Summary of UFLS Ballot Comments 

Comments from Negative Ballots
Jonathan
1. Standard is too prescriptive
2. Disagree with having a V/Hz requirement
3. Disagree with need to identify islands
4. R11 an R13 are unnecessary and duplicate NERC event analysis process
5. PC should be changed to RC
6. PC should be changed to RE through registration as RA
7. WECC variance to address potential conflicts among PCs should apply to rest of continent
The SDT asked a specific question about assigning responsibility to the group of planning coordinators during the second posting and industry feedback indicated that this was problematic. Industry indicated that the concept would force entities to agree and potentially cause compliance issues. Rob suggested an addition to the response indicating that the change to the applicability would be made if the eastern interconnection entities under a governance structure uniformly solicited this for the standard. 
8. All load should be required to participate in UFLS programs
9. Applicability should include GOs – gap should be addressed in PRC-006 until PRC-024 is approved
10. Coordination between load and generation is not addressed in this Standard
Phil
11. Island criteria should be developed through stakeholder process
The standard requires that island criteria be established to identify islands for the purpose of conducting UFLS design assessments.  The SDT cannot prescribe how the PC’s determine island criteria and cannot force to agree on one method to accomplish the task of establishing island criteria. Rob suggested pointing that comment appears to contradict itself. 
12. Standard should prevent PC from making arbitrary changes that result in unnecessary changes to thousands of UFLS installations
13. SDT did not consider most MH and MRO comments
14. Using curves instead of tables results in unrealistic compliance expectations
15. UFLS program should be mutually agreed to by PCs and UFLS Entities
16. In EOP-003 the VSL for R5 should include the phrase “as directed by the requirement” similar to other VSLs in this Standard
17. Standard should force PCs to agree
18. Want GOs to be forced to meet UF ride-through or compensate somehow
19. Too many administrative requirements and overly complex 
Comments from Affirmative Ballots
20. Generating unit/facility ratings thresholds too high (will pursue through regional standard)
Stephanie
21. Generator OF curve is too high (will pursue with GVSDT and expect PRC-006 will be changed if PRC-024 is changed)
22. What recourse will PC have if unable to design a program that meets the requirements in R3?
23. Suggest clarification for the term “regional boundaries”
The SDT made a conforming change to the standard to clarify that “regional boundaries” means “regional entity area boundaries”. 
24. Standard should provide minimum of 12 month for UFLS Entities to implement capital changes to the UFLS program and 3 months to implement setting changes
25. Require PCs to solicit input on the final draft of the UFLS program
26. Typo in “High” VSL for EOP-003 R3: remove phrase “or less” after 15%
27. Provided comment on EOP-003 R2 – request SDT to pass along to appropriate SDT
28. Standard needs to requires PCs to have a dispute resolution process
29. Affirmative vote wants to make sure they understand the intent
30. The standard requires TOs and GOs to follow a UFLS program designed by PCs (i.e. not FERC approved) which may lead to compliance issues

Stephanie – Other
Requirement R14 does  not go far enough – proposed modification: 
"R14. Each Planning Coordinator shall meet the following during the development of a new UFLS program and during subsequent revisions of the program [VRF: Low][Time Horizon: Long-Term Planning]: 14.1. Submit an initial draft of its UFLS program for review and feedback by the identified UFLS Entity before the UFLS program is finalized. 14.2. Assure that the schedule for implementation of a UFLS program affords the UFLS Entity at least 12 months to achieve compliance for any required capital equipment expenditures and installations, and at least 3 months for any required settings changes to existing equipment. 14.3. Have and implement a dispute resolution for cases where the UFLS Entity and the Planning Coordinator cannot reach agreement on the UFLS program.
The SDT agreed that this change should not be made because the proposal will make the requirement contractual. 

TO’s in the applicability is confusing considering they are included in “UFLS Entities”. Proposed modification to 4.3:
4.3 should be reformulated to reflect the difference in between the two (this will help to point out to what TOs are the requirements applicable). We suggest adjusting 4.3 such as “Transmission Owners that own Elements identified in the UFLS program other than the UFLS equipment as established by the Planning Coordinators.”
The SDT will not make this change. 
