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Consideration of Comments on Underfrequency Load Shedding Program Requirements — Project 2007-01


Consideration of Comments on the Second Draft of the Underfrequency Load Shedding Program Requirements — Project 2007-01
The Underfrequency Load Shedding Standard Drafting Team thanks all commenters who submitted comments on the UFLS Program Requirements.  This document was posted for a 30-day public comment period from April 20, 2009 through May 21, 2009.  The stakeholders were asked to provide feedback on the document through a special Electronic Standard Comment Form.  There were 45 sets of comments, including comments from more than 120 different people from over 80 companies representing all of the 10 Industry Segments as shown in the table on the following pages. 
http://www.nerc.com/filez/standards/Underfrequency_Load_Shedding.html
If you feel that your comment has been overlooked, please let us know immediately. Our goal is to give every comment serious consideration in this process!  If you feel there has been an error or omission, you can contact the Vice President and Director of Standards, Gerry Adamski, at 609-452-8060 or at gerry.adamski@nerc.net.  In addition, there is a NERC Reliability Standards Appeals Process.

Index to Questions, Comments, and Responses
111.
The UFLS programs typically have been developed within each Region by representatives from the vertically integrated utilities, Control Areas, power pools, etc. in that Region. The SDT initially proposed that all UFLS requirements be contained within regional UFLS standards to utilize specific expertise within the regions and recognize that UFLS programs can be successfully coordinated if they are designed to achieve the same system performance characteristics, even across interconnected regions. However, based on the rationale contained in the background, the SDT has developed a continent wide standard consistent with the historical practice that promotes the utilization of previous experience and expertise. As proposed, the continent-wide standard requires that all Planning Coordinators within a Region work together as a group to develop the UFLS program for that Region that conforms to the performance characteristics.


18b.
Do you agree that the SDT has assigned responsibility to the appropriate entity?


342.
The SDT has strived to draft the applicability in a manner that includes all load while avoiding assigning applicability to more than one entity for the same load.  The Functional Model indicates the Distribution Provider is not defined by a specific voltage, but rather as performing the Distribution function at any voltage.  Considering the Functional Model definition of Distribution Providers please indicate whether you believe it is necessary to assign applicability to "Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end-use load is not part of a Distribution Provider's load”.


Error! Bookmark not defined.3.
The proposed continent-wide standard requires that Planning Coordinators model the trip settings of any generators that trip at or above 58.0 Hz (Requirement R8) when verifying through dynamic simulation that the UFLS program design is adequate to meet the continent-wide performance characteristics specified in Requirement R6.


Error! Bookmark not defined.Do you agree with this approach to ensure that effectiveness of the UFLS program is not jeopardized by units that trip at or above the minimum frequency (58.0 Hz) at which the UFLS program may arrest frequency decline?


Error! Bookmark not defined.4.
The SDT added a requirement that requires the Planning Coordinators model, in the five year assessments, any automatic load restoration that is designed to assist in stabilizing system frequency (Requirement R9). The team decided to add this requirement as a result of a comment during the first posting. Do you agree that this requirement is necessary for reliability?


Error! Bookmark not defined.5.
The SDT added a requirement in the underfrequency load shedding performance characteristics that requires (in simulations) frequency to not remain below 58.2 Hz for greater than four seconds cumulatively per simulated event (Requirement R6.2). The SDT added this requirement to better coordinate with the Generator Verification Project (PRC-024) tripping curve. Do you agree with this additional requirement?


Error! Bookmark not defined.6.
In the first posting, the Characteristics of UFLS Regional Reliability Standards required that UFLS programs be designed to limit the potential for overexcitation (V/Hz) of power system equipment at all Bulk Electric System buses. Based on industry comments, the SDT has revised this requirement in the proposed continent-wide standard to apply only at generator buses and generator step-up transformer high-side buses associated with individual generating units greater than 20 MVA (gross nameplate rating) and generating plants/facilities greater than 75 MVA (gross aggregate nameplate rating) that are directly connected to the BES.  The SDT believes this change better addresses the need to have UFLS programs designed to coordinate with protection that may trip generators during an underfrequency event.  Do you agree with this change?


Error! Bookmark not defined.7.
If you are aware of any conflicts between the proposed standard and any regulatory function, rule order, tariff, rate schedule, legislative requirement, or agreement please identify the conflict in the comments section.


Error! Bookmark not defined.8.
Please provide any other comments (that you have not already provided in response to the questions above) that you have on the draft standard PRC-006-1.





The Industry Segments are:

1 — Transmission Owners

2 — RTOs, ISOs

3 — Load-serving Entities
4 — Transmission-dependent Utilities

5 — Electric Generators

6 — Electricity Brokers, Aggregators, and Marketers

7 — Large Electricity End Users

8 — Small Electricity End Users

9 — Federal, State, Provincial Regulatory or other Government Entities

10 – Regional Reliability Organizations, Regional Entities

	
	Commenter
	Organization
	Industry Segment

	
	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10

	1. 
	Group
	Brian Bartos
	TRE UFLS Standard Drafting Team
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	

	Additional Member

Additional Organization

Region

Segment Selection

1.

Randy Jones 

Calpine 

ERCOT 

5 

2.

Raborn Reader 

EPCO 

ERCOT 

NA 

3.

Eddy Reece 

Rayburn Country Electric Coop. 

ERCOT 

NA 

4.

Barry Kremling 

Guadalupe Valley Electric Coop. 

ERCOT 

NA 

5.

Sergio Garza 

Lower Colorado River Authority 

ERCOT 

5 

6. 

Steve Myers 

ERCOT ISO 

ERCOT 

2 

7. 

Ken McIntyre 

ERCOT ISO 

ERCOT 

2 

8. 

Dennis Kunkel 

AEP 

ERCOT 

1 

9. 

Matt Pawlowski 

NextEra 

ERCOT 

5 



	2. 
	Group
	Richard Kafka
	Pepco Holdings, Inc - Affiliates
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	

	Additional Member

Additional Organization

Region

Segment Selection

1.

David O'Connor 

Potomac Electric Power Co 

RFC 

1 

2.

Dave Thorne 

Potomac Electric Power Co 

RFC 

1 

3.

Vic Davis 

Delmarva Power & Light 

RFC 

1 

4.

John Keller 

Atlantic City Electric 

RFC 

1 

5.

Walt Blackwell 

Potomac Electric Power Co 

RFC 

1 

6. 

Alvin Depew 

Potomac Electric Power Co 

RFC 

1 



	3. 
	Group
	Denise Koehn
	Bonneville Power Administration
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	

	Additional Member

Additional Organization

Region

Segment Selection

1.

Kelly Johnson 

Transmission Customer Service Engineering 

WECC 

1 

2.

Greg Vasallo 

Transmission Customer Service Engineering 

WECC 

1 

3.

Larry Furumasu 

Transmission Planning 

WECC 

1 



	4. 
	Group
	Guy Zito
	Northeast Power Coordinating Council
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Additional Member

Additional Organization

Region

Segment Selection

1.

Ralph Rufrano 

New York Power Authority 

NPCC 

5 

2.

Alan Adamson 

New York State Reliability Council 

NPCC 

10 

3.

Greg Campoli 

New York Independent System Operator 

NPCC 

2 

4.

Roger Champagne 

Hydro-Quebec TransEnergie 

NPCC 

2 

5.

Kurtis Chong 

Independent Electricity System Operator 

NPCC 

2 

6. 

Sylvain Clermont 

Hydro-Quebec TransEnergie 

NPCC 

1 

7. 

Manuel Couto 

National Grid 

NPCC 

1 

8. 

Chris de Graffenried 

Consolidated Edison Co. of New York, Inc. 

NPCC 

1 

9. 

Brian Evans-Mongeon 

Utility Services 

NPCC 

8 

10. 

Mike Garton 

Dominion Resources Services, Inc. 

NPCC 

5 

11. 

Michael Gildea 

Constellation Energy 

NPCC 

6 

12. 

Brian Gooder 

Ontario Power Generation Incorporated 

NPCC 

5 

13. 

Kathleen Goodman 

ISO - New England 

NPCC 

2 

14. 

David Kiguel 

Hydro One Networks Inc. 

NPCC 

1 

15. 

Michael Lombardi 

Northeast Utilities 

NPCC 

1 

16.

Randy MacDonald 

New Brunswick System Operator 

NPCC 

2 

17.

Bruce Metruck 

New York PowerAuthority 

NPCC 

6 

18.

Robert Pellegrini 

The United Illuminating Company 

NPCC 

1 

19.

Michael Schiavone 

National Grid 

NPCC 

1 

20.

Michael Sonnelitter 

FPL Energy/NextEra Energy 

NPCC 

5 

21.

Peter Yost 

Consolidated Edison Co. of New York, Inc. 

NPCC 

3 

22.

Lee Pedowicz 

Northeast Power Coordinating Council 

NPCC 

10 

23.

Gerry Dunbar 

Northeast Power Coordinating Council 

NPCC 

10 



	5. 
	Group
	Jim Busbin
	Southern Company
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Additional Member

Additional Organization

Region

Segment Selection

1.

J. T. Wood 

Southern Company Services, Inc. 

SERC 

1 

2.

Hugh Francis 

Southern Company Services, Inc. 

SERC 

1 

3.

Bill Shultz 

Southern Company Services, Inc. 

SERC 

5 

4.

Phil Winston 

Georgia Power Company 

SERC 

3 

5.

Jonathan Glidewell 

Southern Company Services, Inc. 

SERC 

1 

6. 

Marc Butts 

Southern Company Services, Inc. 

SERC 

1 



	6. 
	Group
	Ken McIntyre
	ERCOT ISO
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Additional Member

Additional Organization

Region

Segment Selection

1.

Steve Myers 

ERCOT ISO 

ERCOT 

2 

2.

John Schmall 

ERCOT ISO 

ERCOT 



	7. 
	Group
	Jalal Babik
	Electric Market Policy
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	

	Additional Member

Additional Organization

Region

Segment Selection

1.

Louis Slade 

SERC 

6 

2.

Mike Garton 

NPCC 

5 



	8. 
	Group
	Jason L. Marshall
	Midwest ISO Stakeholders Standards Collaborators
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Additional Member

Additional Organization

Region

Segment Selection

1.

Lee Kittleson 

Otter Tail Power 

MRO 

1 

2.

Michael Ayotte 

ITC Holdings 

RFC 

1 



	9. 
	Group
	Bob Jones
	SERC UFLS Standards Drafting Team
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Additional Member

Additional Organization

Region

Segment Selection

1.

Rick Foster 

Ameren Services Co. 

SERC 

1 

2.

John O'Connor 

Progress Energy Carolinas 

SERC 

1 

3.

Pat Huntley 

SERC Reliability Corp. 

SERC 

10 

4.

Jonathan Glidewell 

Southern Co. Services 

SERC 

1 

5.

Tom Cain 

TVA 

SERC 

1 



	10. 
	Group
	Peter A. Heidrich
	FRCC Standards & Operations Departments
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Additional Member

Additional Organization

Region

Segment Selection

1.

Linda Campbell 

Florida Reliability Coordinating Council 

FRCC 

10 

2.

Eric Senkowicz 

Florida Reliability Coordinating Council 

FRCC 

10 



	11. 
	Group
	Frank Gaffney
	Florida Municipal Power Agency and Select Members
	X
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	X
	

	Additional Member

Additional Organization

Region

Segment Selection

1.

Rich Kinas 

Orlando Utilities Commission 

FRCC 

1, 3, 5 

2.

Jim Howard 

Lakeland Electric 

FRCC 

1, 3, 5 

3.

Greg Woessner 

Kissimmee Utilities Authority 

FRCC 

1, 3, 5 

4.

Cairo Venegas 

Fort Pierce Utilities 

FRCC 

1, 3, 5 



	12. 
	Group
	Michael Brytowski
	MRO NERC Standards Review Subcommittee
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Additional Member

Additional Organization

Region

Segment Selection

1.

Carol Gerou 

MRO 

MRO 

10 

2.

Neal Balu 

WPS 

MRO 

3, 4, 5, 6 

3.

Joe DePoorter 

MGE 

MRO 

3, 4, 5, 6 

4.

Ken Goldsmith 

ALTW 

MRO 

4 

5.

Jim Haigh 

WAPA 

MRO 

1, 6 

6. 

Terry Harbour 

MEC 

MRO 

1, 3, 5, 6 

7. 

Joseph Knight 

GRE 

MRO 

1, 3, 5, 6 

8. 

Scott Nickels 

RPU 

MRO 

3, 4, 5, 6 

9. 

Dave Rudolph 

BEPC 

MRO 

3, 4, 5, 6 

10. 

Eric Ruskamp 

LES 

MRO 

1, 3, 5, 6 

11. 

Terry Bilke 

MISO 

MRO 

2 



	13. 
	Group
	Michael Gammon
	Kansas City Power & Light
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	

	Additional Member

Additional Organization

Region

Segment Selection

1.

Tim Hinken 

Kansas City Power & Light 

SPP 

1, 3, 5, 6 

2.

Nick McCarty 

Kansas City Power & Light 

SPP 

1, 3, 5, 6 

3.

Jerry Hatfield 

Kansas City Power & Light 

SPP 

1, 3, 5, 6



	14. 
	Group
	Ben Li
	IRC Standards Review Committee
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Additional Member

Additional Organization

Region

Segment Selection

1.

James Castle 

NYISO 

2 

2.

Anita Lee 

AESO 

2 

3.

Charles Yeung 

SPP 

2 

4.

Bill Phillips 

MISO 

2 

5.

Matt Goldberg 

ISO-NE 

2 

6. 

Steve Myers 

ERCOT 

2 

7. 

Patrick Brown 

PJM 

2 



	15. 
	Individual
	Russell A. Noble
	Cowlitz County PUD
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16. 
	Individual
	Edward C. Stein
	Edward C. Stein - Self
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	17. 
	Individual
	Harvie Beavers
	Colmac Clarion
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	18. 
	Individual
	Elvin Epting
	City of Bedford
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	19. 
	Individual
	Ray Phillips
	Alabama Municipal Electric Authority
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	20. 
	Individual
	Karl Bryan
	US Army Corps of Engineers
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	21. 
	Individual
	Tom Nappi
	NIPSCO
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	22. 
	Individual
	Kenneth D. Brown b/h Joseph Lalier, Design Engineer Electric Delivery Planning
	Public Service Electric and Gas Company
	X
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	23. 
	Individual
	Steve Alexanderson
	Central Lincoln
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	24. 
	Individual
	Shawn Jacobs
	SPP System Protection and Control Working Group
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	25. 
	Individual
	Jonathan Appelbaum
	Long island power Authority
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	26. 
	Individual
	Eric Mortenson
	Exelon
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	27. 
	Individual
	Rao Somayajula
	ReliabilityFirst Corporation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	28. 
	Individual
	Ronnie Frizzell
	Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	29. 
	Individual
	Greg Davis
	System Protection & Control
	X
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	30. 
	Individual
	Greg Rowland
	Duke Energy
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	

	31. 
	Individual
	Anthony Jablonski
	Reliability First
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	32. 
	Individual
	Bob Thomas, Kevin Wagner, Troy Fodor, Scott Robison
	Illinois Municipal Electric Agency
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	33. 
	Individual
	Roger Champagne
	Hydro-Québec TransEnergie (HQT)
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	34. 
	Individual
	Jim Sorrels
	AEP
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	

	35. 
	Individual
	Vladimir Stanisic
	Ontario Power Generation
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	

	36. 
	Individual
	Joe Springhetti
	We Energies
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	37. 
	Individual
	Sandra Shaffer
	PacifiCorp
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	

	38. 
	Individual
	Mike Sonnelitter
	NextEra Energy Resources, LLC
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	39. 
	Individual
	Jason Shaver
	American Transmission Company
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	40. 
	Individual
	Rick Terrill
	Luminant Power
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	41. 
	Individual
	Kirit Shah
	Ameren
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	

	42. 
	Individual
	Doug Hohlbaugh
	FirstEnergy Corp
	X
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	

	43. 
	Individual
	Armin Klusman
	CenterPoint Energy
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	44. 
	Individual
	Dan Rochester
	Independent Electricity System Operator
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	45. 
	Individual
	Alice Murdock
	Xcel Energy
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	


1. The UFLS programs typically have been developed within each Region by representatives from the vertically integrated utilities, Control Areas, power pools, etc. in that Region. The SDT initially proposed that all UFLS requirements be contained within regional UFLS standards to utilize specific expertise within the regions and recognize that UFLS programs can be successfully coordinated if they are designed to achieve the same system performance characteristics, even across interconnected regions. However, based on the rationale contained in the background, the SDT has developed a continent wide standard consistent with the historical practice that promotes the utilization of previous experience and expertise. As proposed, the continent-wide standard requires that all Planning Coordinators within a Region work together as a group to develop the UFLS program for that Region that conforms to the performance characteristics.
a. Do you agree that creating a continent wide standard preserves the intent of utilizing specific expertise within the regions to develop UFLS programs that meet common performance characteristics?

Summary Consideration:  
· Most commenters agreed that creating a continent wide standard preserves the intent of utilizing specific expertise within the regions to develop UFLS programs that meet common performance characteristics.
· Commenters did suggest that regions may want to develop more detailed or stringent requirements. The SDT agrees and is ready to consider any regional requests for variances.  The SDT encourages the requestor of a variance to submit its request with a SAR which addresses the variance in detail. 
· The SDT does not believe that the word “region” needs to be defined because the concept of a “region” is generally understood throughout the industry.
	Organization
	Yes or No
	Question 1a Comments:

	TRE UFLS Standard Drafting Team
	Yes
	The Texas Regional Entity Underfrequency Load Shedding Standard Drafting Team (TRE UFLS SDT) is pleased to provide these comments.  These comments reflect the consensus of this specific regional standard drafting team and do not reflect the position of the Texas Regional Entity or ERCOT. The TRE UFLS SDT agrees that the basic common characteristics associated with the proposed UFLS standard provides for an appropriate level of required coordination within and, where applicable, between regions.

	Response: Thank you for your comment.

	Pepco Holdings, Inc - Affiliates
	Yes
	The PHI Affiliates agree that the Planning Coordinators have their own expertise and access to the expertise of the TOs and DPs in their area.

	Response: Thank you for your support to the continent-wide approach.

	Bonneville Power Administration
	Yes
	The continent-wide standard is a MINIMUM. Regions may still apply a higher standard.

	Response: The SDT agrees and is ready to consider any regional requests for variances.  The SDT encourages the requestor of a variance to submit its request with a SAR which addresses the variance in detail.

	Northeast Power Coordinating Council
	Yes
	

	Southern Company
	Yes
	Southern Company agrees with the comments submitted by the SERC Region for all questions in this comment form.  Submitted SERC responses are essentially replicated in the responses we submit for Southern Company for questions 1-8.**********************************************************************************************We agree that creating a continent wide standard will preserve the intent of utilizing specific expertise within the region to develop UFLS schemes.  First of all, this approach will provide uniformity among the regions for developing UFLS schemes, as all the regions will follow consistent performance characteristics specified in the standard.  At the same time, the regions will have the flexibility to develop their own requirements to meet their specific needs.

	Response: Thank you for your support to the continent-wide approach. The SDT agrees and is ready to consider any regional requests for variances.  The SDT encourages the requestor of a variance to submit its request with a SAR which addresses the variance in detail.

	ERCOT ISO
	Yes
	

	Electric Market Policy
	Yes
	

	Midwest ISO Stakeholders Standards Collaborators
	Yes
	

	SERC UFLS Standards Drafting Team
	Yes
	We agree that creating a continent wide standard will preserve the intent of utilizing specific expertise within the region to develop UFLS schemes. First of all, this approach will provide uniformity among the regions for developing UFLS schemes, as all the regions will follow a consistent performance characteristics specified in the standard. At the same time, the regions will have the flexibility to develop their own requirements to meet their specific needs.

	Response: Thank you for your support to the continent-wide approach. The SDT agrees and is ready to consider any regional requests for variances.  The SDT encourages the requestor of a variance to submit its request with a SAR which addresses the variance in detail.

	FRCC Standards & Operations Departments
	Yes
	We agree with the concept of the development of a Regional UFLS program that conforms to the common performance characteristics contained in the draft standard; however it is not clear what constitutes a 'region'. The SDT has repeatedly used the capitalized version ('Region') of the word in all of the associated documents (i.e. background, comment form) and reverted back to lower case version (region) in the standard. We believe that 'region' should be defined in the standard and incorporated into the NERC Glossary of Terms. This will ensure that the appropriate scope is applied in the development of Regional UFLS programs.

	Response: The SDT intended “region” to relate to the traditional sense of a RRO with defined boundaries which is in the NERC Glossary, although somewhat out of date. The SDT did inadvertently capitalize the word “region” in the associated documents but did use it appropriately in the standard. The SDT feels that the concept of a “region” is generally understood throughout the industry and does not believe that a unique definition is required.

	Florida Municipal Power Agency and Select Members
	Yes
	

	MRO NERC Standards Review Subcommittee
	Yes
	

	Kansas City Power & Light
	Yes
	

	IRC Standards Review Comittee
	No
	By definition, a continent wide standard intends to direct all regions into a consistent requirement and requires regions with varying practices to agree to a single standard.  We support the approach taken in PRC-006-01 that specifies only the upper and lower bounds of UFLS protection requirements. We believe this is a reasonable approach to establish continent-wide requirements and allow regional expertise to design their regional UFLS programs.We agree with the proposal to preserve the intent of utilizing specific expertise within the regions to develop UFLS programs, but do not agree with the applicability and the way the standard is written to hold the Group of Planning Coordinators responsible for the requirements. Please see our comments under Q1b

	Response: Thank you for your support to the continent-wide approach. See the response provided for the comment under Q1b.

	Cowlitz County PUD
	Yes
	

	Edward C. Stein
	Yes
	

	Colmac Clarion
	Yes
	

	City of Bedford
	Yes
	

	Alabama Municipal Electric Authority
	Yes
	

	US Army Corps of Engineers
	Yes
	The continent wide standard establishes the performance characteristics that must be met and requiring the PCs within a Region to develop the specifics allows the implementation of the Rel Stndrd to also include local variances and has the added benefit of maintaining planning expertise.

	Response: Thank you for your support to the continent-wide approach.

	NIPSCO
	No
	It really depends on how this is accomplished.

	Response: The SDT encourages the commenter to provide more specifics for the next posting for consideration.

	Public Service Electric and Gas Company
	Yes
	The creation of a continent wide standard is acceptable as long as the responsibility for developing a UFLS program remains with the Planning Coordinators/Authorities in the Regions.  

	Response: Thank you for your support to the continent-wide approach.

	Central Lincoln
	Yes
	

	SPP System Protection and Control Working Group
	Yes
	

	Long island power Authority
	Yes
	

	Exelon
	Yes
	

	ReliabilityFirst Corporation
	Yes
	

	Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation
	Yes
	

	System Protection & Control
	Yes
	A continent wide standard will create desired system performance criteria, while allowing flexibility within the regions.

	Response: Thank you for your support to the continent-wide approach.

	Duke Energy
	No
	R2 requires consistent application across the region.  As long as R6 is met, there should be no requirement for all systems within the region to be consistent.  This will create unnecessary work to redesign systems that could meet R6 just because they are not consistent with other systems in the region.  Recommend deleting the words consistent application across from R2.  This is similar to not requiring the regions to be consistent as long as R6 is met.

	Response: The SDT developed the performance characteristics so that a “program” could be tailored to the needs of each region; however; at the same time not interfering with adjacent regions. The SDT did not intend that a “program” could have only one set of requirements, such as one set of drop frequencies or one specific percent load drop, for an entire region but that a “program” could be made up of different sections or sub regional systems identified as islands with different or the same requirements where consistent application of the applicable program requirements are applied in each islandThe SDT has revised Requirement R2 to clarify this intent.

	ReliabilityFirst
	Yes
	

	Illinois Municipal Electric Agency
	Yes
	

	Hydro-Québec TransEnergie (HQT)
	Yes
	

	AEP
	Yes
	As each Reliability Coordinator has it’s own UFLS requirements, the UFLS programs between the Reliability Coordinator’s need to work together.    

	Response:   Thank you for your comment.  Reliability Coordinators are not included in this standard because this standard addresses only multi-cycle automatic relay tripping (automatic load shedding not manual load shedding).  The draft standard does include requirements to ensure coordination within a region by assigning responsibility to every Planning Coordinator within the region to work as a group. 

	Ontario Power Generation
	Yes
	

	We Energies
	No
	We agree that a continent wide standard should be developed.  However, we disagree with the approach taken with this draft of the standard.  See our question 8 comments for more detail.

	Response: Thank you for the support of a continent-wide standard. See the response to your comments on Question 8.

	PacifiCorp
	Yes
	PacifiCorp believes that the standard language is general enough to allow for regional differences.
  It is appropriate that the standard addresses what the parameters are, not how the parameters are to be implemented.

	Response: Thank you for your support to the continent-wide approach. 


	NextEra Energy Resources, LLC
	Yes
	

	American Transmission Company
	Yes
	

	Luminant Power
	Yes
	

	Ameren
	No
	It seems that regional standards with continent-wide performance characteristics would be the best mechanism to achieve this purpose.  The only reason to have a continent wide standard to is to subscribe to the NERC process. There seems to be more focus on the process than the ultimate goal. 

	Response: The SDT has focused on both the ultimate goal and the process to achieve the goal.  We believe the ultimate goal is to have regionally developed UFLS programs that are coordinated across and between regions. As drafted, the proposed standard does not preclude the development of regional standards.  The standard directs responsibility to the Planning Coordinators but allows them to develop/establish the UFLS program requirements in any manner they deem appropriate as long as they conform to the performance characteristics.

	FirstEnergy Corp
	Yes
	

	CenterPoint Energy
	
	

	Independent Electricity System Operator
	No
	Further, we propose the scope of the standard be revised to clearly indicate that it focuses on the global events, as follows:To establish design and documentation requirements for automatic underfrequency load shedding (UFLS) programs to arrest declining frequency and assist recovery of frequency following widespread underfrequency events.

	Response:  The SDT does not agree with the inclusion of word “widespread” because of the numerous difficulties in defining “widespread” and the lack of completeness of the intent. The draft standard requires consideration of appropriate potential islands.  Such islands may be widespread in some people’s minds and not so in others. Widespread, if viewed from a square mile perspective, could include large rural areas with little “critical” load. “Critical” urban load in relatively small concentrated geographic footprints may not necessarily fit within a widespread definition. The drafted purpose allows all these conditions to be included as appropriate with the programs to cover the relevant impacts to the bulk power system.

	Xcel Energy
	Yes
	


b. Do you agree that the SDT has assigned responsibility to the appropriate entity?
Summary Consideration:
1. Some commenters expressed concern over how the “group” concept for Planning Coordinators would be implemented. In response the SDT stated that a precedent for the “group” approach already has been developed and used in the current FERC approved BAL-002-0 which states requirements and compliance elements that direct responsibility to a Reserve Sharing Group composed of Balancing Authorities. In addition the “group” concept was first proven under the predecessor Phase 1 through 3 field testing standards procedure in the early 2000s. The purpose is to exert peer pressure on all individual responsible entities by judging the results of the group effort. This is apparent in the development of simulation model base cases for the Eastern Interconnection. In the event the overall program fails to meet the performance characteristics, each member of the group is deemed non-compliant.
2. ISSUE FOR SDT TO RESPONSE TO COMMENT - NERC/FERC STAFF needs to confirm the SDT direction on why some approved standards still refer to RROs and how SDT should address these circumstances.

3. The SDT has removed the qualifier to the Transmission Owners “with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.

4. This standard has not included requirements for generators since such requirements have been grouped with other generator requirements in PRC-024 which was posted in February 2009 and presently is under development.  The SDT has coordinated development of this standard with the Generator Verification Standard Drafting Team (GV SDT) and will continue to do so to ensure coordination between the UFLS program requirements and the generator requirements.
	Organization
	Yes or No
	Question 1b Comments:

	TRE UFLS Standard Drafting Team
	Yes
	The TRE UFLS SDT believes specifically that data collection and assessments are most effectively carried out at the regional level. However, it is important to note one issue that will have to be dealt with in the regional standard and/or programs is how to account for the small load-serving systems (e.g., less than 25 MW) that are not NERC-registered.

	Response: The SDT agrees with the commenter and offers the following observations.  Notes 1 and 4 of the NERC Compliance Registry state in part that “The above are general criteria only. The Regional Entity considering registration of an organization not meeting (e.g., smaller in size than) the criteria may propose registration of that organization if the Regional Entity believes and can reasonably demonstrate that the organization is a bulk power system owner, or operates, or uses bulk power system assets, and is material to the reliability of the bulk power system.” And that “If an entity is part of a class of entities excluded based on the criteria above as individually being unlikely to have a material impact on the reliability of the bulk power system, but that in aggregate have been demonstrated to have such an impact it may be registered for applicable standards and requirements irrespective of other considerations.” The SDT has already received initial feedback from both NERC and FERC staffs that such a condition may exist for implementation of this standard since the effectiveness of an overall UFLS program must consider the entire load. The development of any UFLS program must include some means of providing a mutual/coordinated load shed for “smaller” entities such as agreements by “larger” entities to provide such load shedding.

	Pepco Holdings, Inc - Affiliates
	Yes
	

	Bonneville Power Administration
	Yes
	BPA will have to have delegation agreements with DP’s when BPA is covering their loads with BPA-UFLS relays or through other UFLS armed load in our BAA.

	Response: The SDT agrees that the approach the commenter is suggesting is one appropriate way to address the needs, and thanks the commenter for their support.

	Northeast Power Coordinating Council
	No
	We agree that the Planning Coordinator is the correct Functional Model entity based on having a wide-area view and the planning expertise to perform UFLS assessments.  However, it is not clear to us whether applicability can be assigned to a group of Planning Coordinators as opposed to individual Planning Coordinators.

	Response: A precedent for the “group” approach already has been developed and used in the current FERC approved BAL-002-0 which states requirements and compliance elements that direct responsibility to a Reserve Sharing Group composed of Balancing Authorities. In addition the “group” concept was first proven under the predecessor Phase 1 through 3 field testing standards procedure in the early 2000s. The purpose is to exert peer pressure on all individual responsible entities by judging the results of the group effort. This is apparent in the development of simulation model base cases for the Eastern Interconnection. In the event the overall program fails to meet the performance characteristics, each member of the group is deemed non-compliant.

	Southern Company
	No
	No, because the Planning Coordinator (PC) role is implemented differently across the regions.  The Transmission Planner (TP) is the most appropriate entity to design the UFLS scheme since the TP has the detailed system knowledge and is generally better positioned to develop the scheme. Also, the Transmission Owner (TO) is the most appropriate entity to be responsible for implementation of the UFLS scheme.  The TO generally has a wider area of responsibility, thus ensuring all load would be included in the implementation.  This approach would allow the Distribution Providers (DP) to participate if they choose to implement the UFLS scheme providing the most selective load tripping, while at the same time allowing for more efficient aggregation of smaller DPs' load into the overall scheme.

	Response: The SDT believes the Planning Coordinator is the appropriate applicable entity since design of an UFLS program requires a wide-area view.  Since the Planning Coordinator must work closely with the Transmission Planners in performance of its role the SDT anticipates that the Transmission Planners’ expertise will be utilized.  The Planning Coordinator is the Functional Model entity best equipped to model adjacent areas which are needed to identify islands as well as simulate regional or inter-regional underfrequency events – detailed and localized views cannot do that. 
As for implementation, automatic UFLS tripping typically is implemented at the distribution level below 100KV. Since the Distribution Provider (DP) is the entity that connects end-user load to the electrical system, making the Distribution Provider the applicable entity will ensure all load is covered. This is confirmed by the Functional Model and the interim changes made to the NERC Compliance Registry Guidelines. While the standard assigns responsibility to the Distribution Provider it is not prescriptive in defining how the load shedding is to be implemented.  The standard does not preclude aggregation by the Distribution Providers or arrangements with Transmission Owners for tripping at different voltage levels on different systems.

	ERCOT ISO
	Yes
	ERCOT ISO believes the Planning Coordinator is the correct responsible entity.

	Response: Thank you for your support.

	Electric Market Policy
	Yes
	

	Midwest ISO Stakeholders Standards Collaborators
	No
	We can understand the assignment of certain responsibilities to a Planning Coordinator.  However, attempting to force Planning Coordinators to develop groups and then holding the entire group accountable for one another’s compliance is unworkable.

	Response: A precedent for the “group” approach already has been developed and used in the current FERC approved BAL-002-0 which states requirements and compliance elements that direct responsibility to a Reserve Sharing Group composed of Balancing Authorities. In addition the “group” concept was first proven under the predecessor Phase 1 through 3 field testing standards procedure in the early 2000s. The purpose is to exert peer pressure on all individual responsible entities by judging the results of the group effort. This is apparent in the development of simulation model base cases for the Eastern Interconnection. In the event the overall program fails to meet the performance characteristics, each member of the group is deemed non-compliant.

	SERC UFLS Standards Drafting Team
	No
	No, because Planning Coordinator(PC) role is implemented differently across the regions. The Transmission Planner(TP) is the most appropriate entity to design the UFLS scheme since the TP has the detailed system knowledge and is generally better positioned to develop the scheme. Also, the Transmission Owner (TO) is the most appropriate entity to be responsible for implementation of the UFLS scheme. The TO generally has a wider area of responsibility, thus ensuring all load would be included in the implementation. This approach would allow the Distribution Providers (DP) to participate if they choose to implement the UFLS scheme providing the most selective load tripping, while at the same time allowing for more efficient aggregation of smaller DPs' load into the overall scheme.

	Response: The SDT believes the Planning Coordinator is the appropriate applicable entity since design of an UFLS program requires a wide-area view.  Since the Planning Coordinator must work closely with the Transmission Planners in performance of its role, the SDT believes  that the Transmission Planners’ expertise will be utilized.  The Planning Coordinator is the Functional Model entity best equipped to model adjacent areas which are needed to identify islands as well as simulate regional or inter-regional underfrequency events – detailed and localized views cannot do that.
As for implementation, automatic UFLS tripping typically is implemented at the distribution level below 100KV. Since the Distribution Provider (DP) is the entity that connects end-user load to the electrical system, making the Distribution Provider the applicable entity will ensure all load is covered. This is confirmed by the Functional Model and the interim changes made to the NERC Compliance Registry Guidelines. While the standard assigns responsibility to the Distribution Provider it is not prescriptive in defining how the load shedding is to be implemented.  The standard does not preclude aggregation by the Distribution Providers or arrangements with Transmission Owners for tripping at different voltage levels on different systems.

	FRCC Standards & Operations Departments
	No
	Although we agree with the concept of the coordinated effort to design an underfrequency load shedding program, we believe that there is a need to establish an entity with the overall responsibility of coordinating the efforts of the Planning Coordinators. We recommend that the Regional Entity be responsible for overseeing the development of the Regional UFLS program while requiring the Planning Coordinators to participate in the process. Although the provided background material dismisses the idea of expanding the applicability to include the Regional Entity, the precedent has been established by assigning applicability to the Regional Entity in the CIP standards.

	Response THIS RESPOSE WILL NEED STATEMENTS BY NERC/FERC STAFFS TO CONFIRM THE SDT DIRECTION AS WELL AS A REASON WHY SOME APPROVED STANDARDS STILL REFER TO RROs.

	Florida Municipal Power Agency and Select Members
	No
	While we agree that the responsibility resides with a regional planning coordinator type of Entity, a group of Planning Coordinators is a somewhat nebulous term and calls into question the enforceability of the standard, and therefore calls into question whether FERC will approve it or not. If the group of Planning Coordinators is noncompliant, who is noncompliant? Who negotiates settlement? Who would pay a potential fine? If one of the Entities does not provide data for the database required in R8, are all of the PCs noncompliant? As with nearly all things, in order to get something done, leadership is necessary, so, although this is certainly a team effort, one Entity ought to be designated to offer that leadership. Why not keep it the Regional Entity? Alternatively, is there sufficient justification to create a new function called the Regional Planning Coordinator? Or to change the definitions of Planning Coordinator, Transmission Planner and Resource Planner to essentially cause Transmission Planners and Resource Planners to focus on more local issues whereas the Planning Coordinator by definition becomes regional (and hence eliminates the need for the term a group of Planning Coordinators?)

	Response: A precedent for the “group” approach already has been developed and used in the current FERC approved BAL-002-0 which states requirements and compliance elements that direct responsibility to a Reserve Sharing Group composed of Balancing Authorities. In addition the “group” concept was first proven under the predecessor Phase 1 through 3 field testing standards procedure in the early 2000s. The purpose is to exert peer pressure on all individual responsible entities by judging the results of the group effort. This is apparent in the development of simulation model base cases for the Eastern Interconnection. In the event the overall program fails to meet the performance characteristics, each member of the group is deemed non-compliant.
As the commenter suggests, the group of Planning Coordinator may chose to have another entity or group, such as the Regional Entity or even a consultant, perform the required tasks for them with the understanding that the “group” is still responsible to get the tasks completed to meet compliance.

	MRO NERC Standards Review Subcommittee
	No
	We agree with the assignment of selected responsibilities to the Planning Coordinator (PC) and suggest that the NERC Compliance Registry Criteria be revised to add the Planning Coordinator function and the Regional Entities be directed to register applicable entities to this function.  Responsibility for several requirements are assigned to a "group" of Planning Coordinators. However, these groups do not presently exist and are not registered or legal entities. Perhaps a Planning Coordinator Group (PCG) should be added to the Applicability section and the NERC Compliance Registry Criteria be revised to add the PCG function, similar to the Reserve Sharing Group (RSG) function. Then, Regional Entities might be directed to register applicable entities to this function.  Establishing PCGs would help PCs clarify how the group's responsibilities for compliance and liabilities would be assigned to each of its members.If a registered PCG function is not established, then drafting team should revise R1 to require all Planning Coordinators in a region to form a joint agreement to cover fulfillment of the subsequent UFLS requirements. See details in response to question 8.
Transmission Owners function should be removed because it is unnecessary and redundant with the Distribution Provider function. Per NERC Compliance Registry Criteria Rev. 5.0 (Sections II.b and III.b.2), any Transmission Owner that provides and operates the ?wires? to end-use Load served at transmission voltages must register as a Distribution Provider or transfer the responsibility for applicable UFLS requirements to a registered Distribution Provider by written agreement.  
However, the TO function should be retained if SDT adopts the suggestion of adding R11 and R12 reguarding reactive power devices (in Q8).
Generator Owners should be assigned responsibility for coordinating any generator off nominal frequency protection with any applicable UFLS relaying and for providing generator off nominal frequency protection information to the Planning Coordinator. So, the Generator Owner function should be added to the Applicability section.  The SDT should coordinate with PRC-024 so that requirements do not overlap.

	Response: A precedent for the “group” approach already has been developed and used in the current FERC approved BAL-002-0 which states requirements and compliance elements that direct responsibility to a Reserve Sharing Group composed of Balancing Authorities. In addition the “group” concept was first proven under the predecessor Phase 1 through 3 field testing standards procedure in the early 2000s. The purpose is to exert peer pressure on all individual responsible entities by judging the results of the group effort. This is apparent in the development of simulation model base cases for the Eastern Interconnection. In the event the overall program fails to meet the performance characteristics, each member of the group is deemed non-compliant.
The SDT has removed the qualifier to the Transmission Owners “with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.
NEED RESPONSE FOR REACTIVE POWER DEVISES
This standard has not included requirements for generators since such requirements have been grouped with other generator requirements in PRC-024 which was posted in February 2009 and presently is under development.  The SDT has coordinated development of this standard with the Generator Verification Standard Drafting Team (GV SDT) and will continue to do so to ensure coordination between the UFLS program requirements and the generator requirements.

	Kansas City Power & Light
	No
	It is unnecessary to designate a Transmission Provider with end-use load.  That is a Distribution Provider.  
Generator Owners should be added since generator data will be required to be provided for modeling purposes.

	Response: The draft standard did not include the Transmission Provider; however, the Transmission Owner was included. The SDT has removed the qualifier to the Transmission Owners “with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.
This standard has not included requirements for generators since such requirements have been grouped with other generator requirements in PRC-024 which was posted in February 2009 and presently is under development.  The SDT has coordinated development of this standard with the Generator Verification Standard Drafting Team (GV SDT) and will continue to do so to ensure coordination between the UFLS program requirements and the generator requirements.

	IRC Standards Review Comittee
	No
	We do not agree with the SDT to remove the Regional Entities from being assigned requirements on the basis that: ?? the Regional Entities are not user, owners, or operators of the Bulk Electric System and should not be assigned responsibility for requirements.? There are a number of existing standards, for examples: CIP standards, BAL-002, EOP-004, EOP-007, FAC-013, FAC-012, to name a few, that hold the Regional Entities (Regional Reliability Organizations, as written) responsible for standard requirements. Unless and until an assessment is conducted to conclude that all such requirements can be replaced with an alternative responsible entity(ies), we do not see a problem with the Regional Entities being held responsible for complying with standards.The way the requirements are assigned in this draft standard (each group of Planning Coordinators shall) leaves room for confusion to the industry and debates in the compliance audit process. Unless the Group of PCs is registered as an entity, we are unable to see how the pertinent requirements can be legally enforced. An alternative is to assign these requirements to the Regional Entities, OR, develop a requirement for each PC to have an agreement with its Regional Entity to engage in the design of a UFLS program and coordinate settings with other PCs? programs to achieve consistent application across the region. This way, the requirements can be written to hold Each Planning Coordinator rather than Each group of Planning Coordinators. If this approach is adopted, R1 and R2 could be combined as follows:R1. Each Planning Coordinator shall have an agreement with its Regional Entity to participate with other Planning Coordinators within the region in coordinating the design of an underfrequency load shedding program for consistent application across the region.With this change, R3 may be combined with R1 or be a separate requirement holding each PC responsible for engaging in the development of the criteria.And R3 to R8 can be revised to ?Each Planning Coordinator, in meeting the intent of R1, shall?The proposed changes provide clarity to the PC?s responsibility and removes gray areas in the compliance audit process.

	Response: THIS RESPOSE WILL NEED STATEMENTS BY NERC/FERC STAFFS TO CONFIRM THE SDT DIRECTION AS WELL AS A REASON WHY SOME APPROVED STANDARDS STILL REFER TO RROs.  [HSM Note:  There are other alternatives, such as a Type 2 JRO between PCs with regard to the limited requirements to develop a Regional UFLS program, or, alternatively, the newly proposed Coordinated Functional Registration (CFR) that is proposed in the revisions to the NERC ROP Section 500 (specifically a new Section 508), other delegation agreements are allowed, and I am sure there are probably other ways, or “hows”, to do this.  The standard should address only the “what” needs to be done.]

	
	Yes
	I would defer to the opinion of the Planning Coordinators, but am wondering why the RC is not involved.  As far as the TO and DP responsibility I see no problem as long as it is clear what data and load tripping is required.

	Response: Reliability Coordinators are not included in this standard because this standard addresses only multi-cycle automatic relay tripping (automatic load shedding not manual load shedding).  Since real time automatic UFLS installations must be planned, budgeted, and installed months and years in advance with estimated knowledge of how the system configuration and loading will change over time, the SDT focused on the Planning Coordinator. The Reliability Coordinator is not in the business of planning load transfers, adding new circuits, or performing simulations of estimated and proposed system configurations. These are the tasks performed by traditional system planners. 

	Edward C. Stein
	Yes
	

	Colmac Clarion
	Yes
	

	City of Bedford
	Yes
	

	Alabama Municipal Electric Authority
	Yes
	

	US Army Corps of Engineers
	Yes
	

	NIPSCO
	Yes
	The planning groups yes

	Response: Thank you for your support.

	Public Service Electric and Gas Company
	Yes
	

	Central Lincoln
	No
	"Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where suchend use load is not part of a Distribution Providers load"TOs that meet the registry criteria for DP should be registered as such. If they don't meet the criteria, they are not required to have UFLS and this standard is not applicable to the small unregistered distribution system in question.
Instead, I propose that TOs be included with no qualification, or a qualification that expresses the following situation: A DP and a TO may jointly decide the most effective location for UFLS may be on the TO's system, where it may be easier to reach the load shedding target. It would then be the TO that would be required to meet R9 and R10. 

	Response: The SDT has removed the qualifier to the Transmission Owners “with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners (TO) to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.
Automatic UFLS tripping typically is implemented at the distribution level below 100KV. Since the Distribution Provider (DP) is the entity that connects end-user load to the electrical system, making the Distribution Provider the applicable entity will ensure all load is covered. This is confirmed by the Functional Model and the interim changes made to the NERC Compliance Registry Guidelines. While the standard assigns responsibility to the Distribution Provider it is not prescriptive in defining how the load shedding is to be implemented. The standard does not preclude aggregation by the Distribution Providers or arrangements with Transmission Owners for tripping at different voltage levels on different systems.

	SPP System Protection and Control Working Group
	Yes
	

	Long island power Authority
	Yes
	

	Exelon
	No
	GOs should be included as applicable entities because they play an important role in matching load and generation in periods of frequency excursion. That being said, the standard should not require the installation of under frequency relays at generators that would remain on line beyond these minimum requirements.

	Response: This standard has not included requirements for generators since such requirements have been grouped with other generator requirements in PRC-024 which was posted in February 2009 and presently is under development.  The SDT has coordinated development of this standard with the Generator Verification Standard Drafting Team (GV SDT) and will continue to do so to ensure coordination between the UFLS program requirements and the generator requirements.

	ReliabilityFirst Corporation
	Yes
	

	Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation
	No
	I agree with the Planning Coordinator Group concept but this group should be required to solicit the input from other functional entities such as the GO, TO, TOP, DP, and LSE when developing the criteria and plans.  These other entities will have valuable insight as to what should and should not be included in the UFlS programs and need to have a voice during the development of these programs.  I would suggest adding the following sentence to R2 and R3 "The design(R2)/criteria(R3)shall be developed taking into consideration the input and feedback from the Generator Owners, Transmission Owners, Transmission Operators, Distribution Providers and Load Serving Entities to which the design/critria shall apply."   While the Distribution Provider may own the equipment the LSE will play a valuable role in determining which equipment should be used to shed load.  The LSE and not necessarily the DP has a better knowledge of the load makeup served by the DP's equipment and thus may be in a better position to identify the best location for UF relays. For example the LSE would know if a circuit has a critical load where the DP may or may not have this knowledge.  Since load is what is being dropped, the LSE is the best one to make the determation of which load is to be shed.  The LSE may not need be an applicable entity but the UF programs and plans should not be developed without their input.It may be that the standard applicability needs to be expanded to these other entities by adding something to the effect of:  GO, TO, TOP, DP, and LSE will participate in the development of the UFLS program and plans by providing input and feedback. 

	Response: The commenter is referencing the issues that must be addressed to determine “how” the program is to be implemented. The standard states measurable requirements for “what” is to be accomplished. Choice of circuits to be tripped based on voltage, location, configuration, etc. are all implementation issues not specified in the standard. Responsible entities are allowed to choose the most appropriate manner in which to implement the program design to achieve the reliability objective of arresting frequency decline.

	System Protection & Control
	Yes
	

	Duke Energy
	No
	The proposed standard’s requirements R1-R8 are applicable to Planning Coordinator, which isn’t a registered function in NERC’s compliance registry. Without applicability to a registered entity such as the Planning Authority or Transmission Planner, there is no clear responsibility for compliance. 
Also it is unclear how compliance can reasonably be enforced when responsibility is shared by a group of entities. It is not clear how non-compliance with R6 is addressed given that all PCs in the region are combined by R1.  Somehow, each PC must be allowed to demonstrate compliance to the standard independently so compliant PCs are not penalized along with the non-compliant one(s).

	Response: NERC has submitted and FERC has accepted a statement that the previously defined term of Planning Authority is the same entity/function as the currently approved Functional Model term Planning Coordinator. Based on the "Comments of the North American Electric Reliability Corporation on the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking for Facilities Design, Connections and Maintenance Reliability Standards", Docket No. RM07-3-000, dated September 19th, 2007, pages 15 and 16, NERC states: “While NERC recognizes there will be a need to modify the compliance registration process to include the planning coordinator, in the future, on an interim basis, any requirement assigned to the planning authority is assumed also to apply to the planning coordinator.  Because no approved standards apply to the “planning coordinator at this time, the modification to the NERC Compliance Registry is not a current issue.” This document can be found at: http://www.nerc.com/docs/docs/ferc/FinalFAC.pdf. Based on this document, the SDT feels the Planning Coordinator is the correct entity.

 In addition, the current NERC Glossary of terms indicates that the Planning Authority and Planning Coordinators are the same. 
As for the issue concerning applicability, a precedent for the “group” approach already has been developed and used in the current FERC approved BAL-002-0 which states requirements and compliance elements that direct responsibility to a Reserve Sharing Group composed of Balancing Authorities. In addition the “group” concept was first proven under the predecessor Phase 1 through 3 field testing standards procedure in the early 2000s. The purpose is to exert peer pressure on all individual responsible entities by judging the results of the group effort. This is apparent in the development of simulation model base cases for the Eastern Interconnection. In the event the overall program fails to meet the performance characteristics, each member of the group is deemed non-compliant.

	ReliabilityFirst
	No
	The Transmision Owner with end use load connected ... is out of line with the NERC Functional Model knowing that if a Transmision Owner has end use load connected, by definition, the Transmision Owner must register as a Distribution Provider. Therefore, using just the Distribution Provider in the UFLS standard is adequate and complete. 

	Response: The SDT has removed the qualifier to the Transmission Owners “with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.

	Illinois Municipal Electric Agency
	
	

	Hydro-Québec TransEnergie (HQT)
	No
	HQT agree that the Planning Coordinator is the correct Functional Model entity based on having a wide-area view and the planning expertise to perform UFLS assessments.  However, it is not clear whether applicability can be assigned to a group of Planning Coordinators as opposed to individual Planning Coordinator.

	Response: A precedent for the “group” approach already has been developed and used in the current FERC approved BAL-002-0 which states requirements and compliance elements that direct responsibility to a Reserve Sharing Group composed of Balancing Authorities. In addition the “group” concept was first proven under the predecessor Phase 1 through 3 field testing standards procedure in the early 2000s. The purpose is to exert peer pressure on all individual responsible entities by judging the results of the group effort. This is apparent in the development of simulation model base cases for the Eastern Interconnection. In the event the overall program fails to meet the performance characteristics, each member of the group is deemed non-compliant.

	AEP
	No
	Reliability Coordinators have set up specifics standards on the set points for UFLS.  The proposed standard misses this circumstance by not including the Reliability Coordinator in the standard.  How would this be reconciled?

	Response: The SDT is unaware of any NERC Reliability Standards that require Reliability Coordinator to establish set points for automatic UFLS programs.  The SDT has drafted the standard to accommodate existing regional practices where possible; however, the SDT believes the Planning Coordinator is the appropriate applicable entity since design of an UFLS program requires a wide-area view.  Since the Planning Coordinator must work closely with the Reliability Coordinator in performance of its role, the SDT anticipates that the Reliability Coordinators’ expertise will be utilized.


	Ontario Power Generation
	Yes
	

	We Energies
	No
	See our question 8 comments for more detail.

	Response: See response to Question 8 comments.

	PacifiCorp
	Yes
	While PacifiCorp agrees that coordination between Planning Coordinators is necessary in order to design and implement an effective UFLS program, it has some concern regarding the assignment of responsibility for compliance with this standard to a currently undefined group of Planning Coordinators.  There is no such entity in the Functional Model and it is therefore unclear as to how this group will function and by whom it will be governed.  The way the standard is currently drafted raises significant questions regarding how the requirements will be enforced, how a Planning Coordinator will know what group to participate in, how its participation in such group will be evaluated, how disagreements between group participants will be resolved, and which entity, among such group of Planning Coordinators, will be responsible for any potential violations.  PacifiCorp recommends that either 1) the SDT assign the UFLS coordination responsibility and governance to the Regional Entity; or 2) the SDT re-draft the standard in such a way that allows Planning Coordinators to assign their compliance responsibility and activity to an agent Planning Coordinator Group similar to the group concept utilized in BAL-002-0 that allows Balancing Authorities to assign compliance responsibility to a Reserve Sharing Group. 

	Response: The standard states that the group will consist “of all the Planning Coordinators within the region for each of the regions in which it performs the Planning Coordinator function.” As such the “group” is not a Functional Entity” unto itself and is therefore not defined in the Functional Model.  A precedent for the “group” approach already has been developed and used in the current FERC approved BAL-002-0 which states requirements and compliance elements that direct responsibility to a Reserve Sharing Group composed of Balancing Authorities. In addition the “group” concept was first proven under the predecessor Phase 1 through 3 field testing standards procedure in the early 2000s. The purpose is to exert peer pressure on all individual responsible entities by judging the results of the group effort. This is apparent in the development of simulation model base cases for the Eastern Interconnection. In the event the overall program fails to meet the performance characteristics, each member of the group is deemed non-compliant. How the Planning Coordinators will interact is determined by the participants, allowing them to work in any manner they choose. The group objective is to develop a “program” that will be evaluated when a UFLS assessment is conducted that demonstrates through dynamic simulation whether the UFLS program design meets the performance characteristics.  


	NextEra Energy Resources, LLC
	
	No comment.

	American Transmission Company
	No
	We agree with the assignment of selected responsibilities to the Planning Coordinator (PC) and suggest that NERC revise the Compliance Registry Criteria to add the Planning Coordinator and direct the Regional Entities to register applicable entities to this function. 
Responsibility for several requirements are assigned to a "group" of Planning Coordinators, but Planning Coordinator Group (PCG) does not appear in the list of applicable entities. We agree with leaving the PCG entity off of the list. However, without a PCG entity in the list, the applicable requirements should be reworded to make each Planing Coordinator individually responsible for their contribution to the group actions. Suggested wording for each applicable requirement is provided in the response to Question 8.If the drafting team decides to apply requirement responsiblities to a PCG, then NERC should revise the Compliance Registry Criteria to add the PSG and direct the Regional Entities to register the applicable entities to this function. Since regional PSGs have not been formed as legal entities in the past, then going this direction would require PC to establish contracts to form these groups in order to clearly define the compliance and sanction liabilities of each PC in the group. 
Transmission Owners should be removed because it is redundant with Distribution Provider. Per NERC Compliance Registry Criteria Rev. 5.0 (Sections II.b and III.b.2), any Transmission Owner that provides and operates the wires to end-use Load served at transmission voltages must register as a Distribution Provider or transferred the responsibility for applicable UFLS requirements to a registered Distribution Provider by written agreement. Therefore, we suggest the removal of Transmission Owner from the Applicability section.
Generator Owners (GO) should be included in the Applicable entities section and requirements should be added that assign GOs the responsibility for providing generator off nominal frequency protection information to the Planning Coordinator and for coordinating any generator off nominal frequency protection with any applicable UFLS program.

	Response:  NERC has submitted and FERC has accepted a statement that the previously defined term of Planning Authority is the same entity/function as the currently approved Functional Model term Planning Coordinator. Based on the "Comments of the North American Electric Reliability Corporation on the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking for Facilities Design, Connections and Maintenance Reliability Standards", Docket No. RM07-3-000, dated September 19th, 2007, pages 15 and 16, NERC states: “While NERC recognizes there will be a need to modify the compliance registration process to include the planning coordinator, in the future, on an interim basis, any requirement assigned to the planning authority is assumed also to apply to the planning coordinator.  Because no approved standards apply to the “planning coordinator at this time, the modification to the NERC Compliance Registry is not a current issue.” This document can be found at: http://www.nerc.com/docs/docs/ferc/FinalFAC.pdf. Based on this document, the SDT feels the Planning Coordinator is the correct entity. In addition, the current NERC Glossary of terms indicates that the Planning Authority and Planning Coordinators are the same.
A precedent for the “group” approach already has been developed and used in the current FERC approved BAL-002-0 which states requirements and compliance elements that direct responsibility to a Reserve Sharing Group composed of Balancing Authorities. In addition the “group” concept was first proven under the predecessor Phase 1 through 3 field testing standards procedure in the early 2000s. The purpose is to exert peer pressure on all individual responsible entities by judging the results of the group effort. This is apparent in the development of simulation model base cases for the Eastern Interconnection. In the event the overall program fails to meet the performance characteristics, each member of the group is deemed non-compliant.
The SDT has removed the qualifier to the Transmission Owners “with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.
This standard has not included requirements for Generator Owners since such requirements have been grouped with other generator requirements in PRC-024 which was posted in February 2009 and presently is under development.  The SDT has coordinated development of this standard with the Generator Verification Standard Drafting Team (GV SDT) and will continue to do so to ensure coordination between the UFLS program requirements and the generator requirements.

	Luminant Power
	Yes
	

	Ameren
	No
	It seems that the Transmission Planner would be a better choice than the Planning Coordinator for the design of the UFLS programs.  The Transmission Planner is more knowledgeable about the how the load and generation interact and how best to model these impacts on the frequency. 

	Response: The SDT believes the Planning Coordinator is the appropriate applicable entity since design of an UFLS program requires a wide-area view.  Since the Planning Coordinator must work closely with the Transmission Planners in performance of its role, the SDT believes that the Transmission Planners’ expertise will be utilized.  The Planning Coordinator is the Functional Model entity best equipped to model adjacent areas which are needed to identify islands as well as simulate regional and inter-regional underfrequency events – detailed and localized views cannot do that.

	FirstEnergy Corp
	No
	We support the removal of the Transmission Owner with end-use Load connected to their Facilities.  The Distribution Provider entity adequately covers all load that is subject to this standard.  
The Generator Owner should be added to better coordinate their frequency protection with UFLS.

	Response: The SDT has removed the qualifier to the Transmission Owners “with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.
This standard has not included requirements for Generator Owners since such requirements have been grouped with other generator requirements in PRC-024 which was posted in February 2009 and presently is under development.  The SDT has coordinated development of this standard with the Generator Verification Standard Drafting Team (GV SDT) and will continue to do so to ensure coordination between the UFLS program requirements and the generator requirements.

	CenterPoint Energy
	
	

	Independent Electricity System Operator
	No
	We do not agree with the SDT to remove the Regional Entities from being assigned requirements on the basis that: ?? the Regional Entities are not user, owners, or operators of the Bulk Electric System and should not be assigned responsibility for requirements. There are a number of existing standards, for examples: CIP standards, BAL-002, EOP-004, EOP-007, FAC-013, FAC-012, to name a few, that hold the Regional Entities (Regional Reliability Organizations, as written) responsible for standard requirements. Unless and until an assessment is conducted to conclude that all such requirements can be replaced with an alternative responsible entity(ies), we do not see a problem with the Regional Entities being held responsible for complying with standards.The way the requirements are assigned in this draft standard (each group of Planning Coordinators shall) leaves room for confusion to the industry and debates in the compliance audit process. Unless the Group of PCs is registered as an entity, we are unable to see how the pertinent requirements can be legally enforced. An alternative is to assign these requirements to the Regional Entities, OR, develop a requirement for each PC to have an agreement with its Regional Entity to engage in the design of a UFLS program and coordinate settings with other PCs programs to achieve consistent application across the region. This way, the requirements can be written to hold Each Planning Coordinator rather than Each group of Planning Coordinators. If this approach is adopted, R1 and R2 could be combined as follows:R1. Each Planning Coordinator shall have an agreement with its Regional Entity to participate with other Planning Coordinators within the region in coordinating the design of an underfrequency load shedding program for consistent application across the region.With this change, R3 may be combined with R1 or be a separate requirement holding each PC responsible for engaging in the development of the criteria.And R3 to R8 can be revised to ?Each Planning Coordinator, in meeting the intent of R1, shall??The proposed changes provide clarity to the PC?s responsibility and removes gray areas in the compliance audit process. 

	Response: THIS RESPOSE WILL NEED STATEMENTS BY NERC/FERC STAFFS TO CONFIRM THE SDT DIRECTION AS WELL AS A REASON WHY SOME APPROVED STANDARDS STILL REFER TO RROs.
Response: A Precedent for the “group” approach already has been developed and used in the current FERC approved BAL-002-0 which states requirements and compliance elements that direct responsibility to a Reserve Sharing Group composed of Balancing Authorities. In addition the “group” concept was first proven under the predecessor Phase 1 through 3 field testing standards procedure in the early 2000s. The purpose is to exert peer pressure on all individual responsible entities by judging the results of the group effort. This is apparent in the development of simulation model base cases for the Eastern Interconnection. In the event the overall program fails to meet the performance characteristics, each member of the group is deemed non-compliant.

	Xcel Energy
	No
	We feel 4.3 should be removed.  
Additionally, we feel that the informal formation of a group for the Planning Coordinators in non-RTO areas is problematic.  We feel a new registered entity should be created, perhaps called the Planning Coordinator Group.  This group would develop a governing document that spells out roles, responsibilities, etc. like a Reserve Sharing Group does.  We feel this approach would best resolve issues surrounding coordination, compliance audits, entity identification in situations of potential non-compliance, penalty assessment, etc.  The individual Planning Coordinators would still be required to join a group in their region, per R1.  But, the remainder of the requirements should only refer to the Planning Coordinator Group.If the Regional Entity is not going to play a role in coordinating the Planning Coordinators, then we are unsure how an entity would join a group or attach itself to a group.  We feel that in non-RTO areas, the Regional Entity should at least serve as a single point of contact for all Planning Coordinators in that region.

	Response: The SDT has removed the qualifier to the Transmission Owners “with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.
A precedent for the “group” approach already has been developed and used in the current FERC approved BAL-002-0 which states requirements and compliance elements that direct responsibility to a Reserve Sharing Group composed of Balancing Authorities. In addition the “group” concept was first proven under the predecessor Phase 1 through 3 field testing standards procedure in the early 2000s. The purpose is to exert peer pressure on all individual responsible entities by judging the results of the group effort. This is apparent in the development of simulation model base cases for the Eastern Interconnection. In the event the overall program fails to meet the performance characteristics, each member of the group is deemed non-compliant.


2. The SDT has strived to draft the applicability in a manner that includes all load while avoiding assigning applicability to more than one entity for the same load.  The Functional Model indicates the Distribution Provider is not defined by a specific voltage, but rather as performing the Distribution function at any voltage.  Considering the Functional Model definition of Distribution Providers please indicate whether you believe it is necessary to assign applicability to "Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end-use load is not part of a Distribution Provider's load”.
Summary Consideration:  
1. The SDT has removed the reference to the “Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability.  Industry comments were divided between support for retaining this reference to ensure that all load is covered by a UFLS program and deleting this reference based on definitions in the Compliance Registry  Criteria
, the Functional Model, and the NERC Glossary.  The SDT believes these definitions are clear that “Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities” should be registered as Distribution Providers and that all load will be covered by a UFLS program with this change.  The SDT also notes that the standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.
2. Automatic UFLS tripping typically is implemented at the distribution level below 100kV. Since the Distribution Provider (DP) is the entity that connects end-user load to the electrical system, making the Distribution Provider the applicable entity will ensure all load is covered. This is confirmed by the Functional Model and the interim changes made to the NERC Compliance Registry Guidelines. While the standard assigns responsibility to the Distribution Provider it is not prescriptive in defining how the load shedding is to be implemented. The standard does not preclude aggregation by the Distribution Providers or arrangements with Transmission Owners for tripping at different voltage levels on different systems.

	Organization
	Yes or No
	Question 2 Comments:

	TRE UFLS Standard Drafting Team
	Yes
	The TRE UFLS SDT believes the applicable entities provided for in the proposed standard are appropriate.  However, the TRE UFLS SDT believes that the only group that may not be clearly understood to have assigned applicability are self-served customers that can shut down generation and pull from the grid without activating their own underfrequency load shedding. Assigning applicability to Transmission Owners with end-use load may make this clearer but we are not sure it is clear enough for self-served industrials.  Additional specific wording to address this may be needed.

	Response: The SDT has removed the reference to the “Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The SDT does not believe that including Transmission Owners in the Applicability clarifies responsibilities for self-served customers.  The SDT believes that, from a NERC Reliability Standard perspective, such customers must be addressed and included in an effective UFLS program.  The SDT is unaware of any provision for such customers to be exempt from functional registration by the Regional Entity.  With regard to coordination of generation tripping by frequency level or with regard to load tripping by frequency level, such installations are equally important with regard to their potential impact upon the reliability of the bulk power system.

	Pepco Holdings, Inc - Affiliates
	Yes
	PHI agrees that including the Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load eliminates the ambiguity that could result if Transmission Owners were not included in the Applicability list.

	Response: The SDT has removed the reference to the “Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.



	Bonneville Power Administration
	Yes
	It addresses DSI and other large loads that are directly connected to the BES.

	Response: The SDT has removed the reference to the “Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.

	Northeast Power Coordinating Council
	No
	Based on the definition of Distribution Provider in the Functional Model we believe that the applicability should be limited to Distribution Providers.  All load should be accounted for by a registered Distribution Provider.  The standard should not be written to correct for deficiencies resulting from incorrect registration of entities, and proper registration is vital to the reliability of the UFLS program.

	Response: The SDT has removed the reference to the “Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.

	Southern Company
	No
	The applicability should be assigned to the TO only (not to DP).  The Transmission Owner (TO) is the most appropriate entity to be responsible for implementation of the UFLS scheme.  The TO generally has a wider area of responsibility, thus ensuring all load would be included in the implementation.  This approach would allow the Distribution Providers (DP) to participate, if they choose, to implement the UFLS scheme providing the most selective load tripping, while at the same time, allowing for more efficient aggregation of smaller DPs' load into the overall scheme.

	Response: Automatic UFLS tripping typically is implemented at the distribution level below 100kV. Since the Distribution Provider (DP) is the entity that connects end-user load to the electrical system, making the Distribution Provider the applicable entity will ensure all load is covered. This is confirmed by the Functional Model and the interim changes made to the NERC Compliance Registry Guidelines. While the standard assigns responsibility to the Distribution Provider it is not prescriptive in defining how the load shedding is to be implemented. The standard does not preclude aggregation by the Distribution Providers or arrangements with Transmission Owners for tripping at different voltage levels on different systems.

	ERCOT ISO
	Yes
	All loads within the region should be accounted for when designing an UFLS program.

	Response: The SDT agrees and had intended that all load be covered. The SDT has removed the reference to the “Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.

	Electric Market Policy
	No
	The definition of Distribution Provider is adequate.

	Response: The SDT has removed the reference to the “Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and to Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.

	Midwest ISO Stakeholders Standards Collaborators
	No
	We do not believe it is necessary to assign applicability to Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end-use load is not part of the Distribution Providers load.  We believe this clause is describing a distribution provider and these TOs should be registered as DPs.  
Furthermore, Standards should not attempt to create new classifications of registered entities.  This is the function of the compliance registration process.

	Response: The SDT has removed the reference to the “Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.
Assuming the commenter is referring to the “group of Planning Coordinators” as a new classification, the SDT believes that a new category is not required since the standard simply points to each Planning Coordinator working together as a group. As such each shares group responsibility for fulfilling the task.  A precedent for the “group” approach already has been developed and used in the current FERC approved BAL-002-0 which states requirements and compliance elements that direct responsibility to a Reserve Sharing Group composed of Balancing Authorities. In addition the “group” concept was first proven under the predecessor Phase 1 through 3 field testing standards procedure in the early 2000s. The purpose is to exert peer pressure on all individual responsible entities by judging the results of the group effort. This is apparent in the development of simulation model base cases for the Eastern Interconnection. In the event the overall program fails to meet the performance characteristics, each member of the group is deemed non-compliant.

	SERC UFLS Standards Drafting Team
	No
	The applicability should be assigned to the TO only (not to DP). The Transmission Owner (TO) is the most appropriate entity to be responsible for implementation of the UFLS scheme. The TO generally has a wider area of responsibility, thus ensuring all load would be included in the implementation. This approach would allow the Distribution Providers (DP) to participate if they choose to implement the UFLS scheme providing the most selective load tripping, while at the same time allowing for more efficient aggregation of smaller DPs' load into the overall scheme.

	Response: Automatic UFLS tripping typically is implemented at the distribution level below 100KV. Since the Distribution Provider (DP) is the entity that connects end-user load to the electrical system, making the Distribution Provider the applicable entity will ensure all load is covered. This is confirmed by the Functional Model and the interim changes made to the NERC Compliance Registry Guidelines. While the standard assigns responsibility to the Distribution Provider it is not prescriptive in defining how the load shedding is to be implemented. The standard does not preclude aggregation by the Distribution Providers or arrangements with Transmission Owners for tripping at different voltage levels on different systems.

	FRCC Standards & Operations Departments
	Yes
	We believe that it is necessary to assign applicability to 'Load Serving Entities'. The Compliance Registry Criteria states: Load-serving entity is designated as the responsible entity for facilities that are part of a required underfrequency load shedding (UFLS) program designed, installed, and operated for the protection of the bulk power system.
  Therefore their applicability is appropriate.In addition we recommend adding a caveat within the applicability section that reads 
The TO, LSE or DP may meet these requirements through participation in an aggregated UFLS Program as permitted by the Regional UFLS program.  This would allow smaller systems to aggregate load requirements and more effectively meet Regional UFLS requirements.
Furthermore, we recommend an additional caveat within the applicability section that reads, "Compliance with an approved Regional Reliability Standard which defines the requirements of the Regional UFLS program satisfies the compliance requirements associated with this continent wide standard." This assumption can be made based on the defined attributes of a Regional Reliability Standard (i. e. Regional Reliability Standards go beyond, add detail to, or implement NERC Reliability Standards.  Regional Reliability Standards shall not be inconsistent with or less stringent than NERC Reliability Standards.).

	Response: Since the Distribution Provider (DP) is the entity that connects end-user load to the electrical system, making the Distribution Provider the applicable entity will ensure all load is covered. This is confirmed by the Functional Model and the interim changes made to the NERC Statement of Compliance Registry Criteria. The interim changes were made to reflect concerns about the definition of the LSE as a “facility owning entity” as opposed to the Distribution Provider. As demonstrated  in the NERC LSE workshop, currently approved Functional Model and the interim Registry Criteria changes, for standards purposes the DP is the “wires” connection to the electric system and owner of the UFLS tripping equipment. This may be inconsistent with previous usage of the same terms in some parts of the country. The Version 0 applicability for UFLS was set prior to the Registry and determined on the then general understanding of the Functional Model and industry usage. The current Functional Model is much clearer on this issue and designates the DP as the facility owner. Since NERC has stated that the Registry Criteria now has an interim step to correct the issue, it is expected that the Registry Criteria will change as the standards are re-evaluated for appropriateness.  The SDT believes that this standard is in line with the direction taken by the interim changes and the approved Functional Model. 

The standard does not preclude aggregation by the Distribution Providers or arrangements with Transmission Owners for tripping at different voltage levels on different systems.
The applicability of one standard does not reference another; each standard when approved by FERC stands on its own merit. This standard allows the development of a regional standard. It is up to the region to decide whether a regional standard can be justified or if a regional variance is appropriate. The SDT is ready to consider and accept any regional requests for variances.

	Florida Municipal Power Agency and Select Members
	Yes
	Yes, we agree, but, want to be sure the implications are understood. As written, it would seem that the proposed language would make Transmission Owners responsible for adding up the load connected to their system, and if the total load scheduled to trip by UFLS does not meet the percentage of total load connected to that TO required, then, the TO would seem to be the ones responsible for making up the difference. We have to call into question whether capturing all of the load is worth the effort and whether it truly makes a significant difference to the reliability of the Bulk Electric System.We would suggest the added flexibility of including Load Serving Entities (LSEs) to the applicability section as well as including the ability for LSEs to represent multiple Distribution Providers.  The Compliance Registry Criteria states: Load-serving entity is designated as the responsible entity for facilities that are part of a required underfrequency load shedding (UFLS) program designed, installed, and operated for the protection of the bulk power system.  Therefore their applicability is appropriate.In addition we recommend adding the ability to aggregate within the applicability section that reads The LSE or DP may meet these requirements through participation in an aggregated UFLS Program.  This would allow small systems to aggregate load requirements and more effectively meet Regional UFLS forecast load tripping requirements.  The aggregation provides better resolution to the Regional plan requirements. Or alternatively, create a new function that allows aggregation similar to a Reserve Sharing Group.

	Response: The SDT has changed the reference to the Transmission Owner to the Distribution Provider to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. SDT MUST AGREE TO THIS AT MEETING
Since the Distribution Provider (DP) is the entity that connects end-user load to the electrical system, making the Distribution Provider the applicable entity will ensure all load is covered. This is confirmed by the Functional Model and the interim changes made to the NERC Statement of Compliance Registry Criteria. The interim changes were made to reflect concerns about the definition of the LSE as a “facility owning entity” as opposed to the Distribution Provider. As demonstrated  in the NERC LSE workshop, currently approved Functional Model and the interim Registry Criteria changes, for standards purposes the DP is the “wires” connection to the electric system and owner of the UFLS tripping equipment. This may be inconsistent with previous usage of the same terms in some parts of the country. The Version 0 applicability for UFLS was set prior to the Registry and determined on general understanding of the Functional Model and industry usage. The current Functional Model is much clearer on this issue and designates the DP as the facility owner. Since NERC has stated that the Registry Criteria now has an interim step to correct the issue.  It is expected that the Registry Criteria will change as the standards are re-evaluated for appropriateness.  The SDT believes that this standard is in line with the direction taken by the interim changes and the approved Functional Model. 

The standard does not preclude aggregation by the Distribution Providers or arrangements with Transmission Owners for tripping at different voltage levels on different systems.

The applicability of one standard does not reference another; each standard when approved by FERC stands on its own merit. This standard allows the development of a regional standard. It is up to the region to decide whether a regional standard can be justified or if a regional variance is appropriate. The SDT is ready to consider and accept any regional requests for variances.


	MRO NERC Standards Review Subcommittee
	No
	The MRO NSRS believes that the definition of Distribution Provider assures that there are no gaps or holes in coverage of the applicable load. As noted in the response to Question 1, it is unnecessary to also assign applicability to Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities because according to the NERC Compliance Registry Criteria Rev 5.0 (Sections II.b and III.b.2) these entities must register as a Distribution Provider or transfer the responsibility for applicable UFLS requirements to a registered Distribution Provider by written agreement.

	Response: The SDT has removed the reference to the “Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.

	Kansas City Power & Light
	No
	No, it is not necessary to include Transmission Provider with end-use load.

	Response: The SDT has removed the reference to the “Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.

	IRC Standards Review Comittee
	No
	NERC standards and requirements should not attempt to further define the functional entities. For those transmission owners that have facilities that meet the NERC definition of Distribution Provider, they should be registered in the compliance registry as such.  If the interpretation of the current definition is that it does not include Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their facilities, we recommend the definition of Distribution Provider be updated.The Functional Model does not preclude assigning this responsibility to the Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their facilities where such end-use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load. Excerpt from Chapter 14 of the Version 4 Functional Model Technical Document, below, describes this process:[When a Transmission Operator sees a need for non-voluntary load curtailment to relieve transmission constraints, such as an actual or expected exceedance of an operating limit, it implements load shedding that is under its control, or directs a Distribution Provider to physically implement the curtailment.]Loads that are connected to the transmission facilities and where such loads are not part of the DP’s loads can and should be curtailed by the TOP action (to relieve constraints) or by the UFLS relays provided by the TOs (to arrest frequency decline).If the SDT is still undecided on this issue, we suggest the SDT consult the FMWG

	Response: The SDT has removed the reference to the “Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.

	Cowlitz County PUD
	Yes
	Yes, but for a different reason: many times the TO will be the owner of the UFLS equipment (e.g. Bonneville Power Administration), not the DP.  There are many DP's who do not own UFLS equipment and should not be forced in this position if there is a willing TO to take on the responsibility.

	Response: The SDT has removed the reference to the “Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The SDT has based the applicability in the standard on the functions performed by each entity.  Where equipment may be owned by a Transmission Owner, the standard does not preclude arrangements between the Distribution Provider and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.


	Edward C. Stein
	
	

	Colmac Clarion
	Yes
	

	City of Bedford
	Yes
	

	Alabama Municipal Electric Authority
	Yes
	

	US Army Corps of Engineers
	Yes
	

	NIPSCO
	Yes
	

	Public Service Electric and Gas Company
	No
	The Distribution Provider can in most cases identify all the load that is included in the UFLS Program. 

	Response: The SDT has removed the reference to the “Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.


	Central Lincoln
	No
	But please see Q1b comments.

	Response:

	SPP System Protection and Control Working Group
	No
	For those transmission owners that have facilities that meet the NERC definition of Distribution Provider, they should be registered in the compliance registry as such.

	Response: The SDT has removed the reference to the “Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.

	Long island power Authority
	No
	

	Exelon
	Yes
	Need to verify all end use load participates regardless of supply voltage level.

	Response: The SDT had intended that all load be covered. The SDT has removed the reference to the “Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.


	ReliabilityFirst Corporation
	Yes
	

	Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation
	Yes
	

	System Protection & Control
	Yes
	

	Duke Energy
	
	

	ReliabilityFirst
	No
	The Transmision Owner with end use load connected ... is out of line with the NERC Functional Model knowing that if a Transmision Owner has end use load connected, by definition, the Transmision Owner must register as a Distribution Provider. Therefore, using just the Distribution Provider in the UFLS standard is adequate and complete. 

	Response: The SDT has removed the reference to the “Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.

	Illinois Municipal Electric Agency
	No
	IMEA believes it is not necessary to assign applicability to the TO function since the NERC Statement of Compliance Registry Criteria (Revision 5.0) already specifies that for end-use customers who are served at transmission voltages, the TO also serves as the DP (i.e., such a TO should already be registered as a DP). 

	Response: The SDT has removed the reference to the “Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.

	Hydro-Québec TransEnergie (HQT)
	No
	Based on the definition of Distribution Provider in the Functional Model we believe that the applicability should be limited to Distribution Providers.  All load should be accounted for by a registered Distribution Provider.  The standard should not be written to correct for deficiencies resulting from incorrect registration of entities, and proper registration is vital to the reliability of the UFLS program.

	Response: The SDT has removed the reference to the “Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.

	AEP
	Yes
	This is a useful method for identifying those TOs where this situation occurs, instead of making the standard unnecessarily apply to all TOs.

	Response: The SDT has removed the reference to the “Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.

	Ontario Power Generation
	Yes
	

	We Energies
	No
	

	PacifiCorp
	Yes
	The simulations done by a group of Planning Coordinators must include all load in designing the UFLS program.  However, there should be no obligation that all entities be required to shed any of their load at any particular frequency as long as sufficient load is shed in the area under study.  The UFLS program could exempt Distribution Providers with peak loads less than an agreed upon threshold from shedding any load as long as sufficient load is shed in the area under study.

	Response: The SDT has removed the reference to the “Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary.  Note that the proposed standard only requires that a Distribution Provider provide load tripping in accordance with the UFLS program designed by the Planning Coordinators in its region.  The proposed standard does not preclude the group of Planning Coordinators from exempting Distribution Providers with peak loads less than an agreed upon threshold.  The SDT believes such details are best addressed at the regional level to utilize existing expertise and accommodate existing practices where possible.


	NextEra Energy Resources, LLC
	
	No comment.

	American Transmission Company
	No
	As noted in the response to Question 1, per NERC Compliance Registry Criteria Rev. 5.0 (Sections II.b and III.b.2), any Transmission Owner with end-use load connected to their facilities must register as a Distribution Provider or transferred the responsibility for applicable UFLS requirements to a registered Distribution Provider by written agreement. So, all applicable end-use load will be covered by the standard and the assignment of applicability to Transmission Owners with end-use load connected to their facilties is superflous and redundant. 

	Response: The SDT has removed the reference to the “Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.

	Luminant Power
	Yes
	

	Ameren
	Yes
	There may be loads that have no association or relationship with a Distribution Provider that would allow their load to be interrupted and thus be considered for the UFLS program. 

	Response: The SDT has removed the reference to the “Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.


	FirstEnergy Corp
	No
	The Distribution Provider sufficiently covers the end-use load subject to UFLS requirements and we do not believe the Transmission Owner needs to be included within the applicability of this standard.

	Response: The SDT has removed the reference to the “Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.

	CenterPoint Energy
	No
	For many years, CenterPoint Energy has complied with regional UFLS criteria for distribution load tripping.  CenterPoint Energy does not believe it is necessary to include any requirements within PRC-006 for applicability to Transmission Owners and, therefore, recommends deleting Transmission Owner from Requirements 9 and 10.  CenterPoint Energy commends the SDT for addressing the difficult issue of Applicability.  By definition, Transmission Owners do not serve any load, whether distribution voltage or end-use transmission voltage.  There may also be legalities that can preclude a Transmission Owner from serving any load.  It would be problematic for a Transmission Owner to determine what transmission end-use load to trip when such loads can be refineries, chemical plants, water plants, and national space agency facilities.  Tripping of such loads may have environmental and safety impacts.  In addition, a Transmission Owner may not have any ownership of a transmission voltage end-use facility, nor control over such a facility.  CenterPoint Energy believes the NERC Functional Model correctly reflects that Distribution Providers, not Transmission Owners, would be the responsible entity for load tripping.

	Response: The SDT has removed the reference to the “Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.


	Independent Electricity System Operator
	Yes
	We agree that it is necessary to assign applicability to Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their facilities where such end-use load is not part of a Distribution Providers load. This assignment is in principle consistent with the perceived process presented in the Functional Model pertaining to the Transmission Operator having a role to curtail loads that are under its control to relieve transmission constraint. Excerpt from Chapter 14 of the Version 4 Functional Model Technical Document, below, describes this process:[When a Transmission Operator sees a need for non-voluntary load curtailment to relieve transmission constraints, such as an actual or expected exceedence of an operating limit, it implements load shedding that is under its control, or directs a Distribution Provider to physically implement the curtailment.]Loads that are connected to the transmission facilities and where such loads are not part of the DPs loads can and should be curtailed by the TOP action (to relieve constraints) or by the UFLS relays provided by the TOs (to arrest frequency decline).

	Response: The SDT has removed the reference to the “Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.


	Xcel Energy
	No
	We feel 4.3 should be removed.  

	Response: The SDT has removed the reference to the “Transmission Owners with end-use Load connected to their Facilities where such end use load is not part of a Distribution Provider’s load” in the Applicability to be in line with commenters, the Compliance Registry Guidelines, the Functional Model and the NERC Glossary. The standard does not preclude arrangements between Distribution Providers and Transmission Owners to provide load shedding at transmission voltage levels.


� The appeals process is in the Reliability Standards Development Procedures: http://www.nerc.com/standards/newstandardsprocess.html.  








�I am not clear as to the intent of this statement and am concerned that it implies that other coordination not included in this standard may be required for reliability when the Planning Coordinator and Reliability Coordinator footprints are not aligned.  I believe the response is adequate without this sentence.


�Let's confirm with Tony whether PacifiCorp is referring to the need for regional variances or to allowing for different program designs within the performance characteristics.  I would have interpretted the comment as the latter, in which case the reply should be, " Thank you for the support of a continent-wide standard."





�7/7/09 - the team asked Tony what was meant by the comment and he indicated that the West thinks that the cw is achieveable - they support the cws 


�I am not clear as to the intent of this statement and am concerned that it implies that other coordination not included in this standard may be required for reliability when the Planning Coordinator and Reliability Coordinator footprints are not aligned.  I believe the response is adequate without this sentence.


�I am not certain what message we are trying to convey.  Since the draft standard does not impose any requirements on the Reliability Coordinator I recommend we stay clear of any such discussion.  Also, with regard to coordination of manual load shedding with the automatic UFLS program, EOP-003 places requirements on the Balancing Authority and the Transmission Operators; not the Reliability Coordinator.


�I believe we need to elaborate on why we felt that with a commenters split (actually a slight majority in favor of retaining the Transmission Owner with end-use load connected) we decided to drop the reference to Transmission Owners.


�Should this be Guidelines or Criteria?


�Are the interim changes made to the NERC Statement of Compliance Registry Criteria included in the document posted on the NERC website?  The posted document appears to be in conflict with the Functional Model.  I would prefer to directly reference the Compliance Registry Criteria and state why this cited reference should not be given as much weight as the Functional Model.


�I do not understand how this paragraph relates to any specific part of the comment.
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