SAR Comment Form for Proposed Version 0 Reliability Standards

This form is to be used to submit comments on the SAR proposing the development of Version 0 Reliability Standards and the associated “Plan for Accelerating the Adoption of NERC Reliability Standards.”

These files may be downloaded at: ftp://www.nerc.com/pub/sys/all_updl/standards/sar/Version-0-SAR-0101.pdf.

You may submit a completed comment form through May 19, 2004 to sarcomm@nerc.com with the words “SAR Comments” in the subject line.

If you have questions please contact Gerry Cauley at Gerry.Cauley@nerc.net. 
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	Question 1:

Do you support the objectives of the SAR as stated below?

1. Translate the existing reliability rules – namely the existing Board-approved operating policies and planning standards, the 38 compliance templates approved by the NERC board on April 2, and all approved revisions to Operating Policies 5, 6, and 9 being balloted in April 2004 – into an initial baseline (Version 0) set of reliability standards.

2. Identify the Functional Model designation for each performance requirement and measure in the Version 0 standards.

3. Identify sections of the existing operating policies and planning standards that are suitable for NAESB to incorporate into their equivalent “Version 0” business practice standards.

4. Retire existing NERC operating policies, planning standards and compliance templates coincident with adoption of the Version 0 standards.  Material that is not part of Version 0 standards will be made into NERC reference documents or NAESB business practices, or dropped if not needed.

 FORMCHECKBOX 

Yes, I support these objectives.

 FORMCHECKBOX 

No, I do not support these objectives.

Comments describing your reasons for supporting or not supporting the objectives of the SAR:

The New York State Reliability Council(NYSRC)generally supports the objectives of the SAR. We agree with the views expressed by the U.S./Canada Power System Outage Task Force and FERC that adoption of enforceable standards must be accelerated. The present SAR process is too complex and overly time consuming for stakeholders, and as a result, progress towards developing new standards has been extremely slow. However, we are concerned as to whether the translation process described in this SAR will be conducted in a truly open process, such that NERC seriously considers and implements comments and input from its stakeholders. For example, although Question #2 asks for comments regarding the "Plan for Accelerating the Adoption of NERC Reliability Standards", the cover of the document contains the word "Final". Further, there is no schedule in the Plan for revising that document. We are also concerned that, unless there a fully open process, the translation process could lead to weakening of the existing standards as a result of removing critical portions of the existing rules, as permitted by the current version of the Plan document. Moreover, as a result of a NERC effort to adopt the Version 0 standards as quickly as possible, the scheduled period for reviewing and commenting on draft Version 0 standards is much too short.            
Additional comments you have to improve the SAR:

The SAR should state that the translation process WILL NOT result in weaker Version 0 standards than in the existing reliability rules. Additional comments can be found under Question #2.   



	Question 2:

What comments and suggestions for improvement do you have regarding the "Plan for Accelerating the Adoption of NERC Reliability Standards"?

1.
Although the comment form asks for comments and suggestions regarding the Plan document, we are concerned that the title page includes the word “Final” under its title. We therefore hope that NERC does not consider the Plan document, dated 4/19/04, as really “final”, and strongly urge NERC to revise the document in accordance with comments received.
2.
General comment: Unfortunately, other than the implementation schedule, the Plan document contains very little detail on the Version 0 development process as to how the Version 0 standards draft will be presented for comment. Many of the comments below suggest areas where additional detail is needed.
3.
The Plan should say that any "Version 1" standards that are successfully balloted in 2004 will not replace the Version 0 standards until after Version 0 is adopted by the BOT.
4.
Guiding Principle #6 describes a mapping of the translation process that will show how the existing reliability rules are translated into the Version 0 standards. This information should also include an explanation of the reasons the drafting team has decided to omit a particular portion of an existing rule when it developes a proposed Version 0 standard.
5.
The implementation schedule shows a 28-day comment period for the first draft of Version 0 and 46 days for the second draft. The scheduled comment period for the first draft, in particular, is not nearly sufficient. Comment periods for "Version 1" standards have normally allowed four to six weeks. This latter review period applies to only one standard, whereas, there will be a significant number of Version 0 standards to review. From the Comment #4 discussion, the translation process is more than merely adopting existing rules tit-for-tat, it will involve reviewing the rule translation mapping process. 
6.
There is nothing in the Plan document as to whether sanction matrices will included in the Version 0 standards.
7.
It is not clear in the Plan document whether the Version 0 standards will be balloted individually or as a group.
8.
There are only four weeks scheduled between completion of the first and second ballots. Four weeks is not sufficient time to redraft the standards (if Version 0 is defeated on the first ballot) and then allow enough time for the Ballot Body to review the revised standards and vote.
9.    The SAR states that there are 9 operating policies and 48 planning standards that are to be translated into Version 0 standards. NERC has had a program of field testing and revising its standards. Have all the policies and standards that are intended to be translated gone through this an open review process and had final approval by the BOT?

10.
The title and brief description of each of the existing operating polices, planning standards, and compliance templates to be used for developing the Version 0 standards should be included in an appendix. A link to the NERC web site to view these rules would also be useful.
11.
There is no milestone date shown for revising and re-issuing the Plan document (see Comment #1).
12.
Comment on the ANSI or SAR process for developing Version 1 standards: Development of the Version 0 standards does nothing to reduce or eliminate the complexities of the SAR process (cited by NERC as a reason for developing the Version 0 standards), even when used in the future to replace the Version 0 standards. There should be a separate NERC effort to streamline that process.
13.
Finally, NERC should recognize that the Plan document should not only be intended as a drafting team resource, but also as a reference document for the stakeholders that will ultimately review and comment on the standards.




