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History 

In 2007, several wind industry representatives approached NERC with a request to develop standards 

and a voluntary reporting system for wind resources. A team of about 20 individuals, representing wind 

plant managers, AWEA, ISO’s, manufactures and software consultants was formed under the leadership 

of Mike Curley (NERC). Over the next 4 years the team developed the first Wind GADS DRI and software 

which was posted to the NERC web site in 2011. In May of 2011, discussions were held with the industry 

at the Annual AWEA conference in Anaheim, CA. Following this there was a 2 year period of voluntary 

reporting with no major stumbling blocks reported even at the component level. After the testing period 

the Wind GADS sub-team reconvened and updated the Wind GADS DRI with the first draft published at 

the end of 2013. The new Wind GADS DRI clarified many issues and added a few new terms but no 

major change in direction. 

Reporting Guidelines 

1. Who will report: 

a. Plants with a Commissioning date of January 1, 2005 or later. 

b. Plants greater than or equal to 75MW. 

2. What will be reported: 

a. Plant Data – Initial and whenever there is a change with the quarterly reports. 

b. Group Data – Initial and whenever there is a change with the quarterly reports. 

c. Sub-Group Data – Initial and whenever there is a change with the quarterly reports. 

d. Performance at the Sub-Group level – Quarterly by month. All data except derates are 

optional. 

e. Component level and derate data can be reported on a voluntary basis. 

f. What level of data you request for benchmarking will depend on the level of data you 

submit. 

3. How often: 

a. Quarterly 

b. 45 days after the end of the quarter. 

4. When will it start: 

a. The date will be determined by the NERC Planning Committee and the budget cycle. 

b. Most likely January 1, 2017. 

5. Phased in approach: 

a. 1st year 200MW plants and above. 

b. 2nd year 100 to 199MW plants. 

c. 3rd year 75 to 99MW plants. 

http://www.nerc.com/pa/RAPA/gads/MandatoryGADS/GADs_Wind_Section_1600_Data_Request__Letter_20150121.pdf


 

General Answers to Questions 

1. Why report at the Sub-group level and not the plant level? 

a. Benchmarking – The original purpose of GADS reporting was benchmarking. 

Benchmarking compares like to like performance.  The sub-group level defines individual 

types of turbines. 

b. Roll-up complications – Mixing hours from different capacity turbines introduces 

additional complications and makes benchmarking difficult. 

2. What level of metering is required at each level of reporting? 

a. There is no requirement for revenue quality metering within the GADS DRI. 

b. Report data at the capability of the turbine and sub-station meters. 

3. Plant boundaries seem fuzzy? 

a. The DRI defines 3 different ways to define plant boundaries.  The working-group 

recognized that there a large number of variables that determine the metering groups 

for sub-groups, groups and plants. 

4. Was burden taken into account for this data request? 

a. Commissioning date – It was recognized that older technologies maybe challenged 

when reporting. Hence the Jan 1, 2005 starting date. 

b. Plant size – Smaller plants have a smaller pool of turbines to distribute the 

implementation cost leading to the 75MW capacity requirement for reporting 

c. Early voluntary reporting from one site from: 

i. Commission date – Early 1990’s 

ii. Number of turbines – 300+ 

iii. SCADA – Basic fault recording 

iv. Event tracking – 200+ fault/repair codes tracked using a spreadsheet. 

v. GADS Cost to report – 20 man-hours to create a fault/repair cross reference to 

GADS codes and add a pivot table to the tracking spreadsheet. The monthly 

GADS reports required 2 man-hours to QC and create the report in the GADS 

format at the component level. 

d. Some operators have estimated $500-$1000 per turbine for a full fledge automated 

system that would report at the sub-component level. 

5. What do I do with replacement turbines?  

a. The commission date for a sub-group is the date for the project and not the individual 

turbines.  Should a turbine be replaced with a like turbine is can remain part of the sub-

group.  

b. If the replacement turbine is a different make and model it becomes part of a new sub-

group. 

6. Classification of forced and maintenance outages can be challenging. 

a. Anytime a turbine faults or fails a component it is a forced event. 



b. Maintenance events require some judgment. Usually, the number of maintenance 

events that are difficult to classify are small.  Example – Gearbox is missing 3 teeth off of 

the IM gear.  The turbine was running prior to inspection. Would you let it run and risk 

of splitting a gearbox (FO)?  Example – A blade has a small hole in the blade from a 

lightning strike.  There is no structural damage.  The turbine is run until the repair can 

take place. (MO). 

7. Derates are difficult to track and categorize. 

a. The new derates identified in the new DRI are optional for reporting. 

b. They are list for completeness to define how they should be accounted for if reported 

on a voluntary basis. 
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Wind GADS Section 1600 Public Comments – Review on May 20, 2015 

By Fred ‘Doc’ Beasom 

1. Burden: 
1.1. Alliant Energy – 

1.1.1.  “meeting the January 2016 implementation date would present significant challenges” 

1.1.2.  “Our SCADA system cannot differentiate between an economic curtailment and a 

transmission system constraint. 

1.1.3.  “alarm codes generated by our equipment are typically at the system level” 

1.1.4.  “will require additional time to address the budgeting and planning process” 

 

1.2.  Minnesota Power  

1.2.1. In order to properly classify forced and maintenance events someone would have to 

code a specific turbine event as either being able to make it to the next weekend or not 

as soon as the event is noticed. Most facilities would look at wind forecasts and 

schedule maintenance work on low wind days, so for that work the issue causing the 

maintenance would have to have a code applied when it was discovered or it would be 

virtually impossible to go back and track when an issue was first noted and if the 

ultimate downtime repair was a MO or FO. This will be a huge recordkeeping burden. 

1.2.2.  Also, the classification of OMC (Outside Management Control) events will be very time 

consuming. For example, an icing event that causes a WT to shut down may be due to a 

number of potential faults, including 1) Low Rotor Torque, 2) Blade Vibration, 3) Wind 

Vane Blocked, or 4) Anemometer Blocked. Someone would have to review and analyze 

all of these faults during an icing event and determine if it was OMC for icing and then 

categorize them as OMC or not. When you have 165 turbines at one site a single icing 

event would require a tremendous amount of work to categorize faults properly. 

1.2.3. Most wind farms do not have staffing on nights and weekends. Many are remotely 

monitored by centralized monitoring staffs located far from the wind farm. These remote 

staffs can make some decisions on fault codes and alarms but they do not have the 

detailed site information to properly categorize forced outages and derates to the level 

required by the Wind GADS proposal. 

 

1.3.  EDP Renewables North America 

1.3.1. The OMC codes, in particular, would appear to require a significant level of effort to 

investigate events before they could be reported via GADS. In order to capture 

component level data for benchmarking, the metrics in the DRI need additional 

clarification and alignment with wind industry practice. In addition, terms defined in the 

DRI require review to ensure they reflect the contractual and physical organization of 

wind power plants. 

 

 



1.4. Berkshire Hathaway 

1.4.1.  However, BHE does not see any pressing need for a mandatory implementation date of 

January 1, 2016, given the small percentage of total generation capacity currently 

represented by wind. 

1.4.2.  Some BHE platforms have voiced concerns over having to purchase and customize data 

collection software on so short a timeframe. 

1.4.3. Given the lack of impact individual turbine data is anticipated to provide, BHE believes 

that reporting data at the point where plant nameplate rating aggregates to greater than 

75 MVA, consistent with the Bulk Electric System Inclusion I2 definition will provide the 

appropriate reliability data sufficient for NERC assessments without adding unnecessary 

burden on the industry. 

 

1.5. Strategic Power Systems 

1.5.1. The 75 MW reporting threshold is a reasonable, but conservative starting point for wind 
farms in North America. NERC thresholds for mandatory GADS reporting for conventional 
generators were established at 50 MW and 20 MW effective January 2012 and January 
2013, respectively. It is likely that a typical wind farm with 20 MW or more of capacity 
has more heavily invested in the information systems necessary to support data 
reporting than a 20 MW conventional generation facility. Moreover, the grid’s need for 
understanding the reliability, intermittency of wind generators is more compelling for 
wind than conventional generation. Accordingly, a 20 MW initial threshold for mandatory 
reporting for wind generators might also make sense.  

1.5.2. The effective date, January 1, 2016 is reasonable. Almost all wind farms at or above 75 

MW (or 20 MW) have relatively sophisticated data collection and storage systems 

because they already have extensive internal and external (lenders, insurance companies 

…) reporting requirements. These systems will need to be adapted for the NERC GADS-

Wind data requirements, but the changes are manageable by January 1, 2016. 

1.5.3. The scope of the data requested is reasonable. The underlying information model is close 

to that established in IEC Technical Specification 61400-26-1, time-based availability for 

wind generating systems. IEC TS 61400-26-1 has been available to the wind industry since 

2011. The production-based availability standard, IEC TS 61400-26-2 is relatively new 

(summer 2014 publication) and uses the same time-accounting scheme as 26-1. With the 

exception of gross and net generation (MWH), all of the performance data requested in 

the proposed Data Reporting Instructions (DRI) are in units of turbine-hours. Most 

original equipment manufacturers (OEM) provide event and fault coding data through 

SCADA systems that enable the wind farm owners/operators to map the event/fault 

codes to the IEC outage categories. This mapping effort is non-trivial, but manageable. 

Extending the scope of the DRI to include production-based availability metrics per IEC TS 

61400-26-2 may make sense in 2017. 

1.5.4. Reporting Gross Actual Generation (GAG) for a sub-group will be problematic if a farm 

does not have individual turbine meters. This could require new investment in meters. 

 



1.6. NRG Renew 

1.6.1. NRG is able to supply the one time submittal of Plant Data as well as the requested 

monthly Performance Data. 

1.6.2. Given the nature of distributed generation, NRG does not understand how Component 

Outage data will support grid reliability (NERC’s primary directive). 

1.6.3. We understand that Component Outage Data roughly corresponds to Event data for 

Conventional Generation. However where a two unit conventional site typically has 

dozens of events a month, a large wind farm (>75 MW) may have thousands. 

1.6.4. Due to limited resources, the acquisition of Component Outage data needs to be 

automated and will require extensive upfront and ongoing costs. 

1.6.5. As a Wind Generator Owner and Operator, we have 6 different turbine OEMs comprising 

of 6 separate SCADA systems. This makes providing Component Outage Data a 

substantial task which adds significant man hours and cost to the projects. 

1.6.6. We found distinguishing the primary cause for the trip and secondary error codes to be 

extremely difficult to automate and, as a result, will require additional resources to 

quality check data. 

1.6.7. The aforementioned adds extra man hours and extra cost 

$200k estimated overall cost of data interface project 

$100k to finish aforementioned project 

Previously spent $100k to get project to current level 

1.6.8. Many wind sites do not have a data historian to interact with the SCADA systems which 

will entail extra cost of installation 

1.6.9. At least an estimated 10 man hours per month to QA data for ~100 turbine site 

1.6.10. Reporting component outage would consume 90% of the costs and resources associated 

with the GADS reporting effort. 

 

1.7. Public Service Enterprise Group 

1.7.1. Finally, due to the complexity of GADS-W reporting, appropriate time should be given to 

Generator Operators to comply with the new reporting requirements. 

 

1.8. Edison Electric Institute. 

1.8.1.  While EEI broadly supports the inclusion of wind resource data into the GADS database, 

we ask that NERC provide some flexibility and consideration on the timing of the 

implementation of the GADS Wind – Data Reporting Instructions (DRI), as written, for the 

reasons set forth in these comments. 

1.8.2. Although a forward-looking approach seems reasonable, mandatory reporting for the full 

dataset for all wind resources 75MW and above by January 2016 may be too aggressive, 

noting that similar reporting took many years to develop for conventional resources. 

1.8.3. EEI also asks NERC to consider that some entities may need to budget and plan for these 

changes, noting that in some cases there may be significant technical challenges which 

need to be overcome. EEI has observed that the industry has a good track record of 



responding to NERC data requests given sufficient time to prepare and adequate 

notification. 

1.8.4. For reasons set forth in these comments, EEI asks NERC for some consideration and 

flexibility in its January 2016 mandatory compliance date. Specifically, EEI asks NERC to 

consider a program of phased mandatory compliance possibly in line with the NERC Wind 

GADS Sub-Team White Paper recommendation, which we believe would meet NERC’s 

immediate objectives while allowing entities to better prepare over time. 

 

1.9. AWEA 

1.9.1.  Our comments outline important changes to the Data Reporting Instructions and other 

components of NERC’s proposal that are essential for ensuring that the data reporting is 

not unduly burdensome, particularly for system and component data that does not have 

clear value for assessing electric reliability. 

1.9.2.  The primary changes are adopting a more phased approach to the transition from 

voluntary to mandatory reporting, as well as removing mandatory reporting 

requirements for wind plant system and component data that would pose an excessive 

incremental burden relative to the value of such data. 

1.9.3. As outlined below, many of the data types NERC has proposed to collect appear to have 

limited value for evaluating potential impacts on electric reliability, and many would 

impose a massive burden and cost on wind plant operators because the data is not 

currently being collected and could not be easily collected and reported. 

1.9.4. NERC’s proposal that wind plants be required to report system and component data 

would be unduly burdensome and of questionable value. 

1.9.5. AWEA and CanWEA believe that the NERC Wind GADS Sub-Team’s proposal for a 

voluntary approach to collecting system and component data is a rational approach. 

1.9.6. As outlined above, a phased approach with voluntary reporting of system and 

component data is essential for avoiding costly mistakes from requiring wind plants to 

report too much, too little, or the wrong type of data. This is particularly important given 

the novelty of the data reporting requirements for wind plants, as well as the numerous 

ways in which wind plants differ from conventional power plants. This conclusion is 

reinforced by the following, non-comprehensive list of concerns that were identified in a 

cursory review of NERC’s proposed draft Data Reporting Instructions (DRI) for wind. 

Proceeding rapidly with imposing mandatory GADS reporting requirements, as proposed 

by NERC, before these issues are addressed would result in massive confusion and would 

harm reliability by distracting finite time and resources from other reliability compliance 

tasks. 

1.9.7. Some wind plants lack the hardware necessary for such detailed reporting capability. In 

addition, some information required by GADS may be available to the OEM but not part of 

the contractual obligation of the OEM to provide to the wind plant operator. 

 

 

 



1.10. Puget Sound Energy 

1.10.1. The 385 WTGs owned and operated by PSE were supplied by two different Original 

Equipment Manufacturers (OEM). Each OEM uses a proprietary control and monitoring 

system with different sensing points and data architecture that may require unique 

solutions to support GADS-W reporting requirements. This impacts the difficulty in 

supplying the requested data and requires each owner/operator to apply discretion in 

mapping the OEM data points into GADS-W categories. This discretion impacts the 

quality, comparability, and repeatability of the reported data when used for establishing 

reference benchmarks and overall performance trends across a national fleet. 

 

1.10.2. PSE currently collects WTG performance, maintenance, and outage data through its 

OEM control and monitoring systems that conform to the data architecture and systems of 

the WTG manufacturers. PSE anticipates that it could provide the Plant data1, Group 

data2, and Sub-Group data3. However, neither PSE nor the WTG manufacturers currently 

categorize outage events in the same manner as that required by the GADS-W 

Performance data4. Across the 385 WTGs, PSE may experience thousands of minor outage 

events per month that will require allocation and consolidation into the GADS-W format. 

The WTG manufacturers and third-party vendors are still developing semi-automated 

processes and reporting solutions that may facilitate this effort. However, until these 

processes and reporting solutions are developed and fully tested and/or implemented, 

providing Performance data will involve substantial manual review and manipulation of 

available data on a monthly basis. Manual reporting processes will be more error-prone 

than a semi-automated solution using controlled procedures, again impacting the quality 

of the Performance data. 

1.10.3. An even greater challenge will be the Component outage reporting requirements5 used 

to identify the specific area or cause of WTG lost production. Similar to the previous 

comment on Performance reporting, neither PSE nor the WTG manufacturers use the 

system of 135 component codes listed in Appendix C6. Discriminating among these codes 

would be prohibitively time consuming and again subject to inconsistency, misallocation, 

and subjectivity on the part of the owner/operator. PSE questions whether the 

Component outage data would be of sufficient consistency and quality to justify the 

considerable effort required to provide it, and how the noted allocation and reporting 

issues may impact its ultimate value. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



2. Reporting Requirements 
2.1. Alliant Energy  

2.1.1.  “identification of issues at the component level” 

2.1.2.  “Should consider a phased-in approach, beginning with a limited dataset that can be 

easily retrieved with existing technology and resources.” 

 

2.2. Minnesota Power  

2.2.1.  For the Minnesota Power wind farm that qualifies as over 75 MW we have 165 wind 

turbines broken into 4 sub-groups. The requirements for Performance Record Layout on 

page 10 of the Data Reporting instructions lay out a format that will be very difficult and 

time consuming to comply with. We can have hundreds of fault codes on a given day for 

the 165 turbines at our Plant, and these would need to be broken down into 21 different 

types of outage and derate categories. At this time we do not know how the current 

SCADA system can be modified to categorize fault codes and alarms into all of the 

required categories. 

2.2.2. Most wind farms do not have staffing on nights and weekends. Many are remotely 

monitored by centralized monitoring staffs located far from the wind farm. These remote 

staffs can make some decisions on fault codes and alarms but they do not have the 

detailed site information to properly categorize forced outages and derates to the level 

required by the Wind GADS proposal. 

 

2.3.  EDP Renewables North America 

2.3.1.  EDPR NA supports the comments submitted by AWEA, and recommends that the GADS 

for Wind effort at least initially focus on wind power plant availability and not attempt to 

capture component level performance. 

2.3.2.  To be clear, EDPR does not see any value of collecting availability information at any 

level lower than the plant level. Both for EDPR NA’s business model and for reliability, the 

relevant unit of measure for wind resource availability is the wind resource, defined as 

wind turbines aggregated via a collection systems and dispatched as a single generating 

unit. Aggregating information to the group or subgroup level adds no value, especially 

given the definition for subgroups. It is difficult to see the value of reporting a subgroup 

comprised of a single turbine due the replacement of a failed turbine by an updated 

model. 

 

2.4. Berkshire Hathaway 

2.4.1.  BHE does not believe System- or Component-level cause coding will produce measurable 

changes in either system availability or reliability. BHE wind availability approaches 97%, 

with scheduled maintenance accounting for about 1% of the 3% of time unavailable. 

Equipment failures only impact up to 2% of wind turbine availability. 

2.4.2. BHE notes that the approach of supplying a list of System-Component Codes will require 

entities to map each turbine-generated error code to one of the supplied codes.  



 

2.5. Edison Electric Institute 

2.5.1.  EEI understands that there is presently some lack of readiness within parts of the 

industry to align various data collection, management, and communications systems with 

the NERC collection effort. In addition, it is unclear that NERC will have fully developed its 

side of the data collection and management process. For these reasons, we ask NERC to 

consider a phased approach similar to that recommended by the NERC Wind GAD Sub-

Team, allowing both the entities and NERC to better prepare. 

2.5.2. Although we agree that NERC needs a requisite dataset to assess the reliability impacts of 

wind resources, we believe that it is worthwhile for NERC to consider an initial dataset of 

values limited to those values most likely to directly influence the reliability of the bulk 

power systems. Among those possibilities, we suggest limiting those values to that which 

could be easily retrieved at the point of interconnection and including a limited set of 

other data most likely to directly influence bulk power system reliability and adequacy. 

 

2.6. AWEA 

2.6.1.  The NERC Wind GADS Sub-Team’s White Paper (Revision 6) correctly calls for a phased 

approach to implementing mandatory GADS reporting for wind, noting that “Phasing in 

the Wind Plants allows time for tuning and experience to build prior to the greater mass 

of plants entering the system.” Most importantly, the NERC Wind GADS Sub-Team’s 

White Paper (Revision 6) only calls for mandatory reporting of performance data, leaving 

the far more burdensome system and component data reporting as voluntary.1 In 

addition, the white paper proposes that mandatory performance data reporting phase in 

over time, so that “Plants 200 MW and greater would become mandatory January 2016, 

100 MW to 199 MW would become mandatory January 2017 and 75 MW to 99 MW 

would become mandatory January 2018.” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

3. DRI Clarification 
3.1. Minnesota Power 

3.1.1.  “It states that the plant, group, and subgroup data need only be submitted when you 

begin reporting data for each plant, and then updated when the characteristics of the 

plant change. For records such as Wind Regime and Annual Average Wind Speed, how 

much of a change would require an update of these records? Also, for Nearest City what 

defines a City?” 

3.1.2. In order to properly classify forced and maintenance events someone would have to 

code a specific turbine event as either being able to make it to the next weekend or not 

as soon as the event is noticed. Most facilities would look at wind forecasts and schedule 

maintenance work on low wind days, so for that work the issue causing the maintenance 

would have to have a code applied when it was discovered or it would be virtually 

impossible to go back and track when an issue was first noted and if the ultimate 

downtime repair was a MO or FO. This will be a huge recordkeeping burden. 

3.1.3. In Appendix G, Outside Management Control, there are examples of OMC losses that are 

not pertinent to wind turbines. Bullet 4 references low cooling pond and water intake 

restrictions, bullet 5 references opacity and NOX limits, bullet 6 references lack of fuels, 

and the last bullet references cooling water temperature variations. None of these are 

examples of wind related OMC events. 

 

3.2.  Berkshire Hathaway 

3.2.2. When a fault is reset and there is wind available, the proceeding run up time will be 
counted against the fault time.  

3.2.3. When a fault is reset and there is NO wind available, the turbine will immediately move 
to Resource Unavailable Turbine Hours (RUTH) and the following run up time will be 
counted against RUTH.  

3.2.4. If site communication is lost, the wind farm will continue in the state that it was in prior 
to the loss of communication. A loss of communication will not cause the plant to be in a 
forced outage situation.  

3.2.5. Forced Turbine Hours (FTH) are all forced events where the wind turbine must be 
removed from service for repair before the next Sunday at 23:59 (Page 12 Definition). 
When a turbine trips on an auto reset fault, the turbine is not removed for repair, but it is 
removed from service for a very brief period of time. This time will count as FTH even 
though no repair is being performed.  

3.2.6. If a subgroup is upgraded in a manner that does not change Sub-Group Record Layout 
fields, no change is required.  

3.2.7. Code 679, external – Economic, Economic “outage” hours that are not OMC would be 
Reserve Shutdown Turbine Hours (RSTH) thus not needing a component code 

3.2.8. If a subgroup is moved to retired status and decommissioned, how long will retired hours 
need to be counted?  



3.2.9. Page 15 of reporting instructions, states that system – component code should be 
numeric 14 digits. In Appendix C, a component code is never larger than 4 digits  

3.2.10. Code 1033, wind turbine – overall, need better when it is acceptable to use code  
3.2.11. Code 1073, human performance – maintenance, need better clarity of when it is 

acceptable to use code  
3.2.12. All Appendix headers after Appendix G are labeled Appendix G.  

 
3.3. Strategic Power Systems 

3.3.2. In Figure D-4 Cross Reference in Appendix D, NERC recognizes that there may be times 

during which information necessary to correctly categorize the “state” of a wind turbine 

is “unavailable”. The two primary reasons for “Information Unavailable” are the 

temporary failure of wind farm information systems and the production of 

poor/unusable/illogical data. However, the DRI does not explicitly state how or where a 

wind farm operator is to report Information Unavailable turbine-hours. There is no 

specific column in the Performance Record Layout for the Information Unavailable 

category/state turbine-hours. There is also no specific column in the Performance Layout 

Record for OMC Catastrophic category/state turbine hours. For completeness and clarity, 

we suggest that NERC include mandatory data columns for both of these 

categories/states. 

3.3.3. The “Balance of Plant” category in Figure D-4 seems out of place and unnecessary. 

Balance of Plant is a “System” per Appendix C. As such, turbine-hours for Forced, 

Planned, and Maintenance outages will appear and be accumulated in the Component 

Record Layout submissions. There is no place on the Performance Record Layout for 

reporting turbine hours for Balance of Plant and its components. 

3.3.4. It is not clear what operators are being asked to do regarding Appendix E – Performance 

Equations. The metrics and equations appear to be derivatives of the data being 

submitted per Chapter 3 (Performance Reporting) and Chapter 4 (Component Outage 

Reporting). Does NERC expect operators who submit data to perform these calculations 

or is NERC GADS staff to perform these calculations and make the results available to 

energy industry participants through the GADS website or other avenues? 

3.3.5. The “Outside Management Control” designation is likely to be a source of inconsistency 

across reporting by different wind farm operators. Appendix G provides some guidance, 

but slicing Planned Turbine-Hours, Maintenance Turbine-Hours and Forced Turbine-

Hours into a sub-category like Outside Management Control (or not) may entail manual 

examination of hundreds of thousands of outage events each month. This could become 

very burdensome (report preparation time). 

 

3.4. AWEA 

3.4.2. Many of the values that are required by the DRI on a turbine by turbine basis are not 

captured as a normal business practice. An example is that turbine output is not 

measured ahead of the “auxiliary equipment” in the nacelle. The output after the 

auxiliary equipment is not measured at the quality level the DRI seems to expect, either. 

In many cases the use of non-revenue-quality metering data sources (i.e. feeder relays 



and individual turbine metering data) would be necessary to establish subgroup 

generation, as more precise data is not available. Capturing this information would 

require an investment in new equipment and software changes. With more than 36,000 

wind turbines potentially subject to this reporting requirement, the investment and the 

level of effort to make these changes would be massive 

3.4.3. -“Off-taker” (p. 24) is ill-defined. Energy sold by a wind power plant under a PPA 

frequently is sold to an entity (usually termed the off-taker) that takes the energy at a 

point distant from the generator. One party to the PPA arranges transmission for the 

delivery of the energy, so the off-taker is not the owner of the transmission facility 

connected to the generator. Usually the revenue meter is located at the Point of Delivery 

(POD), so energy delivered to the POD would be a more relevant measure. 

3.4.4. The term ‘Gross Actual Generation” is defined in the draft DRI as the sum of metered 

energy generated at each wind turbine in a “Wind Turbine Group,” net of 

ancillary/station service. Individual turbine gross generation is not recorded with meter 

quality, and energy used by auxiliary turbine equipment is not measured, so the values 

that are available to report to GADS are inherently inaccurate. This inaccuracy is 

compounded by losses on the collector circuits, which are unique for each turbine, since 

losses have a greater effect on the turbine at the end of a string. The issue of losses on 

the collector lines can also lead to inconsistency between the Net Maximum Capacity and 

Turbine Net Maximum Capacity. 

3.4.5. Turbine Net Maximum Capacity (TNMC) is defined as the average NMC of each turbine in 

the sub-group. If NMC is similar to the actual installed capacity at the wind plant, then is 

TNMC the capacity of the turbine? If so, the actual turbine capacity should be used and 

not an average. 

3.4.6. For the performance data, it is unclear how the impact of curtailment, a common event 

caused by localized transmission congestion or other system needs forcing a wind project 

to reduce its output, on a wind project’s or turbine’s output and availability should be 

reported. It is unclear if several categories related to “deratings” are intended to apply to 

time periods during which wind plant output is curtailed; these categories appear to only 

apply to deratings caused by various types of outages. It is also unclear whether and how 

different types of curtailment, such as those for transmission congestion versus those for 

wildlife concerns, would be reported. 

3.4.7. Much of the requested data is extremely sensitive commercial information, providing 

insight into business confidential information about wind speeds at plants or sites, 

maintenance strategies at either the turbine or plant level, management of O&M 

expenses at the turbine or plant level, and sophisticated proprietary models to calculate 

wind speeds and equivalent production profiles. Ensuring that the necessary data 

security safeguards are in place will make the data reporting process even more costly 

and burdensome. 

3.4.8. It would be extremely difficult for wind plant operators to distinguish between Forced 

Outage and Maintenance Outage time as defined in the document. There is no way to 

indicate the difference between the two in turbine data collected by wind plant 



operators. Accomplishing this would mean a heavily manual process of matching work 

management records with turbine data. Due to the large number of events this would be 

quite cumbersome. 

3.4.9. Similarly, the criteria for binning overlapping events may be too strict to be practical. Due 

to the large number of events that occur in a wind fleet as compared to a central station 

power plant, this will again require a massive amount of manual work. 

3.4.10. Moreover, the majority of wind plant sites are not staffed or actively monitored 24/7. 

During off hours, it is common for a turbine outage to be addressed by the OEM simply 

resetting the turbine. As a result, it is not always possible to determine the cause of an 

outage. 

3.4.11. For the definition of Auxiliary Group Installed Capacity (AGIC), it is not clear whether 

turbines that have had their performance upgraded via additional equipment, like vortex 

generators, or by improvements to pitch and yaw control would be included in this 

metric. If so, would the DRI data structure require that these turbines be considered a 

different group after the upgrades? Such upgrades could be applied several times to the 

same turbines over a 5-6 year period. 

3.4.12. The GADS wind data reporting requirements classify a wind turbine as being operational, 

on outage, or not producing due to resource unavailability, i.e. wind speeds or other 

weather conditions being outside of the turbine’s operating range. The binary 

classification between either producing or not producing at all due to resource 

unavailability is not very useful for assessing wind’s reliability contribution, as the far 

more important consideration is the share of nameplate output being provided at 

particular points in time. In most hours, a typical wind turbine will be producing at 

neither 0% nor 100% of its rated capacity, but at some point in between. Without that 

information, GADS data will provide little value for assessing wind’s reliability 

contribution. 

3.4.13. The DRI proposes that generation data only be reported in increments of monthly total 

generation, which is likely to have limited value for understanding the critical correlations 

among outages, wind plant output, and electric system demand that determine wind’s 

capacity value contribution. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

4. General Comments 
4.1. Minnesota Power 

4.1.2. In general the GADS Wind Data Reporting Instructions are based on such a detailed 

accounting and categorizing system that it will be nearly impossible to comply. It looks 

like the wind GADS system is too closely modeled after the original GADS program that 

was designed for conventional generation. The Wind GADS system will monitor 

thousands of small turbines and needs to be simplified in order to make is usable. 

4.2.  EDP Renewables North America 

4.2.2.  EDPR NA supports the provision of performance data to the GADS system to improve 

system planning. We note that the jurisdictions, in which EDPR NA’s wind power plants 

are located, obtain real time turbine availability data and wind forecasts to enable day 

ahead and real time operational planning. Therefore, the reliability value of GADS for 

wind-powered resources would come from its usefulness in capacity and transmission 

planning. 

4.2.3. EDPR sees the value of collecting component level data for benchmarking purposes. We 

are very interested in understanding how wind power plant technology can be operated 

and/or improved to increase its efficiency and drive down costs. Our review of the 

definitions of the metrics in the GADS Wind Data Reporting Instructions raised a number 

of questions about how they relate to data that EDPR is now capturing. 

 

4.3. Berkshire Hathaway 

4.3.2.  BHE would prefer to see NERC issue a voluntary data request for GADS-W Performance 

data starting in 2016, and assess the sufficiency of data voluntarily reported over a 

reasonable evaluation period before reconsidering the need to either mandate the data 

request or increase data granularity. 

 

4.4. Strategic Power Systems 

4.4.2. The 75 MW reporting threshold is a reasonable, but conservative starting point for wind 
farms in North America. NERC thresholds for mandatory GADS reporting for conventional 
generators were established at 50 MW and 20 MW effective January 2012 and January 
2013, respectively. It is likely that a typical wind farm with 20 MW or more of capacity 
has more heavily invested in the information systems necessary to support data 
reporting than a 20 MW conventional generation facility. Moreover, the grid’s need for 
understanding the reliability, intermittency of wind generators is more compelling for 
wind than conventional generation. Accordingly, a 20 MW initial threshold for mandatory 
reporting for wind generators might also make sense.  
 

4.4.3. IEC TS 61400-26-1, 2 provide a complete and consistent time-accounting model. The 

proposed NERC GADS-Wind DRI requires additional sub-categories of events (outage and 

partial performance). Subject to concerns about completeness (see specific comment 2 



below), wind farm operators will have consistent, but different sets of performance 

indicators based on NERC GADS-Wind, IEC, and any company or wind farm-specific wind 

turbine event categorization schemes. 

 

4.5. Public Service Enterprise Group 

4.5.2.  PSEG believes that plant level net hourly energy (MWh) metering at the plant level1 (not 

the individual wind generator level) is critical to helping planners reliably incorporate 

wind generators into their fleet of generators. 

4.5.3.  In fact, without such hourly data, planners cannot assess the reliability of non-

dispatchable wind plants versus dispatchable generating alternatives. Therefore, the 

benefits of this Section 1600 request (excerpted below from pp. 1-2 of the data request) 

cannot be achieved with the proposed data collection. 

4.5.3.1. Reliability Assessment reports and modeling. 

4.5.3.2. Loss-of-load expectation studies 

4.5.3.3. As renewable generation becomes a greater percentage of the resource mix in 

North America, NERC and its stakeholders need to understand how resource 

availability and performance impacts Planning Reserve Margin calculations. 

4.5.3.4. Actual wind generator performance data is needed to continue to refine the 

severity risk index to establish the effect that wind generation is having on Event 

Driven and Condition Driven risk, detailed event information and generation 

performance characteristics. 

4.5.3.5. Monitoring the impact of transmission outages on generators and generator 

outages on transmission 

4.5.4. Monthly capacity factor data will be available with GADS-W as proposed; however, on-

peak and off-peak capacity factors would be more beneficial for planners, which requires 

hourly MWh data. 

4.5.5. Hourly MWh data (or better yet, 15-minute data) would also allow planners to develop 

resource mixes that can accommodate sudden wind changes. Dispatchable resources 

capable of ramping up or down to balance the variability of wind output must be planned 

as part of the resource mix as the proportion wind generation increases. 

 

4.6. Edison Electric Institute 

4.6.2.  EEI broadly supports the concept of Wind GADS reporting, believing that such reporting 

is necessary to ensure the long term reliability of the Bulk Electric System (BES). EEI 

further understands that the NERC Planning Committee (PC) has reviewed and endorsed 

the GADS Wind – Data Reporting Instructions (DRI). 

4.6.3. As a planning and management matter, the NERC proposal does not describe the 

activities that NERC needs to conduct to be ready for full implementation in January 

2016. In addition, we note that NERC’s 2015 Business Plan and Budget states that “wind 

generator availability information (GADS) will be reprogrammed to the 2016 time frame” 

which we understand to mean that no monies have been allocated for the 2015 budget 

year. Having a clear business project plan will define the successful implementation of 



the project, and define a reasonable alignment of the tasks needed to be performed both 

by NERC and the reporting entities. 

4.6.4. A more detailed project description also will ensure that NERC complies with Section 

1602 of the Rules of Procedure. EEI believes that defining entity burden to be a 

fundamental part of a Section 1600 data request. 

 

4.7. AWEA 

 

4.7.2. Such a phased approach would also appear to be better suited for NERC, given NERC’s 

lack of readiness to begin accepting wind GADS data, as was noted by the NERC Wind 

GADS Sub-Team’s White Paper. As the white paper explains, “The phased approached 

was recommended, because there is no experience in wind reporting on a national basis 

at this point, there is no NERC software developed for collecting or reporting wind data 

and there are no NERC trained staff to handle wind reporting.” 

4.7.3. Such a phased approach, with system and component data reporting remaining 

voluntary, will not pose a risk to electric reliability, as grid operators are already 

collecting the performance data from wind plants that is necessary for reliable system 

planning (e.g., historical time series wind plant generation data used for calculating wind 

plants’ accredited capacity value) and operations (e.g., real-time wind plant generation 

and availability data reported to the grid operator and wind forecasting provider to 

improve the accuracy of the wind forecast and incorporate wind generation into 

generation commitment and dispatch decisions). 

4.7.4. Unlike conventional generators, whose capacity value is primarily determined by their 

outage rates, wind plant and turbine outage data is a minor determinant of their 

accredited capacity value. Wind resource availability, e.g. the coincidence of wind 

generation patterns with system electricity demand patterns, is a far larger factor in that 

calculation. In fact, because wind resource availability is the primary determinant of the 

contribution of wind generation to meeting system capacity needs, and because the 

impact of wind turbine outages is inherently reflected in the wind plant generation data 

that is already reported to grid operators, the information that is most important for 

reliable system planning and operations with wind plants is already being reported to 

system operators. 

4.7.5. Finally, AWEA and CanWEA suggest that NERC should evaluate revising the threshold for 

mandatory GADS reporting from wind plants 75 MW and greater to wind plants 75 MW 

(or MVA) and greater and with an interconnection at 100 kV or greater. This change 

would make the reporting threshold consistent with the threshold in NERC’s Bulk Electric 

System definition. Achieving greater consistency with the Bulk Electric System definition 

makes intuitive sense because GADS reporting should be focused on facilities that can 

affect the reliability of the bulk electric system. This consistency would also reduce any 

potential for confusion for wind plant operators who have facilities that would be subject 

to GADS reporting but not standards that apply to the Bulk Electric System. 



4.7.6. Mandatory data collection should be limited to wind plant performance data and other 

information that is already being collected and reported; system and component data 

should only be collected on a voluntary basis to help weigh the reporting burden against 

the value of this data. 

 

4.8. Puget Sound Energy 

4.8.1. The cause of WTG reliability is already being advanced through multiple wind industry 

efforts, in addition to that of the federal National Renewable Energy Laboratory and 

Sandia National Laboratory. The added administrative burden of GADS-W reporting 

requirements is unlikely to provide an enhanced perspective on WTG operations due to 

the reporting inconsistencies noted above, nor impact WTG reliability given the already 

mature wind industry, OEM, and federal efforts. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



5. Contacts: 
5.1. Alliant Energy Contact Information – Supports the need – Needs more time 

Larry Heckert  

Team Lead – NERC Compliance  

Alliant Energy|200 First Street SE| Cedar Rapids, IA 52401-1409  

O: (319) 786-7708|F: (319) 786-4714 

LarryHeckert@alliantenergy.com  

 

5.2. Minnesota Power – Seems against any type of reporting 

Jodi Piekarski  
Managing Superintendent-LEC & Production Planning  
1259 NW 3rd Street  

               Cohasset, MN 55721 

jpiekarski@mnpower.com  

 

5.3. EDP Renewables North America – Generally agrees 

Heather Morgan  
Sr. Regulatory Compliance Manager  
EDP Renewables North America  
heather.morganedpr.com 

 

5.4. Berkshire Hathaway – Generally agrees with eventual reporting 

 

Terry Harbour  
Supervisor NERC Compliance  
MidAmerican Energy 
TRHarbour@midamerican.com  

 

5.5. Strategic Power Systems -  Supports 

Michael L. Borden  
Manager – Business Development  
Strategic Power Systems, Inc.  
Office: 704.945.4645  
Mobile: 980.939.3662  
michael.borden@spsinc.com  

 

 

5.6. NRG Renew – Supports limited performance data 

mailto:LarryHeckert@alliantenergy.com
mailto:jpiekarski@mnpower.com
mailto:TRHarbour@midamerican.com
mailto:michael.borden@spsinc.com


Edward.Tindell@nrg.com  
Dan.Clifford@nrg.com 

 

5.7. John Seelke, P.E. – Feels that we are collecting the wrong data. 

NERC Standards Development & Advocacy Manager 

Public Service Enterprise Group 

973-430-5360 (office) 

404-493-3772 (mobile) 

john.seelkejr@pseg.com 

 

5.8. Edison Electric Institute – Generally Supportive 

 

Mark S. Gray, PE  

Sr. Manager, Transmission Operations  

Edison Electric Institute  

701 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.  

Washington, D.C. 20004-2696  

mgray@eei.org 

 

5.9. AWEA – Generally Supportive 

Michael Goggin 

Senior Director of Research 

American Wind Energy Association 

 mgoggin@awea.org   

202-383-2531  

202-302-9670 cell 

 

5.10. Puget Sound Energy – Doesn’t see the need 

Jeffrey D. Deren  
Senior Performance Analyst  
Puget Sound Energy  
Office - (425) 456-2071  
Mobile - (425) 324-1900  
10885 NE 4th Street PSE09N  
Bellevue, WA 98004  
Jeffrey.Deren@pse.com   
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