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WECC-0146 Response to Comments Posting 1
Posting 1
Posting
[bookmark: _Hlk17896249]This project was posted for comment from September 14 through October 14, 2021.
WECC distributed notice for the posting on September 1, 2021. The drafting team (DT) asked stakeholders to provide feedback on the proposed document(s) through a standardized electronic template.
Four comments were received on either project. 
Location of Comments
Comments can be viewed in their original format on the WECC-0146 project page under the “Submit and Review Comments” accordion.
Changes in Response to Comment
WR1 and its Rationale section were updated to reflect that WR1 is the required default planning criteria. WR1 does not prohibit the use of more stringent criteria; rather, it sets the minimum threshold. 
In the WR1 Rationale section, a document-specific definition of “BES bus” was created.
Footnote 3 was deleted to avoid confusion. 
WR2 and its Rationale section were updated to reflect the changes made to WR1. 
WR4 and its Rationale section were updated to reflect the changes made to WR1.
Numbering and reference inconsistencies were addressed. 
Minority View
The DT declined a request to alter WR2 noting there are no internal inconsistencies. 
The DT declined a request to define “unrestrained,” opting rather for the common definition as expounded in the Rationale section. 
The DT declined a request to alter WR1.4 noting the intent is to keep WR1.4 for N-1 three-phase faults in order to evaluate swing performance, particularly for non-FIDVR events. 
Proposed Effective Date
The proposed effective date is the first day of the second quarter following approval by the WECC Board of Directors (Board). 
Justification
Some entities may be using planning criteria other than the specified default of WR1. Setting the effective date as the first day of the second quarter should allow sufficient time to implement the WR1 default. 
Impact on Other WECC Criteria
None.
Action Plan 
On December 16, 2021, the DT agreed by a majority vote to post Posting 2 for a 30-day comment period. Once the comment period opens, comments can be submitted by selecting the Submit and Review Comments accordion on the WECC-0146 homepage. Then, click Submit Responses to Posting 2. 
The posting period will open December 20, 2021, and close January 19, 2022. 
The DT will meet as follows to address comments received: 
· [bookmark: _Hlk80868955]January 27, 2022, 10:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. 	Webinar
· February 10, 2022, 10:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. 	Webinar
· February 24, 2022, 10:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. 	Webinar
Contacts and Appeals
If you feel your comment has been omitted or overlooked, please contact W. Shannon Black, WECC Consultant, at (503) 307-5782.[footnoteRef:1] In addition, there is a WECC Reliability Standards appeals process. [1:  From December 20, 2021, through January 14, 2022, contact Donovan Crane, Staff Engineer, Standards Development, phone (801) 883–6843, dcrane@wecc.org.] 
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	Spencer Tacke
	Auriga Corporation (AC)

	Michelle Amarantos on behalf of Gary Nolan
	Arizona Public Service (APS)

	Adrian Andreoiu
	British Columbia Hydro (BC Hydro)

	Cain Braveheart
	Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) 
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Question
1. The Drafting Team welcomes comments on all aspects of the document.



1. The Drafting Team welcomes comments on all aspects of the document.
	Summary Consideration:
	See summary in the preamble.

	Commenter/Comment
	Response

	[bookmark: _Hlk85536468]AC
	On Page 3 Section WR1 1.1.2, the "P1-P73" indicates in the footnotes at the bottom of the page, those requirements were "Previously cited", but I cannot find the previous citing in the document.
On page 3, Requirement 1.2 seems inconsistent with requirement 1.1.1 & 1.1.2, because if the pre-contingency voltage for a P1 event was compliant with 1.1.1 (i.e., within 95 to 105 percent of nominal), say at 95% , and the post-contingency voltage for a P1 event was within the 1.1.2 requirement of a deviation of no more than 8%, but say 7%, the post-contingency voltage would be at approximately 88%, which would be a violation of requirement 1.1.2.
Why are we trying to remove the third bullet item on page 4, i.e., "When the transient stability voltage response occurs at any applicable BES bus outside of the criteria stated in Requirement WR1.3 of this document" ? If the requirement WR1.3 is based on a myriad of studies showing that if that criteria is violated, then there is a very good chance for cascading or uncontrolled islanding, which it should be, why would we want to remove that requirement?
For the third bullet item on page 4, shouldn't we try to but [sic. “put”?] some definition of what "unrestrained" means in this case? Does it mean load loss within only the member's local BES stations, all of the member's local substations, or does it mean load loss within all of the member's load stations and a certain percentage of load stations in an adjacent WECC member's systems , etc.?
On page 5, WM3 has a reference to "Requirement WR5", but I don't see a proposed "Requirement WR5" in the proposed revised Document.
Are the three waveform criteria on pages 11, 12, and 13 based on numerous and extensive studies, showing system stability if they are met, and system unstabilty [sic] if they are not met? And if not, why not?

	Page 3 Section WR1 1.1.2, the “P1-P7”—Previously Cited
Footnote 3 “Previously cited” was deleted. Its full content is incorporated into Footnote 2. 
Page 3, Requirement 1.2
[bookmark: _Hlk90556215]The drafting team opted not to change the language. 
WR 1.1.1, 1.1.2, and 1.2 do not conflict with each other. All three requirements must be met independently of each other. Meeting one requirement does not and should not guarantee that the other requirements will also be met; that is why they are explicitly listed as different requirements. In your example, the 1.2 requirement is met (less than 8% deviation) but the 1.1.2 is not met (post contingency voltage below 90% of nominal). Similarly, the reverse could be true. If pre-contingency voltage is 104%, and post-contingency voltage is 92%, then both 1.1.1 and 1.1.2 are met, but since the deviation is 12%, then 1.2 is not met. 
Removal of the Third Bullet 
After reconsideration, the DT opted to retain the bullet. 
For clarity, numbered language (e.g., 1) 2) 3)) creates an all-inclusive list of required tasks. Bulleted language creates an any-one-or-more task list. 
The language in question is a “threshold criteria to identify the potential for Cascading or uncontrolled islanding.” (Emphasis added.) Although some studies show this is an indicator of instability, others show that it is not. See “Rationale for Requirement WR2” (previously “Rationale for Requirement WR4.”) (Numbering will be reviewed.) 
As Approved WR4 / As Proposed WR2 Bullet Three—Definition of Unrestrained
The DT concluded that no change was required. 
See “Rationale for Requirement (proposed) WR2” section of the document, third paragraph: “The specific amounts of unrestrained load loss addressed in (proposed) WR2, bullet three, are not specified in this document. Because of the breadth of the possible permutations, the amount should be left to the sound engineering judgment of the planning entity. 
WM3 Reference to Requirement WR5
Thank you. References will be revisited.
Waveform Criteria (Illustrations)
The DT understands the comment to be, “What is the foundation for the illustrations?” and “What do the illustrations depict?”
In various forms, the content of the illustrations has been resident in the TPL WECC Criterion since March 6, 2008, when the content was presented to and approved by the WECC Planning Coordination Committee. Their content represents a translation of the NERC/WECC Planning Standards (predating 2008) conducted by the WECC Reliability Subcommittee. As the TPL evolved, at each iteration, the content and illustrations were vetted, voted on, and approved. 
The illustrations are not intended to depict all possible voltage trajectories. They are illustrative only. 
If AC is referring to the specific threshold values used for WR1 1.3, 1.4, and 1.5, those values are based on studies and engineering judgement. However, those thresholds are not expected to be a bright line between system stability and system instability. System stability can vary due to many factors including local load level, local generation patterns, system transfers and system topology. It is not feasible to determine a single set of threshold values below which all systems are always stable and above which all systems are always unstable. 

	[bookmark: _Hlk89942624]APS
	AZPS is generally supportive of the proposed comments with the exception of the following proposed changes.
a) Comment on WR1.4:
AZPS proposes the addition of language (shown highlighted in yellow) below:
Following fault clearing and voltage recovery above 80 percent, voltage at each applicable BES bus serving load shall neither dip below 70 percent of pre-contingency voltage for more than 30 cycles nor remain below 80 percent of pre-contingency voltage for more than two seconds, for all P1 through P7 Single-Line to Ground fault events.
Rationale for the change:
AZPS proposes that WR1.4 should not apply to 3-phase to ground (3PG) faults as they are adequately addressed by WR1.3. As described in the rationale, the intent of WR1.4 is to identify severe undesirable power swings during normal system recovery rather than delayed voltage recovery. Multiple issues with applying WR1.4 noted while performing simulations as presented to MVWG, WECC were seen only under simulated 3PG faults and no historical/field evidence was noted that suggests such issues were noted in observed FIDVR events or was cause of concern for transient voltage stability. Thereby, AZPS suggests applying R1.4 only to Single line to Ground faults thereby adequately meeting the intent of the criteria without potentially picking up fictitious violations that would not detrimentally impact the system performance. AZPS recognizes that the above suggestion makes the criteria less stringent for a 3PG fault, and the lower burden appears to be a reasonable expectation given the nature and frequency of their occurrences. The presentation referenced above is posted on the WECC website at https://www.wecc.org/Administrative/Green%20-%20Transient%20Voltage%20Recovery%20Criteria_August%202020.pdf.
b) Comment on Page 9 (last sentence in Rationale for Requirement WR1):
AZPS proposes the addition of language (shown highlighted in yellow) below for clarification purposes, “For purposes of this document, a BES bus that is serving load is the only upstream BES bus to all the downstream (non-BES bus) load radially connected to it, with all the downstream non-BES buses being purely load-serving buses i.e., without any generating resources on them."
Subsequent Entry: 
On November 4, 2021, APS briefed the DT that additional study and review regarding this WECC Criterion was underway. APS requested and the DT agreed to allow APS to provide additional comments when the DT met on December 9, 2021.
On December 9, 2021, APS briefed the team on its approach; the team agreed to the conceptual change. APS agreed to provide suggested prose by the close of December 13, 2021.
On December 13, 2021, APS requested consideration of the following language to address “BES bus serving load” on page 9 last sentence in rationale for Requirement WR1:
“For purposes of this document, a BES bus that is serving load is any BES bus that has downstream load connected to it (such downstream load maybe radially connected to it or networked in with other BES buses) and would not include BES switching stations.”

	WR1.4
The DT greatly appreciates APS’s attendance during this meeting as well as an in-depth discussion of the proposal. After considering APS’s position, the DT opted not to accept the change. The intent is to keep WR1.4 for N-1 three-phase faults in order to evaluate swing performance, particularly for non-FIDVR events. 
Rationale WR1
APS proposes the addition of language (shown highlighted in yellow below) for clarification purposes:
Existing: 
“For purposes of this document, a BES bus that is serving load is the bus with direct transformation from BES-level voltage to distribution-level voltage that serves load.”
[bookmark: _Hlk90374878][bookmark: _Hlk78451185]Proposed and Accepted: (For page 9 last sentence in rationale for Requirement WR)
“For purposes of this document, a BES bus that is serving load is any BES bus that has downstream load connected to it (such downstream load may be radially connected to it or networked in with other BES buses) and would not include BES switching stations.”

	[bookmark: _Hlk85545988]BC Hydro
	BC Hydro welcomes the opportunity to review and offers the following comments.
1. The WECC-0146 TPL-001-WECC-CRT-3.2 Five-year Review SAR indicated that this request will review and update the entire document, as needed and that no specific concerns have been identified.
2. BC Hydro noted that the less stringent criterion provision per Requirement WR3 of WECC-0146 TPL-001-WECC-CRT-3.2 was deleted in the Posting 1 of the draft WECC-0146 TPL-001-WECC-CRT-4 without explanations. BC Hydro deems that the deletion of a criterion is a material change. Please provide rationale.
3. There are some material changes to the requirement related to the use of a more stringent criterion per Requirement WR2 of WECC-0146 TPL-001-WECC-CRT-3.2. The new Requirement WR4 of WECC-0146 TPL-001-WECC-CRT-4 on the use of a more stringent criterion does not require other affected parties to agree. The new Requirement WR4 only requires that if more stringent criteria are used, this shall a) be applied to its own system, and b) be made available upon request. This is different from the statement in the Rationale of Requirement WR1 that "A more stringent approach may be used in accordance with WR2 so long as all the affected parties agree." Please provide rationale.
4. The current draft version of WECC-0146 TPL-001-WECC-CRT-4 (Posting 1) includes references to Requirements (e.g. WR5 within the Measure WM3) that need to be updated in accordance with the revisions.

	Overview
The DT appreciates BC’s continued engagement in the WECC Criteria drafting process. The primary purpose for the proposed deletion of WR2/WR3 as approved goes to: 1) document categorization per the NERC Rules of Procedure and the WECC Document Categorization Policy, 2) failure to impose a requirement, 3) ambiguity, and 4) potential relevance. 
Removal of WR2 and WR3: (For clarity, this response speaks of the as-approved language.)
Classification 
The DT proposed deletion of WR2 and WR3 as approved because they fail to meet the definitional requirements of a WECC Criterion as stated in the WECC Document Categorization Policy (Policy).
By definition, a WECC Criterion is a document required to support a NERC Standard. Version 3.2, WR1 as approved states the applicable entity shall use WR1 as the default, unless a more (WR2 as approved) or less (WR3 as approved) stringent planning criteria is used—in which case—they need to tell someone (WR5 as approved). Restated, the applicable entity shall use WR1 as approved except when it does not.
Because there is no cumulative mandate to act, WR1, WR2, and WR3 as approved create no requirement at all. Rather than setting a requirement necessary to implement, to augment, or to comply with a NERC Reliability Standard (definition of a WECC Criterion), the as-approved language “promote[s] consistency among Members or…identif[ies] best practices” (WECC Guideline).[footnoteRef:2] As such, the as-approved language should be removed from the WECC Criterion or remediated.  [2:  “Disputes regarding the categorization of Regional Reliability Standards or Regional Criteria shall be addressed by the WECC Standards Committee, who may use the Standards Development Procedures as necessary.” Resolving categorization Disputes, 1.3, WECC Document Categorization Policy. ] 

Remediation of WR1, WR2, WR3, and WR5 as approved
After consideration of comments, the DT wishes to retain the value of the language while also remedying the concern. The DT proposes the following remedy: 
(WR1) WR1 as approved is kept as approved, but the phrase “unless otherwise specified in accordance with Requirements WR2 and WR3” has been deleted. This creates a mandate to always use WR1 as proposed as the default base planning criteria and meets the definition of a WECC Criterion.
Failure to Impose a Requirement
(WR2-WR3) WR2-WR3 as approved is a carry-over from TPL – (001 thru 004) – WECC – 1 – CR ─ System Performance Criteria, WRS2, April 18, 2008.[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  WRS2. Individual systems or a group of systems may apply requirements that differ from specific requirements in Table W-1 for internal impacts. If the individual requirements are less stringent, other systems are permitted to have the same impact on that part of the individual system for the same category of disturbance. If these requirements are more stringent, these requirements may not be imposed on other systems. This does not relieve the system or group of systems from WECC requirements for impacts on other systems. TPL – (001 thru 004) – WECC – 1 – CR ─ System Performance Criteria, April 18, 2008. ] 

Neither WR2 nor WR3 require an entity to perform a task. Rather, both create an allowance coupled with an and-if statement. Because these as-approved statements do not create a requirement (rather they create a permission), they are best categorized as guidance, better fitting the definition of a WECC Guideline. This type of guidance may best be found in WECC’s Project Coordination, Path Rating and Progress Report Processes (Process) wherein forums and processes to reach agreement are directly discussed. (See 2. Process Outline.) Of note, the Process is categorized as a WECC Guideline. 
Ambiguity of Outcome 
Because WR2/WR3 as approved can be alternatively interpreted, they create ambiguity. 
In WR2 as approved, it is unclear what happens when Entity 1 sees the need to use more stringent planning criteria, but Entity 2 disagrees. If Entity 2 refuses agreement, does this mean Entity 2 now controls the planning parameters of Entity 1? If Entity 1 uses the more stringent criteria without Entity 2’s agreement, does Entity 2 force Entity 1 into non-adherence? If so, it places Entity 1 in an untenable position of seeking adherence over reliability. Finally, because the language requires agreement between “all other planning entities to which the more stringent criterion was applied” what is the outcome if only one of ten applicable entities disagrees? Does that action hold hostage the other nine? Because the language and its outcome are ambiguous it should be deleted. 
If WR2 as approved is deleted, its absence neither requires nor prohibits the use of more stringent planning criteria. Because “agreement” is bilateral it is best arranged in a document not predicated on unilateral performance such as a requirement. 
Although the same or similar concerns apply to WR3 as-approved, by making WR1 as-proposed the minimum acceptable threshold, WR3 as-approved is no longer needed as there is no criteria less stringent than WR1 as-proposed. Thus, WR3 as approved can be deleted. 
Ambiguity of Purpose
WR2/WR3 as approved may no longer be needed. Since the language predates current Reliability Standards, and whereas the corporate memory to explain why the language was created pre-2008, the language may be redundant. If so, it can be deleted. 
Historically, WR2/WR3 as approved was included to somehow protect Entity 1 from harm where Entity 2 used more/less stringent planning criteria than Entity 1. In the 2008 version of this document, WRS2 states, the ability to use different criteria “does not relieve the system or group of systems from WECC requirements for impacts on other systems.” (Emphasis added.) Although an archive search was conducted to identify the risks on which the language was based, the background for including the language in 2008 could not be determined. 
In 2021, when asked to describe which 2008 (or 2021) WECC requirements were addressed by the language, neither the DT nor the gallery posited a fact pattern. As to impacts on other systems resulting from differing planning criteria, a concern was raised that differing criteria could give rise to mandates to build, repair, or otherwise expend resources—imposed by the differing study criteria of a separate entity. After discussion, neither the DT nor the gallery could posit how differing criteria could mandate expenditure in another system. This conclusion was influenced by FERC’s inability to mandate that an entity build. If FERC could not mandate the expenditure, the likelihood that a WECC Criterion could do otherwise would be minimal. 
Finally, the DT and gallery considered the language may be predicated on system rating concerns stemming from protection of Existing Path Ratings, Accepted Path Ratings, or Latent Capacity as discussed in WECC’s Project Coordination, Path Rating and Progress Report Processes. For example, 4.3.4 Accepted rating Protection states, a “new project shall not cause a reduction in an Accepted Rating of another Path…unless mitigating or compensating measures are provided.” If this type of concern is the premise for the language, mitigation is addressed in the Process and need not be addressed peripherally in a separate WECC Criterion. 
Rationale Sections 
[bookmark: _Hlk87352358]The Rationale Section has been updated to reflect the proposed substantive changes. 
References
The DT appreciates BC’s notes on notation. As the document shifts during development, so too will the “WRs.” The DT will be mindful to keep the references current and will ensure that the final work product is reviewed by a technical editor to ensure consistency.

	BPA 
	BPA appreciates the opportunity to provide comments regarding the TPL-001-WECC-CRT.​
BPA believes the references to WR2 and WR4 are incorrect in a couple of instances on page 4 and page 9.
BPA also seeks clarity from the DT regarding its rational to remove the less stringent criteria under the old WR3. BPA believes it should be retained as BPA uses that criteria when we see a potential exceedance on other systems that have a less stringent criteria, especially voltage levels. BPA believes this similarly applies to the old WR2.

	Please see response to BC Hydro.

As proposed in Posting 2, WR1 as proposed becomes the mandated minimum threshold. Because WR1 as approved sets the minimum threshold, there is no longer a need for a requirement that allows or seeks permission to examine less (WR3 as approved). Recognizing the value of using more stringent criteria, WR4 as proposed allows for that, so long as the approach is made available upon request. 
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