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Posting #5
The WECC-0107, VAR-501-WECC-2, Power System Stabilizer Drafting Team (DT) thanks everyone who submitted comments on the proposed document.
Posting

This document was last posted for a 30-day public comment period from July 7 through August 6, 2015.        
WECC distributed the notice for the posting on July 2, 2015.  The DT asked stakeholders to provide feedback on the proposed document through a standardized electronic template. WECC received comments from three companies representing five of the eight Industry Segments, as shown in the WECC Standards Voting Sector Table that follows.  
Location of Comments

All comments received on the document can be viewed in their original format on the project page under the “Submit and Review Comments” accordion.

Changes in Response to Comment
In response to comments provided by Tacoma Power, the reference to the Generator Operator in Measure 1 was corrected to read Generator Owner.  Additionally, numerous other formatting and style changes were made in response to NERC Quality Review.  

Action Plan

Because the corrected reference is a substantive change, the document will be reposted for 30-day comment.  Comments will be solicited only on the proposed correction.  The document is targeted for comment from September 3 through October 5, 2015.  The drafting team will reconvene on October 20, 2015 from 10:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. (Mountain) to address comments.  

Contacts and Appeals

If you feel your comment has been omitted or overlooked, please contact the Manager, WECC Standards Processes, W. Shannon Black, at sblack@wecc.biz. In addition, there is a WECC Reliability Standards Appeals Process.

WECC Standards Voting Sector Table 

The WECC Standards Voting Sectors are:

1 — Transmission Sector

2 — Generation Sector 

3 — Marketers and Brokers Sector

4 — Distribution Sector 

5 — System Coordination Sector

6 — End Use Representative Sector

7 — State and Provincial Representatives Sector

8 — Other Non-Registered WECC Members and Participating Stakeholders Sector

	Commenter
	Organization
	WECC Standards Voting Sectors

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8

	1
	Chad Edinger
	Tacoma Power
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	

	2
	Kristie Cocco
	Arizona Public Service Company (APS)
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	

	3
	Joshua Anderson
	Salt River Project
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	


Index to Questions, Comments, and Responses
Question

1. The drafting team welcomes comments on all aspects of the document.  
The drafting team welcomes comments on all aspects of the document.  
	Summary Consideration:
	See summary in the preamble of this document. 

	Commenter
	Yes
	No
	Comment

	Tacoma
	
	
	Section M1:

First paragraph, at the end of the paragraph, Generator Operator needs to change to Generator Owner to be consistent with R1.

Second paragraph, Generator Operator needs to change to Generator Owner to be consistent with R1.

	The correction has been made. 

	AZPS
	
	
	AZPS submits the following comments to WECC-0107 Posting 5:

AZPS appreciates the Drafting Team providing a delayed implementation date as a result of Requirement R3 necessitating changes to existing practices. While AZPS believes this delayed implementation date will afford entities the time needed to achieve compliance with this revised Requirement, we would like to reiterate that measuring GEP(s) at full load has been a successful industry practice for many years. We are also aware of an Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE) paper that has been provided to the Drafting Team by Mr. Pouyan Pourbeik which indicates that this transfer function is relatively invariant in its phase response to changes in load, system configuration, etc. All these factors have a second order effect on the phase response of the transfer function. As such, we would encourage the Drafting Team to revise its stance on requiring measurement at no load which is contrary to the technical evidence.



	Revise Stance on Requiring Measurement at No Load
The DT appreciates AZPS’ request to revisit the no-load issue; however, the DT continues to hold to its position presented in the WECC-0107, Posting 5, VAR-501-WECC-3 Power System Stabilizers, Use of Minimum Load for Tuning – White Paper (currently posted at the WECC-0107 project page at the Posted for Comment accordion) that was commissioned largely at the request of APS/AZPS.

The no-load concept was introduced and adopted in response to lengthy comments provided by Kestrel Power Engineering, Posting 2, Comment 1, (referencing two IEEE documents in support) where in summary Kestrel argued that performing the frequency response test “with the generator at near full load is incorrect, resulting in an incorrect measurement of the required phase compensation for the PSS…This resonance effect also introduces error into the magnitude and phase characteristics of the measurement, which are eliminated when the measurement is performed at no load.”
The DT concluded that although other approaches are possible, adoption of the no-load approach enhanced the tuning process.

	Salt River Project
	
	
	SRP is concerned about the change in R2 for the PSS to be "in service while synchronized, except during any of the following:" the prior requirement was for the PSS to be in service "over 98% of the time in the quarter". SRP feels that the minor difference from expecting the PSS to be in service "while Synchronized" and "over 98% of the time" does not pose a significant reliability issue. The 98% requirement provides a little flexibility in the requirement. There may be times that the PSS is not in service that do not fit precisely in the options given. As the R2 is written it appears the PSS must be in service at all times when synchronized.  However, there may be small timing delays that may cause the PSS to not be "in service" every second or every cycle the generator is synchronized. SRP recommends retaining the language from the prior standard and require the PS in service over 98% of the time.

	Requirement R2: 98% vs. synchronized / Request Retention of 98% Language

The DT appreciates SRP’s request to revisit the 98 percent issue; however, the DT continues to hold to its existing position. 

The DT would point SPR to its Response to Comments to WPTF in Posting 1, Issue 5, where in summary, the DT states that Requirements R1 and R2 as proposed “provide the generator Owner with broader, non-exhaustive, less restrictive sets of events during which operation is not required.  The counterbalance to this flexibility is the requirement that the PSS be always in-service unless specifically explained.”

See also the DT Response to Comments to PPL Montana, Posting 1, Issue 3 (and Issue 6), where in summary the DT states “Rather than specify a period of time during which the PSS could be out-of-service for any reason (the 2% of the current standard), the proposed standard shifts to a requirement that the PSS shall be in service at all times…except when specifically exempted.”
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