-----Original Message-----

From: Mangum-Goins, Carol S

Sent: Tuesday, April 24, 2007 12:42 PM

To: Ben Li Associates; Andy Rodriquez

Cc: William Lohrman; Andy Rodriquez; tlrdt_plus@nerc.com; Maureen Long

Subject: RE: Draft Files for Review

This email was sent to the tlrdt_plus List Serve

---

Ben,  

If you and the rest of the team think this is the approach that needs to be taken I would just suggest that it is documented somewhere (white Paper or another document) the changes that were made and the reasons

the team changed them.   I think if this is not done and folks like me

get to looking for items that were in the original standard and not there now with no explanations it will not be approved for the split. 

sue

-----Original Message-----

From: Ben Li Associates]

Sent: Monday, April 23, 2007 7:36 PM

To: Mangum-Goins, Carol S; 'Andy Rodriquez'

Cc: 'William Lohrman'; 'Andy Rodriquez'; tlrdt_plus@nerc.com; 'Maureen Long'

Subject: RE: Draft Files for Review

Sue, thanks. Your points are well taken.

As I indicated earlier, we're caught between a rock and a hard place. 

We need to add measures and compliance elements (violation level, etc.).

The difficulty with the existing requirements including those in Attachment 1 is that, we are unable to develop appropriate measures, compliance elements, etc. without changing them just a little bit so that they can be assessed.

I am fully aware of the objective to keep everything intact/untouched to the extent possible. The intent is to avoid creating new elements that may put the standards at risk of not getting approved for the split. But if we post a standard that has requirements not measurable, we are also bound for not receiving support from the industry.

Either approach involves the risk of not getting the standard approved.

My personal view is that a minor change to R1 and remove TOP from the applicability section is the lesser of the two evils. 

Regarding the sub-requirements in Attachment 1, my proposal is to remove the brief reference to TOP in 1.6.3 since the TOP cannot comply with it anyway, and leave 1.8.1 and 1.9.2 as is since the TOP's compliance is covered by other standards. 

If we can agree on the above approach, the TOP can be removed from the Applicability Section.

Your point about TOP to reconfigure the system is valid. Nonetheless, it's the RC who implements the TLR procedure and in doing so, directs the TOP to reconfigure to meet the procedural requirements. TOP is therefore not assigned the primary responsibility for implementing the procedure. I think we can apply this argument to support removing the TOP from the Applicability Section.

All members please let us know what your thoughts are.

Ben

-----Original Message-----

From: Mangum-Goins, Carol S

Sent: Monday, April 23, 2007 5:05 PM

To: Andy Rodriquez; Ben Li Associates

Cc: William Lohrman; Andy Rodriquez; tlrdt_plus@nerc.com; Maureen Long

Subject: RE: Draft Files for Review

Based on the changes noted below I have only briefly reviewed the

attached documents.   The White Paper and questions I have no issues

with, however, I do not agree with the rest of the documents.   My

understanding of our task in Phase 1 was to take the approved split,

finalize it, send out for comments and get approval from FERC.  I

understand that to get the Standard in the appropriate format the new

categories of Risk Factor, Severity Levels, etc. needed to be added to

the existing document.  Then in Phases 2 and 3 address issues relating

to the Field test and known changes that need to be made to the standard

would be done.  All these issues in my mind are not agreeing with the

approach (nor what we are telling the industry we are doing in the white

paper) that the team agreed to.  We agreed that all the work Frank did

was to be taken out because we were not to change the existing standard

at this time but address it in Phase 3.  So changing the standard in my

opinion goes against what the team agreed to do.  This is an overlying

issue for all the points below as well as a few others I will make

individually. 

1) The re-wording of R1, this may need to be done but as I said I don't

believe this is the appropriate time to do it.   We either need to

decide we're going to make changes at this time or not, or do them in

Phase 3 as we agreed to.   

2) We spent a large amount of time our last meeting discussing the fact

that what is in the Attachment is part of the standard because of the

statement in R1, and that the Attachment is a binding document as well.

Everyone knows that I believe the TOp is applicable here because they

are the ones who carry out the re-configuration of the power system and

I feel they should be held accountable to do for a TLR event without

having to issue a directive to them.   Even if they are not applicable I

feel again it is not part of Phase 1 to remove them this should be done

in Phase 3 if they are to be removed.

3)  I'm not as passionate about bullet 3 but still believe we need to

stay on one course and not do things one way one time and then the next

issue take a different course.  (Phase 1 discussion vs. Phase 3).  I

understand this is a case like the formatting for the standard it has to

be done.

The Team has spent a lot of time and effort discussing and coming to a

conclusion about what we feel is the correct thing to submit to the

industry for comment.  If bullets 1 and 2 are implemented this will be

the second time that the NERC staff changed what was the Teams'

consensus opinion after much discussion by the Team before documents

were submitted.   While, I think the document should reflect the Team's

position for posting I will wait till it comes out for industry comment

before investing any more of my time.    

-----Original Message-----

From: Andy Rodriquez 

Sent: Friday, April 20, 2007 9:05 PM

To: Ben Li Associates

Cc: 'Andy Rodriquez'; 'William Lohrman'; 'Andy Rodriquez';

tlrdt_plus@nerc.com; 'Maureen Long'

Subject: RE: Draft Files for Review

This email was sent to the tlrdt_plus List Serve 

---

I talked to Bill earlier, and we had a similar conversation.  This looks

like the right path.

Andy

> We're stuck having the sub-requirements in Attachment 1 but not in the

> standard's main requirements, and hence no measures.

>

> This issue needs to be resolved in Phase 3. Meanwhile, to "minimize" 

> changes to the standard, we can proceed on the following assumptions:

>

> 1.6.3: delete the phrase (or Transmission Operator through its 

> Reliability Coordinator) inside the bracket. A TOP may have no 

> capability to assess IDC results if it does not purchase one (no 

> requirement to get one), and hence will be non-compliant if this 

> sub-requirement applies to the TOP.

>

> 1.8.1: TOP to provide reliability related information as requested by 

> the RC is covered by other standards

>

> 2.9.2.: TOP to comply with RC's directives is covered by other

standards

>

> Thoughts?

>

> -----Original Message-----

> From: Andy Rodriquez 
> Sent: Friday, April 20, 2007 4:36 PM

> To: 'William Lohrman'; 'Andy Rodriquez'; tlrdt_plus@nerc.com

> Cc: 'Maureen Long'

> Subject: RE: Draft Files for Review

>

>

> This email was sent to the tlrdt_plus List Serve

> ---

>

> I don't think so - I'm not sure.  My guess would be if it's not 

> traceable to an R, then we can't have it in the section.

>

>

>

> Andy

>

>

>

>

>   _____

>

>

> From: William Lohrman 

> Sent: Friday, April 20, 2007 3:44 PM

> To: 'Andy Rodriquez'; tlrdt_plus@nerc.com

> Cc: 'Maureen Long'

> Subject: RE: Draft Files for Review

>

>

>

> This email was sent to the tlrdt_plus List Serve

> ---

>

> Hi Andy

>

>

>

> Would Sections 1.6.3, 1.8.1, 2.9.2 of Attachment 1 that have "shall" 

> requirements for Transmission Operators be reflected in the 

> Applicability Section?

>

>

>

> Bill

>

>

>

>

>   _____

>

>

> From: Andy Rodriquez 

> Sent: Friday, April 20, 2007 12:49 PM

> To: tlrdt_plus@nerc.com

> Subject: Draft Files for Review

>

>

>

> Attached are the draft files we discussed at the last meeting.  We 

> believe these are fairly close to posting quality.  If you were not at

> the meeting this week, this should give you a look at the work we 

> accomplished.

>

>

>

> For those that were in attendance, please note that based on comments 

> form Maureen, we made some minor changes to the standard itself.

Most

> were simple wording changes.  However, there are a few to point our in

> case you have questions.

>

>             1.) We reworded R1, because as written it seemed to imply

a

> RC could not implement local AND interconnection wide (the word used

was

> "either")

>

>             2.) We removed "Transmission Operator," as all the 

> requirements and measures are on the RC or BA.  The INT standards only

> apply to BAs, and we can't have our standard say they apply to TOPs

too.

>

>             3.) We changed from "NERC OC" to "ERO."  The OC can't 

> approve a regional variance; it has to go through the standards

process.

>

>

>

>

>

> Please review all the documents and provide feedback to me by 

> close-of-business Monday, April 23.

>

>

>

>

>

> Andy Rodriquez

>

> North American Electric Reliability Corporation

