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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.


17b.
Do you agree that the SDT has assigned responsibility to the appropriate entity?


272.
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”.


353.
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.


35Do 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?


434.
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?


505.
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?


576.
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?


647.
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.


688.
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
	
	
	
	


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? 

Summary Consideration:  

Most entities support this requirement.

Some want exceptions to be allowed to be exclude this modeling from the program design if the automatic load restoration is “insignificant”.  
Some feel this requirement does not go far enough to include ALL automatic load restoration schemes which may impact UFLS, not just the ones designed to impact UFLS.  The SDT believes that any automatic load restoration which impacts frequency stabilization and is designed to operate within the duration of the simulations run for the assessment should be modeled.  The SDT modified the requirement from “any automatic load restoration that is designed to assist in stabilizing frequency” to “any automatic load restoration that impacts frequency stabilization and operates within the duration of the simulations run for the assessment.”
Some feel that automatic load restoration is generally a bad idea for use with UFLS.  The SDT noted that the proposed standard does not require the use of automatic load restoration schemes and acknowledges this may not be a practical method to stabilize some systems..  However, where automatic load restoration schemes are utilized a failure to consider them in assessments of the UFLS program design may result in unintended consequences during actual UFLS events.  The SDT included modeling of automatic load restoration in UFLS program assessments to identify any unintended consequences of using automatic load restoration.
	Organization
	Yes or No
	Question 4 Comments:

	TRE UFLS Standard Drafting Team
	Yes
	The TRE UFLS SDT believes that successful deployment of a UFLS is dependent on two concepts.  The first is automatic reaction of the UFLS when frequency triggers its response to dump load.  The second is load shall not be brought back until the Reliability Coordinator instructs each entity to do so in whatever order is appropriate for adequate recovery.  Therefore modeling of any applicable automatic load restoration should be included in a region’s UFLS program. 

	Response: Thank you for your support.

	Pepco Holdings, Inc - Affiliates
	Yes
	

	Bonneville Power Administration
	Yes
	It addresses automatic load restoration for frequency over-shoot.

	Response: Thank you for your support.

	Northeast Power Coordinating Council
	Yes
	We believe that any automatic action that impacts recovery and stabilization of frequency must be modeled.

	Response: Thank you for your support.

	Southern Company
	Yes
	Yes, but with the ability to specify exceptions.  Each regional entity should be required to identify the amount of automatic load restoration in their region that is designed to assist in stabilizing system frequency.  If the region determines that this amount is insignificant (e.g. 1%) and will not materially impact the design of the region’s UFLS scheme, then they should be allowed to exclude this load from their simulations.

	Response: The SDT believes that any automatic load restoration which impacts frequency stabilization and is designed to operate within the duration of the simulations run for the assessment should be modeled. 

	ERCOT ISO
	Yes
	At this time ERCOT ISO does not know of any automatic load restoration schemes within the ERCOT Interconnection.  But as previously stated in question 3, it is necessary to consider all automatic tripping schemes when developing an UFLS program to meet the requirements of this standard, and therefore ERCOT ISO agrees this is necessary.

	Response: Thank you for your support.

	Electric Market Policy
	Yes
	However, Question 4 reference to Requirement R9 should be R7.

	Response: The SDT apologizes for the incorrect reference to R9.  

	Midwest ISO Stakeholders Standards Collaborators
	Yes
	Generally, automatic load restoration is a bad idea.  It could interfere with restoration.  What if too much load is restored and actually causes frequency to decline significantly?

	Response: The SDT included modeling of automatic load restoration in UFLS program assessments to identify any unintended consequences of using automatic load restoration.

	SERC UFLS Standards Drafting Team
	Yes
	Yes, but with the ability to specify exceptions. Each regional should be required to identify the amount of automatic load restoration in their region that is design to assist in stabilizing system frequency.  If the region determines that this amount is insignificant (e.g. 1%) and will not materially impact the design of the region’s UFLS scheme, then they should be allowed to excluded this load from their simulations.

	Response: The SDT believes that any automatic load restoration which impacts frequency stabilization and is designed to operate within the duration of the simulations run for the assessment should be modeled.

	FRCC Standards & Operations Departments
	Yes
	

	Florida Municipal Power Agency and Select Members
	Yes
	

	MRO NERC Standards Review Subcommittee
	Yes
	This question actually applies to Requirement R7.3, not R9.]We agree that any automatic load restoration that is designed to assist in stabilizing the system frequency should be modeled in the ULFS Program assessment. 

	Response: The SDT apologizes for the incorrect reference to R9. Thank you for your support.

	Kansas City Power & Light
	Yes
	

	IRC Standards Review committee
	Yes
	We agree with this requirement but believe there should be more specific language on what schemes should be included in the study. There may also be automatic load restoration schemes that have an impact on stabilizing system frequency but was not installed with that intent. The study should also consider the effects of these automatic restoration schemes.

Again, we think you meant R7, not R9. We agree. 

Any pre-determined actions such as tripping of additional load for generator tripping at or above 58.0 Hz as discussed in Q3, above, and automatic restoration of load, etc. should be modeled and assessed via simulations to evaluate frequency performance of potential islands.

	Response: The SDT believes that any automatic load restoration which impacts frequency stabilization and is designed to operate within the duration of the simulations run for the assessment should be modeled.
The SDT apologizes for the incorrect reference to R9. 

Thank you for your support.

	Cowlitz County PUD
	Yes
	You meant Requirment R7.3?  This seems to be an excellent idea to me.  Anything that both stabilizes the BPS and improves on customer service is a winner.

	Response: The SDT apologizes for the incorrect reference to R9. Thank you for your support.

	Edward C. Stein
	
	

	Colmac Clarion
	Yes
	

	City of Bedford
	Yes
	

	Alabama Municipal Electric Authority
	No
	If the automatic load was induced by inductors I would have voted yes because this is part of good planning.  I voted "no" because there is no way to determine or predict that "all" of the load for a load restoration activity would be "available" if the automatic load restoration was for user or customer load.

	Response: The SDT makes no reference to the origination of the load to be included for automatic restoration in the UFLS program design.  Where such automatic load restoration is utilized, the Planning Coordinators are required to model, in their UFLS program assessments, the actual scheme as implemented. 

	US Army Corps of Engineers
	Yes
	Modeling automatic load restoration on a 5 year cycle should capture the changes/modifications that the individual Registered Entities have done to their system.  Too often the minor tweaks to a system get lost in the cracks and the cumulative modifications do have an impact on system studies. 

	Response: Thank you for your comments.

	NIPSCO
	Yes
	

	Public Service Electric and Gas Company
	No
	 It would not seem practical to consider automatic load restoration as a method to stabilize a system.

	Response: The SDT is not requiring the use of automatic load restoration schemes and acknowledges this may not be a practical method to stabilize some systems.  However, where automatic load restoration schemes are utilized a failure to consider them in assessments of the UFLS program design may result in unintended consequences during actual UFLS events.

	Central Lincoln
	Yes
	

	SPP System Protection and Control Working Group
	Yes
	We agree with this requirement but believe there should be more specific language on what schemes should be included in the study. There may also be automatic load restoration schemes that have an impact on stabilizing system frequency but was not installed with that intent. The study should also consider the effects of these automatic restoration schemes.

	Response: The SDT agrees and believes that any automatic load restoration which impacts frequency stabilization and is designed to operate within the duration of the simulations run for the assessment should be modeled.  

	Long island power Authority
	Yes
	

	Exelon
	Yes
	It should be clear only those restoration systems designed to stabilize system frequency should be included in the standard.  Requirement 9 in the proposed standard does not appear to be related to automatic load restoration systems.

	Response: The SDT agrees and believes that any automatic load restoration which impacts frequency stabilization and is designed to operate within the duration of the simulations run for the assessment should be modeled.
The SDT apologizes for the incorrect reference to R9.

	ReliabilityFirst Corporation
	Yes
	

	Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation
	Yes
	It stands to reason that any tripping or restoration schemes that are automatic should be modeled and included in the simulations.

	Response: Thank you for your support.

	System Protection & Control
	Yes
	

	Duke Energy
	
	

	ReliabilityFirst
	Yes
	

	Illinois Municipal Electric Agency
	
	

	Hydro-Québec TransEnergie (HQT)
	Yes
	HQT believe that any automatic action that impacts recovery and stabilization of frequency must be modeled.

	Response: Thank you for your support.

	AEP
	Yes
	Please note that we are responding in the context of requirement 7.3, not requirement 9.  There appears to be a error in the requirement 9 reference.

	Response: The SDT apologizes for the incorrect reference to R9.

	Ontario Power Generation
	Yes
	

	We Energies
	Yes
	

	PacifiCorp
	Yes
	

	NextEra Energy Resources, LLC
	Yes
	

	American Transmission Company
	Yes
	[This question actually applies to Requirement R7.3, not R9.]

We agree that any automatic load restoration that is designed to assist in stabilizing the system frequency should be modeled in the ULFS Program assessment. On the other hand, we suggest that automatic load restoration should be avoided whenever possible.

	Response: The SDT apologizes for the incorrect reference to R9.

Thank you for your support.

	Luminant Power
	Yes
	

	Ameren
	No
	       Each region should be required to identify the amount of automatic load restoration in their region that is designed to assist in stabilizing system frequency.  If the region determines that this amount is insignificant and will not materially impact the design of the region’s UFLS program, then they should be allowed to exclude this load from their simulations.

	Response: The SDT believes that any automatic load restoration which impacts frequency stabilization and is designed to operate within the duration of the simulations run for the assessment should be modeled.

	FirstEnergy Corp
	Yes
	

	CenterPoint Energy
	
	

	Independent Electricity System Operator
	Yes
	Again, we think you meant R7, not R9. We agree. 

Any pre-determined actions such as tripping of additional load for generator tripping at or above 58.0 Hz as discussed in Q3, above, and automatic restoration of load, etc. should be modeled and assessed via simulations to evaluate frequency performance of potential islands.

	Response: The SDT apologizes for the incorrect reference to R9. 

Thank you for your support.

	Xcel Energy
	Yes
	(We assume you meant R7, not R9.)

	Response: The SDT apologizes for the incorrect reference to R9.


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