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September 24, 2019
(via email only)

Dear PJM Board and Transmission Owners,
OPSI appreciates the opportunity to provide comments to Attachment M-4, Special Procedures
Solely Applicable to Planning of CIP-014 Mitigation Supplemental Projects, issued August 12, 2019, by
PJM on behalf of PJM Transmission Owners.1 We understand that, if adopted and approved by FERC,
this new procedure would serve to implement transmission enhancements for the purpose of removing
locations identified as highly critical from the list of NERC Reliability Standard CIP-014-2 transmission
stations and substations.
We direct these comments and questions to both the Transmission Owners and the PJM Board, as
several of our recommendations would entail a commitment of PJM resources to facilitate implementation
of the procedure. Our general comments are presented below by designated section or step identified in
Attachment M-4. Specific suggested revisions are provided in the attached edits.
Purpose, Limited Scope, Sunset and Definitions
Please provide more detail on how and when CIP-14 Mitigation Project (CMP) information gets factored
into PJM’s models and its transmission planning processes.
In addition to the maximum number of facilities eligible for CMP region-wide, please identify the maximum number of eligible facilities in any one transmission zone.
Please explain why draft Attachment M-4 is proposed as an alternative mechanism to planning Supplemental Projects as opposed to creating a new category of transmission planning.
Steps 1 through 3
We propose a few clarification changes and provide references to other sections of Attachment M-4.

1

These comments were unanimously approved by the OPSI Board.

Step 4
We propose to strengthen the PJM review section with independent review (by PJM or their expert consultants) of proposed projects and potential alternatives to provide assurances that the projects considered
are efficient and cost effective. These revisions are in keeping with the reliance on unaffiliated third-party
reviewers prescribed in CIP-014-2.
Steps 5 and 6
We propose to add further consultation opportunities with State Commissions.
Step 7
We believe that a metric or set of metrics to assess cost and consequence reduction associated with a CMP
is necessary. Accordingly, the Attachment M-4 edits include the provision for a Sensitivity Test. While
OPSI Staff hasn’t had the opportunity to more fully develop the test, we offer the following for consideration.
i.

Project cost displaces costs associated with maintaining physical security for stations/substations on the CIP-014 list; or

ii.

Project will have a de minimis impact on the Transmission Owner’s revenue requirement; or

iii. Project will result in a certain level of consequence reduction (to be developed); and
iv. A more efficient or cost effective distribution system-level solution for remedying the consequences of a CIP-014 event is not available.
We also include provisions for alternative project funding mechanisms and adherence to applicable permitting and siting requirements.
Steps 8 and 10
We propose a few clarification changes regarding safeguards and confidentiality.
Step 11
We include opportunities for State Commissions briefings and provide references to other sections of Attachment M-4.
We recognize that this is an important issue and that our comments and questions may be extensive. We
invite you to work with OPSI Staff regarding further development of the procedure.

Sincerely,
!
Commissioner Michael Richard
OPSI President

