there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned
to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. If a
measure is removed, it will be “retired” when Version 0 is approved and can only be replaced by going
through the new reliability standards process. At this point, all Phase 3 measures are included in the first
draft of Version 0. Please indicate in the table below which Phase 3 measures you think should be kept or
deleted from Version O.

Version 0 Existing

Standard Existing Planning Standard Mmeasur e Delete

8

M2
M3
M4

I. System Adequacy & Security.

57 F. Disturbance Monitoring

M1
M2
M3
M4
M5
[11. System Protection & Control. M6

C. Generation M7
M8
M9
M10
M1l
M12

65

M1
[11. Sys Protection & Control M2

E. Under Voltage Load Shed M5

68

IV. System Restoration M2
A. Sys Blackstart Cap. M3

70

M1
M2
M3
M4

IV. System Protection
71 B. Automatic Restoration of Load

O O E C O O S E O e e e
O O E C O O S E O e e e

Comments



Question 12:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that Planning Standards that had
not been field-tested should not be included in Version 0. None of the Phase 4 Planning Standards were
field-tested. If the industry indicates there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned
to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. At
this point, all Phase 4 Measures are included in the 1st draft of Version 0. Please indicate in the table
below which Phase 3 measures you think should be kept or deleted from Version 0.

Version 0 - . Existing
Standard Existing Planning Standard Mmeasur e Keep Delete
64 I. System Adequacy & Security M1 [] []
D. Voltage Support and Reactive Power M2 L] L]
I. System Adequacy & Security.
57 F. Disturbance Monitoring M5 E‘ E‘
Ml — —
M2 — —
59 I1. System Modeling Data M3 | | | |
B. Generation Equipment M4 [ ] [ ]
M5 [] [
M6 [] []
61 I1. System Modeling Data M2 L] L]
D. Actual & Forecast Demands M3 [] L]
M1 [ ] [ ]
62 I1. System Modeling Data M2 [ ] [ ]
E. Demand Characteristics (Dynamic) M3 [ [
[11. System Protection & Control M1 Q Q
66 .. . M2 L | L_|
B. Transmission Control Devices M3 — =

Comments



Question 13:

Please comment on any specific proposed Version 0 Standards for which you have a concern. In doing
S0, please recognize that the Drafting Team is limited in scope to tranglating existing reliability rules and

identifying functions and business practices.

Standard #

Section #
(Planning
Only)

Requirement
or Measure
#

Comments

Standard
055

R4-1"Each Transmission Service Provider that uses
Capacity Benefit Margin (CPS) shall report the use of CPS
by the L oad Serving Entities' loadson it system, except for
CPS sales as non-firm transmission service.” NEED
MORE DEFINTION ON TO WHOM THISIS
REPORTED AND HOW CLOSELY THE POSTING
FOLLOWSITS USE IN ORDER TO PROVIDE
INFORMATION THAT ISUSEFUL AND ALLOWS

AMNAMAINDADAICINNIL

Standard
060

THISHASNOT BEEN FIELD TESTED PRIOR TO
SUCH AN WIDE SCALE IMPLEMENTATION.
ADDITIONALLY, LANGUAGE ISNEEDED IN THIS
STANDARD THAT EXPLICITLY REQUIRES
COMPARABLE TESTING REQURIEMENTSASWELL
ASCOMPARABLE SCHEDULING OF TESTING
REQUIREMENTSFOR ALL GENERATION IN THE
REGION

Standard
063

THISHASNOT BEEN FIELD TESTED PRIOR TO
SUCH AN WIDE SCALE IMPLEMENTATION.
ADDITIONALLY, LANGUAGE ISNEEDED IN THIS
STANDARD THAT EXPLICITLY REQUIRES
COMPARABLE TESTING REQURIEMENTSASWELL
ASCOMPARABLE SCHEDULING OF TESTING
REQUIREMENTSFOR ALL GENERATION IN THE
REGION

Standard
064

THISHASNOT BEEN FIELD TESTED PRIOR TO
SUCH AN WIDE SCALE IMPLEMENTATION.
ADDITIONALLY, LANGUAGE ISNEEDED IN THIS
STANDARD THAT EXPLICITLY REQUIRES
COMPARABLE TESTING REQURIEMENTSASWELL
ASCOMPARABLE SCHEDULING OF TESTING
REQUIREMENTSFOR ALL GENERATION IN THE
REGION

Standard
065

THISHASNOT BEEN FIELD TESTED PRIOR TO
SUCH AN WIDE SCALE IMPLEMENTATION.
ADDITIONALLY, LANGUAGE ISNEEDED IN THIS
STANDARD THAT EXPLICITLY REQUIRES
COMPARABLE TESTING REQURIEMENTSASWELL
ASCOMPARABLE SCHEDULING OF TESTING
REQUIREMENTSFOR ALL GENERATION IN THE
REGION




Question 14:

Please provide any additional comments you have regarding the Draft 1 Version O Reliability Standards.



Thisform isto be used to submit comments on Draft 1 of the Version 0 Reliability Standards. Comments

COMMENT FORM PART 2 — QUESTIONNAIRE

Draft 1 of Proposed Version 0 Reliability Standards

must be submitted by August 9, 2004. Y ou may submit the completed form by emailing it to:
sarcomm@nerc.com with the words “Version 0 Comments” in the subject line. If you have questions

please contact Gerry Cauley at gerry.cauley @nerc.net on 609-452-8060.

Commenter Information

Name: Jim Stanton

Organization: Calpine Power Management

Telephone: 832-476-4453

Email: jstanton@cal pine.com
NERC Region Registered Ballot Body Segment
X] ERCOT [ ]| 1- Transmission Owners
X] ECAR ]| 2- RTOs, 1SOs, Regional Reliability Councils
X FRCC X | 3 - Load-serving Entities
% mﬁfNC X | 4 - Transmission-dependent Utilities
I MAPP [X] | 5- Electric Generators
X] NPCC X | 6 - Electricity Brokers, Aggregators, and Marketers
X] SERC []| 7- Large Electricity End Users
X] sPP [ | 8- Small Electricity End Users
] WECC . [ ]| 9- Federal, State, Provincial Regulatory or other Government Entities
[] Not Applicable
Group Comments Group Name:
Lead Contact Organization:
Telephone: Email:

Member Names

Organization Segment | Member Names Organization Segment




Question 1:
Recognizing the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards as a preliminary work in progress that will continue to be
refined by the Drafting Team in response to industry comments, if you were asked today to consider

voting to approve (single block vote) the Version 0 Standards as presented, how do you think you would
vote?

X Would approve the standards conditionally, assuming acceptable improvements are madein
response to comments.

] Would not approve the standards.
[] Would abstain.

Comments

Question 2:

Arethere any “show stoppers’ in the approach or results to date that would prevent you from approving
the standards? If so, what are they?

Comments
No.



Question 3:

Asawhole, do you agree that the content of the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards is a reasonable translation of
existing NERC reliahility rules that does not significantly change current reliability obligations? (You
will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

= Agree.
] Disagree.

Comments

Question 4:

There are numerous areas where the Drafting Team found it could easily eliminate redundanciesin the
reguirements across various standards and improve the standards by better grouping the requirementsinto
logical areas. However, the Drafting Team resisted making those changes in the first draft to ensure the
industry would be able to more easily visualize the mapping from the existing documentsto the Version 0
Standards. Should the Drafting Team minimize changes to eliminate redundancies and improve
organization of the standards, or should the team make those improvementsin Version 0?

X Make improvements to reduce redundancies and better group the requirements.
] Minimize the changes to simplify the transition from existing rulesto Version 0.
Comments

Improvementsto reduce redundancies would be acceptableif the consolidations ar e propoerly
recorded and tracked.



Question 5:

Asawhole, do you agree that the designation of functionsin the Functional Model is acceptable? (You
will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

= Agree.
] Disagree.

Comments

Question 6:

The operating policies make frequent reference to Operating Authorities as being the accountable entities.
In adopting the Functional Model into the Version 0 standards, the Drafting Team had to make numerous
extrapolations of the intent of the operating policies. For the most part, the requirements are addressed to
Reliability Authorities, Balancing Authorities, and Transmission Operators. As nheeded, requirements
specify Generator Operators, Transmission Service Providers, Load Serving Entities, and Purchasing-
Selling Entities.

The Drafting Team seeks comments on whether the references to Operating Authorities should include
these other functions when appropriate, or should an assumption be made in Version O that the reliability
obligations of these other functions are addressed in service agreements.

X Include these other functions as appropriate in a specific requirement.

] Do not include these functions in the requirements.

Comments



Question 7:

No potential business practice standards were identified in the Version 0 planning standards. In
translation of the operating policies, areas were identified where business practices could potentialy be
developed. However, the Drafting Team felt that the reliability requirements and business practices are
so intertwined that to separate them would require substantial revisions to the requirements that would
exceed the mandate of “no changes to the reliability rulesin Version 0.” The Drafting Team identified
the following areas in which it would recommend business practices be developed in Version O:
e Operating Policy 1D (including Appendix 1D) — Time error correction procedures, except the
ability of the Reliability Authority to halt atime error correction for reliability considerations.
e Operating Policy 1F — Inadvertent energy payback, except that inadvertent energy accounting
remains areliability requirement.
e Operating Policy 3 and Appendices 3A1, 3A2, 3A3, and 3A4 — Tagging procedures, E-Tag
specifications and other sections of Operating Policy 3. Essential requirements to tag transactions
and tag timing requirements remain reliability standards.

Asawhole, do you agree that this allocation of potential business practice standards? (Y ou will have a
chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

[] Agree.
] Disagree
Comments

| don't understand the question. Do we agree " that this allocation of potential busness standards"
arewhat? We do believe thisidentification isa good initial step, and that the drafting team should
work closely with NAESB in refining and assessing other instances where commercial
considerationsareinherent in the Version 0 language.

Question 8:

The Drafting Team seeks inputs on any other policies, standards, or appendicies that should be considered
as business practicesin Version 0 and removed from the NERC standards. Please identify the policy,
appendix, or planning standard by number and name and state your reason for recommending that
material become a business practice standard in Version 0.

Comments

Standard 009 - Voltage and Reactive Control. Requirement R3 states: Each PURCHASING-
SELLING ENTITY shall arrangefor (self-provide or purchase) reactive resour cesto satisfy its
reactive requirementsidentified by each BALANCING AUTHORITY and/or TRANSMISSION
OPERATOR" Policy 2B Requirement 2.1

It isnot clear such "reactive resources' apply to a capacity type arrangement with suppliers, which
isawidely used mechanism in many RTOg</ISOs, or rather some other supply arrangement. Asthis
dealswith an ancillary services product, there are commercial issuesin both supplying that



product, and in its definition. To simply say " shall arangefor" is prohibitively vaguein that it is
unclear exactly what isbeing procured. NAESB, along with input from the 1OS Subcommittee,
could bring further clarification to the terms and measur es of the service.

Standard 18 - Reliability Responsibilitiesand Authorities. Responding to emergenciesis an
appropriaterequirement for all entitiesthat can influence the integrity of the inter commected
system. Responses by generatorswould include modifying their output in response to such

emer gency conditions. In many instances, these modificationsto MW output or voltage support will
correspond to currently defined ancillary services. To the extent possible, NAESB and the IOS
Subcommittee should develop clearer definitions of these services, and the appropriate
methodologies for their valuation and procurement.



Question 9:

The Drafting Team is recommending a partial implementation of the Functional Model by assuming al of
the Reliability Coordinator requirementsin current policy should be assigned to Reliability Authorities.
The Drafting Team believes implementation is simplest if the existing Reliability Coordinators are
registered as the Reliability Authorities. However, this approach is flexible to accommodate regionsin
which existing control areas are deemed to be Reliability Authorities. In these regions, the Reliability
Authority may delegate tasks “upward” to a Reliability Coordinator organization, although the registered
Reliability Authority would retain accountability for complying with all of the applicable standards.

Do you agree with this approach?
= Agree.
] Disagree.

Comments

Question 10:

The Drafting Team recommends that the Interchange Authority function not be adopted in the Version 0
standards. To do so would require changes to tools and procedures, as well as reliability obligations. The
Drafting Team recommends retaining the BA to BA scheduling method in current practice until new
standards can be developed later for adopting the Interchange Authority function.

Do you agree with this approach?

X Agree.

[] Disagree.

Comments



Question 11:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that planning standards that had
not been completely field-tested should not be included in Version 0. Phase 3 planning standards were
field-tested but no changes were made to these standards following the field tests. The results of the
Phase 3 field tests were mixed — several measures need only minor changes, and other measures need
more significant changes. The compliance templates just approved by the NERC Board in April 2004 do
include some of the Phase 3 planning standards. Any Phase 3 planning standard that was approved for
full implementation by the board is assumed to be accepted by the industry, and is proposed for inclusion
inVersion 0. If the industry indicates there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned
to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. If a
measure is removed, it will be “retired” when Version 0 is approved and can only be replaced by going
through the new reliability standards process. At this point, all Phase 3 measures are included in the first
draft of Version 0. Please indicate in the table below which Phase 3 measures you think should be kept or
deleted from Version O.

Version 0 Existing

Standard Existing Planning Standard Mmeasur e Delete

8

M2
M3
M4

I. System Adequacy & Security.

57 F. Disturbance Monitoring

M1
M2
M3
M4
M5
[11. System Protection & Control. M6

C. Generation M7
M8
M9
M10
M1l
M12
M1

65

68 [11. Sys Protection & Control M2

E. Under Voltage Load Shed M5

IV. System Restoration M2
A. Sys Blackstart Cap. M3

M1

70

IV. System Protection M2

71 B. Automatic Restoration of Load M3

DI X1 <] DX DI IR DIIARIRILKI ]
O O E C O O S E O e e e

M4

Comments
With appropriatefield testing to be completed before implementation.



Question 12:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that Planning Standards that had
not been field-tested should not be included in Version 0. None of the Phase 4 Planning Standards were
field-tested. If the industry indicates there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned
to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. At
this point, all Phase 4 Measures are included in the 1st draft of Version 0. Please indicate in the table
below which Phase 3 measures you think should be kept or deleted from Version 0.

\S/gr?doaﬂg Existing Planning Standard E:;'jg;% Keep Delete

64 I. System Adequacy & Security M1 X []
D. Voltage Support and Reactive Power M2 X L]

I. System Adequacy & Security.
57 F. Disturbance Monitoring MS > L]
M1 ] [ ]
M2 < [ |
59 II. System Modeling Data M3 X [ |
B. Generation Equipment M4 X [ ]
M5 X L]
M6 X []
61 I1. System Modeling Data M2 X L]
D. Actual & Forecast Demands M3 X L]
M1 X [ ]
62 I1. System Modeling Data M2 X [ ]
E. Demand Characteristics (Dynamic) M3 < [
[11. System Protection & Control M1 I Q
66 A . M2 = |
B. Transmission Control Devices =
M3 X | |

Comments

With appropriatefield testing to be completed before implementation.



Question 13:

Please comment on any specific proposed Version 0 Standards for which you have a concern. In doing
S0, please recognize that the Drafting Team is limited in scope to tranglating existing reliability rules and
identifying functions and business practices.

Standard # | Section# | Requirement Comments
(Planning | or Measure
Only) #




Question 14:

Please provide any additional comments you have regarding the Draft 1 Version O Reliability Standards.



COMMENT FORM PART 2 — QUESTIONNAIRE
Draft 1 of Proposed Version 0 Reliability Standards

Thisform isto be used to submit comments on Draft 1 of the Version 0 Reliability Standards. Comments
must be submitted by August 9, 2004. Y ou may submit the completed form by emailing it to:
sarcomm@nerc.com with the words “Version 0 Comments” in the subject line. If you have questions
please contact Gerry Cauley at gerry.cauley @nerc.net on 609-452-8060.

Commenter Information

Name:
Organization:
Telephone:
Email:

NERC Region Registered Ballot Body Segment

[ ]ERCOT X | 1- Transmission Owners

[]ECAR ]| 2- RTOs, 1SOs, Regional Reliability Councils

% Il\:/II?ACA?C X | 3 - Load-serving Entities

CIMAIN [ ]| 4 - Transmission-dependent Utilities

[]MAPP [ ]| 5- Electric Generators

[ JNPCC [ ]| 6- Electricity Brokers, Aggregators, and Marketers

X] SERC []| 7- Large Electricity End Users

- ectricity End Users

[]sPP 1| 8- small Electricity End U

[]1wECC . [ ]| 9- Federal, State, Provincial Regulatory or other Government Entities
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Question 1:

Recognizing the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards as a preliminary work in progress that will continue to be
refined by the Drafting Team in response to industry comments, if you were asked today to consider
voting to approve (single block vote) the Version 0 Standards as presented, how do you think you would
vote?

] Would approve the standards conditionally, assuming acceptable improvements are madein
response to comments.

= Would not approve the standards.
[] Would abstain.

Comments

As stated in the opening sentence, you are asking for approval based on the V-0 Standard as
presented. Aspresented, major changes are necessary and theimprovements arerequireded to be
shown in draft 2 of the Version 0 Standard before we will votein favor of this Standard.

For example, phase l11 and phase |V Planning Standards areincluded in thisdraft of Version 0.
Phase |V Standards have not been field tested and some of the Phase |11 werefield tested but were
rejected.

Additionally, there are numerous other areaswithin the Standard wherethetrandation between
original Policy and this Standard arein error.

In general, we support the overall effort to convert policy to standard but strongly urgethedrafting
team to consider the changesincluded within this comment form.

Question 2:

Arethere any “show stoppers’ in the approach or results to date that would prevent you from approving
the standards? If so, what are they?

Comments

Phaselll and Phase |V Planning Standards

Standard 24, Requirement 10

Inter pretation of which entities are consider ed Operating Authorities



Question 3:

Asawhole, do you agree that the content of the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards is a reasonable translation of
existing NERC reliahility rules that does not significantly change current reliability obligations? (You
will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

] Agree.
X Disagree.
Comments

See comments on question #2

Question 4:

There are numerous areas where the Drafting Team found it could easily eliminate redundanciesin the
reguirements across various standards and improve the standards by better grouping the requirementsinto
logical areas. However, the Drafting Team resisted making those changes in the first draft to ensure the
industry would be able to more easily visualize the mapping from the existing documentsto the Version 0
Standards. Should the Drafting Team minimize changes to eliminate redundancies and improve
organization of the standards, or should the team make those improvementsin Version 0?

] Make improvements to reduce redundancies and better group the requirements.
X Minimize the changes to simplify the transition from existing rulesto Version 0.
Comments

These type changes should be addressed in Version 1. Thegoal in Version Oisto interpret Policy
whether or not it isduplicated in other areas of Palicy.

Any apparent changes should be well documented and explained asto the purpose and the reason
for the changes.



Question 5:

Asawhole, do you agree that the designation of functionsin the Functional Model is acceptable? (You
will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

] Agree.
X Disagree.
Comments

It isunclear whether the question is asking for acceptance of the Functional Model or whether the
Functional Model functions wer e properly applied to this Standard.

Assuming the latter istrue, we have concerns about the trandation of the Operating Authorities
into this Standard.

Question 6:

The operating policies make frequent reference to Operating Authorities as being the accountable entities.
In adopting the Functional Model into the Version 0 standards, the Drafting Team had to make numerous
extrapolations of the intent of the operating policies. For the most part, the requirements are addressed to
Reliability Authorities, Balancing Authorities, and Transmission Operators. As needed, requirements
specify Generator Operators, Transmission Service Providers, Load Serving Entities, and Purchasing-
Selling Entities.

The Drafting Team seeks comments on whether the references to Operating Authorities should include
these other functions when appropriate, or should an assumption be made in Version 0 that the reliability
obligations of these other functions are addressed in service agreements.

] Include these other functions as appropriate in a specific requirement.
X Do not include these functions in the requirements.
Comments

In Policy 5, thereisadefinition for Operating Authority and includes entities such as Control Areas
(BA, TO) and Generator Operator. It specifically excludesthe Reliability Coordinator but
throughout this Standard, the V-0 DT has substituted Reliability Authority for Reliability
Coordinator. If the RA issubstituted for the RC, then the RA cannot beincluded as one of the
entities known as an Operating Authority since RC's are excluded as an Operating Authority.



Also, the entities described asthe OA according to Palicy 5 do not include L SE, PSE, GO or TSP.



Question 7:

No potential business practice standards were identified in the Version 0 planning standards. In
translation of the operating policies, areas were identified where business practices could potentialy be
developed. However, the Drafting Team felt that the reliability requirements and business practices are
so intertwined that to separate them would require substantial revisions to the requirements that would
exceed the mandate of “no changes to the reliability rulesin Version 0.” The Drafting Team identified
the following areas in which it would recommend business practices be developed in Version O:
e Operating Policy 1D (including Appendix 1D) — Time error correction procedures, except the
ability of the Reliability Authority to halt atime error correction for reliability considerations.
e Operating Policy 1F — Inadvertent energy payback, except that inadvertent energy accounting
remains areliability requirement.
e Operating Policy 3 and Appendices 3A1, 3A2, 3A3, and 3A4 — Tagging procedures, E-Tag
specifications and other sections of Operating Policy 3. Essential requirements to tag transactions
and tag timing requirements remain reliability standards.

Asawhole, do you agree that this allocation of potential business practice standards? (Y ou will have a
chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

X Agree.
X Disagree
Comments

Thelist above does not include all business practices that should be developed by NAESB in their
V-0 Standard.

The OC subcommittees provided significant input to the drafting team regar ding business practices
contained in existing NERC policies. We recommend the V-0 drafting team reconsider thoseitems
to be assigned to NAESB for development.

Question 8:

The Drafting Team seeks inputs on any other policies, standards, or appendicies that should be considered
as business practicesin Version 0 and removed from the NERC standards. Please identify the policy,
appendix, or planning standard by number and name and state your reason for recommending that
material become a business practice standard in Version 0.

Comments

Palicy 9, Appendix 9C1, 9C1B, and 9C1C (TLR and Reallocation procedures) are predominantly
business practices. NERC should consider extracting thereliability componentsfrom the TLR
procedures and encourage NAESB to develop the appropriate business practices.



The ACE equation special casesin Policy 1 Appendix 1D. The RSidentified these as business
practicesthat should be removed from Policy. NAESB should develop them as business practice
Standard.



Question 9:

The Drafting Team is recommending a partial implementation of the Functional Model by assuming al of
the Reliability Coordinator requirementsin current policy should be assigned to Reliability Authorities.
The Drafting Team believes implementation is simplest if the existing Reliability Coordinators are
registered as the Reliability Authorities. However, this approach is flexible to accommodate regionsin
which existing control areas are deemed to be Reliability Authorities. In these regions, the Reliability
Authority may delegate tasks “upward” to a Reliability Coordinator organization, although the registered
Reliability Authority would retain accountability for complying with all of the applicable standards.

Do you agree with this approach?

X Agree.

L] Disagree.

Comments

In the statement aboveit says" In theseregions, the Reliability Authority may delegate tasks
"upward" to a Reliability Coordinator organization....... " Whilethere'sno RC in the new

functional model language how would someone delegate " upwards' toa RC?

Question 10:

The Drafting Team recommends that the Interchange Authority function not be adopted in the Version 0
standards. To do so would require changes to tools and procedures, as well as reliability obligations. The
Drafting Team recommends retaining the BA to BA scheduling method in current practice until new
standards can be developed later for adopting the Interchange Authority function.

Do you agree with this approach?

X Agree.

] Disagree.

Comments



Question 11:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that planning standards that had
not been completely field-tested should not be included in Version 0. Phase 3 planning standards were
field-tested but no changes were made to these standards following the field tests. The results of the
Phase 3 field tests were mixed — several measures need only minor changes, and other measures need
more significant changes. The compliance templates just approved by the NERC Board in April 2004 do
include some of the Phase 3 planning standards. Any Phase 3 planning standard that was approved for
full implementation by the board is assumed to be accepted by the industry, and is proposed for inclusion
inVersion 0. If the industry indicates there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned
to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. If a
measure is removed, it will be “retired” when Version 0 is approved and can only be replaced by going
through the new reliability standards process. At this point, all Phase 3 measures are included in the first
draft of Version 0. Please indicate in the table below which Phase 3 measures you think should be kept or
deleted from Version O.

Version 0
Standard

Existing
measure
M2
M3
M4
M1
M2
M3
M4
M5
[11. System Protection & Control. M6

C. Generation M7
M8
M9
M10
M1l
M12

M1
[11. Sys Protection & Control M2

E. Under Voltage Load Shed M5

IV. System Restoration M2
A. Sys Blackstart Cap. M3

M1
M2
M3
M4

Existing Planning Standard Delete

8

I. System Adequacy & Security.

57 F. Disturbance Monitoring

65

68

70

IV. System Protection
71 B. Automatic Restoration of Load

I ) IR IR DI

DDA B X3 DX X IR

Comments

There were a significant number of commentsrecommending numerous " fixes' tothelll.C
standar ds/measur ements when they werefield tested. These comments have not yet been addr essed,
and should beincluded in a SAR for Version 1. However, if any of thelll.C measurementsare
included in Version 0, there should be some guarantee (RBB approval) that industry comments
from thefield test should beincorporated in thefinal version before full implementation. This
process has worked well in the past and should be continued where appropriate. Without some



appropriate form of guarantee, all Phase | Il standards/measur ements should be removed from
Version 0.

In particular, under STd 65 |11C, there are some major concernswith all measurements M 1-M 12.
Thisisour basisfor voting that they be deleted. Specific examples can be provided if needed.

Bd of Trusteesadopted the Phase |11 Standards but this does not mean I ndustry acceptsthem.
Theonly way to guarantee that Industry acceptsthem isfor the RBB to be allowed to approve them
prior to Board adoption.

Question 12:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that Planning Standards that had
not been field-tested should not be included in Version 0. None of the Phase 4 Planning Standards were
field-tested. If the industry indicates there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned
to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. At
this point, all Phase 4 Measures are included in the 1st draft of Version 0. Please indicate in the table
below which Phase 3 measures you think should be kept or deleted from Version 0.

\S/gr?doanrg Existing Planning Standard rli);lgs:ﬂge Keep Delete
64 I. System Adequacy & Security M1 [ ] X
D. Voltage Support and Reactive Power M2 [ ] X
I. System Adequacy & Security.
57 F. Disturbance Monitoring M5 L] >
M1 [ | <
M2 [ ] ]
59 II. System Modeling Data M3 [ | X
B. Generation Equipment M4 [ ] X
M5 [ X
M6 [ X
61 I1. System Modeling Data M2 || =
D. Actual & Forecast Demands M3 ] X
M1 L] X
62 [1. System Modeling Data M2 ] X
E. Demand Characteristics (Dynamic) M3 [ <
66 [1l. System Protection & Control m; = %
B. Transmission Control Devices —
M3 | | X
Comments

No Phase 1V Planning Standards should beincluded in Version 0. The sectionsrelated to
generating plants needsto bereviewed and rewritten with input from Generator
Ownerg/Operatorsto insurethe requirements ar e reasonable and can beimplemented by
generators. Thebenefit versusrisk issue with reactive, regulator and governor testing are of
primary concerns. EEI has documented that several unit trips have occurred while performing
some of thesetests. It issuggested that each region addressthesetopicsjointly between planners,



system operator s and generation ownersto better define theimpact and practicality of the subject
testingsor if other methods could be used to validate generator, excitation and governor data.



Question 13:

Please comment on any specific proposed Version 0 Standards for which you have a concern. In doing
S0, please recognize that the Drafting Team is limited in scope to tranglating existing reliability rules and

identifying functions and business practices.

Standard # | Section# | Requirement Comments
(Planning | or Measure
Only) #

1 M2 - Suggest CPM 2 be changed to CPS2 to preservethe Policy
1 designations
- Reference Policy 1A Requirement 2.2.1 should be
Performance Standar d Reference Document, 1.2.1
- Reference Policy 1A Requirement 2.2.2 should be
Perfor mance Standard Reference Document, 1.2.2
- Reference Policy 1A Requirement 2.2.2.1 should be
Performance Standar d Reference Document, 1.2.2.1

2 Compliance | Under Periodic Control, change CONTROL AREASto

Monitoring BALANCING AUTHORITIES
Process

7 R2 Existing Document Reference should cite Standard 1.1
rather than Requirement 1.1. Also, we concur that
language and examples for multiple outage criteria should
be addressed in future revisions along with better
references of what constitutesa SOL or IROL violation.

8 R5 Wedon't believe that the Existing Document Reference
shown, Requirement 2.1.1 existsin current policies. This
should bereferenced as Standard 2.1.

9 R8 The Existing Document Refer ence should be Requirement

4 rather than 4.2. Thereisno 4.2.




Standard # | Section# | Requirement Comments
(Planning | or Measure
Only) #

9 R9 Same as above, thereisno 4.1.

9 Guide 4 on DC Equipment does not appear to beincluded
in the new standards.

12 Purpose Theword AGC should be removed.

18 Title (Emergency) Reliability Responsibilitiesand Authorities
Should be modified to include the Emergency Operations.
For example : Emergency Reliability Responsibilities and
Authorities. Aswritten, you haveto read the body of the
standard to under stand that it appliesto emergency
operationsonly. Notethat these standardswill not be
associated with Policy 5— Emergency Operationsin the
future and should have stand alone descriptive titles.

18 General It would be useful to include an explicit explanation of why

Poalicy 5A Requirement 1 wasnot included in Standard
018. Weassumeit isbecauseit isredundant with
Standard 008, but, asa general rule, any time aredundant
section of policy isnot included as a standard an
explanation of why should be included in the comment
section (business practice reference, r efer ence document
number or an explanation of why it isnot applicable).




Standard #

Section #
(Planning
Only)

Requirement
or Measure
#

Comments

18

R3

Consider adding Market Operator to thelist of Operating
Authorities. Specifically, it should beincluded in R3 as
being required to comply with all reliability directives and,
perhaps, in R5 asbeing required to provide emer gency
assistance asrequested.

18

R4 and R6

Should specify that the local RA will handle all
communicationswith other potentially impacted
Reliability Coordinators. Aswritten (Reliability Authority
or ... ), theserequirements could lead to multiple
notifications and potential confusion asto exactly what
action isgoing to happen or hastaken place. In general,
all communicationswith adjacent Reliability Authorities
should bethrough thelocal Reliability Coordinator. (Note

thhmnt MA vvavs irntanAd thhat DA Anntant Abthare DA A A Wt

19

Title

(Emergency) Communications and Coor dination
Modify titletoinclude the word Emergency asnoted in
Std. 018 above.

20

Title

Modify titletoread “ I mplementation of Emergency
Capacity and Energy Plans’

24

R10

Thisrequirement includesthe following " All Generator
Operatorsshall operatetheir plant(s) so asto adhereto
ramp schedules." It should be pointed out that ramping
requirements are viewed on a BA level and many
individual Generators are not capable of adheringto a
ramp schedule associated with a particular transaction,
e.g. 10 minute ramp in the Eastern I nter connect.
Generator s should have agreementswith BAsto assist.




Standard #

Section #
(Planning
Only)

Requirement
or Measure
#

Comments

21

R1

Using both the Transmission Operator and the Balancing
Authority astheresponsible entities make sense, since
each of them can impact SOL/IROL conditions on the
transmission network. It isnot clear at all, however, how
the Balancing Authority will know what to do or when to
doit unlessdirected by the Transmission Operator or the
Reliability Authority. In fact, independent operation to
manage SOL/IROL conditions on the transmission

netiniavls vt it Avrnliaid Aivantian frarma tha Trv Aananmaiani A

21

General

We suggest that this standard be rewritten to direct the
Transmission Operator to act independently to relieve
SOL/IROL conditionsin an emergency, up to and
including directing the appropriate Balancing
Authority(ies) to changereactive or real power output.
Notethat | assumethat this should be done under the
independent authority of the Transmission Operator
rather than at the direction of the Reliability Authority

Aanhsiindar AanAar A AananAitiAana MA v vaciisivaNlAe 4

22

Purpose

Statement too wordy and broad. Should be shortened and
kept to a functional description of the reason that the
standard isrequired. For instance: To ensurethat
disturbances and unusual eventsthat threaten the
reliability of the Bulk Electric System arereported to the
appropriate entitiesin sufficient detail for post analysis
and to minimize the likelihood of similar eventsin the
future.

22

R3

Making the Reliability Authority, Transmission Operator
and Balancing Authority all responsible for disturbance
reporting seemsto be proneto causing confusion over who
isdoing what. We suggest making the Reliability
Authority responsible for Disturbance Reporting with the
Transmission Operator and Balancing Authority
responsiblefor 1) identifying potential distur bancesfor
reporting and 2) supporting the Reliability Coordinator in

thn Aata Aanllantinnm Aand analhviniavnhbhanas Af thha v AarnAvdina

22

R3

Current wording seemsto indicate that the Reliability
Authority, Transmission Operator and Balancing
Authority must all report independently on each
disturbance. We do not believe that wastheintent of the
original language. Notethat the DOE EIA-417 form does
not usefunctional model terminology and refersto
Control Areas and Reliability Coordinators.




Standard #

Section #
(Planning
Only)

Requirement
or Measure
#

Comments

24

Title

Needsto bere-written to be moreindicative of what the
standard isabout. We suggest “ Oper ations Planning for
Nor mal Conditions.”

24

General

Hierarchical structure seemsto beimplied, but not
explicitly defined in the trandation of Control Area and
Reliability Coordinator language to functional model
language. May want to consider writing requirements
such that all Balancing Authoritiesand Transmission
Operatorswithin a given Reliability Authority’sarea
should coordinate their operations planning, etc.
Reliability Authorities would then beresponsible for

Aanavdinatian hobininananm analh Athhar A Canvian annnfiinina

24

R14

We suggest that the authority to requirereal or reactive
power testing be centralized at the Reliability Authority
level only. Any Transmission Operator or Balancing
Authority requiring such tests should coor dinate through
the Reliability Authority. (May require Ver. 1 Standard)

24

R17

Notification of transmission statusor rating changesto
Balancing Authorities should be limited to those that
materially impact the Balancing Authority and may not be
allowed under FERC order 889 if Balancing Authority isa
market participant (in such cases only natification of limits
on generation output will be permitted).

25

Title

Needsto bere-written to be moreindicative of what the
standard isabout. We suggest “ Oper ations Planning for
Emergency Conditions.” Existing title seemsto imply that
it isfor Operations Planning that you do only during an
Emergency, not in preparation for the emergency.




Standard #

Section #
(Planning
Only)

Requirement
or Measure
#

Comments

25

R1

Refer ence should be Policy 6, Section B, Requirement 1.

25

R3

Not clear that Operating Authority, asused in the
Operating Policy Manual, refersonly to Reliability
Authority and Transmission Operator, although the use of
IROL language doesimply this. The Balancing Authority
must also have a plan for shedding load to match
generation to load and this should be part of his operations
planning, however, this may beredundant with Policy 1 or
R4 requirements and may not be considered an IROL.

Alan anmnvnantlhat Nidvilvibianm Neavsidar Aandlav | And

26

Purpose

Seems morelike arequirement than a purpose. Shorten
and simplify. Minor Issue. We agreewith theVer.0SDT
that both the operations planning and implementation
stages of load shedding are mingled in Palicy 6, Section C.
Werecommend that they be separated into two distinct
standards.

26

R1

Concept iscertainly redundant. However, we couldn’t
find wher e the specific wording is set forth so succinctly in
any other requirement.

26

General

Requirements R5 through R8 for Standard 026 follow
standard 027 in my copy of the PDF document. Standard
21 and 22 are out of order.




Standard #

Section #
(Planning
Only)

Requirement
or Measure
#

Comments

26

R4

L anguage of the standard does not appear to faithfully
replicate the meaning of the original policy (Policy 6,
Section C, Requirement 1.2.1). Policy saysthat automatic
load shedding shall be “related to one of the following”
conditions wher eas the standard states that the operating
authority “shall initiate automatic load shedding” upon
one of the conditions occurring. Thisisa definite change
in policy, whether intended or not. MAJOR ISSUE.

27

R1

L anguage from Policy 6 applying to Control Areas does
not fit well with functional model entities. Balancing
Authorities and their associated Transmission Operators
can not logically and independently develop plansto
“reestablish its electric system.” Wording needsto be
modified to reflect the inter dependencies between
functional model entities.

27

R2

R1 comment above also appliesto restoration planning.

27

R4

We concur with theVer. 0 SDT comment to R4 that the
restoration of the integrity of the I nter connection should
be explicitly emphasized asthe penultimate goal of
restoration activities.

27

General

Overall, these requirements seem to missthe
interdependent nature of restoration planning or
implementation in a functional model environment. In
particular, the close coupling between black start units
and transmission line switching and load pickup following
a blackout isnot well addressed (if it isaddressed at all).
This section needs major work. (May requireVer. 1
Standard)




Standard # | Section# | Requirement Comments
(Planning | or Measure
Only) #

28 General Follows Compliance Template P6T 2 which does not follow
Operating Policy 6, Section D, but which was approved by
the NERC Board of Trustees. Thereisno support in
policy for this. Old Issue

29 R1 Thereferencein the comment column isthat “ There may
be redundancy herewith Policy 5A Requirement 1" isnot
under stood. The section referenced in Policy 5A —1
concer ns operating within SOL and IROL limits and does
not addr ess telecommunications facilities. Please clarify.
Also, in searching the new standar ds a specific instance of
the old Poalicy 5A Requirement 1 could not be found.

29 R5 Add to Existing Document Reference: “ Policy 7—C1”

29 R6 Add to Existing Document Reference: “ Policy 7—D1”

30 Compliance | The Data Retention requirement for thisstandard should

Monitoring | belyear. The probability existsthat over time, thejob
Process description and perhaps other documentation will be

modified. There should not be a requirement to keep past
versions of authorizing documentsfor an indefinite period
of time.




Standard # | Section# | Requirement Comments
(Planning | or Measure
Only) #

31 M easur es Should have an M2 indicating that training records shall
bereviewed to ensurethat therequired 40 hour s of
training and drillsin system emergencies was provided.

35 R1 The wording here changes Policy. Policy 9 used the word
“may” when referring to monitoring of sub-transmission.
Version 0 hasreplaced thiswith “shall” making it
mandatory that the RA monitor sub-transmission. Thisis
achangein policy.

38 7 Therequirements here do not appear to come out of
current NERC policy. Thisappearsto bean instance
where Version 0 isattempting to make policy.

38 R19 Policy 9C isreferenced herewhen in fact it should be 9E

39 R7 We cannot find wherein current policy thisrequirement

comesfrom. Thisappearsto be an instancewhere Version
O isattempting to make policy.




Question 14:
Please provide any additional comments you have regarding the Draft 1 Version O Reliability Standards.

Some of the current Planning Standardslist reporting requirementsin " days' whileotherslistitin
"businessdays." A minor revision could be madein Version 0 to resolve thisinconsistency.

Std 10, R1 - Thefirst sentencein therequirement should say " The load-serving PSE shall be
responsible for tagging all I nterchange Transactions except for those identified asbeing required
by the Sink BA" . The second sentence should pick up here and say " These I nterchange
Transactions (those that are between BA areas) shall include all transfersthat are....etc."
Otherwise, Requirement 3 of this Std 10 conflictswith Req. 1.

Std 11, R4 - Thereisnot arequirement 4. However, thereisarequirement 3 and 5. It needs
renumbering.

Std 13, R2 - Asworded, the expectations of the term " implementing” are ambiguoussinceit is
unclear if that term implies communication of the modified I nterchange Transaction tag by the
Sink Balancing Authority, if it refersto theinclusion of the modified tag into the BA's I nterchange
Schedules and ACE equation, or both.

Std 13, R4 - Strictly from areliability point of view, we would support the 10% deviation option
over the 25% option for all transactionsthat are greater than 100MWs. The goal istoincreasethe
accuracy of your reliability tool(s), i.e. IDC. For aonehour 700 MW transaction, thereisthe
choice of your reliability tool being off by 70MW (10%) or 175MWS (25%). The 10% would be
continuous and seemsto be the best compromise from not imposing undue burden on smaller
schedulesto chase " noise" while still requiring large schedulesto be tracked more closely than they
aretoday with the 25% required in Policy 3. Also, we propose the following language to be more
gpecific: ...." The Tag author or a Purchasing-Selling Entity responsible for tagginga DYNAMIC
INTERCHANGE SCHEDULE shall modify the projected next hour schedule (not current hour
schedule) when thelast hour actual energy profile deviates from the projected next hour schedule
asfollows....... " When the proposed language talks about 10%, 25%, or 10 MWsdeviations, are
we assuming a plus/minus deviation?

Std 13, R5 - It only includes BA having the authority to modify a tag for reliability reasons. This
does not match Requirement 1 of Std 13 which saysthe RA, TSP, Source and Sink BA are allowed
to makereliability modifications. The PSE can be removed since it would modify only market
related changes which is cover ed under NAESB.

Std 15 (34) , R3(R3) - Therequirement indicatesthat the operational data be exchanged " viathe
ISN". Better wording would be " viathel SN or other prevailing NERC sponsored exchange
mechanism for a required type of operational data". Thisallows use of the SDX, Tagging, etc. that
otherwise would be disallowed (or it would require redundant exchange of the same data viathe
ISN) in order to comply with R3. Policy 4B and the Appendix werewritten before SDX, Tagging,
and RCISwhen the I SN was expected to be the mechanism for the exchange of the data identified
in the Standard 15 Appendix. Since NERC had developed alter native solutionsto this, those
solutions should be permitted in the Version 0.

Inthe" Operating Policies Markup" , page P1-12, The section labeled " Guides', dealing with
governor droop settings, doesn't seem to show up in the VO standard. Will thisbelocated in a
reference document or some stand-alone guide in the future?



In the" Operating Policies Markup" , page P1-23, The section labeled 2.1.3" FRS Surveys' doesn't
seem to show up in the VO standard. Will thisbelocated in areference document or some stand-
alone guide in the future?

Std 33, R8 - It appearsthe Reliability Authority (RA) will have agreements not only with the
Balancing Authority (BA) and Transmission Operator (TO) astoday, but also the Transmission
Provider, Generation Owner, Generation Operator and Load Serving Entity. Requiring an
agreement with the Generation Owner, Generation Operator and L oad Serving Entity isa new
twist. Thereason for our interpretation isPolicy 9redline, A, 1.2 requiresthe RA to have clear
decision making authority to act and to direct actionsto be taken by BA, TO, Transmission
Provider (TP), Generation Owner (GOw), Generation Operator (GOp), Load Serving Entity (L SE),
and the Purchasing and Selling Entity (PSE). Several other sectionsrefer to these same model
entitiesin dealing with reliability. However, it appearsto usfrom thisre-writeisthe only two
model entitiesthat really provide any assistanceto the RA arethe TO and BA. Therefore, we
guestion why the other model entities were required to have an agreement with the RA?



Thisform isto be used to submit comments on Draft 1 of the Version O Reliability Standards.
Comments must be submitted by August 9, 2004. Y ou may submit the completed form by
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Draft 1 of Proposed Version 0 Reliability Standards

emailing it to: sarcomm@nerc.com with the words “Version 0 Comments’ in the subject line. If
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Question 1:

Recognizing the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards as a preliminary work in progress that will
continue to be refined by the Drafting Team in response to industry comments, if you
were asked today to consider voting to approve (single block vote) the Version 0
Standards as presented, how do you think you would vote?

X Would approve the standards conditionally, assuming acceptable improvements are
made in response to comments.

] Would not approve the standards.
L] Would abstain.

Comments

MidAmerican Energy Company (MEC) would not approve the planning standards
as they appear today; but would approve the planning standards assuming
acceptable improvements are made in response to our comments.

MEC commends the Version 0 Drafting Team on producing a reasonably faithful
translation of the NERC Planning Standards including Compliance Templates into
the Version 0 Standards, and incorporating NERC Functional Model nomenclature
while under extraordinary schedule pressures. Unfortunately, the time frame that
the Drafting Team was faced with for producing this first draft was not conducive
for producing a fool-proof set of documents. We urge NERC to consider
additional time for review, comment, and clean-up of the Version 0 Standards
before balloting the standards.

MEC believes that one problem with the translation is the use of compliance
templates for the planning standards which were adopted at different times. As a
result, there are inconsistencies between standards and even within sections of
standards. This is particularly noticeable in areas that are easy to compare, such
as levels of noncompliance. For example, compare the levels of non-compliance
of Section 3 of Standard 068 with the levels of non-compliance of the other
sections of Standard 068. Section 3 provides that if a technical assessment did
not address one of the requirements or was not provided it received a Level 4 Non
Compliance; while in other sections there is a gradation of the levels of non
compliance. In Section 5 of Standard 068, if the analysis is incomplete, the level
of non compliance is listed as Level 1, while not providing the analysis is Level 4.
This is because Section 3 is using a Compliance Template dated April, 2004, while
Section 5 is using a Compliance Template dated October 9, 2000. Therefore, MEC
urges the Drafting Team to review each standard as a whole for the purpose of
improving the consistency from section to section.

MEC does not agree with the Drafting Team's approach of deleting the Planning
Standard language from each section as being redundant to the more precise
Compliance Template language. In some cases, the Standard language provides
a better description of the overall direction and purpose of the Standard-writing
that has resulted in the Compliance Templates. For example, Standard 051
deletes the old Standard S1 that provided a strong statement that "The
interconnected transmission systems shall be planned, designed, and
constructed such that...." with a weaker purpose statement that "System



simulations and associated assessments are required....". The weaker purpose
is technically consistent with the Compliance Templates but leaves out so much
of the big picture purpose for which the whole standard was written. If the current
Compliance Templates do not accomplish all of the big picture yet, it is certainly
lost by deleting it altogether before further work can be done.

Also note that given the time frame there are a number of minor errors in the
Planning Standards that typically are not present in NERC Standards offered for
comment. For example, in Standard 058, "quadrature" is misspelled as
"quadrate". MEC asks the Drafting Team to extend the Team's review in the next
draft round to allow the Team to correct these minor errors.

There is numerous references to the Regional Reliability Council in the Version 0
Planning Standards but no reference to the Regional Reliability Organization. The
Drafting Team should clarify the role of the RRO with regard to the Version 0
standards.

In summary, MEC cannot support the Planning Standards that are provided in
Version 0 as presented as being standards that are ready for compliance;
however, MEC would support Planning Standards conditioned on acceptable
changes being made to resolve our comments. MEC would support an effort to
further clean the draft standards with an extra round of comments prior to ballot,
and/or, adopting a trial use or best practices classification for certain standards
that need more clean-up, field testing, or commenting prior to compliance.

Question 2:

Are there any “show stoppers’ in the approach or results to date that would prevent you from
approving the standards? If so, what are they?

Comments

MEC does not support adoption for compliance of Phase IV non-field tested
Planning Standards that have not gone through the SAR process or Phase lll field-
tested standards in which significant feedback from the field testing is not
incorporated in the planning standards. Significant comments received during
field testing Phase Ill Compliance Templates should be incorporated into the
Version 0 Phase Ill Standards prior to adopting these Phase Ill Standards for



compliance. Also, Version 0 Phase IV Planning Standards should either be field
tested and revised or else be fully discussed and voted on through the SAR
process before adopting these standards for compliance.

In particular, MEC is concerned with the extraordinary cost and effort that is
required by Standard 059 for generation testing. MEC urges the Drafting Team or
NERC to pick out a few key parameters that are relatively easy and safe to test for
and that are clearly needed for system reliability and leave the rest of this
standard as a guide.



Question 3:

As a whole, do you agree that the content of the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards is a
reasonable translation of existing NERC reliability rules that does not significantly
change current reliability obligations? (You will have a chance to comment on individual
standards and requirements later.)

X Agree.
] Disagree.
Comments

While MEC believes it is a reasonable translation, MEC is concerned about the
translation of the Planning Standards as indicated in our response to Question 1.
For example, the translation is based upon using different vintages of Compliance
Templates resulting in standards that are somewhat uneven and inconsistent.

Question 4:

There are numerous areas where the Drafting Team found it could easily eliminate
redundancies in the requirements across various standards and improve the standards
by better grouping the requirements into logical areas. However, the Drafting Team
resisted making those changes in the first draft to ensure the industry would be able to
more easily visualize the mapping from the existing documents to the Version 0
Standards. Should the Drafting Team minimize changes to eliminate redundancies and
improve organization of the standards, or should the team make those improvements in
Version 0?

] Make improvements to reduce redundancies and better group the requirements.
] Minimize the changes to simplify the transition from existing rules to Version 0.
Comments

MEC does not completely support either of these statements for the Planning
Standards.

MEC believes that the Drafting Team has already eliminated some redundancies in
the Planning Standards that should not have been eliminated. As indicated in our
response to Question 1, MEC believes that in some cases the Standard language



should be added back to the Version 0 standards. In these cases, the Standard
language typically provides a broader view of the purpose of the standard than is
provided by the Compliance Templates. When there are clear cases of exact
redundancies, MEC supports eliminating the redundancies when nothing is lost
with the elimination.

On the other hand, MEC does not support minimizing change to the Planning
Standards merely to simplify the process. As we indicated in our response to
Question 1, we believe the Drafting Team should make an attempt to clean-up
some inconsistencies within the standards particularly with regard to Non
Compliance Levels and with regard to terms from the NERC Functional Model.



Question 5:

As a whole, do you agree that the designation of functions in the Functional Model is
acceptable? (You will have a chance to comment on individual standards and
requirements later.)

X Agree.
[] Disagree.

Comments

MEC believes that the designation of functions from the NERC Functional Model
as used in the Version 0 Planning Standards are for the most part acceptable.
However, since there are several Planning Standards which require a significant
effort to clean-up the functional designations, MEC urges the Drafting Team to fix
these inconsistencies before putting the Version 0 standards up for balloting.

Also, there are numerous references to the Regional Reliability Council in the
Version 0 Planning Standards but no reference to the Regional Reliability
Organization. The Drafting Team should clarify the role of the RRO with regard to
the Version 0 Standards.

Question 6:

The operating policies make frequent reference to Operating Authorities as being the
accountable entities. In adopting the Functional Model into the Version 0 standards, the
Drafting Team had to make numerous extrapolations of the intent of the operating
policies. For the most part, the requirements are addressed to Reliability Authorities,
Balancing Authorities, and Transmission Operators. As needed, requirements specify
Generator Operators, Transmission Service Providers, Load Serving Entities, and
Purchasing-Selling Entities.

The Drafting Team seeks comments on whether the references to Operating Authorities
should include these other functions when appropriate, or should an assumption be
made in Version 0 that the reliability obligations of these other functions are addressed
in service agreements.

] Include these other functions as appropriate in a specific requirement.



[] Do not include these functions in the requirements.

Comments



Question 7:

No potential business practice standards were identified in the Version 0 planning
standards. In translation of the operating policies, areas were identified where business
practices could potentially be developed. However, the Drafting Team felt that the
reliability requirements and business practices are so intertwined that to separate them
would require substantial revisions to the requirements that would exceed the mandate
of “no changes to the reliability rules in Version 0.” The Drafting Team identified the
following areas in which it would recommend business practices be developed in
Version O:

e Operating Policy 1D (including Appendix 1D) — Time error correction
procedures, except the ability of the Reliability Authority to halt a time error
correction for reliability considerations.

e Operating Policy 1F — Inadvertent energy payback, except that inadvertent
energy accounting remains a reliability requirement.

e Operating Policy 3 and Appendices 3A1, 3A2, 3A3, and 3A4 — Tagging
procedures, E-Tag specifications and other sections of Operating Policy 3.
Essential requirements to tag transactions and tag timing requirements remain
reliability standards.

As a whole, do you agree that this allocation of potential business practice standards?
(You will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

] Agree.
] Disagree

Comments

Question 8:

The Drafting Team seeks inputs on any other policies, standards, or appendicies that
should be considered as business practices in Version 0 and removed from the NERC
standards. Please identify the policy, appendix, or planning standard by number and
name and state your reason for recommending that material become a business practice
standard in Version O.

Comments

MEC notes that the SAR process for Standard 600 Facility Ratings, System
Operating Limits, and Transfer Capabilities has resulted in standards associated
with ATC component calculations as being classified as business practices. If the
Drafting Team would wish to be consistent with this approach, the Drafting Team



should classify the portions of Standards 054, 055, and 056 which deal with ATC
components, CBM, and TRM calculations as business practices. The portions of
these standards which deal with the TTC and the reliability portion of TRM should
continue as reliability standards.



Question 9:

The Drafting Team is recommending a partial implementation of the Functional Model by
assuming all of the Reliability Coordinator requirements in current policy should be
assigned to Reliability Authorities. The Drafting Team believes implementation is
simplest if the existing Reliability Coordinators are registered as the Reliability
Authorities. However, this approach is flexible to accommodate regions in which existing
control areas are deemed to be Reliability Authorities. In these regions, the Reliability
Authority may delegate tasks “upward” to a Reliability Coordinator organization, although
the registered Reliability Authority would retain accountability for complying with all of the
applicable standards.

Do you agree with this approach?

[] Agree.
= Disagree.
Comments

MEC does not agree with the Drafting Team's approach because some of the
existing Reliability Coordinators will continue to not have all the tasks of the
Reliability Authority. The Version 0 Standards must reflect the continuing
presence of Reliability Coordinators in the industry until such time as the industry
changes and the Reliability Coordinator Function is eliminated.

Question 10:

The Drafting Team recommends that the Interchange Authority function not be adopted
in the Version 0 standards. To do so would require changes to tools and procedures, as
well as reliability obligations. The Drafting Team recommends retaining the BA to BA
scheduling method in current practice until new standards can be developed later for
adopting the Interchange Authority function.

Do you agree with this approach?

[] Agree.

[] Disagree.

Comments



Question 11:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that planning standards
that had not been completely field-tested should not be included in Version 0. Phase 3 planning
standards were field-tested but no changes were made to these standards following the field tests.
The results of the Phase 3 field tests were mixed — several measures need only minor changes,
and other measures need more significant changes. The compliance templates just approved by
the NERC Board in April 2004 do include some of the Phase 3 planning standards. Any Phase 3
planning standard that was approved for full implementation by the board is assumed to be
accepted by the industry, and is proposed for inclusion in Version 0. If the industry indicates
there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned to the Planning Committee
for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. If ameasureis
removed, it will be“retired” when Version 0 is approved and can only be replaced by going
through the new reliability standards process. At this point, all Phase 3 measures are included in
thefirst draft of Version 0. Pleaseindicate in the table below which Phase 3 measures you think
should be kept or deleted from Version 0.

Version 0 " . Existing
Standard Existing Planning Standard Mmeasur e

8

Delete

M2

I. System Adequacy & Security.

57 M3

F. Disturbance Monitoring M4

M1

M2

M3

M4

M5

65 [11. System Protection & Control. M6

C. Generation M7

M8

M9

M10

M1l

M12

M1

68 [11. Sys Protection & Control M2

E. Under Voltage Load Shed M5

IV. System Restoration M2

70 A. Sys Blackstart Cap. M3

M1

V. System Protection

71 B. Automatic Restoration of Load M2

M3

M4

I ] I I O O e
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Comments

MEC does not support adoption for compliance of field-tested Planning Standards
in which significant feedback from the field testing is not incorporated in the
standards. Significant comments received during field testing of Phase Il
Compliance Templates should be incorporated into the Version 0 standards prior




to adopting the standards for compliance. MEC does not have access to all the
comments on the Phase lll standards. As aresult, MEC has no choice but to urge
that all the Phase Ill Planning Standards be deleted.

Question 12:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that Planning Standards
that had not been field-tested should not be included in Version 0. None of the Phase 4 Planning
Standards were field-tested. If the industry indicates there are measures that need additional
work, these will be returned to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission
through the new standards process. At this point, all Phase 4 Measures are included in the 1st
draft of Version 0. Pleaseindicate in the table below which Phase 3 measures you think should
be kept or deleted from Version 0.

\égr?doaﬂg Existing Planning Standard ri);';:;:% Keep Delete

64 |. System Adequacy & Security M1 [ | X
D. Voltage Support and Reactive Power M2 || X

I. System Adequacy & Security.
57 F. Disturbance Monitoring M5 L] >
M1 [ ] X
M2 L] X
59 Il. System Modeling Data M3 [ X
B. Generation Equipment M4 [ ] X
M5 [ ] X
M6 [ ] X
Il. System Modeling Data M2 [ ] ]

61
D. Actual & Forecast Demands M3 ] X
M1 [ ] X
62 [1. System Modeling Data M2 [ ] X
E. Demand Characteristics (Dynamic) M3 B X
[1l. System Protection & Control M1 = X
66 B. Transmission Control Devices M2 = I
' M3 [] X
Comments

MEC does not support adoption for compliance of non-field tested Planning
Standards that have not gone through the SAR process. Version 0 Phase IV
Planning Standards should either be field tested and revised or else be fully
discussed and voted on through the SAR process before compliance. Therefore,
MEC urges that the Phase IV Planning Standards be deleted.



Question 13:

Please comment on any specific proposed Version 0 Standards for which you have a concern. In
doing so, please recognize that the Drafting Team is limited in scope to trand ating existing
reliability rules and identifying functions and business practices.

Standard # Section # Requirement Comments
(Planning or Measure#
Only)

ALL Various Various MEC supports the detailed comments provided
by MAPP in response to Question 13 with the
exception of the MAPP comment on Standard
059. For brevity, MEC does not repeat the
comments on the other standards here.

059 All All MEC is concerned with the extraordinary cost

and effort that is required by this standard for
generator testing. MEC urges the Drafting Team
or NERC to pick out a few parameters that are
relatively easy and safe to test for and that are
clearly needed for system reliability and leave
the rest of this standard as a guide.




Question 14:

Please provide any additional comments you have regarding the Draft 1 Version O Reliability
Standards.
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Question 1:

Recognizing the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards as a preliminary work in progress that will continue to be
refined by the Drafting Team in response to industry comments, if you were asked today to consider
voting to approve (single block vote) the Version 0 Standards as presented, how do you think you would
vote?

] Would approve the standards conditionally, assuming acceptable improvements are madein
response to comments.

= Would not approve the standards.
[] Would abstain.

Comments

Question 2:

Arethere any “show stoppers’ in the approach or results to date that would prevent you from approving
the standards? If so, what are they?

Comments

There needs to be mor e alignment with the levels of non compliance and impact on system
reliability. Many of the compliance measures ar e based on the " paper work" being complete and
not thereal impact on system reliability.

Realistic data is essential for both planning and operation. However, the untested Phase |V
introduces significant risksto both equipment and the power system. Other approachesthat use
data from natural occuring events should be used to calculate the necessary characteristicsor to use
existing measured extremesfor studies..



Question 3:

Asawhole, do you agree that the content of the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards is a reasonable translation of
existing NERC reliahility rules that does not significantly change current reliability obligations? (You
will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

= Agree.
] Disagree.
Comments

In general | agree except for standard 061 where no tranglation was attempted and for specific
examplesidentified later.

Question 4:

There are numerous areas where the Drafting Team found it could easily eliminate redundanciesin the
requirements across various standards and improve the standards by better grouping the requirements into
logical areas. However, the Drafting Team resisted making those changesin the first draft to ensure the
industry would be able to more easily visualize the mapping from the existing documentsto the Version 0
Standards. Should the Drafting Team minimize changes to eliminate redundancies and improve
organization of the standards, or should the team make those improvementsin Version 0?

X Make improvements to reduce redundancies and better group the requirements.
] Minimize the changes to simplify the transition from existing rulesto Version O.

Comments



Question 5:

Asawhole, do you agree that the designation of functionsin the Functional Model is acceptable? (You
will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

= Agree.
] Disagree.
Comments

In general | agree from a short term point of view because it was the only thing NERC had that
could beused. However, some of the termsdo not translate well in states like New Jersey where
LSE'sarereally market entities and do none of the identified functions. Also, the omission of 1A
indicatesthat the model requires seriouswork.

Question 6:

The operating policies make frequent reference to Operating Authorities as being the accountabl e entities.
In adopting the Functional Model into the Version 0 standards, the Drafting Team had to make numerous
extrapolations of the intent of the operating policies. For the most part, the requirements are addressed to
Reliability Authorities, Balancing Authorities, and Transmission Operators. As nheeded, requirements
specify Generator Operators, Transmission Service Providers, Load Serving Entities, and Purchasing-
Selling Entities.

The Drafting Team seeks comments on whether the references to Operating Authorities should include
these other functions when appropriate, or should an assumption be made in Version O that the reliability
obligations of these other functions are addressed in service agreements.

X Include these other functions as appropriate in a specific requirement.
] Do not include these functions in the requirements.
Comments

Thisforcefitting isjust another example of the weakness of the present application of the
functional model.



Question 7:

No potential business practice standards were identified in the Version 0 planning standards. In
translation of the operating policies, areas were identified where business practices could potentialy be
developed. However, the Drafting Team felt that the reliability requirements and business practices are
so intertwined that to separate them would require substantial revisions to the requirements that would
exceed the mandate of “no changes to the reliability rulesin Version 0.” The Drafting Team identified
the following areas in which it would recommend business practices be developed in Version O:
e Operating Policy 1D (including Appendix 1D) — Time error correction procedures, except the
ability of the Reliability Authority to halt atime error correction for reliability considerations.
e Operating Policy 1F — Inadvertent energy payback, except that inadvertent energy accounting
remains areliability requirement.
e Operating Policy 3 and Appendices 3A1, 3A2, 3A3, and 3A4 — Tagging procedures, E-Tag
specifications and other sections of Operating Policy 3. Essential requirements to tag transactions
and tag timing requirements remain reliability standards.

Asawhole, do you agree that this allocation of potential business practice standards? (Y ou will have a
chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

X Agree.
] Disagree
Comments

Anything that can be solved through a market should be put into businessrules.

Question 8:

The Drafting Team seeks inputs on any other policies, standards, or appendicies that should be considered
as business practicesin Version 0 and removed from the NERC standards. Please identify the policy,
appendix, or planning standard by number and name and state your reason for recommending that
material become a business practice standard in Version 0.

Comments
TRL'sshould be added to thelist of itemsto be treated as business practices. Identify the reliability
functin that is needed and let the market provide the solution.

Standard 058 should not apply to transactions within a market area that has deliverability and the
ability to purchase from the spot market.



Question 9:

The Drafting Team is recommending a partial implementation of the Functional Model by assuming al of
the Reliability Coordinator requirementsin current policy should be assigned to Reliability Authorities.
The Drafting Team believes implementation is simplest if the existing Reliability Coordinators are
registered as the Reliability Authorities. However, this approach is flexible to accommodate regionsin
which existing control areas are deemed to be Reliability Authorities. In these regions, the Reliability
Authority may delegate tasks “upward” to a Reliability Coordinator organization, although the registered
Reliability Authority would retain accountability for complying with all of the applicable standards.

Do you agree with this approach?

= Agree.
] Disagree.
Comments

Thisisagain a short term solution but should not bethe final outcome.

Question 10:

The Drafting Team recommends that the Interchange Authority function not be adopted in the Version 0
standards. To do so would require changes to tools and procedures, as well as reliability obligations. The
Drafting Team recommends retaining the BA to BA scheduling method in current practice until new
standards can be developed later for adopting the Interchange Authority function.

Do you agree with this approach?

X Agree.
[] Disagree.
Comments

Considering the present schedule, thereisnot time to debate thisholein the version 0 standards.



Question 11:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that planning standards that had
not been completely field-tested should not be included in Version 0. Phase 3 planning standards were
field-tested but no changes were made to these standards following the field tests. The results of the
Phase 3 field tests were mixed — several measures need only minor changes, and other measures need
more significant changes. The compliance templates just approved by the NERC Board in April 2004 do
include some of the Phase 3 planning standards. Any Phase 3 planning standard that was approved for
full implementation by the board is assumed to be accepted by the industry, and is proposed for inclusion
inVersion 0. If the industry indicates there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned
to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. If a
measure is removed, it will be “retired” when Version 0 is approved and can only be replaced by going
through the new reliability standards process. At this point, all Phase 3 measures are included in the first
draft of Version 0. Please indicate in the table below which Phase 3 measures you think should be kept or
deleted from Version O.

Version 0 Existing

Standard Existing Planning Standard Mmeasur e Delete

8

M2
M3
M4

I. System Adequacy & Security.

57 F. Disturbance Monitoring

M1
M2
M3
M4
M5
[11. System Protection & Control. M6

C. Generation M7
M8
M9
M10
M1l
M12

65

M1
[11. Sys Protection & Control M2

E. Under Voltage Load Shed M5

68

IV. System Restoration M2
A. Sys Blackstart Cap. M3

70

M1
M2
M3
M4

IV. System Protection
71 B. Automatic Restoration of Load

LI AR X IR IR XIIXIRIRIRKI ]
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Comments



Question 12:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that Planning Standards that had
not been field-tested should not be included in Version 0. None of the Phase 4 Planning Standards were
field-tested. If the industry indicates there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned
to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. At
this point, all Phase 4 Measures are included in the 1st draft of Version 0. Please indicate in the table
below which Phase 3 measures you think should be kept or deleted from Version 0.

\S/gr?doaﬂg Existing Planning Standard E:;'jg;% Keep Delete

64 I. System Adequacy & Security M1 X []
D. Voltage Support and Reactive Power M2 X L]

I. System Adequacy & Security.
57 F. Disturbance Monitoring MS > L]
M1 ] [ ]
M2 < [ |
59 II. System Modeling Data M3 X [ |
B. Generation Equipment M4 X [ ]
M5 X L]
M6 X []
61 I1. System Modeling Data M2 X L]
D. Actual & Forecast Demands M3 X L]
M1 [ ] X
62 I1. System Modeling Data M2 [ ] X
E. Demand Characteristics (Dynamic) M3 [ <
[11. System Protection & Control M1 I Q
66 A . M2 = |
B. Transmission Control Devices =
M3 X | |

Comments

Thetesting requirementsin #59 should be clarified to include data gathering of naturally occuring
eventsand not just expensive, intrusive, large scaletesting. Bounding the MW and MV AR output
from plantsto what they have actually produced over some period of timemay beall that is
required.

While #62 is nice to have, aslong as conser vative models are used thisis not needed at thistime.
Thetimeisbetter spent getting the functional model complete.

#66 should be expanded to any entity that connects new control systemsto the transmission system.
For example, Merchant Transmission developer s connecting HVDC systems need to satisfy this
requirement.



Question 13:

Please comment on any specific proposed Version 0 Standards for which you have a concern. In doing
S0, please recognize that the Drafting Team is limited in scope to tranglating existing reliability rules and
identifying functions and business practices.

Standard # Section # Requirement Comments
(Planning or Measure
Only) #
007 Transmission Security during operation should

conform to the applicable portions of Table 1in the
planning standards.

015 In Attachment 1, the generator data should include
status of voltage control and power system stabilizer
facilities.

016 Outage information is needed by neighboring
reliability authorities much sooner than one day pror
to the outage.

028 There needsto be arequirement on how the operating
staff knowsthat they have lost control center
functionality.

Under R1, the continency plan should addr esses how
monitoring and control of facilitieswill be achieved and
provide a maximum timefor restoration of the
monitoring and control function.

029 In section R1, for all but the smallest areas,
redundancy and diversely routed telecommunications
isrequired.

I dentify that for a telecommunications circuit to be
adequate and reliable, it must also be secure from
interactions with other entities (hackers). While cyber
security has been a new topic with NERC, it isnot new
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Standard #

Section #
(Planning
Only)

Requirement
or Measure
#

Comments

037

Reliability Authorities shall coordinatetheir next-day
analyses to assur e consistent assumptions and
boundary conditions (reasonable power flowson both
ends of the sameline).

051

all

The existing document appliesto the owner of the
systems who would be obligated to perform the plans
they identify. However, the PA and TP do not havethe
ability to financially obligate the owners. Thislack of
financial obligation reducesthe existing document to a
study rather than action.

053

Purpose

The statement of avoiding degrading the reliability of
the electric system isnot in the new language. The
standard needsto identify that adding facilities should
not result in reductionsin system capability.

053

S1
Requirements

Add FERC and State requirementsto thelist of
appicable agencies.

Need away for the TO to delegate thisto their RTO.
The language does not seem to provide delegation.

053

Thisisa good example of the compliance not being
consistent with theimpact on reliability. 1f an impact
study is completed but the underlying assumptions
about the system have completely changed, the To
would bein compliance but not have the dightest idea
of how the project impacted thereliability of the
presently planned power system.




Standard # Section # Requirement Comments
(Planning or Measure
Only) #

053 Continued In addition to not providing an impact study for a new
facility, alevel 4 violation is having a completed study
with assumptionsthat are not consistent with present
conditions.

058 A R4-1.3 The use of a conservative model is applicable.

058 S5 R5-1 Solved cases without any violations should bethe basic
requirement.

059 General The stated purpose of this standard isto validate
generator modeling data with reall data. Therearea
number of waysto abtain the data and all appr oaches
should be consider ed acceptable.

060 S1 Need to provide method of using the methodology

identiied by the FERC approved RTO.




Standard #

Section #
(Planning
Only)

Requirement
or Measure
#

Comments

061

Purpose

Includethethird paragraph from the existing
document into the new language to better definethe
level of data required.

061

Many

Applicability

Add the L SE and the Distribution provider to those
supplying data.

061

Therequiremetnsform the existing document should
beincluded in the new language. Do not under stand
why no trandglation was attempted.

061

R4-1

The existing language hasthe data maintained on an
aggregated regional, subregional, power pool and
individual system basis. The new language hasthe
same list of entitiesbut hasan "or" in the sentence.
The new language should reuire all of the same
reporting levels. The determination of Deliver ability
requires detailed load modeling.

063

S1

Please add theword " all" before Transmission
Protection system misoperations. Pleaseidentify that
" Transmisison Protection Systems" includes all
equipment identified in the applicable FERC
Transmission tariff.




Standard # Section # Requirement Comments
(Planning or Measure
Only) #
064 S1 A consider able amount of rective power compensation

must occur at thedistribution level. Thereneed tobea
requirement on the L SE and DP to coor dinate with the
TP at thevery lease. The existing language applied to
theinterface between transmission and distribution.




Question 14:
Please provide any additional comments you have regarding the Draft 1 Version O Reliability Standards.

While | have made a number of comments, | believe the team should be commended for their
effortsand the amount of time | know it hastaken to get thisfar in the process.
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Question 1:

Recognizing the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards as a preliminary work in progress that will continue to be
refined by the Drafting Team in response to industry comments, if you were asked today to consider
voting to approve (single block vote) the Version 0 Standards as presented, how do you think you would
vote?

X Would approve the standards conditionally, assuming acceptable improvements are madein
response to comments.

] Would not approve the standards.
[] Would abstain.

Comments

The New York State Reliability Council (NY SRC) supportsthe comments separately provided by
the Northeast Power Coordinating Council (NPCC) on the Draft 1 Version 0 Reliability Standards.
The comments provided by the NY SRC in this questionair e supplements and reinforcesthe NPCC
comments.

An improvement that must be made in the next draft in order make the Version 0 Standards
acceptableistoretain the existing Planning Standards (S1, S2, etc.) in thetrandation. Despite the
tranglation commentsthat say the standards are not used directly in thetranslation because their
content isrepeated and detailed more completely in the measurements, we find that critical
requirementsthat are stated in the standar ds have not been fully translated and are omitted in
Version 0. Therefore, we strongly suggest that the S1, S2, etc. language beretained in the Version 0
standards. It isimperative that the existing standards not be weakened in thetranslation process.

We agree with the footnote that appliesto Table 1 in the Planning Standar ds (page 21) that says,

" Any Region may implement standardsthat are more stringent, but not inconsistent with NERC's
industry-wide standards." However, this statement should apply to ALL Version 0 standards, not
just Table 1. Wetherefore recommend that thisor a similar statement beinserted in an
appropriatelocation to makeit isclear that it appliesto all Version 0 standards.

Question 2:

Arethere any “show stoppers’ in the approach or results to date that would prevent you from approving
the standards? If so, what are they?

Comments



Phaselll & IV Planning measurementsthat have not been field tested must not be included with
the Version 0 standar ds. Also refer to our concern about the omission of many of the requirements
of Planning Standards S1, S2, etc. in the trandation process cover ed under Question 1.



Question 3:

Asawhole, do you agree that the content of the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards is a reasonable translation of
existing NERC reliahility rules that does not significantly change current reliability obligations? (You
will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

] Agree.
X Disagree.
Comments

Pleaserefer to our Question 1 comments.

Question 4:

There are numerous areas where the Drafting Team found it could easily eliminate redundanciesin the
reguirements across various standards and improve the standards by better grouping the requirementsinto
logical areas. However, the Drafting Team resisted making those changes in the first draft to ensure the
industry would be able to more easily visualize the mapping from the existing documentsto the Version 0
Standards. Should the Drafting Team minimize changes to eliminate redundancies and improve
organization of the standards, or should the team make those improvementsin Version 0?

X Make improvements to reduce redundancies and better group the requirements.
] Minimize the changes to simplify the transition from existing rulesto Version 0.

Comments



Question 5:

Asawhole, do you agree that the designation of functionsin the Functional Model is acceptable? (You
will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

] Agree.
] Disagree.

Comments

Question 6:

The operating policies make frequent reference to Operating Authorities as being the accountable entities.
In adopting the Functional Model into the Version 0 standards, the Drafting Team had to make numerous
extrapolations of the intent of the operating policies. For the most part, the requirements are addressed to
Reliability Authorities, Balancing Authorities, and Transmission Operators. As nheeded, requirements
specify Generator Operators, Transmission Service Providers, Load Serving Entities, and Purchasing-
Selling Entities.

The Drafting Team seeks comments on whether the references to Operating Authorities should include
these other functions when appropriate, or should an assumption be made in Version O that the reliability
obligations of these other functions are addressed in service agreements.

] Include these other functions as appropriate in a specific requirement.

] Do not include these functions in the requirements.

Comments



Question 7:

No potential business practice standards were identified in the Version 0 planning standards. In
translation of the operating policies, areas were identified where business practices could potentialy be
developed. However, the Drafting Team felt that the reliability requirements and business practices are
so intertwined that to separate them would require substantial revisions to the requirements that would
exceed the mandate of “no changes to the reliability rulesin Version 0.” The Drafting Team identified
the following areas in which it would recommend business practices be developed in Version O:
e Operating Policy 1D (including Appendix 1D) — Time error correction procedures, except the
ability of the Reliability Authority to halt atime error correction for reliability considerations.
e Operating Policy 1F — Inadvertent energy payback, except that inadvertent energy accounting
remains areliability requirement.
e Operating Policy 3 and Appendices 3A1, 3A2, 3A3, and 3A4 — Tagging procedures, E-Tag
specifications and other sections of Operating Policy 3. Essential requirements to tag transactions
and tag timing requirements remain reliability standards.

Asawhole, do you agree that this allocation of potential business practice standards? (Y ou will have a
chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

[] Agree.
] Disagree

Comments

Question 8:

The Drafting Team seeks inputs on any other policies, standards, or appendicies that should be considered
as business practicesin Version 0 and removed from the NERC standards. Please identify the policy,
appendix, or planning standard by number and name and state your reason for recommending that
material become a business practice standard in Version 0.

Comments



Question 9:

The Drafting Team is recommending a partial implementation of the Functional Model by assuming al of
the Reliability Coordinator requirementsin current policy should be assigned to Reliability Authorities.
The Drafting Team believes implementation is simplest if the existing Reliability Coordinators are
registered as the Reliability Authorities. However, this approach is flexible to accommodate regionsin
which existing control areas are deemed to be Reliability Authorities. In these regions, the Reliability
Authority may delegate tasks “upward” to a Reliability Coordinator organization, although the registered
Reliability Authority would retain accountability for complying with all of the applicable standards.

Do you agree with this approach?
] Agree.
] Disagree.

Comments

Question 10:

The Drafting Team recommends that the Interchange Authority function not be adopted in the Version 0
standards. To do so would require changes to tools and procedures, as well as reliability obligations. The
Drafting Team recommends retaining the BA to BA scheduling method in current practice until new
standards can be developed later for adopting the Interchange Authority function.

Do you agree with this approach?

] Agree.

[] Disagree.

Comments



Question 11:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that planning standards that had
not been completely field-tested should not be included in Version 0. Phase 3 planning standards were
field-tested but no changes were made to these standards following the field tests. The results of the
Phase 3 field tests were mixed — several measures need only minor changes, and other measures need
more significant changes. The compliance templates just approved by the NERC Board in April 2004 do
include some of the Phase 3 planning standards. Any Phase 3 planning standard that was approved for
full implementation by the board is assumed to be accepted by the industry, and is proposed for inclusion
inVersion 0. If the industry indicates there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned
to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. If a
measure is removed, it will be “retired” when Version 0 is approved and can only be replaced by going
through the new reliability standards process. At this point, all Phase 3 measures are included in the first
draft of Version 0. Please indicate in the table below which Phase 3 measures you think should be kept or
deleted from Version O.

Version 0
Standard

Existing
measure
M2
M3
M4
M1
M2
M3
M4
M5
[11. System Protection & Control. M6

C. Generation M7
M8
M9
M10
M1l
M12

M1
[11. Sys Protection & Control M2

E. Under Voltage Load Shed M5

IV. System Restoration M2
A. Sys Blackstart Cap. M3

M1
M2
M3

Existing Planning Standard Delete

8

I. System Adequacy & Security.

57 F. Disturbance Monitoring

65

68

70

IV. System Protection
71 B. Automatic Restoration of Load
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Comments

Although the NY SRC agrees with the need for most of the above standards, we believe that they be
field tested prior to implementation. We therefor e strongly recommend that the SAR process be
used to implement these standards.



Question 12:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that Planning Standards that had
not been field-tested should not be included in Version 0. None of the Phase 4 Planning Standards were
field-tested. If theindustry indicates there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned
to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. At
this point, all Phase 4 Measures are included in the 1st draft of Version 0. Please indicate in the table
below which Phase 3 measures you think should be kept or deleted from Version 0.

\S/tir?doa?rg Existing Planning Standard E’;‘;:ﬂge Keep Delete

o4 |. System Adequacy & Security M1 [ | X
D. Voltage Support and Reactive Power M2 [ ] X

I. System Adequacy & Security.
57 F. Disturbance Monitoring M5 L] >
M1 [ ] X
M2 [ ] X
59 [I. System Modeling Data M3 [ | X
B. Generation Equipment M4 [ X
M5 [ ] 2
M6 [ ] X
61 II. System Modeling Data M2 || ]
D. Actual & Forecast Demands M3 ] X
M1 [] X
62 [1. System Modeling Data M2 ] X
E. Demand Characteristics (Dynamic) M3 [ X
[1l. System Protection & Control M1 = X
66 B. Transmission Control Devices M2 = ]
] M3 | | X

Comments

See Question 11 response.




Question 13:

Please comment on any specific proposed Version 0 Standards for which you have a concern. In doing
S0, please recognize that the Drafting Team is limited in scope to tranglating existing reliability rules and

identifying functions and business practices.

Standard # | Section# | Requirement Comments
(Planning | or Measure
Only) #

Operating The businessitems assigned to NAESB should be included

Policies in the NERC version 0 standards. NERC should not be

(General) relying on NAESB to meet the NERC defined dates.

Operating Many of the standar ds omit the guides. These guides

Policies provide usefull and pertinent infor mation and should

(General) remain as part of the standsards, at least in version 0

Operating Many of theintroductionswere deleted. Theintroductions

Palicies serveasashort summary of the standard and should be

(General included in version 0

Surveys R2 Old section 2.1.3 (FRS Surveys) is deleted without

Standard explanation except to say that it is contingent upon
approval of Section C (Policy 1-003). Thisisunclear since
section C defines how to deter mine and use the frequency
biasand 2.1.3 specifies that the data needed to calculate
the frequency biasis collected.

Palicy 2, R2 Theterm “credible nature” isoverly vague. Some clearer

Section A, termsor definition must beincluded in version 0. Waiting

item 1.1 for version 1 will allow months of uncertainty.




Standard # | Section# | Requirement Comments
(Planning | or Measure
Only) #

Poalicy 2, 008-R4 Reword as“ The Reliability Authority shall evaluate

Section A, actionstaken to addressan SOL or IROL violation. If the

008-R4 actionstaken are not appropriate or sufficient, the RA
shall direct actions, asrequired, tothe TO or BA toreturn
the system to within limits.”

Poalicy 2, 009-R6 & These sections should be elaborated to addr ess pockets of

Section A, 009-R10 inadequate reactivereservethat are solved by an SPS after

009-R6 (3.2) thefirst contingency.

& 009-R10

(4.2)

Palicy 4, 014-R1 Add to end of sentence”...use and generation der ates’

Section A,

Poalicy 4, 016-R1 Add to end of first sentence”...aswell asthelocal

Section C transmission system.”

Poalicy 4, 015-R1 Referenceis made to Attachment A and Appendix 4B yet

Section B they arenot part of thered line standard.




Standard # | Section# | Requirement Comments
(Planning | or Measure
Only) #

Palicy 4, 015-R4, Data | Section 5.1referstoan Addendum A, yet that isnot part

Section B section 5.1 of thered line standard.

Policy 5, n/a A section should be added defining the responsibilities of

Section B the generator owners, L SEsand distribution providersto
notify the transmission operator of any problemsthat
could impact the transmission system.

Poalicy 5, Introduction | Replace“Operating Authorities” with “ Reliability

Section D item 1.1 Authority and Transmission Operator”

Policy 5, Introduction | Theterm Operating Authority isobsolete.

Section E

Policy 5, General Replace” System Operators’ with “ Transmission

Section E, Operators’

Section F &

Section G




Standard # | Section# | Requirement Comments
(Planning | or Measure
Only) #

Palicy 6, 024-R4 The LSE, TSP and GOP should coordinate with their host

Section A Transmission Operator who will be the interface with the
BA.

Palicy 6, 027-R1, R2, | I disagreewith the noteto deletethe second paragraph of

Section D R3 theintroduction. Thefirst two sentences of the paragraph
arenot covered in requirements 3 and 4 as stated.

Policy 7, First What doesthismean? Thefirst part isnot a sentence and

Section A Par agraph the second part isa comment. Also, provide “appendix
7Al1

Policy 7, General This standard has a number of comments and questionsin

Section A-D thered line document. It isimpossibleto adequately
review the document when it isclearly incomplete.

General M easur es In many cases the measur es have been removed. FOr

version 0 they should beretained for clarity. An example
isold policy 8A (new standard 30). Thered linestandard
isone sentence. The measures give the details.




Standard # | Section# | Requirement Comments
(Planning | or Measure
Only) #
Policy 8, 030-M1 Statethe detailsthat areto beincluded in the control room
Section A job description document




Question 14:
Please provide any additional comments you have regarding the Draft 1 Version O Reliability Standards.

Toallow an easier review of the draft standards, we suggest that Draft 2 include the standard
number and titlein a header or footer on every page.
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Question 1:

Recognizing the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards as a preliminary work in progress that will continue to be
refined by the Drafting Team in response to industry comments, if you were asked today to consider
voting to approve (single block vote) the Version 0 Standards as presented, how do you think you would
vote?

X Would approve the standards conditionally, assuming acceptable improvements are madein
response to comments.

= Would not approve the standards.
[] Would abstain.

Comments

The Drafting Team trandated the Planning Standardsto a Version O draft in a consistent manner
and generally maintained the criteria of the previos Planning Standar ds. However ,the Operating
Palicy trandation was not as consistent asthe Planning Standards translation.

Regarding the operating practicesrelated standar ds translation, we ar e concer ned that thereistoo
much of the detail in the Appendices has been left out of the corresponding Version 0 standards.
Tag Approvals, Denials, and Corrections, which have been left upto NAESB to address, have direct
impact on Reliability. Close coordination between NERC and NAESB is needed in developing
companion Version 0 standar ds because of seriousreliability implicaitonsin thisarea.

We support the Version 0 Standar ds process. Once a complete and accur ate translation is made of
all existing Planning Standar ds and Oper ating Policies, we will vote to approve them.

Question 2:

Arethere any “show stoppers’ in the approach or results to date that would prevent you from approving
the standards? If so, what are they?

Comments

Thereareno " show stoppers' in theapproach, just in theresultsasthey stand now. Asstated
abovein response to Question 1, we believe there are existing requirementsin the current
Operating Policies that have not been translated into standard. Oncethoserequirementsare
included, we see no other " show stoppers.”



Question 3:

Asawhole, do you agree that the content of the Draft 1 Version 0 Standards is a reasonable translation of
existing NERC reliahility rules that does not significantly change current reliability obligations? (You
will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

] Agree.
X Disagree.
Comments

No, the Version 0 standards do not go far enough into details. These new standards are morelike
conceptual guidelines, but without the detail in Operating Palicies, which has been developed over
the past 30 years, we will betaking a step backwardsin thereliability of the electric system.

Question 4:

There are numerous areas where the Drafting Team found it could easily eliminate redundanciesin the
reguirements across various standards and improve the standards by better grouping the requirements into
logical areas. However, the Drafting Team resisted making those changes in the first draft to ensure the
industry would be able to more easily visualize the mapping from the existing documents to the Version O
Standards. Should the Drafting Team minimize changes to eliminate redundancies and improve
organization of the standards, or should the team make those improvementsin Version 0?

] Make improvements to reduce redundancies and better group the requirements.
X Minimize the changes to simplify the transition from existing rulesto Version 0.
Comments

Whileit may betempting to re-organize and simplify, for better understanding of theindustry it is
not recommended to 'improve' or correct 'redundancies of the previous Standardsin the new
Version 0. Thisshould be considered in the next version. In general, we agree with translation of
the Planning Standar ds, however, trandation of Operating Policies isa concern as commented
above.



Question 5:

Asawhole, do you agree that the designation of functionsin the Functional Model is acceptable? (You
will have a chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

= Agree.
X Disagree.
Comments

We disagr ee with the Drafting Team's reommendation that the BA be designated to perform
the current CA scheduling functions. We believe that if the | A isnot going to be implemented at
thistime, then the next most appropriate new Functional Modéd entity that must perform this
function would be the Transmission Service Provider, not the BA. We believethat this proposal
will result in a smooth transition from today's CA to CA scheduling, which is traditionally has
been administered by the transmission side of most vertically integrated utilities.

We concur with the designation of all other functions.

Question 6:

The operating policies make frequent reference to Operating Authorities as being the accountable entities.
In adopting the Functional Model into the Version 0 standards, the Drafting Team had to make numerous
extrapolations of the intent of the operating policies. For the most part, the requirements are addressed to
Reliability Authorities, Balancing Authorities, and Transmission Operators. As needed, requirements
specify Generator Operators, Transmission Service Providers, Load Serving Entities, and Purchasing-
Selling Entities.

The Drafting Team seeks comments on whether the references to Operating Authorities should include
these other functions when appropriate, or should an assumption be made in Version O that the reliability
obligations of these other functions are addressed in service agreements.

X Include these other functions as appropriate in a specific requirement.
] Do not include these functions in the requirements.
Comments

It would be better to identify the other functionsfor the specific requirements when possible to
minimize therisk of miscommunication or confusion of rolesand reponsibilitiesin the future.



Question 7:

No potential business practice standards were identified in the Version 0 planning standards. In
translation of the operating policies, areas were identified where business practices could potentialy be
developed. However, the Drafting Team felt that the reliability requirements and business practices are
so intertwined that to separate them would require substantial revisions to the requirements that would
exceed the mandate of “no changes to the reliability rulesin Version 0.” The Drafting Team identified
the following areas in which it would recommend business practices be developed in Version O:
e Operating Policy 1D (including Appendix 1D) — Time error correction procedures, except the
ability of the Reliability Authority to halt atime error correction for reliability considerations.
e Operating Policy 1F — Inadvertent energy payback, except that inadvertent energy accounting
remains areliability requirement.
e Operating Policy 3 and Appendices 3A1, 3A2, 3A3, and 3A4 — Tagging procedures, E-Tag
specifications and other sections of Operating Policy 3. Essential requirements to tag transactions
and tag timing requirements remain reliability standards.

Asawhole, do you agree that this allocation of potential business practice standards? (Y ou will have a
chance to comment on individual standards and requirements later.)

[] Agree.
X Disagree
Comments

With respect to policy 1d and 1f, we agree. However, we believe that Tagging procedures have an
impact on reliability and need to be keep in the operating policies or closely coordinated with the
NAESB process.

Question 8:

The Drafting Team seeks inputs on any other policies, standards, or appendicies that should be considered
as business practicesin Version 0 and removed from the NERC standards. Please identify the policy,
appendix, or planning standard by number and name and state your reason for recommending that
material become a business practice standard in Version 0.

Comments

Appendices 9C1, 9C1B and 9C1C should be considered as both NAESB version 0 business practices
and NERC version O reliability standards. Thelanguagein both NERC and NAESB standards
should bethe same. Additionally, NERC and NAESB should immediately establish a collabor ative
team to separate the reliability elements from the business practices to create separ ate
organizational version 1 reliability standards and business practices standards and retire these
version O standards ASAP.



Question 9:

The Drafting Team is recommending a partial implementation of the Functional Model by assuming al of
the Reliability Coordinator requirementsin current policy should be assigned to Reliability Authorities.
The Drafting Team believes implementation is simplest if the existing Reliability Coordinators are
registered as the Reliability Authorities. However, this approach is flexible to accommodate regionsin
which existing control areas are deemed to be Reliability Authorities. In these regions, the Reliability
Authority may delegate tasks “upward” to a Reliability Coordinator organization, although the registered
Reliability Authority would retain accountability for complying with all of the applicable standards.

Do you agree with this approach?
= Agree.
] Disagree.

Comments

Question 10:

The Drafting Team recommends that the Interchange Authority function not be adopted in the Version 0
standards. To do so would require changes to tools and procedures, as well as reliability obligations. The
Drafting Team recommends retaining the BA to BA scheduling method in current practice until new
standards can be developed later for adopting the Interchange Authority function.

Do you agree with this approach?

] Agree.
X Disagree.
Comments

We disagree with the Drafting Team's recommendation that the current “ control area” scheduling
method beretained in the Version 0 standards and that the Balancing Authority be designated to
perform the current control area balancing functions, including scheduling. We believe the
appropriate Functional Model entity to designate would be the Transmission Service Provider not
the Balancing Authority. Further, today we have Control Areato Control Area scheduling, not BA
to BA asstated in the question.



Question 11:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that planning standards that had
not been completely field-tested should not be included in Version 0. Phase 3 planning standards were
field-tested but no changes were made to these standards following the field tests. The results of the
Phase 3 field tests were mixed — several measures need only minor changes, and other measures need
more significant changes. The compliance templates just approved by the NERC Board in April 2004 do
include some of the Phase 3 planning standards. Any Phase 3 planning standard that was approved for
full implementation by the board is assumed to be accepted by the industry, and is proposed for inclusion
inVersion 0. If the industry indicates there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned
to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. If a
measure is removed, it will be “retired” when Version 0 is approved and can only be replaced by going
through the new reliability standards process. At this point, all Phase 3 measures are included in the first
draft of Version 0. Please indicate in the table below which Phase 3 measures you think should be kept or
deleted from Version O.

Version 0
Standard

Existing
measur e

Existing Planning Standard Delete

8

M2
M3
M4

I. System Adequacy & Security.

57 F. Disturbance Monitoring

M1
M2
M3
M4
M5
[11. System Protection & Control. M6

C. Generation M7
M8
M9
M10
M1l
M12

M1
[11. Sys Protection & Control M2

E. Under Voltage Load Shed M5

65

68

IV. System Restoration M2
A. Sys Blackstart Cap. M3

M1

70

IV. System Protection M2

71 B. Automatic Restoration of Load M3
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Comments
Need to resolve between Paul and Navin's comments????7?????????7?



Question 12:

During the posting of the Version 0 SAR, some commenters indicated that Planning Standards that had
not been field-tested should not be included in Version 0. None of the Phase 4 Planning Standards were
field-tested. If the industry indicates there are measures that need additional work, these will be returned
to the Planning Committee for additional work and re-submission through the new standards process. At
this point, all Phase 4 Measures are included in the 1st draft of Version 0. Please indicate in the table
below which Phase 3 measures you think should be kept or deleted from Version 0.

\S/gr?doaﬂg Existing Planning Standard E:;'jg;% Keep Delete

64 I. System Adequacy & Security M1 X []
D. Voltage Support and Reactive Power M2 X L]

I. System Adequacy & Security.
57 F. Disturbance Monitoring MS L] >
M1 ] [ ]
M2 < [ |
59 II. System Modeling Data M3 X [ |
B. Generation Equipment M4 X [ ]
M5 X L]
M6 X []
61 I1. System Modeling Data M2 L] X
D. Actual & Forecast Demands M3 ] X
M1 [ ] X
62 I1. System Modeling Data M2 [ ] X
E. Demand Characteristics (Dynamic) M3 [ <
[11. System Protection & Control M1 I Q
66 A . M2 = |
B. Transmission Control Devices =
M3 X | |

Comments

It appearsthat their might be atypo in the question - " Phase 3 in the last line above meant Phase
4? Also, it isnot clear whether they intended to include the standardsthat wer e not field-tested into
Version 0.

| F.M5 - Use of disturbance monitoring equipment data to develop, maintain and enhance staedy
state, dnamics and generator performance modeling: Thiseffort should be done only for major
system disturbances and the effort must be done at Region/multi-Region or NERC level. The
deficiency of I.F.M5isthat it requiresthe Regional membersto carry out thiseffort. It will be
impractical, and perhapsimpossibl