UFLS Third Posting – Summary of Comments

	Question #
	Issues Raised that We Recommend NOT Modifying the Standard Documents
	Issues Raised that Can be Addressed With “Easy” Modifications to the Standard (Low Hanging Fruit)
	Issues Raised that Require SDT Discussion to Resolve

	1 (SM)
	· R3, R4, R9, R10 VRFs should be a medium not a high
· R11 VRF should change from Medium to Low
	
	· VRF for Requirement R1 should be higher because it is an input to R2 and R2 is higher than a low (VRF for R1 should be a Medium)

	2 (SM)
	· M7: replace “within their interconnection” with “that have design assessment responsibilities within the islands…”
	· M10: replace “automatic switching of Facilities” with “automatic switching of Elements”
· M3: clarify “including criteria itself” – consider deleting the words 
	· M5: Replace words: “other affected PC” with “other PCs that have design assessment responsibilities for islands covered in the design assessment report.” 
· M5: should be modified to apply only to the PCs which would be involved with a particular island.
· M5: replace “reached concurrence with” with “provided a UFLS design assessment report to”


	3 (SM)
	· VSLs that include “annually maintain” should be clarified 
· VSL for R6 should be rewritten (no suggestion included)
· VSLs for R9 and R10 increments are arbitrarily small (resp: based on the NERC guidelines and existing standard)
· VSL for R4 should gradate the timeliness of the five year assessment (resp: the team made this element of R4 binary)
· VSL for R11 should be modified to allow for more than one month between VSL grades (12-14, 14-16, greater than 16)
· VSL for R12 should be binary
· VSL that includes “event affecting other PC’s” is unclear
	· VSLs that refer to “PC footprint” should be clarified. Use FM words: “PC area”
· VSL for R11 restates the requirement and should be stated in past tense
· VSL for R7 – Lower should be modified to say greater than 30 and less than or including  40 days
· Change all tense to past tense
	· VSLs for R5 and R13 depend on reaching concurrence and not a valid basis for measuring compliance
· VSL for R8 – really a comment for R8: should add “schedule mutually agreed upon by PC’s and UFLS entities”

	4 (RO)
	
	
	

	5 (SM)
	
	
	

	6 (SM)
	
	
	

	7 (SM)
	· Remove reference to BA and TOP in purpose statement
· Remove references to UVLS as other standards in progress address UVLS
· Delete M1
· Revise SAR to remove UVLS and place in PRC-024
· Refer to PRC-006-1 in Purpose statement
· Modify R2 – replace “required” with “necessary to minimize the risk of uncontrolled failure of the interconnection”
· R2 – delete the “if” statement at the end of the Requirement because it introduces entities that are not in the Applicability section and causes compliance confusion. 


	· R3 – add coordinate manual load shedding plans 
· R5 – add “manual”
· R7 –change “their areas” to “their area”
· Develop measures (? – Stephanie to check – I thought we did)

	· Modify purpose statement to clarify that the scope of standard is manual load shed only.
· Modify purpose to clarify role of TOP and BA – they have the ability to authorize manual load shed
· Should delete R2, R4, R7 as they refer to automatic UFLS
· Insert “manual” in front of Load Shedding in Requirements R3 and R5
· Clarify the removal of automatic load shedding or clarify manual load shedding scope in Purpose statement
· R4 – should be modified to reflect that only UVLS is being addressed. 
· Conflict with Order 693
· R4 – should be clarified such that it is okay to have a UFLS scheme that does not rely on under voltage  or power flow levels 
· R4 – add “undervoltage” before load shedding


	8 (JG)
	-Add GOs to applicability in support of obtaining under and overfrequency ride-through capability data (trip setting data). (entities in WECC seem most concerned with this issue)
-Add applicability to RROs (RAs?) as the coordinator of UFLS program development (entities in WECC seem most concerned with this issue)
	-Remove reference to “control” under UFLS entities applicability since it implies operational awareness or oversight responsibilities
-Require PCs to notify applicable UFLS entities of their responsibilities
-Allow additional time for UFLS entities to implement the program developed by the PC. Primary concern is PC not scheduling enough time to consider budget and construction cycles. (FirstEnergy’s concern)
	-Add LSE to UFLS entities? For reference, I have added a link to the latest version of the NERC FM. 
-Change R10 to apply to UFLS entities and remove 4.3 from the applicability section. (many entities mention this here and in Q12) One suggestion by Tri-State Is to roll R10 into R9.


	9 (PT)
	
	
	

	10 (PT)
	
	
	

	11 (RO)
	
	
	


	12 (JG)
	-Copied from Q8. Add applicability to RROs (RAs?) as the coordinator of UFLS program development (entities in WECC seem most concerned with this issue) 
	-R10 is not clear. Please add illustrative examples. (there are SEVERAL comments to this effect) 
	-Wisconsin Electric wants to expand the coordination requirement to include R9 and R10. Concerned that PC will force investment by the UFLS entities 
-Copied from Q8. Change R10 to apply to UFLS entities and remove 4.3 from the applicability section. (many entities mention this here and in Q12) One suggestion by Tri-State Is to roll R10 into R9. Xcel Energy & Y-W electric are concerned that this requirement can be used by PCs to drive unnecessary investment by the UFLS entities. 


	13 (RO)
	
	
	

	14 (PT)
	
	
	



