PRC-021-1
Under-Voltage Load Shedding Program Data


	Members
	Reliability Need?
	Acceptable Translation?
	Comments

	Pacific Gas and Electric Richard Padilla

Greg Reimers
	
	
	A3 The purpose should be expanded to preclude the loss of offsite power to nuclear power plants.

	Response: 

	Kansas City Power and Light
	Yes
	No
	It appears that this standard is redundant to PRC-011-0

	Response: 

	Cinod Kotecha
Consolodated Edison 

IESO – Ontario

Alan Adamson – NYSRC
Kathleen Goodman – ISO-NE
NPCC CP9 RSWG

Ed Riley – California ISO
ISO/RTO Council Standards Review Committee
	Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
	No
Yes

Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
	The scope of the UVLS database should be limited to systems that can affect the Bulk Electric System.

Many UVLS systems are quite local in nature, and independent from other systems.  The approach to UV should not be the same as that for underfrequency as UFLS is a single distributed system.

	Response: 

	NERC System Protection and Controls Task Force
	Yes
	No
	The purpose does not reflect the standard.  It should be modified to read:  Document Under-Voltage Load Shedding (UVLS) programs intended to mitigate the risk of system voltage collapse or voltage instability. –– 
Modify R1.1 to state:  Size and location of customer load, or percent of connected load at each location, to be interrupted.  To address generation connected to lower-voltage level systems and its potential impact on UVLS, add a requirement for:  Size, location, and characteristics of generators connected to the system elements being interrupted. –– UVLS schemes need to be differentiated between those intended for local protection and those intended to mitigate the risk of interconnected system collapse.

	Response: 

	FRCC
	Yes 
	No
	R1.5 - R1.8 should be replaced with a new R1.5 that states - Information on related islanding schemes, load restoration scheme or related generator protection, as appropriate.  This information should only be collected when it provides information that is necessary to evaluate the effectiveness of the UVLS program.

	Response: 

	Individual Members of CCMC
	Yes
	No
	Level 2 needs to be consistent with R1. It needs words to check if the need for update was done every year and was updated if appropriate.

	Response: 

	Joseph D Williamson – PJM
	No
	No
	Level 2 needs to be consistent with R1. 

R1 states “entity shall annually update its UVLS data as necessary” does this mean that if it doesn’t change you don’t need to update it annually? 

This is a data reporting obligation and not a reliability standard. 

	Response: 

	Gerald Rheault – Manitoba Hydro
	Yes
	Yes
	Purpose: The pupose appears to be to require an entity to provide data annually if it owns and operates a UVLS program.

This standard and PRC-020-1 need to require coordination with other UVLS programs within the region and with other regions.  

	Response: 

	Transmission Issues Subcommittee
	Yes
	Yes
	This standard should clarify the scope of UVLS systems covered.  This standard should not include localized UVLS schemes. 

	Response: 

	SERC EC Planning Standards Subcommittee (PSS)
	Yes
	Yes
	In response to the question in the blue box as to whether UVLS and UFLS standards should mirror each other, the PSS does not believe that the UVLS standards need to exactly mirror the UFLS standards. 
The PSS recommends that no regional program standard development be pursued via the SARs process. UFLS and UVLS are very different in the system problems they are designed to arrest. UFLS is necessary across the Interconnections since frequency deviations propagate throughout. Voltage problems are more localized phenomena. Therefore, to attempt to mandate Regional UVLS requirements would not allow flexibility to implement prudent solutions for systems. 
Change 4.4 to read: "Load-Serving Entity that operates a UVLS program."

	Response: 

	John K. Loftis, Jr. – Dominion – Electric Transmission
	Yes
	Yes
	The UVLS standards should not mirror exactly the UFLS standards.  UFLS and UVLS are very different in the system problems they are designed to arrest.  UFLS is necessary across the interconnections since frequency deviations propagate throughout.  Voltage problems are more localized phenomena.  Therefore, to attempt to mandate Regional UVLS requirements would not allow flexibility to implement prudent solutions for systems.  
Change 4.4 to read: Load-Serving Entity that operates a UVLS program.

	Response: 

	Doug Hohbough – First Energy Corp.
	Yes
	Yes
	Since there is no requirement in R1 to include information about how the loads are modelled, I assume this information would already exist in the dynamic model from data obtained through other NERC standards.

	Response: 

	Midwest Reliability Organization
	Yes
	Yes
	2.1  Change "incomplete" to a measurable quantity, such as "did not include one or more of the eight required items in R1.1 - R1.8." 

A5.  Change proposed effective date from October 1 to November 1.

The standards for PRC-020-1 and PRC-021-1 need to require coordination with other UVLS programs within the region and with other regions.  These two standards require data submittal, but do not require any implementation or use of the data.  The implementation/use of this data should be similar to the UFLS data.  The UVLS standards should have similar corresponding requirements to the current UFLS standards.

	Response: 

	Entergy
	Yes
	Yes
	In response to the question in the blue box as to whether UVLS and UFLS standards should mirror each other, the PSS does not believe that the UVLS standards need to exactly mirror the UFLS standards.  The PSS recommends that no regional program standard development be pursued via the SARs process.  UFLS and UVLS are very different in the system problems they are designed to arrest.  UFLS is necessary across the Interconnections since frequency deviations propagate throughout.  Voltage problems are more localized phenomena.  Therefore, to attempt to mandate Regional UVLS requirements would not allow flexibility to implement prudent solutions for systems.

Change 4.4 to read: "Load-Serving Entity that operates a UVLS program."

	Response: 

	John Horakh – MACC
	Yes
	Yes
	It appears that there is a need for a Regional UVLS program.  Otherwise, it is difficult to coordinate individual UVLS programs.

	Response: 

	Peter Burke – American Transmission Co. 
	Yes
	Yes
	May need to be revised to address comments on PRC-020 for Regional UVLS program. 

	Response: 

	WECC Reliability Subcommittee
	Yes
	Yes
	`

	SPP Transmission  Working Group
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Howard Rulf  - WE Energies
	Yes
	yes
	

	Michael C. Calimano – NYISO
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Dan Griffiths – PA Office of Consumer Advocate 
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Mark Kuras – MAAC
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Karl Kohlrus - City Water, Light & Power
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Ronnie Frizzell - Arkansas Electric Coop. Corp.
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Xcel Energy – Northern States Power
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Rebecca Berdahll – Bonneville Power Administration

Karl Bryan – Corp of Engineers

Jay Sietz – US Bureau of Reclamation

Brenda Anderson
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Tennessee Valley Authority
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Raj Rana – AEP
	Yes
	No Answer
	

	Deborah M. Linke – US Bureau of Reclamation
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Gred Mason – Dynergy Generation
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Mohan Kondragunta – Southern California Edison
	Yes
	Yes
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