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Presentation of Standard:  MOD-024-2
General Observations:

It seems as though the five requirements in the standard should each have a reliability-related objective – consider reorganizing the requirements around specific objectives rather than steps in a process. Here is an example: 
R1.  Each Generator Operator shall collect and provide its Planning Coordinator with the following data that represents the summer gross real power generating capability and associated auxiliary loads for each applicable
 generating facility:

R1.1  Each Generator Operator shall collect the data by tracking generating facility performance for any one continuous hour (during a two-month period specified by its Planning Coordinator): 
R1.2. Each Generator Operator shall supply its Planning Coordinator with the data collected in accordance with Requirements R1 within 15 calendar days of the collection.  

R2.  Each Generator Operator shall collect and provide its Planning Coordinator with the following data that represents the winter gross real power generating capability and associated auxiliary loads for each applicable
 generating facility 
R2.1  Each Generator Operator shall collect the data by tracking generating facility performance for any one continuous hour (during a two-month period specified by its Planning Coordinator): 

R2.2. Each Generator Operator shall supply its Planning Coordinator with the data collected in accordance with Requirements R2 within 15 calendar days of the collection.  

R3.  Each Planning Coordinator shall use the data provided in accordance with Requirement R4 to determine if its generating facility model data is accurate to within . . . .

R5.  Each Planning Coordinator shall share the results of each generating facility verification with its Resource Planners, Transmission Planners, Reliability Coordinators, Transmission Operators and Balancing Authorities that model the same generating facility.   

Suggest you have just the Planning Coordinator provide the “schedule” as otherwise the GOP may have to do more verifications than really needed – the GOP is in a position to share the data with the RPs as well as others.  This seems to be supported by the Functional Model – ask the FMWG for clarification if needed.  
Seems as though there should be language to limit the scope so the GOP only provides data to the PCs who model its units.  

Suggest you provide a “window” for completing the verifications so that the generator operators have some flexibility on “when” they perform the verification – the 2 mos in the above is just a guess to provide an example. . . why not just say that the data for summer must be collected on a day in one of the two or three historically hottest summer months, and similar criteria for the winter . . .
Is the Generator Operator “verifying” or is it the PC who does the verification?  It seems that the GOP collects data for use in verifying. . . 

It isn’t clear what happens if the PC finds a mismatch between its model data and the data from the GOP. 

It seems that the PC should be required to provide the verified data to the RP.  Don’t the RC, TOP and BA also model generators – should the PC provide the verified data to all these entities?

It isn’t clear how having the PC or RP provide a “schedule” for performing verifications lines up with the requirement to perform the verifications on either an annual or once/5 year basis – the two requirements seem to conflict. 

The requirements all focus on “gross” but the attachment is titled “gross and net”
The list of limitations provided in the “attachment” don’t cover all conditions that could provide a temporary limit to the output of a unit.  Suggest rephrasing so that this section of the form is open-ended.  Example:  List below all conditions that limited the output of the generating facility during the test, along with an estimate of the additional output expected from the facility if that limitation were eliminated:  
Title:
	Does the title reflect the intent of the requirements in the standard?
	yes

	Does the title fits across a single page width when printed?
	yes


  

Purpose:
	Does the purpose statement identify a reliability objective?  
	yes

	Does the purpose statement include unnecessary phrases such as, “The purpose” and the phrase, “This standard?”
	no


 

Applicability:

	If the applicability deviates from that in the latest version of the compliance registry criteria, is there a justification for the deviation?  
	no

	If the applicability is for a subset of the BES, is there a justification for the subset identified?
	no


Effective date:
	Does the effective date in the standard match the effective date in the implementation plan?
	

	Does the effective date follow the latest approved language to meet the needs of the compliance program and to respect the different approval methods for jurisdictions that do/do not require regulatory approval?
	yes


 

Each Requirement:
	
	R1
	R2
	R3
	R4
	R5
	R6

	Does the requirement identify the responsible entity?
	y

	y

	y
	y
	y

	y


	Does the requirement include a “shall” statement?
	y
	y
	y
	y
	y
	y

	Does the requirement address a single activity? 
	y
	y
	n

	n

	y
	y

	Is the requirement written in the “active” voice?
	y
	y
	y
	y
	y
	y

	Is the reliability-related purpose of the requirement either obvious or stated in the requirement?
	n

	n

	n

	n
	n

	y

	Is each subrequirement related to the main requirement?
	y
	n/a
	y
	n
 

	y
	n/a

	If actions are “variable” (such as a list of several items where the responsible entity must perform only one of the items listed) are these actions bulleted rather than numbered?
	n/a
	n/a
	n
	n/a
	n
	n/a

	Does the requirement include any ambiguous words?
	n
	n

	n
	n
	y

	n

	Does the requirement include any explanatory information?
	n
	n
	n
	n
	n
	n

	Is the required performance clear?
	n

	n
 

	n

	n

	y
	y

	Are there any grammar or spelling errors
	n
	n
	n
	n
	n
	n
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� Applicable facilities are those that meet the criteria specified in the applicability section of this standard – section 4.1.


� Applicable facilities are those that meet the criteria specified in the applicability section of this standard – section 4.1.


� Should say, “Each” rather than “The” Generator Operator.


� As written, it is not clear if the requirement is expecting the Resource Planner and Planning Coordinator to work together or to “each” meet the requirement.


� Should say, “Each” Generator Operator . . .


� Should say, “Each” Generator Operator . . .


� The requirement asks for two different verifications – and they take place in two different time periods and appear to require completing different forms – so they should be two different requirements.  It appears that the summer verification is the more complex, with the winter verification an adjustment from the summer verification – so the standard would be easier to understand if the summer verification requirement appeared before the winter verification requirement. In addition, there is a reporting requirement (different from doing a verification) that only addresses a subset of the actual reporting that should take place.  


� The main requirement is aimed at verification – but one of the subrequirements focuses on “providing” a one-line diagram – and other subrequirements focus on including or providing data – but the requirement doesn’t state who is the recipient of the data


� As written, there is no reliability benefit of recording the data – it is not clear how often the data must be recorded, nor is it clear if the Generator Operator must provide the completed forms to specific entities on some schedule. . . 


� It is not clear what the Resource Planner and Planning Coordinator use to come up with the temperatures and reporting schedule – as written, it seems that each RP and PC could come up with a widely different set of requirements for the Generator Operator.  The benefit of the requirement is not clear.


� There is no requirement to do anything with the verifications – so the verification doesn’t seem to have a reliability-related purpose.


� This requirement seems to be associated with a larger requirement to verify data. . .see “General Observations”


� Providing a one-line doesn’t seem related to recording loads


� The phrasing of the subrequirements is not consistent


� Not sure what “applicable” means in the requirement.


� From other standards posted for comment, we know that stakeholders want additional clarity with respect to the use of the word, “annually” – consider rephrasing – example: “at least once each calendar year”


The use of slang term, “sister units” is discouraged – use the definition in place of the term


� The reliability benefit of the requirement is missing


� Not sure if when the “adjustments” are to take place.  


� If the RP and PC have model data, and are seeking verification that the model data is correct, it would seem that the RP and PC should look at the data provided by the GOP and make adjustments based on actual temperature on the date the unit ran versus the temperature in the model, etc.  If the GOP doesn’t have the model, then it doesn’t seem as though it should be the GOP that does the comparisons and adjustments to the collected data. . .   


� Is there some reason why 3.1.1 and 3.1.2 aren’t combined?  They both list types of units that must run for one continuous hour. . . 


� The subrequirement (R4.3) does not state who can request this data – and “upon request” is typically qualified with the phrase, “within 30 calendar days of a request.”





