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The Assess Transmission Future Needs Standards Drafting Team thanks all commenters
who submitted comments on the 2" draft of reliability standard TPL-00101 — System
Performance under Normal Conditions. The proposed standard was posted for a 45-day
public comment period from August 14, 2008 through September 29, 2008. The
stakeholders were asked to provide feedback on the proposed metrics through a special
electronic Standard Comment Form. There were more than 80 sets of comments, including
comments from more than 150 different people from more than 100 companies
representing 8 of the 10 Industry Segments as shown in the table on the following pages.

http://www.nerc.com/filez/standards/Assess-Transmission-Future-Needs.html

Due to the large number of comments received and the addition of VRF, Time Horizons,
Measures, Data Retention requirements, and VSL, the SDT recommends an additional
posting for this standard.

Due to industry comments, the following definitions have been changed: Bus-tie Breaker,
Consequential Load Loss, Non-Consequential Load Loss, and Year One.

Due to industry comments, the following definitions have been deleted: Generating Unit
Stability Study, Planning Coordinator, and System Stability Study.

Due to industry comments, the following definitions have been added: Load Reduction and
Supplemental Load Loss.

Due to industry comments, the following requirements have been changed: R1, R1.1,
R1.1.1, R1.1.2, R1.1.3, R1.1.4, R1.1.5, R1.1.6, R2, R2.1, R2.1.3, R2.1.3.4, R2.1.5, R2.2,
R2.3, R2.4.1, R2.4.3, R2.6.1, R2.6.2, R2.6.2.1, R2.6.2, R2.7, R2.7.1, R2.7.1, R2.8, R2.8.1,
R2.8.2, R2.9, R2.10, R3, R3.1, R3.2, R3.3, R3.3.1, R3.3.2, R3.3.3, R3.3.4, R3.5, R3.6, R5,
R5.1, R5.2, R5.3, R5.3.2, R5.5, R5.6, R6, and R8.

Due to industry comments, the following requirements have been deleted: R2.1.4, R2.4.4,
R2.5, R2.5.1, R2.5.2, R2.7.4, R3.4, R3.7, R4, R5.4, R5.5.1, R5.5.2, R5.5.3, R5.5.3.1,
R5.5.3.2, R5.5.3.3, R5.7, R9, R10, R11, R12, R13, and R14.

Due to industry comments, the following table notes have been changed: Header note ‘b’,
‘e’, 'I’, Footnotes 1.a.ii, 3, 5, 10 and 12.

The two table concept has been replaced by a single table with necessary corresponding
changes to the notes and footnotes as appropriate. In addition, a typo in Extreme Event 2b
was corrected due to an industry comment.

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,

116-390 Village Blvd.
Princeton, NJ 08540
609.452.8060 | www.nerc.com
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Gerry Adamski, at 609-452-8060 or at gerry.adamski@nerc.net. In addition, there is a
NERC Reliability Standards Appeals Process.*

! The appeals process is in the Reliability Standards Development Procedures:
http://www.nerc.com/standards/newstandardsprocess.html.
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Index to Questions, Comments, and Responses:

1.

The SDT has modified the definitions and requirements associated with System
Stability and Generating Unit Stability (formerly Plant Stability) in response to industry
comments. Do you concur with the modified definitions for stability and, if not, please
state why and/or suggest specific Changes. ......covoiiiiiiiiii i e 12

Do you concur with the modified Requirements R2.4, R2.5, R5.4, and R5.5? If not,
please state why and/or suggest specific changes. .......cceiviiiiii i 41

The SDT has modified the definitions of Consequential and Non-Consequential Load
Loss in response to industry comments. Do you concur with the modified definitions of
Consequential and Non-Consequential Load Loss? If not, please state why and/or
SUQQESt SPECITIC ChANGES. ..ot ettt et anaees 103

The SDT has modified Requirement R3.5 and eliminated Requirement R3.6 from the
first draft to clarify that manual and automatic generation run-back (redispatch) and
tripping is allowed as a Corrective Action Plan as long as the conditions in Requirements
R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are met. Do you agree that generation run-back and
tripping (manual and automatic) should be limited by these conditions? If not, please
explain why you disagree with the proposed requirements. .........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnnn.. 144

The SDT has modified the modeling requirements. Some commenters expressed
concern that the modeling requirements contained in Requirement R1 of the first draft
of TPL-001-1 were either duplicative of the requirements in the MOD standards, or to
the extent new modeling requirements were proposed, that the appropriate venue for
such modeling requirements would be the MOD standards. The SDT believes that
additional modeling requirements not presently contained in the MOD standards are
necessary for Transmission Planning purposes. The SDT has incorporated these
additional requirements with the intent that they will be removed from the TPL
standard when they are incorporated into the MOD standards at a later date. The
SDT has also modified proposed modeling requirements contained in Requirement R1
of the first draft of TPL-001-1 based on industry comments and moved these
requirements to Requirements R9 through R14 in the second draft for ease of removal
later on. Furthermore, in response to industry comments, the SDT has separated the
modeling requirements into individual requirements for each responsible entity. Do
you concur with the modifications reflected in Requirements R9 — R14? If not, please
state why and/or suggest specific changes.. .....covioiiii i e 160

The SDT has modified the requirements relating to short circuit analysis Do you
concur with the modifications reflected in Requirements R2.3 and R4. If not, please
state why and/or suggest specific Changes. ......covoiiiiiiiiiii e 189

The SDT has reformatted the Steady State and Stability Performance Tables. Do you
concur with the modified format? If not, please state why and/or suggest specific
Lo = 1T 1= P 206

A new definition for “Bus-Tie Breaker” was added to clarify the type of substation
design and breaker position that qualify as a Bus-tie Breaker. Do you agree with the
proposed definition? If not, please explain. ... ... 258

Some commenters questioned why a Bus-tie Breaker would have a different
performance requirement than a non-Bus-tie Breaker, stating that all breakers have
the same probability for failure. It may be true that generally the probability for failure
of any given breaker would not vary substantially among similar types of breakers, but
the Bus-tie Breaker reduces exposure and consequences of bus faults. The different
performance expectations in Tables 1 and 2 are based on promoting a higher level of
reliability for the Transmission Systems operated above 300 kV. It is recognized by
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10.

11.

12.

13.
14.

15.

the SDT that a straight bus design has some undesirable exposure to bus faults, but
that Bus-tie Breakers can be utilized to improve reliability for bus faults and problems
associated with exit breakers. As a result, the risk of an internal breaker fault was
deemed to be significantly less than the benefit that is gained by reducing the exposure
to a total bus failure. Therefore, provisions were built into the performance
requirements that would not discourage their use. Do you agree that non-Bus-tie
Breakers rated above 300 kV should have more stringent performance requirements
than Bus-tie Breakers? If not, please explain why and/or suggest specific changes. .267

The SDT made modifications in this second draft to the requirements relating to
sensitivity cases. Do you concur with the modifications reflected in Requirements
R2.1.3 and 2.1.47? If not, please state why and/or suggest specific changes. ........... 285

In response to industry comments, the SDT modified Table 1 requirements for Planning
Event P6. Planning Event P6 involves independent overlapping single contingencies
(n-1-1) involving two Transmission Facilities excluding generators. This Planning Event
generally correlates to P5 of the first draft and now includes shunt devices. The P6
event was also revised to permit loss of Non-Consequential Load to meet performance
requirements for Systems above 300 kV. Do you concur with the modifications? If
not, please state why and/or suggest specific changes. ... 320

Comments from some entities received from the posting of the 1st draft standard
indicated that significant additional costs will be required to meet the proposed
requirements and performance tables. Commenters also indicated that it would take
several years to install the additional facilities needed to meet the change in
requirements. The SDT has attempted to adjust and clarify the proposed requirements
and performance in light of these initial comments; however, the SDT needs more
specific information on these concerns so that it can put the proposed requirements in
perspective and make more adjustments as appropriate. Questions 12, 13 & 14
Address thesSe CONCEINS. .. et e e 341

[T Tod T 4 =T ] =1 o o] o =AU 355

System Reinforcement: One time cost, capital investment, to expand your system
reinforcement program (due to lead times associated with different types of facilities,
this will probably be an accumulated cost over several years). How many years do you
estimate that it will take to complete this initial expanded system reinforcement

8] 00 | =1 o o [ 361

(A) Do you generally support the revised standard? (B) Are you unsure whether you
generally support the revised standard? or (C) Do you definitely not support the revised
standard? Please check the appropriate box below. If your response is either (B) or
(C), please explain your single biggest concern with the revised standard, including
which specific requirement or set of requirements causes you the most concern and

1717 0 2 370
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The Industry Segments are:

1 — Transmission Owners
2 — RTOs, I1SOs
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
4 5 6 7 10
1. Thad Ness AEP X X
2. Anita Lee Alberta Electric System Operator
3. John E. Sullivan Ameren X X
4. Jason Shaver American Transmission Company
5. Baj Agrawaal Arizona Public Service Co.
6. Ronnie Frizzell Arkansas Electric Coop. Corp. X
7. James C. Armke Austin Energy X
8. Phil Park BCTC
9. Eric Egge Black Hills Corporation
10. | J. David Carpenter Brazos Electric Power Cooperative, Inc. X
11. | Paul Rocha CenterPoint Energy and CPS Energy
Additional Member Additional Organization Region Segment
Selection
1 Glenn Pressler City of San Antonio City Public Service (CPS Energy) ERCOT
12. | David M. Conroy Central Maine Power Company
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Commenter Organization Industry Segment
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13. | Gary S. Brinkworth, P.E. City of Tallahassee, FL X X X
14. | Karl Kohlrus City Water, Light & Power - Springdfield, X X X
lllinois
15. | Marv Landauer ColumbiaGrid
16. | John Blazekovich (Exelon Compliance Elements Development
Corporation) Resource Pool (CEDRP)
17. | John Loftis (Dominion Virginia Power) | Dominion - Electric Transmission Planning X
Additional Member Additional Organization Region Segment
Selection
1. John Loftis SERC 1
2. Ronnie Bailey SERC 1
3. Peter Nedwick SERC 1
4. William Bigdely SERC 1
5. Mark Gill SERC 1
6. Larry Carter SERC 1
7. Mehdi Shakibafar SERC 1
8. Kirit Doshi SERC 1
9. Craig Crider SERC 1
10. Solomon Yirga SERC 1
11. Matthew Gardner SERC 1
18. | Greg Rowland Duke Energy X X X X
19. | Keith Yocum - Manger, Transmission | E.ON U.S. Transmission Planning X
Strategy & Planning
20. | Dennis Malone El Paso Electric Company X X X
21. | Charles W. Long Entergy Services, Inc. X
22. | Jay Teixeira (ERCOT) ERCOT System Planning X
Additional Member Additional Organization Region Segment
Selection
1. John Schmall ERCOT ERCOT 2
23. | Eric Mortenson Exelon Transmission Planning X X
24. | Sam Ciccone FirstEnergy Corp. X X X X X

Additional Member Additional Organization Region Segment




Comments for 2nd Draft of Standards for Backup Facilities (Project 2006-04)

Commenter

Organization

Industry Segment

i [2]a]a]s]e]7][a]e]w

Selection
1. John Stephens FE RFC 1
2. Doug Hohlbaugh FE RFC 1,3,4,5,6
3. Don Morrison FE RFC 1
4. Art Buanno FE RFC 1
25. | Hector J. Sanchez Florida Power and Light X
Additional Member Additional Organization Region Segment

Selection
1. Bob Schoneck FRCC 1
2. Kiko Barredo FRCC 1
3. John W. Shaffer FRCC 1
4. Carlos Candelaria FRCC 1
26. | Richard Becker (FRCC) Florida Reliability Coordinating Council, Inc ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ X
Additional Member Additional Organization Region Segment

Selection

1. Ballard Keith Mutters Orlando Utilities Commission FRCC 3
2 Rodney Hawkins E%%g;’;;g%aec"ic FRCC 1
3. Roger Allen Westphal Gainesville Regional Utilities ~ FRCC 3
4. Luther E. Fair Gainesville Regional Utilities ~ FRCC 1
5. Ted E. Hobson JEA FRCC 1
6. Garry Baker JEA FRCC 3
7. Donald Gilbert JEA FRCC 5
8. W. R. Schoneck Florida Power & Light Co. FRCC 3
9. Hector Sanchez Florida Power & Light Co. FRCC 1
10. John Shaffer Florida Power & Light Co. FRCC 5
11. Kiko Barredo Florida Power & Light Co. FRCC 1
12. Ronald L. Donahey Tampa Electric Co. FRCC 3
13. Gary S. Brinkworth City of Tallahassee FRCC 1
14. Larry E Watt Lakeland Electric FRCC 1
15. Bart B White Florida Power Corporation FRCC 1
27. | Earl Fair Gainesville Regional Utilities X
28. | Roger Champagne Hydro-Québec TransEnergie (HQT)
29. | Milorad Papic Idaho Power Company

Dan Rochester

IESO
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Commenter Organization Industry Segment
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
31. | Kathleen Goodman ISO New England Inc. X
32. | Raymond Kershaw (ITC Holdings) ITC Holdings: ITC, METC, ITC Midwest X
33. | Don Gilbert JEA X
34. | Gary Newell (Thompson Coburn LLP | Lafayette Utilities System X X X
-- Counsel to Lafayette Utilities
System)
35. | Mace Hunter Lakeland Electric X X X
36. | Larry Watt Lakeland Electric X
37. | Sergio Garza LCRATSC X
38. | TimWu Los Angeles Department of Water and X X X
Power
39. | Kris Manchur Manitoba Hydro X X X X
40. | Tom Mielnik MidAmerican Energy Company X X X X
41. | Marie Knox Midwest ISO
42. | Spencer Tacke Modesto Irrigation District X X X X
43. | Tom Mielnik (MEC) MRO NERC Standards Review X X X X
Subcommittee
Additional Member Additional Organization Region Segment
Selection
1. Neal Balu WPS  MRO 3,4,5,6
2. Terry Bilke MISO MRO 2
3. Carol Gerou MP MRO 1,3,56
4. Jim Haigh WAPA MRO 1,6
5. Charles Lawrence ATC MRO 1
6. Ken Goldsmith ALTW MRO 4
7. Pam Sordet XCEL MRO 1,3,5,6
8. Dave Rudolph BEPC MRO 1,3,5,6
9. Eric Ruskamp LES MRO 1,3,5,6
10. Joseph Knight GRE MRO 1,356
11. Joe DePoorter MGE MRO 3,4,56
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Larry Brusseau MRO MRO 10
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Commenter Organization Industry Segment
1]2]s]a]s]e]7]5]e 10
13. Michael Brytowski MRO MRO 10
44. | Carol Sedewitz National Grid

45. | Andrew Wilcox

NB Power Transmission

46. | Patrick Brown (PJM Interconnection,

L.L.C.

NERC and Regional Coordination

47. | Gregory Campoli

New York Independent System Operator

48. | James Manning

North Carolina Electric Membership Corp

Additional Member Additional Organization Region Segment
Selection
1. Bob Beadle NCEMC SERC 3,4,56

49. | Rick White

Northeast Utilities

NPCC

50. | Guy Zito (NPCC) %
Additional Member Additional Organization Region Segment
Selection
1. David Kiguel Hydro One Networks Inc. NPCC 1
2. Ralph Rufrano New York Power Authority NPCC 5
3. Dan Rochester Independent Electricity System Operator NPCC 2
4. Rick White Northeast Utilities NPCC 1
5. Lee Pedowicz NPCC NPCC 10
6. Gerry Dunbar NPCC 10
7. Brian Hogue NPCC 10
8. Alan Adamson New York State Reliability Council NPCC 10
9. Donald E. Nelson Massachusetts Dept. of Public Utilities NPCC 9
10. Kathleen Goodman ISO - New England NPCC 2
11. Gregory Campoli New York Independent System Operator NPCC 2
12. Chris De Graffenried Consolidated Edison Co. of New York, Inc. NPCC 1
13. Brian Gooder Ontario Power Generation Incorporated NPCC 5
51. | Steven Masse NSTAR Electric
52. | John P. Mayhan Omaha Public Power District X X
53. | Greg Ward / Darryl Curtis Oncor Electric Delivery
54. | Matthew J Muldoon OPUC X
55. | Aaron Staley Orlando Utilities Commission X X
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Commenter Organization Industry Segment
4 5 6 7 10

56. | Chifong Thomas Pacific Gas and Electric Co.
57. | Sandra Shaffer PacifiCorp
58. | John Collins Platte River Power Authority X
59. | John Cummings PPL EnergyPlus X X
60. | Mark Byrd Progress Energy Carolinas X
61. | Bart White Progress Energy Florida, Inc.
62. | Tom Duane Public Service Company of New Mexico
63. | Joe Seabrook Puget Sound Energy, Inc.
64. | Herb Schrayshuen (SERC Reliability SERC Dynamics Review Subcommittee X

Corporation)
65. | Herbert Schrayshuen (SERC SERC Reliability Review Subcommittee and X

Reliability Corporation) Planning Standards Subcommittee
66. | Jessica Rice Sierra Pacific Power Company/Nevada

Power Company

67. | Dilip Mahendra SMUD X X
68. | Dana Cabbell Southern California Edison
69. | Roman Carter Southern Company Transmission
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Additional Member Additional Organization

Region

Segment
Selection

JT Wood

Jim Busbin
Shih-Min Hsu
Rod Hardiman
Randy Cobb
Chase Battaglio
Bill Botters
Tom Sims
Chuck Chakravarthi
Gary Gorham
Chris Wilson

SOCO Transmission SERC
SOCO Transmission SERC
SOCO Transmission SERC
SOCO Transmission SERC
SOCO Transmission SERC
SOCO Transmission SERC
SOCO Transmission SERC
SOCO Transmission SERC
SOCO Transmission SERC
SOCO Transmission SERC
SOCO Transmission SERC
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Commenter

Organization

Industry Segment

| 2|s|a|s5]e|[7]8]9]10

12. Terry Coggins SOCO Transmission SERC 1
13. Bob Jones SOCO Transmission SERC 1
14. Raymond Vice SOCO Transmission SERC 1
70. | Brian K. Keel SRP
71. | Tacoma Power Tacoma Power
72. | Scott Helyer Tenaska, Inc.
73. | Dave Larsen Transmission Agency of Northern California
74. | Denise Koehn (BPA) Transmission Reliability Program X X X
Additional Member Additional Organization Segment
Selection

1. Chuck Matthews Transmission Planning WECC 1
2. Berhanu Tesema Transmission Planning WECC 1
3. Kendall Rydell Transmission Planning WECC 1
75. | Andy Leoni Tri-State G&T
76. | Mark Graham Tri-State Generation and Transmission

Association, Inc.
77. | Gary Trent Tucson Electric Power Company X X
78. | B. David Till (TVA) TVA System Planning
79. | Karl Bryan US Army Corps of Engineers, Northwestern X

Division
80. | Jay Seitz US Bureau of Reclamation X

11
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1. The SDT has modified the definitions and requirements associated with System Stability and Generating Unit Stability (formerly
Plant Stability) in response to industry comments. Do you concur with the modified definitions for stability and, if not, please state
why and/or suggest specific changes.

Summary Consideration:

By a significant majority (about 2/3), the industry did not agree with the two definitions as modified in the second draft. Most of those disagreeing
still express a fundamental disagreement with the approach of separating plant Stability from System Stability. Essentially many argue that plant
Stability is simply a subset of System Stability, and the standard requirements could be simplified by focusing on Stability performance in a generic
way. In this way Stability performance could be viewed in the context of individual units (generating unit Stability) or groups of units (System
Stability). Some of these same commenters also argue that generating unit Stability is already covered by FAC-001 and -002 and, therefore,
should be dropped from the TPL-001-1 standard; otherwise double jeopardy could apply. Many of these same commenters also suggested that if
separation of generating unit Stability is retained in the final draft, then certain refinements of the requirements language should be made.

Others who voted ‘No’, as well as some who generally support the language of the current draft, recommended a variety of changes to the
definitions and requirements for further clarity.

Only some 20+ percent of the commenters supported the current draft Stability definitions without reservation.

The SDT agrees with the Industry’s majority view that generating unit Stability and System Stability need not and should not be treated as distinct
issues. Consequently, the two new Stability terms have been removed from the third draft, and this revised draft references the already approved
term “Stability.” Furthermore, as indicated by the SDT’s response to commenters, the Stability related requirements have been modified to create
a single generic set of requirements that no longer distinguishes between generating unit and System Stability.

In summary, due to these and other industry comments in response to this question, the SDT has changed the following definition and
requirements:

sta{epertemqane&reqewemems AII Load that is no Ionqer served bv any Transmrssron Facrlrtres as a result of the Facrlrtres bernq removed from

service by a planned Protection System operation to isolate fault conditions.

R2. Each Transmission Planner and Planning Coordinator shall cenductand-documenttheresultsof prepare itsan annual Planning Assessment
of its portion of the BES. This Planning Assessment shall use current or past studies, document assumptions, document results, and shall cover

steady state analyses, short circuit analyses, and Stability analyses-including-both-System-and-Generating-Unit-Stability.

R2.1 The Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon portion of the steady state analysis shall be assessed annually and be supported at-a
minimum-by the following annual current studies, supplemented with qualified past studies as indicated in Requirement R2.6:

12
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| R2.2 For the Long-Term Transmission Planning Horizon portion of the steady state analysis, at-a-minimum,-a current System peak Load study is
required annually for one of the years in the assessment period to support the annual Planning Assessment.

R2.6.1 (now 2.5.1) For steady state, short circuit, or System-Stability analysis: the study shall be five calendar years old or less.

R2.6.2 (now 2.5.2) For steady state, short circuit, Generating-Plant-Stability,-or System-Stability analysis: the study-present System model shall not
include any material changes, such as, generation or Transmission additions/removals, or topology changes that have occurred in the intervening
period and would impact the study area._Material generation changes could include:

R3.3.1 (now 3.3.2) For all generators, studies shall consider the minimum steady state voltage limitations ef-all-generaters-and identify how the
generators are treated-analyzed in the steady state simulation.

R5. For the Stability portion of the Planning Assessment, as described in Requirement R2.4-ard-Reguirement-R2.5, each Transmission Planner
and Planning Coordinator shall perform the Contingency analyses listed in Table 21 —%tab#ﬂy—pe#epmanee The studles shaII be based on
computer S|mulat|ons usmq models utlllzmq data provided in Requirement R1.

R6. Each Transmission Planner and Planning Coordinator shall define and document, within their Planning Assessment, theany proxies used in

simulation-studies-the analysis to identify System instability for conditions such as cascading outages, voltage instability, or uncontrolled islanding.
The wording of sub-requirements R5.6.1 and R5.6.2 was modified and relocated to become bullets under Requirement R2.5.2.

e The addition/deletion/change of individual generating unit capability of 20 MW or greater.

e An aggregated addition/deletion/change to a group of generating units directly connected through their step-up transformer(s) to the BES
which total 20 MW or greater.

The definitions of Generating Unit Stability Study and System Stability Study as well as the following sub-requirements were deleted: R2.5, R2.5.1,
R2.5.2, and R5.5.

Organization Question 1: Question 1 Comments:

NPCC No There should be no difference between System and Generating Unit Stability studies. Each requires discretion regarding
which events need to be tested. The consequences are potentially similar: either the instability of one or more generators.
Extreme Events should be considered for any stability analysis, again, recognizing that discretion needs to be applied
when selecting or dismissing particular contingencies. Therefore, the definition of Generating Unit Stability Study should
be stricken from the standard.

Los Angeles No Changing the name does not change the fact that this is wrong. The stability criteria in the standards are all measured on

13
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Organization

Question 1:

Question 1 Comments:

Department of
Water and Power

the high-side, i.e., the system side. So when a stability simulation is performed, if there is any problems, whether it be
loss of synchronism, out-of-step, damping, inter-area oscillations, etc, they will all appear on the same run and there is no
distinctions between system stability or unit stability. To separate the two implies there is a difference and requires two
different simulations is either confusing at best or imply ignorance of the physics. Maybe the drafting team is concerned
with the proper modeling of the generator in a stability simulation. There may be practice to "lump" similar units in a plant
as one "unit" or the dynamic characteristics of a unit were not explicitly or correctly modeled; in such instances, the
behavior of individual unit cannot be observed. But if that is the case, the entire stability simulation is incorrect to begin
with anyway, even on the system side. To properly deal with unit modeling, the standard should prohibit lumping of units
and require all dynamic data (including governor controls, exciters, stabilizers, etc.) are included in the simulation model.

National Grid

No

There should be no difference between System and Generating Unit Stability studies. Each requires discretion regarding
which events need to be tested. The consequences are potentially similar: either the instability of one of more generators.
Extreme Events should be considered for any stability analysis, again, recognizing that discretion needs to be applied
when selecting or dismissing particular contingencies. If no distinction is made between System and Generating Unit
Stability studies is made, then the definition of Generating Unit Stability Study should be stricken from the standard.

PacifiCorp

Yes and No

We generally concur with the changes for the Requirements associated with the Generating Unit and System Stability,
however, Generating unit stability studies are typically performed at the time of interconnection. Even though stability
studies have been done as new generating unit(s) were interconnected or at the time changes occurred, such studies
have not been done for the entire fleet of generating units at the same time. For very old units, stability study
documentation may no longer exist, even though no potential stability problems have been identified when stability
studies were run for interconnecting other newer units. Will every TP have to benchmark their generating unit stability
study for its entire fleet with the acceptance of this Standard? In other words, will every TP has to recreate
documentation for all its older units? We would appreciate that the SDT more clearly define the terms in R2.5.2, “material
Transmission System change” and “at or near the point of Interconnection” to invoke a study with examples.

Hydro-Québec
TransEnergie

(HQT)

No

There should be no difference between System and Generating Unit Stability studies. Each requires discretion regarding
which events need to be tested. The consequences are potentially similar: either the instability of one of more generators.
Extreme Events should be considered for any stability analysis, again, recognizing that discretion needs to be applied
when selecting or dismissing particular contingencies. Therefore, the definition of Generating Unit Stability Study should
be stricken from the standard.

CenterPoint
Energy and CPS
Energy

No

Most industry commenters from the previous draft advised against making a distinction between system and generating
unit stability, which are not commonly accepted industry terms. We (CenterPoint Energy and CPS Energy) remain
unconvinced that the distinction is needed. If most industry commenters concur after this second draft, we believe the
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Organization

Question 1:

Question 1 Comments:

SDT should listen.

Austin Energy No There is no need to separate system stability studies and generating unit stability studies. Requirement R5.4 should be
written to include generating unit stability analysis.

Tri-State No Starting from this version, we think it would be clearer to not distinguish between generator and system stability studies,

Generation and but rather list both as requirements for Stability Studies. Generating unit analyses would include tests of models such as

Transmission generator exciters, and System Stability studies would model such things as bus faults.

Association, Inc.

Brazos Electric No We do not see the need to have 2 separate requirement sections nor definitions for both System and Generating stability

Power studies. The section for stability studies should simply suggest when these studies should be performed, when new

Cooperative, Inc. generation is added, conditions for that, etc? Confusion continues to come from the ambiguous use of language such as
'‘Material Transmission System changes' or 'changes in generation capability’. Of note in 2.5.2, requiring stability studies
for the addition of a new substation in a transmission line connected to a generator is completely unnecessary most of the
time but the wording in 2.5 does not appear to allow flexibility. Discretion should be provided to the TP.A first course of
action would be to bring the related stability criteria under one section. It seems like 5.6 can be combined under a
requirements section for stability studies.

Northeast Utilities No Northeast Utilities has participated with ISO-NE and NPCC and supports the comments filed by those organizations.

North Carolina Yes and No We think we understand the direction that the SDT is heading but needs to be clearer. Angular stability for a single unit is

Electric the focus of Generating Unit Stability where as System Stability involves multiple generating machines or plants, and may

Membership Corp also encompass voltage stability of loads which should be addressed separately in our opinion since different tools are
used for this assessment.

ERCOT System No Most industry commenters from the previous draft advised against making a distinction between system and generating

Planning unit stability, which are not commonly accepted industry terms. The only difference between the two seems to be
location of contingencies tested. ERCOT suggests removing specific requirements for Generating Unit stability, as
System Stability covers everything.

Central Maine No There should be no difference between System and Generating Unit Stability studies. Each requires discretion regarding

Power Company

which events need to be tested. The consequences are potentially similar: either the instability of one of more generators.
Extreme Events should be considered for any stability analysis, again, recognizing that discretion needs to be applied
when selecting or dismissing particular contingencies. Therefore, the definition of Generating Unit Stability Study should
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be stricken from the standard.

NSTAR Electric

No

There should be no difference between System and Generating Unit Stability studies. Each requires discretion regarding
which events need to be tested. The consequences are potentially similar: either the instability of one of more generators.
Extreme Events should be considered for any stability analysis, again, recognizing that discretion needs to be applied
when selecting or dismissing particular contingencies. If no distinction is made between System and Generating Unit
Stability studies is made, then the definition of Generating Unit Stability Study should be stricken from the standard.

New York
Independent
System Operator

No

There should be no difference between System and Generating Unit Stability studies. Each requires discretion regarding
which events need to be tested. The consequences are potentially similar: either the instability of one of more generators.
Extreme Events should be considered for any stability analysis, again, recognizing that discretion needs to be applied
when selecting or dismissing particular contingencies. Therefore, the definition of Generating Unit Stability Study should
be stricken from the standard.

ISO New England
Inc.

No

There should be no difference between System and Generating Unit Stability studies. Each requires discretion regarding
which events need to be tested. The consequences are potentially similar: either the instability of one of more generators.
Extreme Events should be considered for any stability analysis, again, recognizing that discretion needs to be applied
when selecting or dismissing particular contingencies. If no distinction is made between System and Generating Unit
Stability studies is made, then the definition of Generating Unit Stability Study should be stricken from the standard.

Entergy Services,
Inc.

Yes and No

Entergy agrees with the intent. However, there will be some confusion because the industry standard terms for stability
are omitted. It should be clear that the System Stability Study is a wide area view/assessment of both angular and
voltage stability. In contrast, the Generating Unit Stability Study is focused on a specific unit or plant and the immediate
area. Typically, this study looks at angular stability. The confusion may be exacerbated by the exclusion of a definition for
voltage (or load) stability in the notes on page 31. There is a discussion of angular stability, but voltage stability is
conspicuously missing. An improvement for the System Stability Study definition is to clarify that it is a study that focuses
on the impact to the system itself and covers an area larger than one Generating Plant, covering a large geographical
area. See specific proposal below:

System Stability Study - Study that focuses on how contingencies impact a larger portion of the System than a
Generating Unit Study. These studies would examine issues such as angular Stability, inter-area power oscillation, and
dynamic voltages.

BPA Transmission

No

Generating Unit Stability is adequately addressed by the System Stability studies and does not need to be evaluated
separately. Footnote 5.a.i in the notes following the Performance Requirements Tables, already specifies the
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Reliability Program requirements to meet. Therefore, we recommend removing the section on Generating Unit Stability Studies from
standard TPL-001-1. The focus of this standard should be on "System Stability" which encompasses all generating units.

Response: The SDT agrees and has modified the definitions and Requirements accordingly.

R2. Bach Transmission Planner and Planning Coordinator shall eenrduct-and-documenttheresults-of-prepare itsan annual Planning Assessment of its portion of
the BES. This Planning Assessment shall use current or past studies, document assumptions, document results, and shall cover steady state analyses, short

circuit analyses, and Stability analyses-including-both-System-and-Generating-Unit-Stability.
R2.6]1 (now 2.5.1) For steady state, short circuit, or System-Stability analysis: the study shall be five calendar years old or less.

R2.6)2 (now 2.5.2) For steady state, short circuit, Generating-Plant-Stability,-or System-Stability analysis: the study-present System model shall not include any
material changes, such as, generation or Transmission additions/removals, or topology changes that have occurred in the intervening period and would impact
the sfudy area._Material generation changes could include:

R5. Hor the Stability portion of the Planning Assessment, as described in Requirement R2.4-and-Reguirement-R2.5, each Transmission Planner and Planning
Coorginator shall perform the Contingency analyses listed i in Table 21 —&a@h{y—lée#ermanee The studles shall be based on computer S|mulat|ons usmq
models utilizing data provided in Requirement R1.

The wording of sub-requirements R5.6.1 and R5.6.2 was modified and relocated to become bullets under Requirement R2.5.2.

The addition/deletion/change of individual generating unit capability of 20 MW or greater.

An aggregated addition/deletion/change to a group of generating units directly connected through their step-up transformer(s) to the BES which total
20 MW or greater.

The definitions of Generating Unit Stability Study and System Stability Study as well as the following sub-requirements were deleted: R2.5, R2.5.1, R2.5.2, and
R5.5

Progress Energy No The System Stability Study definition could be improved by clarifying that it is a study that focuses on the impact of
Carolinas contingencies to the system itself and covers a larger geographical area than one Generating Plant. A specific proposal
is as follows.

System Stability Study - Study that focuses on how contingencies impact a larger portion of the System than a
Generating Unit Study. These studies would examine issues such as angular stability, inter-area power oscillations, and
dynamic voltages.
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Ameren No Agree with the revised definition of Generating Unit Stability Study. Propose new definition for System Stability Study, as
follows - "Study that focuses on portions of the System, including the impact of contingencies on multiple generating units
in an area. These studies would examine issues such as angular Stability, inter-area oscillation, and voltages during
dynamic simulations."

SERC Dynamics No An improvement for the System Stability Study definition is to clarify that it is a study that focuses on the impact to the

Review system itself and covers an area larger than one Generating Plant, covering a large geographical area. See specific

Subcommittee proposal below:

System Stability Study - Study that focuses on how contingencies impact a larger portion of the System than a
Generating Unit Study. These studies would examine issues such as angular Stability, inter-area power oscillation, and
dynamic voltages.

Southern No We suggest the following for the System Stability Study definition: Study that focuses on large portions of the System

Company (which may include many generating units) and how contingencies affect that larger area to determine whether angular

Transmission Stability is maintained, inter-area power oscillations are damped, and voltages during the dynamic simulation stay within
acceptable performance limits.

American No Generating Unit Stability Study definition - We suggest deleting the text, "on the Transmission Facilities connected to that

Transmission generating unit(s) point(s) of interconnection or one bus away from that point.", because certain Generation Facility

Company contingencies should be considered and key Transmission Facility contingencies can be more than one bus away from
the interconnection point. System Stability Study definition - We suggest this alternate wording: "Study that focuses on
portions of the System, which may include many generating units with various Contingencies. This study is concerned
with loss of synchronism, lack of damping of inter-area power oscillations, and voltages during the dynamic simulation."
We suggest this wording because the definition of a study should not give the criteria, but rather the general elements of
the study.

SERC Reliability No There is an inconsistency between the defined terms “Generating Unit Stability Study” and “System Stability Study” and

Review
Subcommittee and
Planning
Standards
Subcommittee

the usage within the standard. The requirements refer to these terms by omitting the word “study” .An improvement for
the System Stability Study definition is to clarify that it is a study that focuses on the impact to the system itself and
covers an area larger than one Generating Plant, covering a large geographical area. See specific proposal below:

System Stability Study - Study that focuses on how contingencies impact a larger portion of the System than a
Generating Unit Study. These studies would examine issues such as angular Stability, inter-area power oscillation, and
dynamic voltages.?
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Response: The SDT appreciates your suggested improvements. However, a majority of the Industry believes that there should be no distinction between
System Stability and Generating Unit Stability.

Platte River Power | Yes and No "Generator Unit Stability Study" assessments are applicable to FAC-001 and FAC-002. If specific requirements for a
Authority "Generator Unit Stability Study" are to be added to a standard, then those requirements belong in either a Revised FAC-
001 or a Revised FAC-002 and not in a TPL standard. The "System Stability Study" assessments which are appropriate
for TPL standards will capture both the performance of the system and the performance of specific generators at the
various demand and stressed sensitivity levels studied.

BCTC No BCTC agrees with many other commenters, ABB, Ameren, Central Maine Power, NPCC RCWS, FirstEnergy, WECC,
HQTE, Tenaska, FPL, FRCC, National Grid, New England 1SO, NU, NStar, United llluminating, BPA, Progress-Carolinas,
TEP, and Northwestern Energy that there is no significant distinction between generator and system stability. These
entities have significant experience with stability studies. Therefore, we cannot accept a simple statement from the SDT
that it believes it is important to maintain this distinction without any explanation. We believe that the Generating Unit
Stability Studies portion is attempting to introduce interconnection stability studies into the TPL standards.
Interconnection stability studies are adequate addressed by open access tariffs and FAC-001. This should not be
duplicated in TPL.

Manitoba Hydro No Manitoba Hydro does not believe there is a need to distinguish between System Stability Study and Generating Unit
Stability Study. Both these studies as defined require that synchronous operation of generators is maintained (i.e. angular
stability) and damping is acceptable (i.e. small signal stability). The stability assessment would cover the issues being
requested in the Generating Unit stability Study. We suggest the definition for System Stability Study - A study that
determines whether angular stability is maintained, inter-area power oscillations are acceptably damped, and transient
voltage swings remain within acceptable limits. Further, contrary to the SDT interpretation in the response to our first
posting comments, Manitoba Hydro believes the Generating Unit Stability Study is a duplication of what is required in
FAC-002-0 as the FAC requirements mandate system performance required by the NERC Reliability Standards.
Manitoba Hydro continues to believe this additional study is redundant. Should the SDT decide to retain the Generating
Unit stability study, then Manitoba Hydro recommends that, consistent with the wording in other requirements of this
assessment section, it would be more appropriate to require that "Generating Unit Stability be assessed using current or
qualifying past studies." This would allow use of current interconnection studies mandated by FAC-002-0 to be used to
comply with the Generating Unit Study requirement. Currently, the wording in R2.5 requires that Generating unit stability
be analyzed with studies for the conditions in R2.5.1 and/or R2.5.2.

Transmission No We believe that there is no significant distinction between Generating Unit Stability and System Stability other than the
Agency of objective and focus of the study. Therefore, we cannot accept a simple statement from the SDT that it believes it is
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Northern California

important to maintain this distinction without more explanation. If a distinction is maintained, then Generating Unit
Stability Study should be and is already covered in FAC-001-0 and FAC-002-0. As defined, Generating Unit Stability
Study ?focuses on an individual generating unit's or electrically closely-coupled generating units' Stability for various
Contingencies on the Transmission Facilities connected to that generating unit(s) point(s) of interconnection or one bus
away from that point. However, the Purpose of the proposed TPL-001-1 is to “develop a Bulk Electric System that will
operate reliably over a broad spectrum of System conditions and following a wide range of probable Contingencies”. If a
Generating Unit becomes unstable, the unit can be disconnected from the BES without impacting system stability.
Therefore, we believe that the Generating Unit Stability Studies portion is attempting to introduce interconnection stability
studies into the TPL standards. Interconnection stability studies are adequately addressed by FAC-001 and does not
need to be specifically called out in TPL-001-1. In addition, Generating unit stability studies are typically performed at the
time of interconnection. Even though Generating Unit Stability Studies have been done as new generating unit(s) were
interconnected or at the time changes occurred, such studies have not been done for the entire fleet of Generating Units
at the same time. For very old units, stability study documentation may no longer exist, even though no potential stability
problems have been identified when stability studies were run for interconnecting other newer units or for the System. If
the requirement for Generating Unit Stability Study is retained in this proposed TPL-001-1, R2.5 needs to be clarified to
say “only when” the changes in R2.5.1 and R2.5.2 are made that the Generating Unit Stability Study needs to be done.
There also needs to be language about how to treat generators that are existing prior to this Standard taking effect. We
would also appreciate if the SDT would more clearly define with examples the terms in R2.5.2, “material Transmission
System change” and “at or near the point of Interconnection” to invoke a study.

OPUC Yes and No We cannot evaluate the need to distinguish generating unit stability and system stability without greater explanation
inclusive of examples. We also need clarification of the intended interactions of this proposed standard with of FAC-001
and 2 to avoid duplication of efforts. Finally, if FAC-001 will cover generating unit or interconnection stability R 2.5 should
clearly address existing older generators.

Pacific Gas and No We believe that there is no significant distinction between Generating Unit Stability and System Stability other than the

Electric Co.

objective and focus of the study. Therefore, we cannot accept a simple statement from the SDT that it believes it is
important to maintain this distinction without more explanation. If a distinction is maintained, then Generating Unit
Stability Study should be and is already covered in FAC-001-0 and FAC-002-0. As defined, Generating Unit Stability
Study ?focuses on an individual generating unit's or electrically closely-coupled generating units' Stability for various
Contingencies on the Transmission Facilities connected to that generating unit(s) point(s) of interconnection or one bus
away from that point. However, the Purpose of the proposed TPL-001-1 is to "develop a Bulk Electric System that will
operate reliably over a broad spectrum of System conditions and following a wide range of probable Contingencies”. If a
Generating Unit becomes unstable, the unit can be disconnected from the BES without impacting system stability.
Therefore, we believe that the Generating Unit Stability Studies portion is attempting to introduce interconnection stability
studies into the TPL standards. Interconnection stability studies are adequately addressed by FAC-001 and does not
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need to be specifically called out in TPL-001-1. In addition, Generating unit stability studies are typically performed at the
time of interconnection. Even though Generating Unit Stability Studies have been done as new generating unit(s) were
interconnected or at the time changes occurred, such studies have not been done for the entire fleet of Generating Units
at the same time. For very old units, stability study documentation may no longer exist, even though no potential stability
problems have been identified when stability studies were run for interconnecting other newer units or for the System. If
the requirement for Generating Unit Stability Study is retained in this proposed TPL-001-1, R2.5 needs to be clarified to
say “only when” the changes in R2.5.1 and R2.5.2 are made that the Generating Unit Stability Study needs to be done.
There also needs to be language about how to treat generators that are existing prior to this Standard taking effect. We
would also appreciate if the SDT would more clearly define with examples the terms in R2.5.2, “material Transmission
System change” and “at or near the point of Interconnection” to invoke a study.

Public Service
Company of New
Mexico

No

We believe that there is no significant distinction between Generating Unit Stability and System Stability other than the
objective and focus of the study. Therefore, we cannot accept a simple statement from the SDT that it believes it is
important to maintain this distinction without more explanation. If a distinction is maintained, then Generating Unit
Stability Study should be and is already covered in FAC-001-0 and FAC-002-0. As defined, Generating Unit Stability
Study ?focuses on an individual generating unit's or electrically closely-coupled generating units' Stability for various
Contingencies on the Transmission Facilities connected to that generating unit(s) point(s) of interconnection or one bus
away from that point. However, the Purpose of the proposed TPL-001-1 is to "develop a Bulk Electric System that will
operate reliably over a broad spectrum of System conditions and following a wide range of probable Contingencies". If a
Generating Unit becomes unstable, the unit can be disconnected from the BES without impacting system stability.
Therefore, we believe that the Generating Unit Stability Studies portion is attempting to introduce interconnection stability
studies into the TPL standards. Interconnection stability studies are adequately addressed by FAC-001 and does not
need to be specifically called out in TPL-001-1. In addition, Generating unit stability studies are typically performed at the
time of interconnection. Even though Generating Unit Stability Studies have been done as new generating unit(s) were
interconnected or at the time changes occurred, such studies have not been done for the entire fleet of Generating Units
at the same time. For very old units, stability study documentation may no longer exist, even though no potential stability
problems have been identified when stability studies were run for interconnecting other newer units or for the System. If
the requirement for Generating Unit Stability Study is retained in this proposed TPL-001-1, R2.5 needs to be clarified to
say “only when” the changes in R2.5.1 and R2.5.2 are made that the Generating Unit Stability Study needs to be done.
There also needs to be language about how to treat generators that are existing prior to this Standard taking effect. We
would also appreciate if the SDT would more clearly define with examples the terms in R2.5.2, “material Transmission
System change” and “at or near the point of Interconnection” to invoke a study.

Puget Sound
Energy, Inc.

No

We believe that there is no significant distinction between Generating Unit Stability and System Stability other than the
objective and focus of the study. Therefore, we cannot accept a simple statement from the SDT that it believes it is
important to maintain this distinction without more explanation. If a distinction is maintained, then Generating Unit
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Stability Study should be and is already covered in FAC-001-0 and FAC-002-0. As defined, Generating Unit Stability
Study ?focuses on an individual generating unit's or electrically closely-coupled generating units' Stability for various
Contingencies on the Transmission Facilities connected to that generating unit(s) point(s) of interconnection or one bus
away from that point. However, the Purpose of the proposed TPL-001-1 is to "develop a Bulk Electric System that will
operate reliably over a broad spectrum of System conditions and following a wide range of probable Contingencies". If a
Generating Unit becomes unstable, the unit can be disconnected from the BES without impacting system stability.
Therefore, we believe that the Generating Unit Stability Studies portion is attempting to introduce interconnection stability
studies into the TPL standards. Interconnection stability studies are adequately addressed by FAC-001 and does not
need to be specifically called out in TPL-001-1. In addition, Generating unit stability studies are typically performed at the
time of interconnection. Even though Generating Unit Stability Studies have been done as new generating unit(s) were
interconnected or at the time changes occurred, such studies have not been done for the entire fleet of Generating Units
at the same time. For very old units, stability study documentation may no longer exist, even though no potential stability
problems have been identified when stability studies were run for interconnecting other newer units or for the System. If
the requirement for Generating Unit Stability Study is retained in this proposed TPL-001-1, R2.5 needs to be clarified to
say “only when” the changes in R2.5.1 and R2.5.2 are made that the Generating Unit Stability Study needs to be done.
There also needs to be language about how to treat generators that are existing prior to this Standard taking effect. We
would also appreciate if the SDT would more clearly define with examples the terms in R2.5.2, “material Transmission
System change” and “at or near the point of Interconnection” to invoke a study.

Idaho Power
Company

No

We believe that there is no significant distinction between Generating Unit Stability and System Stability other than the
objective and focus of the study. Therefore, we cannot accept a simple statement from the SDT that it believes it is
important to maintain this distinction without more explanation. If a distinction is maintained, then Generating Unit
Stability Study should be and is already covered in FAC-001-0 and FAC-002-0. As defined, Generating Unit Stability
Study ?focuses on an individual generating unit's or electrically closely-coupled generating units' Stability for various
Contingencies on the Transmission Facilities connected to that generating unit(s) point(s) of interconnection or one bus
away from that point. However, the Purpose of the proposed TPL-001-1 is to “develop a Bulk Electric System that will
operate reliably over a broad spectrum of System conditions and following a wide range of probable Contingencies”. If a
Generating Unit becomes unstable, the unit can be disconnected from the BES without impacting system stability.
Therefore, we believe that the Generating Unit Stability Studies portion is attempting to introduce interconnection stability
studies into the TPL standards. Interconnection stability studies are adequate addressed by FAC-001 and does not need
to be specifically called out in TPL-001-1. In addition, Generating unit stability studies are typically performed at the time
of interconnection. Even though Generating Unit Stability Studies have been done as new generating unit(s) were
interconnected or at the time changes occurred, such studies have not been done for the entire fleet of Generating Units
at the same time. For very old units, stability study documentation may no longer exist, even though no potential stability
problems have been identified when stability studies were run for interconnecting other newer units or for the System. If
the requirement for Generating Unit Stability Study is retained in this proposed TPL-001-1, R2.5 needs to be clarified to
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say “only when” the changes in R2.5.1 and R2.5.2 are made that the Generating Unit Stability Study needs to be done.
There also needs to be language about how to treat generators that are existing prior to this Standard taking effect. We
would also appreciate if the SDT would more clearly define with examples the terms in R2.5.2, “material Transmission
System change” and “at or near the point of Interconnection” to invoke a study.

SMUD

No

We believe that there is no significant distinction between Generating Unit Stability and System Stability other than the
objective and focus of the study. Therefore, we cannot accept a simple statement from the SDT that it believes it is
important to maintain this distinction without more explanation. If a distinction is maintained, then Generating Unit
Stability Study should be and is already covered in FAC-001-0 and FAC-002-0. As defined, Generating Unit Stability
Study focuses on an individual generating units or electrically closely-coupled generating units' Stability for various
Contingencies on the Transmission Facilities connected to that generating unit(s) point(s) of interconnection or one bus
away from that point. However, the Purpose of the proposed TPL-001-1 is to “develop a Bulk Electric System that will
operate reliably over a broad spectrum of System conditions and following a wide range of probable Contingencies”. If a
Generating Unit becomes unstable, the unit can be disconnected from the BES without impacting system stability.
Therefore, we believe that the Generating Unit Stability Studies portion is attempting to introduce interconnection stability
studies into the TPL standards. Interconnection stability studies are adequately addressed by FAC-001 and does not
need to be specifically called out in TPL-001-1. In addition, Generating unit stability studies are typically performed at the
time of interconnection. Even though Generating Unit Stability Studies have been done as new generating unit(s) were
interconnected or at the time changes occurred, such studies have not been done for the entire fleet of Generating Units
at the same time. For very old units, stability study documentation may no longer exist, even though no potential stability
problems have been identified when stability studies were run for interconnecting other newer units or for the System. If
the requirement for Generating Unit Stability Study is retained in this proposed TPL-001-1, R2.5 needs to be clarified to
say “only when” the changes in R2.5.1 and R2.5.2 are made that the Generating Unit Stability Study needs to be done.
There also needs to be language about how to treat generators that are existing prior to this Standard taking effect. We
would also appreciate if the SDT would more clearly define with examples the terms in R2.5.2, “material Transmission
System change” and “at or near the point of Interconnection” to invoke a study.

Sierra Pacific
Power Company /
Nevada Power
Company

No

We believe that there is no significant distinction between Generating Unit Stability and System Stability other than the
objective and focus of the study. Therefore, we cannot accept a simple statement from the SDT that it believes it is
important to maintain this distinction without more explanation. If a distinction is maintained, then Generating Unit
Stability Study should be and is already covered in FAC-001-0 and FAC-002-0. As defined, Generating Unit Stability
Study focuses on an individual generating units or electrically closely-coupled generating units' Stability for various
Contingencies on the Transmission Facilities connected to that generating unit(s) point(s) of interconnection or one bus
away from that point. However, the Purpose of the proposed TPL-001-1 is to develop a Bulk Electric System that will
operate reliably over a broad spectrum of System conditions and following a wide range of probable Contingencies? If a
Generating Unit becomes unstable, the unit can be disconnected from the BES without impacting system stability.
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Therefore, we believe that the Generating Unit Stability Studies portion is attempting to introduce interconnection stability
studies into the TPL standards. Interconnection stability studies are adequate addressed by FAC-001 and does not need
to be specifically called out in TPL-001-1. In addition, Generating unit stability studies are typically performed at the time
of interconnection. Even though Generating Unit Stability Studies have been done as new generating unit(s) were
interconnected or at the time changes occurred, such studies have not been done for the entire fleet of Generating Units
at the same time. For very old units, stability study documentation may no longer exist, even though no potential stability
problems have been identified when stability studies were run for interconnecting other newer units or for the System. If
the requirement for Generating Unit Stability Study is retained in this proposed TPL-001-1, R2.5 needs to be clarified to
say “only when” the changes in R2.5.1 and R2.5.2 are made that the Generating Unit Stability Study needs to be done.
There also needs to be language about how to treat generators that are existing prior to this Standard taking effect. We
would also appreciate if the SDT would more clearly define with examples the terms in R2.5.2, “material Transmission
System change” and “at or near the point of Interconnection” to invoke a study.

Black Hills
Corporation

No

We believe that there is no significant distinction between Generating Unit Stability and System Stability other than the
objective and focus of the study. Therefore, we cannot accept a simple statement from the SDT that it believes it is
important to maintain this distinction without more explanation. If a distinction is maintained, then Generating Unit
Stability Study should be and is already covered in FAC-001-0 and FAC-002-0. As defined, Generating Unit Stability
Study ?focuses on an individual generating unit's or electrically closely-coupled generating units' Stability for various
Contingencies on the Transmission Facilities connected to that generating unit(s) point(s) of interconnection or one bus
away from that point. However, the Purpose of the proposed TPL-001-1 is to "develop a Bulk Electric System that will
operate reliably over a broad spectrum of System conditions and following a wide range of probable Contingencies". If a
Generating Unit becomes unstable, the unit can be disconnected from the BES without impacting system stability.
Therefore, we believe that the Generating Unit Stability Studies portion is attempting to introduce interconnection stability
studies into the TPL standards. Interconnection stability studies are adequately addressed by FAC-001 and does not
need to be specifically called out in TPL-001-1. In addition, Generating unit stability studies are typically performed at the
time of interconnection. Even though Generating Unit Stability Studies have been done as new generating unit(s) were
interconnected or at the time changes occurred, such studies have not been done for the entire fleet of Generating Units
at the same time. For very old units, stability study documentation may no longer exist, even though no potential stability
problems have been identified when stability studies were run for interconnecting other newer units or for the System. If
the requirement for Generating Unit Stability Study is retained in this proposed TPL-001-1, R2.5 needs to be clarified to
say “only when” the changes in R2.5.1 and R2.5.2 are made that the Generating Unit Stability Study needs to be done.
There also needs to be language about how to treat generators that are existing prior to this Standard taking effect. We
would also appreciate if the SDT would more clearly define with examples the terms in R2.5.2, “material Transmission
System change” and “at or near the point of Interconnection” to invoke a study.

SRP

No

We believe that there is no significant distinction between Generating Unit Stability and System Stability other than the
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objective and focus of the study. Therefore, we cannot accept a simple statement from the SDT that it believes it is
important to maintain this distinction without more explanation. If a distinction is maintained, then Generating Unit
Stability Study should be and is already covered in FAC-001-0 and FAC-002-0. As defined, Generating Unit Stability
Study focuses on an individual generating units or electrically closely-coupled generating units' Stability for various
Contingencies on the Transmission Facilities connected to that generating unit(s) point(s) of interconnection or one bus
away from that point. However, the Purpose of the proposed TPL-001-1 is to develop a Bulk Electric System that will
operate reliably over a broad spectrum of System conditions and following a wide range of probable Contingencies?. If a
Generating Unit becomes unstable, the unit can be disconnected from the BES without impacting system stability.
Therefore, we believe that the Generating Unit Stability Studies portion is attempting to introduce interconnection stability
studies into the TPL standards. Interconnection stability studies are adequately addressed by FAC-001 and does not
need to be specifically called out in TPL-001-1. In addition, Generating unit stability studies are typically performed at the
time of interconnection. Even though Generating Unit Stability Studies have been done as new generating unit(s) were
interconnected or at the time changes occurred, such studies have not been done for the entire fleet of Generating Units
at the same time. For very old units, stability study documentation may no longer exist, even though no potential stability
problems have been identified when stability studies were run for interconnecting other newer units or for the System. If
the requirement for Generating Unit Stability Study is retained in this proposed TPL-001-1, R2.5 needs to be clarified to
say “only when” the changes in R2.5.1 and R2.5.2 are made that the Generating Unit Stability Study needs to be done.
There also needs to be language about how to treat generators that are existing prior to this Standard taking effect. We
would also appreciate if the SDT would more clearly define with examples the terms in R2.5.2, “material Transmission
System change” and “at or near the point of Interconnection” to invoke a study.

Tucson Electric
Power Company

No

We believe that there is no significant distinction between Generating Unit Stability and System Stability other than the
objective and focus of the study. Therefore, we cannot accept a simple statement from the SDT that it believes it is
important to maintain this distinction without more explanation. If a distinction is maintained, then Generating Unit
Stability Study should be and is already covered in FAC-001-0 and FAC-002-0. As defined, Generating Unit Stability
Study ?focuses on an individual generating unit's or electrically closely-coupled generating units' Stability for various
Contingencies on the Transmission Facilities connected to that generating unit(s) point(s) of interconnection or one bus
away from that point. However, the Purpose of the proposed TPL-001-1 is to ?develop a Bulk Electric System that will
operate reliably over a broad spectrum of System conditions and following a wide range of probable Contingencies?. If a
Generating Unit becomes unstable, the unit can be disconnected from the BES without impacting system stability.
Therefore, we believe that the Generating Unit Stability Studies portion is attempting to introduce interconnection stability
studies into the TPL standards. Interconnection stability studies are adequately addressed by FAC-001 and does not
need to be specifically called out in TPL-001-1. In addition, Generating unit stability studies are typically performed at the
time of interconnection. Even though Generating Unit Stability Studies have been done as new generating unit(s) were
interconnected or at the time changes occurred, such studies have not been done for the entire fleet of Generating Units
at the same time. For very old units, stability study documentation may no longer exist, even though no potential stability
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problems have been identified when stability studies were run for interconnecting other newer units or for the System. If
the requirement for Generating Unit Stability Study is retained in this proposed TPL-001-1, R2.5 needs to be clarified to
say “only when” the changes in R2.5.1 and R2.5.2 are made that the Generating Unit Stability Study needs to be done.
There also needs to be language about how to treat generators that are existing prior to this Standard taking effect. We
would also appreciate if the SDT would more clearly define with examples the terms in R2.5.2, “material Transmission
System change” and “at or near the point of Interconnection” to invoke a study.

Modesto Irrigation
District

No

Comments: We believe that there is no significant distinction between Generating Unit Stability and System Stability other
than the objective and focus of the study. Therefore, we cannot accept a simple statement from the SDT that it believes it
is important to maintain this distinction without more explanation. If a distinction is maintained, then Generating Unit
Stability Study should be and is already covered in FAC-001-0 and FAC-002-0. As defined, Generating Unit Stability
Study focuses on an individual generating units or electrically closely-coupled generating units' Stability for various
Contingencies on the Transmission Facilities connected to that generating unit(s) point(s) of interconnection or one bus
away from that point. However, the Purpose of the proposed TPL-001-1 is to “develop a Bulk Electric System that will
operate reliably over a broad spectrum of System conditions and following a wide range of probable Contingencies”. If a
Generating Unit becomes unstable, the unit can be disconnected from the BES without impacting system stability.
Therefore, we believe that the Generating Unit Stability Studies portion is attempting to introduce interconnection stability
studies into the TPL standards. Interconnection stability studies are adequately addressed by FAC-001 and does not
need to be specifically called out in TPL-001-1.In addition, Generating unit stability studies are typically performed at the
time of interconnection. Even though Generating Unit Stability Studies have been done as new generating unit(s) were
interconnected or at the time changes occurred, such studies have not been done for the entire fleet of Generating Units
at the same time. For very old units, stability study documentation may no longer exist, even though no potential stability
problems have been identified when stability studies were run for interconnecting other newer units or for the System. If
the requirement for Generating Unit Stability Study is retained in this proposed TPL-001-1, R2.5 needs to be clarified to
say “only when” the changes in R2.5.1 and R2.5.2 are made that the Generating Unit Stability Study needs to be done.
There also needs to be language about how to treat generators that are existing prior to this Standard taking effect. We
would also appreciate if the SDT would more clearly define with examples the terms in R2.5.2, “material Transmission
System change” and “at or near the point of Interconnection” to invoke a study.

Tri-State G&T

No

We believe that there is no significant distinction between Generating Unit Stability and System Stability other than the
objective and focus of the study. Therefore, we cannot accept a simple statement from the SDT that it believes it is
important to maintain this distinction without more explanation. If a distinction is maintained, then Generating Unit
Stability Study should be and is already covered in FAC-001-0 and FAC-002-0. As defined, Generating Unit Stability
Study ?focuses on an individual generating unit's or electrically closely-coupled generating units' Stability for various
Contingencies on the Transmission Facilities connected to that generating unit(s) point(s) of interconnection or one bus
away from that point. However, the Purpose of the proposed TPL-001-1 is to ?develop a Bulk Electric System that will
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operate reliably over a broad spectrum of System conditions and following a wide range of probable Contingencies?. If a
Generating Unit becomes unstable, the unit can be disconnected from the BES without impacting system stability.
Therefore, we believe that the Generating Unit Stability Studies portion is attempting to introduce interconnection stability
studies into the TPL standards. Interconnection stability studies are adequately addressed by FAC-001 and does not
need to be specifically called out in TPL-001-1. In addition, Generating unit stability studies are typically performed at the
time of interconnection. Even though Generating Unit Stability Studies have been done as new generating unit(s) were
interconnected or at the time changes occurred, such studies have not been done for the entire fleet of Generating Units
at the same time. For very old units, stability study documentation may no longer exist, even though no potential stability
problems have been identified when stability studies were run for interconnecting other newer units or for the System. If
the requirement for Generating Unit Stability Study is retained in this proposed TPL-001-1, R2.5 needs to be clarified to
say “only when” the changes in R2.5.1 and R2.5.2 are made that the Generating Unit Stability Study needs to be done.
There also needs to be language about how to treat generators that are existing prior to this Standard taking effect. We
would also appreciate if the SDT would more clearly define with examples the terms in R2.5.2, “material Transmission
System change” and “at or near the point of Interconnection” to invoke a study.

Southern
California Edison

No

We believe that there is no significant distinction between Generating Unit Stability and System Stability other than the
objective and focus of the study. Therefore, we cannot accept a simple statement from the SDT that it believes it is
important to maintain this distinction without more explanation. If a distinction is maintained, then Generating Unit
Stability Study should be and is already covered in FAC-001-0 and FAC-002-0. As defined, Generating Unit Stability
Study ?focuses on an individual generating unit's or electrically closely-coupled generating units' Stability for various
Contingencies on the Transmission Facilities connected to that generating unit(s) point(s) of interconnection or one bus
away from that point. However, the Purpose of the proposed TPL-001-1 is to ?develop a Bulk Electric System that will
operate reliably over a broad spectrum of System conditions and following a wide range of probable Contingencies?. If a
Generating Unit becomes unstable, the unit can be disconnected from the BES without impacting system stability.
Therefore, we believe that the Generating Unit Stability Studies portion is attempting to introduce interconnection stability
studies into the TPL standards. Interconnection stability studies are adequately addressed by FAC-001 and does not
need to be specifically called out in TPL-001-1. In addition, Generating unit stability studies are typically performed at the
time of interconnection. Even though Generating Unit Stability Studies have been done as new generating unit(s) were
interconnected or at the time changes occurred, such studies have not been done for the entire fleet of Generating Units
at the same time. For very old units, stability study documentation may no longer exist, even though no potential stability
problems have been identified when stability studies were run for interconnecting other newer units or for the System. If
the requirement for Generating Unit Stability Study is retained in this proposed TPL-001-1, R2.5 needs to be clarified to
say “only when” the changes in R2.5.1 and R2.5.2 are made that the Generating Unit Stability Study needs to be done.
There also needs to be language about how to treat generators that are existing prior to this Standard taking effect. We
would also appreciate if the SDT would more clearly define with examples the terms in R2.5.2, “material Transmission
System change” and “at or near the point of Interconnection? to invoke a study.
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Alberta Electric
System Operator

No

We believe that there is no significant distinction between Generating Unit Stability and System Stability other than the
objective and focus of the study. Therefore, we cannot accept a simple statement from the SDT that it believes it is
important to maintain this distinction without more explanation. If a distinction is maintained, then Generating Unit
Stability Study should be and is already covered in FAC-001-0 and FAC-002-0. As defined, Generating Unit Stability
Study ?focuses on an individual generating unit's or electrically closely-coupled generating units' Stability for various
Contingencies on the Transmission Facilities connected to that generating unit(s) point(s) of interconnection or one bus
away from that point. However, the Purpose of the proposed TPL-001-1 is to ?develop a Bulk Electric System that will
operate reliably over a broad spectrum of System conditions and following a wide range of probable Contingencies?. If a
Generating Unit becomes unstable, the unit can be disconnected from the BES without impacting system stability.
Therefore, we believe that the Generating Unit Stability Studies portion is attempting to introduce interconnection stability
studies into the TPL standards. Interconnection stability studies are adequately addressed by FAC-001 and does not
need to be specifically called out in TPL-001-1. In addition, Generating unit stability studies are typically performed at the
time of interconnection. Even though Generating Unit Stability Studies have been done as new generating unit(s) were
interconnected or at the time changes occurred, such studies have not been done for the entire fleet of Generating Units
at the same time. For very old units, stability study documentation may no longer exist, even though no potential stability
problems have been identified when stability studies were run for interconnecting other newer units or for the System. If
the requirement for Generating Unit Stability Study is retained in this proposed TPL-001-1, R2.5 needs to be clarified to
say “only when” the changes in R2.5.1 and R2.5.2 are made that the Generating Unit Stability Study needs to be done.
There also needs to be language about how to treat generators that are existing prior to this Standard taking effect. We
would also appreciate if the SDT would more clearly define with examples the terms in R2.5.2, “material Transmission
System change” and “at or near the point of Interconnection” to invoke a study.

US Bureau of
Reclamation

No

Comments: We believe that there is no significant distinction between Generating Unit Stability and System Stability other
than the objective and focus of the study. Therefore, we cannot accept a simple statement from the SDT that it believes it
is important to maintain this distinction without more explanation. If a distinction is maintained, then Generating Unit
Stability Study should be and is already covered in FAC-001-0 and FAC-002-0. As defined, Generating Unit Stability
Study ?focuses on an individual generating unit's or electrically closely-coupled generating units' Stability for various
Contingencies on the Transmission Facilities connected to that generating unit(s) point(s) of interconnection or one bus
away from that point. However, the Purpose of the proposed TPL-001-1 is to ?develop a Bulk Electric System that will
operate reliably over a broad spectrum of System conditions and following a wide range of probable Contingencies?. If a
Generating Unit becomes unstable, the unit can be disconnected from the BES without impacting system stability.
Therefore, we believe that the Generating Unit Stability Studies portion is attempting to introduce interconnection stability
studies into the TPL standards. Interconnection stability studies are adequately addressed by FAC-001 and does not
need to be specifically called out in TPL-001-1.In addition, Generating unit stability studies are typically performed at the
time of interconnection. Even though Generating Unit Stability Studies have been done as new generating unit(s) were
interconnected or at the time changes occurred, such studies have not been done for the entire fleet of Generating Units
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at the same time. For very old units, stability study documentation may no longer exist, even though no potential stability
problems have been identified when stability studies were run for interconnecting other newer units or for the System. If
the requirement for Generating Unit Stability Study is retained in this proposed TPL-001-1, R2.5 needs to be clarified to
say “only when” the changes in R2.5.1 and R2.5.2 are made that the Generating Unit Stability Study needs to be done.
There also needs to be language about how to treat generators that are existing prior to this Standard taking effect. We
would also appreciate if the SDT would more clearly define with examples the terms in R2.5.2, “material Transmission
System change” and “at or near the point of Interconnection” to invoke a study.

Response: The SDT disagrees with your view that generating unit Stability assessments should be covered in FAC-001 or FAC-002. The SDT recognizes that
such studies are performed for new generator interconnection, following the requirements of the appropriate FAC Standards. However, the TPL-001-1 Standard
is intended to ensure on-going assessments of generating unit Stability so as to capture any significant performance changes over the course of time.
Nevertheless, the SDT has eliminated the distinction between generating unit Stability and System Stability by modifying the definitions and Requirements as
shown.

ach Transmission Planner and Planning Coordinator shall cenduct-and-documenttheresulis-ofprepare itsan annual Planning Assessment of its portion of
the BES. This Planning Assessment shall use current or past studies, document assumptions, document results, and shall cover steady state analyses, short

circuit analyses, and Stability analyses-including-both-System-and-Generating-Unit-Stability.
R2.6J1 (now 2.5.1) For steady state, short circuit, or System-Stability analysis: the study shall be five calendar years old or less.

R2.6)2 (now 2.5.2) For steady state, short circuit, Generating-Plant-Stability-or System-Stability analysis: the study-present System model shall not include any
material changes, such as, generation or Transmission additions/removals, or topology changes that have occurred in the intervening period and would impact
the study area._Material generation changes could include:

R5. Hor the Stability portion of the Planning Assessment, as described in Requirement R2.4-and-Reguirement-R2.5, each Transmission Planner and Planning
Coorgdinator shall perform the Contingency analyses listed i in Table 21 —%tab#ﬂy—pe#epmanee The studles shall be based on computer S|mulat|ons usmq
models ut|I|Z|nq data provided in Requirement R1.

The wording of sub-requirements R5.6.1 and R5.6.2 was modified and relocated to become bullets under Requirement R2.5.2.

The addition/deletion/change of individual generating unit capability of 20 MW or greater.

An aggregated addition/deletion/change to a group of generating units directly connected through their step-up transformer(s) to the BES which total
20 MW or greater.

The definitions of Generating Unit Stability Study and System Stability Study as well as the following sub-requirements were deleted: R2.5, R2.5.1, R2.5.2, and
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R5.5.
Gainesville No Our small system does not have the present resources to deal with the large increase in stability type studies that this

Regional Utilities

section seems to be requesting. Our system changes very little if at all from year to year. The ranking of the regional
facilities where priority is given for stability study to the top 100 fault current buses shows that we do not have even a bus
listed until position 611. We suggest that R2.4.1 should allow for only doing buses that have a ranking impact on the
regional BES or no more that every 7 years for those systems without changes or are so small that their total separation
or lost of their largest or almost total generation is not an issue for the RC. Stability should not have to be analyzed
annually for small, unchanging systems.

Response: Where material changes do not occur as you describe for your System, studies would not have to be run any more frequently than once every five
years, as described in Requirement R2.6 (now R2.5).

ITC Holdings: ITC,
METC, ITC
Midwest

Yes and No

Requirement R 5.4.4: Consider changing the last sentence to the following: “If the Extreme Events analysis concludes
there are widespread cascading outages, an evaluation of implementing a change designed to reduce or mitigate the
likelihood of such consequences shall be conducted.”

Response: The wording suggested is basically identical to what is already there. The SDT does not feel that this change provides any clarity or alters the
context of the present text. Also, widespread is an ambiguous term and not measurable. No change made.

Progress Energy
Florida, Inc.

No

Progress Energy Florida, Inc. (PEF) does not believe that Stability Analysis should be or can be successfully divided into
the proposed two distinct concepts of System Stability and Generating Unit Stability. Most textbooks dealing with the
matter of Stability Analysis divide the issue into two parts, steady state and transient, and then subdivide the transient
part into power angle stability and voltage stability. PEF has been unable to find any engineering treatise that argues for
dividing transient Stability Analysis into System Stability and Generating Unit Stability. NERC's present definition of
Stability, "The ability of an electric system to maintain a state of equilibrium during normal and abnormal conditions or
disturbances", succinctly and correctly addresses the fact that stability issues regarding plants cannot be extricated from
analysis of the rest of the system. PEF feels that this existing definition is accurate and not in need of clarification or
improvement. To cite an example, if under the auspices of Generating Unit Stability, a transmission line trips, or if a load
shedding scheme is activated, does the event then get defined as a System Stability event (or both)? It should be noted
that the SDT attempted to both improve and clarify the definition of Stability in Note 5 of Table 2. The SDT's wording in
Table 2 Note 5, while not containing any inappropriate or inaccurate information, has two fundamental flaws: a) it
unnecessarily replaces the existing definition and b) it does not contain any language tying in the new definitions of
System Stability and Generating Unit Stability. Furthermore, given that both of the new definitions are held to the exact
same requirements, those found in Table 2, PEF can see no tangible benefit to two definitions, and therefore
recommends removal of the new definitions of System Stability and Generating Unit Stability, and a return to the existing
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definition of Stability. Stability analyses that are taking place under the present definition and under the existing TPL
Standards are more than adequate to demonstrate reliability of the BES, and PEF feels that the introduction of two new
definitions would only serve to cause confusion and discussion regarding unmerited additional analyses.

Response: The SDT agrees and has modified the definitions and Requirements accordingly. Furthermore, with these changes, the SDT believes that Note 5 of
Table 2 has value to the Industry as a clarification of the existing Stability definition and should no longer be viewed as a replacement definition.

R2. Bach Transmission Planner and Planning Coordinator shall eenrduct-and-documenttheresults-of-prepare itsan annual Planning Assessment of its portion of
the BES. This Planning Assessment shall use current or past studies, document assumptions, document results, and shall cover steady state analyses, short

circuit analyses, and Stability analyses-ineluding-both-System-and-Generating-Unit-Stability.
R2.6]1 (now 2.5.1) For steady state, short circuit, or System-Stability analysis: the study shall be five calendar years old or less.

R2.6)2 (now 2.5.2) For steady state, short circuit, Generating-Plant-Stability-or System-Stability analysis: the study-present System model shall not include any
material changes, such as, generation or Transmission additions/removals, or topology changes that have occurred in the intervening period and would impact
the sfudy area._Material generation changes could include:

R5. Hor the Stability portion of the Planning Assessment, as described in Requirement R2.4-and-Reguirement-R2.5, each Transmission Planner and Planning
Coorginator shall perform the Contingency analyses listed i in Table 21 —&a@h{y—lée#ermanee The studles shall be based on computer S|mulat|ons usmq
models utlllzmq data provided in Requirement R1.

The wording of sub-requirements R5.6.1 and R5.6.2 was modified and relocated to become bullets under Requirement R2.5.2.

The addition/deletion/change of individual generating unit capability of 20 MW or greater.

An aggregated addition/deletion/change to a group of generating units directly connected through their step-up transformer(s) to the BES which total
20 MW or greater.

The definitions of Generating Unit Stability Study and System Stability Study as well as the following sub-requirements were deleted: R2.5, R2.5.1, R2.5.2, and
R5.5

Lafayette Utilities No Lafayette Utilities System (Lafayette) does not dispute the need for stability studies, especially in connection with
System significant system topology changes. We are concerned, however, by the possibility of inconsistencies between the
results of interconnection studies conducted for new generating units pursuant to the Large Generator Interconnection
Procedures prescribed by FERC and Generating Unit Stability Studies conducted as part of the TPL-001 planning
assessment. For example, if a TPL-001 stability analysis indicates the need for more costly or extensive transmission
upgrades that were indicated in an earlier LGIP interconnection study, the generation developer could be placed in an
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untenable situation: it would have proceeded with its project based on the assumption of responsibility for LGIP-indicated
upgrades, but then could face demands for the funding of additional upgrades pursuant to the TPL-001 stability analysis.
Improved integration between the two sets of stability studies appears warranted, in order to avoid placing generation
developers in this position.

Response: The SDT understands your concerns; however, we believe that TPL-001-1 will not create an untenable position for generation developers following
the LGIP. Studies to interconnect the generator in accordance with the LGIP will identify those Facilities to be incorporated in the Interconnection Agreement.
Future studies carried out in compliance with TPL-001-1 will ensure on-going System reliability, and any Facility upgrades required for that purpose will be the
responsibility of the Transmission Owner, not the generation developer.

Arizona Public Yes and No We generally concur with the changes for the Requirements associated with the Generating Unit and System Stability,
Service Co. however, Generating unit stability studies are typically performed at the time of interconnection. Even though stability
studies have been done as new generating unit(s) were interconnected or at the time changes occurred, such studies
have not been done for the entire fleet of generating units at the same time. For very old units, stability study
documentation may no longer exist, even though no potential stability problems have been identified when stability
studies were run for interconnecting other newer units. Will every TP have to benchmark their generating unit stability
study for its entire fleet with the acceptance of this Standard? In other words, will every TP has to recreate
documentation for all its older units?? We would appreciate that the SDT more clearly define the terms in R2.5.2,
“material Transmission System change” and “at or near the point of Interconnection” to invoke a study with examples.

ColumbiaGrid Yes and No We generally concur with the changes for the Requirements associated with the Generating Unit and System Stability,
however, Generating unit stability studies are typically performed at the time of interconnection. Even though stability
studies have been done as new generating unit(s) were interconnected or at the time changes occurred, such studies
have not been done for the entire fleet of generating units at the same time. For very old units, stability study
documentation may no longer exist, even though no potential stability problems have been identified when stability
studies were run for interconnecting other newer units. Will every TP have to benchmark their generating unit stability
study for its entire fleet with the acceptance of this Standard? In other words, will every TP has to recreate
documentation for all its older units?? We would appreciate that the SDT more clearly define the terms in R2.5.2,
“material Transmission System change” and “at or near the point of Interconnection” to invoke a study with examples.

Response: The SDT believes that the modified definitions and Requirements in the third draft address your concerns.

R2. Bach Transmission Planner and Planning Coordinator shall eenrductand-documenttheresultsof prepare itsan annual Planning Assessment of its portion of
the BES. This Planning Assessment shall use current or past studies, document assumptions, document results, and shall cover steady state analyses, short

circuit analyses, and Stability analyses-including-both-System-and-Generating-Unit-Stability
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R2.6]1 (now R2.5.1) For steady state, short circuit, or System-Stability analysis: the study shall be five calendar years old or less.

R2.6)2 (now R2.5.2) For steady state, short circuit, Generating-Plant-Stability-or System-Stability analysis: the study-present System model shall not include any
material changes, such as, generation or Transmission additions/removals, or topology changes that have occurred in the intervening period and would impact
the sfudy area._Material generation changes could include:

R5. Hor the Stability portion of the Planning Assessment, as described in Requirement R2.4-anrd-Reguirement-R2:5, each Transmission Planner and Planning
Coorginator shall perform the Contingency analyses listed i in Table 21 —é&a@h{y—Pe#ermanee The studles shall be based on computer S|mulat|ons usmq
models utilizing data provided in Requirement R1. ;

The wording of sub-requirements R5.6.1 and R5.6.2 was modified and relocated to become bullets under Requirement R2.5.2.

The addition/deletion/change of individual generating unit capability of 20 MW or greater.

An aggregated addition/deletion/change to a group of generating units directly connected through their step-up transformer(s) to the BES which
total 20 MW or greater.

The definitions of Generating Unit Stability Study and System Stability Study as well as the following sub-requirements were deleted: R2.5, R2.5.1, R2.5.2, and
R5.5

Specifically, as to your question regarding “benchmarking,” the revised requirements would not necessitate studies of each individual generating unit or
generating plant.

Florida Power and No This draft did not modify the existing NERC definition of Stability. Footnote 5 of the Tables describes the expected

Light acceptable performance of a System that is stable, but the terms “System Stability” and "Generating Unit Stability" are not
defined, except as studies. All stability studies must meet the Performance Requirements for Planning Events in Table 2
- Stability Performance. If there were different Performance Requirements then the distinction may be warranted.
However system stability studies should be sufficient and not warrant additional work. R6 requires Transmission
Planners to define proxies used to identify instability. Presumably the “proxies” would be used as a checkilist for
assessment of stability; however, not all stability limitations can be simplified as a proxy in the load flow. Proxies should
only be used as indicative of a potential stability issue, not "to identify System instability", or replace stability studies,
since a stability study to identify the issue was initially required to define the proxy. The requirement should be reworded
to state "R6. If proxies are used in simulation studies to identify System instability for conditions such as cascading
outages, voltage instability, or uncontrolled islanding, then each Transmission Planner and Planning Coordinator shall
define the proxies used in the simulation studies."
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Orlando Utilities No | support the comments from Florida Power & Light regarding System Stability vs. Generating unit studies and proxies.
Commission

Response: The SDT agrees and has modified the definitions and Requirements accordingly. Furthermore, the SDT has also modified the wording of R6 to
address your concern.

ach Transmission Planner and Planning Coordinator shall cenduct-and-documenttheresults-of-prepare itsan annual Planning Assessment of its portion of
the BES. This Planning Assessment shall use current or past studies, document assumptions, document results, and shall cover steady state analyses, short

circuit analyses, and Stability analyses-ineluding-both-System-and-Generating-Unit-Stability.
R2.6]1 (now R2.5.1) For steady state, short circuit, or System-Stability analysis: the study shall be five calendar years old or less.

R2.6)2 (now R2.5.2) For steady state, short circuit, Generating-Plant-Stability-or System-Stability analysis: the study-present System model shall not include any
material changes, such as, generation or Transmission additions/removals, or topology changes that have occurred in the intervening period and would impact
the sfudy area._Material generation changes could include:

R5. Hor the Stability portion of the Planning Assessment, as described in Requirement R2.4-and-Reguirement-R2.5, each Transmission Planner and Planning
Coorginator shall perform the Contingency analyses listed i in Table 21 —&a@hiy—?e#ermanee The studles shall be based on computer S|mulat|ons usmq
models utilizing data provided in Requirement R1. ,

The wording of sub-requirements R5.6.1 and R5.6.2 was modified and relocated to become bullets under Requirement R2.5.2.

The addition/deletion/change of individual generating unit capability of 20 MW or greater.

An aggregated addition/deletion/change to a group of generating units directly connected through their step-up transformer(s) to the BES which
total 20 MW or greater.

The definitions of Generating Unit Stability Study and System Stability Study as well as the following sub-requirements were deleted: R2.5, R2.5.1, R2.5.2, and
R5.5.

R6. Hach Transmission Planner and Planning Coordinator shall define and document, within their Planning Assessment, theany proxies used in simulation
studigs-the analysis to identify System instability for conditions such as cascading outages, voltage instability, or uncontrolled islanding.

Exelon Yes and No The definitions of System Stability and Generating Unit Stability are clear. We agree that there is value in performing
Transmission small signal analysis but we are concerned about the availability of software and expertise required to execute the
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Organization Question 1: Question 1 Comments:

Planning analysis.R5.3 is ambiguous, as it is not clear what the requirement to consider the voltage ride through capability of all
generators entail. Ride through could involve the unit or station having the capability to ride through without tripping or
the unit could trip but the system remain stable.

General Observations

R3.2.1 should be reworded so as not to be misinterpreted that GOs are prescribing their 'required’ voltage levels.
R2.6.2 should be Unit not Plant with regard to stability studies.

R2.7.1 and elsewhere - The NERC Glossary specifies that SPSs are 'Special Protection Systems' (not 'schemes’).
R5.2 Wording should be changed from '...disconnect for each contingency..' to '..isolate the disturbance... .’

R5.5.1 There are too many studies required. The 20 MW threshold for unit studies may be too low. There should be a
mechanism to provide a proxy for smaller units on 138 or possible 230 kV systems that can't affect system stability rather
than to automatically require a study every 5 years.

R2.1 and 2.2 should have the words 'at a minimum' removed with regards to describing which studies are required
annually. The requirement to supply a 'project initiation date' for near-term Corrective Action Plans should be removed. If
it remains, it should be clarified (Project identification date, construction start date, PUC certification date, executive
approval date, etc?)

Response: The intent of Requirement R5.3 is to ensure that the generating unit models realistically replicate the behavior of the generator in response to a low
voltage condition encountered during the simulation.

The requirement on voltage ride through has been changed to provide clarity (now R4.3.2).

R3.2]1 (now R3.3.2) For all generators, studies shall consider the minimum steady state voltage limitations ef-all-generaters-and identify how the generators are
analyzed in the steady state simulation.

The SDT has deleted the distinction between Unit/Plant and System Stability based on other comments.
The SDT agrees that SPS means “Special Protection Systems” and the third draft uses this terminology consistently.

The SDT disagrees with your suggested rewording of Requirement R5.2 because the concept that the requirement is addressing relates to the resultant topology
of the system after the fault is cleared and not the removal of the disturbance.

In response to your comment on Requirement R5.5.1, the SDT believes that all of the studies needed to satisfy this requirement are essential to maintain
reliability. The SDT has thoroughly debated the 20 MW generating unit threshold and continues to believe that this is the appropriate value.

In Requirements R2.1 and R2.2, the SDT has removed the words “at a minimum” as you have suggested.
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Organization Question 1: Question 1 Comments:

R2.1|The Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon portion of the steady state analysis shall be assessed annually and be supported ata-inimum-by the
following annual current studies, supplemented with qualified past studies as indicated in Requirement R2.6:

R2.2|For the Long-Term Transmission Planning Horizon portion of the steady state analysis, at-a-mirimums-a current System peak Load study is required
annually for one of the years in the assessment period to support the annual Planning Assessment.

In response to your comment on “project initiation date,” the SDT considered your suggestion; however, the SDT believes that the current language is
satisfactory, and few comments were received suggesting need for a modification.

MidAmerican Yes and No MidAmerican Energy Company (MEC) believes the definitions are improved. However, MEC suggests that the SDT

Energy Company clarify what stability analyses are required such as angular and voltage stability for which time frames such as the
transient and steady state time frames and for what planning horizons such as the Near-Term and Long-Term planning
horizons.

MRO NERC No The MRO believes the definitions are improved. However, the MRO suggests that the SDT clarify what stability analysis

Standards Review are required such as angular and voltage stability for which time frames such as the transient and steady state time

Subcommittee frames and for what planning horizons such as the Near-Term and Long-Term planning horizons. Generating Unit

Stability Study definition - The MRO suggests deleting the text, "on the Transmission Facilities connected to that
generating unit(s) point(s) of interconnection or one bus away from that point.", because certain Generation Facility
contingencies should be considered and key Transmission Facility contingencies can be more than one bus away from
the interconnection point. System Stability Study definition - The MRO suggests this alternate wording: "Study that
focuses on portions of the System, which may include many generating units with various Contingencies. This study is
concerned with loss of synchronism, lack of damping of inter-area power oscillations, and voltages during the dynamic
simulation."” We suggest this wording because the definition of a study should not give the criteria, but rather the general
elements of the study.

Response: The SDT believes that your comments requesting clarifications have been addressed through the changes made as shown.

R2. Bach Transmission Planner and Planning Coordinator shall eenrduct-and-documenttheresults-of-prepare itsan annual Planning Assessment of its portion of
the BES. This Planning Assessment shall use current or past studies, document assumptions, document results, and shall cover steady state analyses, short

circuit analyses, and Stability analyses-including-both-System-and-Generating-Unit-Stability.
R2.6]1 (now R2.5.1) For steady state, short circuit, or System-Stability analysis: the study shall be five calendar years old or less.

R2.6)2 (now R2.5.2) For steady state, short circuit, Generating-Plant-Stability-or System-Stability analysis: the study-present System model shall not include any
material changes, such as, generation or Transmission additions/removals, or topology changes that have occurred in the intervening period and would impact
the sfudy area._Material generation changes could include:

R5. Hor the Stability portion of the Planning Assessment, as described in Requirement R2.4-and-Reguirement-R2.5, each Transmission Planner and Planning
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Organization

Question 1:

Question 1 Comments:

Coorglinator shall perform the Contingency analyses listed i in Table 21 —Stabm%y—Fle#eFmanee The studles shall be based on computer S|mulat|ons usmq

mods

The wording of sub-requirements R5.6.1 and R5.6.2 was modified and relocated to become bullets under Requirement R2.5.2.

Is ut|I|zmq data provided in Requirement R1.

The addition/deletion/change of individual generating unit capability of 20 MW or greater.

An aggregated addition/deletion/change to a group of generating units directly connected through their step-up transformer(s) to the BES which

total 20 MW or greater.

The definitions of Generating Unit Stability Study and System Stability Study as well as the following sub-requirements were deleted: R2.5, R2.5.1, R2.5.2, and

R5.5

Arkansas Electric
Coop. Corp.

Yes and No

There are situations where one bus away may not be far enough. While one bus may cover most situations the standard
shouldn't limit the study to just one bus away. Suggested language change: Transmission Facilities connected to that
generating unit(s) point(s) of interconnection, one bus away from the electrically closely-coupled units.

Response: The definition for Generating Unit Stability Study has been deleted so the offending phrase is no longer in this standard.

NERC and
Regional
Coordination
(PIM)

No

In the definition of Consequential Load Loss - Revise Transmission Planning Entities to Transmission Planners; or
otherwise clearly identifying the entities that are meant to be addressed by the term "Transmission Planning Entities.
"Revise "which" to "that" as indicated by the text below that is in quotes and Upper Case: Load that is no longer served
because it is directly connected to an element(s) that is removed from service due to fault clearing action or mis-operation
connected to a source as a result of the event being studied or "THAT" is lost as a result of the load’s response to the
transient conditions of the event (other than through the action of UVLS or UFLS schemes). Although Load "THAT" is lost
as a result of the Load’s response to the transient conditions of the event is considered Consequential Load Loss and is
permitted when Consequential Load Loss is allowed, [Transmission planning entities] TRANSMISSION PLANNERS are
not allowed to rely upon the expectation of such Load loss to meet steady state performance requirements. Regarding
the definition of Planning Event -The given words do not define the term. For example is an event meant to be an forced
outage condition; or is meant to be any set of state conditions. If an event can be anything, then the term is not a
definition. Planning Coordinator -Explicitly state that this definition will be deleted when the functional model definition for
this entity is approved May consider deleting the term because it is not unique to this standard. The term is already
defined in the Functional Model.R1.1 ? Data changes are routine in such studies and need to better quantify when
technical justification is required.
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Organization Question 1: Question 1 Comments:

Response: The definition of Consequential Load Loss has been changed in an attempt to clear up issues such as you addressed.

Cons

servad by any Transmission Facilities as a result of the FaC|I|t|es bemq removed from service bv a planned Protectlon System operation to isolate fault

conditions.

IESO No (i) Generating Unit Stability Study: We do not agree with the phrase "...or one bus away from that point." This limits the
scope of the testing to only the next bus. At times, contingencies that remove critical transmission facilities several buses
away from a generating plant may affect generating unit stability performance. We suggest to reword this phrase to "..or
in the nearby vicinity that can have an adverse reliability impact on the generating units' stability performance."(ii) Long-
Term Transmission Planning Horizon: A nit-picking suggestion to change the first "longer" to "long".(iii) Planning
Coordinator: We not see the need to repeat a definition that is already provided in the NERC Glossary of Terms and the
Functional Model. There is a plan to implement a wholesale change from Planning Authority to Planning Coordinator.
This is expected to occur in the first half of 2009.(iv) System Stability Study: Since voltage performance is included in this
assessment, we suggest to add to the phrase "?which may include many generating units AND GROUPS OF
TRANSMISSION FACILITIES..".(v) Year One: The second part of the definition is confusing. By "12-18 months from the
completion of the previous annual Planning Assessment.” does it mean 12-18 months from the "complete date" of the
previous assessment, or from the "end of the previous assessment period"? For example, a previous assessment was
completed on April 30, 2008 that covers a 12 month period from May 1, 2008 to April 30, 2009. Does year one for the
subsequent assessment start from May 1, 2009 or May 1, 20107? In view of the confusion, having only the first sentence
would suffice. In fact, there is only one reference made in the requirement (R2.1.1). Qualifying "year one" can easily be
made in that requirement without having to have a defined term. Adding defined terms without a good cause adds to the
maintenance task for the glossary of terms. Further, it begs the question on why "year two" and "year five" referenced in
that same requirement are not defined.

Response: With regard to your comments (i) and (iv), the SDT agrees and has modified the definitions and Requirements accordingly.

R2. Bach Transmission Planner and Planning Coordinator shall eenrductand-documenttheresults-of-prepare itsan annual Planning Assessment of its portion of
the BES. This Planning Assessment shall use current or past studies, document assumptions, document results, and shall cover steady state analyses, short

circuit analyses, and Stability analyses-including-both-System-and-Generating-Unit-Stability.
R2.6]1 (now R2.5.1) For steady state, short circuit, or System-Stability analysis: the study shall be five calendar years old or less.
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Organization Question 1: Question 1 Comments:
R2.6)2 (now R2.5.2) For steady state, short circuit, Generating-Plant-Stability-or System-Stability analysis: the study-present System model shall not include any

material changes, such as, generation or Transmission additions/removals, or topology changes that have occurred in the intervening period and would impact
the sfudy area._Material generation changes could include:

R5. Hor the Stability portion of the Planning Assessment, as described in Requirement R2.4-and-ReguirementR2.5, each Transmission Planner and Planning
Coorgdinator shall perform the Contingency analyses listed i in Table 21 —%tab#ﬂy—pe#epmanee The studles shall be based on computer S|mulat|ons usmq
models utilizing data provided in Requirement R1.

The wording of sub-requirements R5.6.1 and R5.6.2 was modified and relocated to become bullets under Requirement R2.5.2.

The addition/deletion/change of individual generating unit capability of 20 MW or greater.

An aggregated addition/deletion/change to a group of generating units directly connected through their step-up transformer(s) to the BES which
total 20 MW or greater.

The definitions of Generating Unit Stability Study and System Stability Study as well as the following sub-requirements were deleted: R2.5, R2.5.1, R2.5.2, and
R5.5.

(if) Thank you for your suggestion. The SDT sees no material difference in the suggested change and has decided to leave the definition unchanged.

(iiif) As you note, NERC is transitioning from the use of the term Planning Authority to the term Planning Coordinator. Since the new terminology has not been
officially adopted yet in the Functional Model, it must be defined in this standard revision.

(v) The definition is intended to be flexible to accommodate different practices and schedules. The key points are: 1) an assessment must be done each year
and completed any time during the year, 2) the first year of the assessment period should be beyond the period examined to address operational planning
issues, and 3) the time to complete the assessment could vary and take up to 18 months. In your example, if you have chosen Year One to be May 1, 2008 to
April 30, 2009, then Year One for the subsequent assessment would begin May 1, 2009.

Dominion - Electric | Yes
Transmission
Planning

TVA System Yes
Planning

City Water, Light & | Yes
Power -
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Organization Question 1: Question 1 Comments:
Springfield, lllinois

Tenaska, Inc. Yes

US Army Corps of Yes

Engineers,

Northwestern

Division

JEA Yes

Midwest ISO Yes

AEP Yes

Lakeland Electric Yes

LCRATSC Yes

E.ON U.S. Yes

Transmission

Planning

Duke Energy Yes

Oncor Electric Yes NA
Delivery

FirstEnergy Corp. Yes

Response: Thank you for your response.
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2. Do you concur with the modified Requirements R2.4, R2.5, R5.4, and R5.5? If not, please state why and/or suggest specific
changes.

Summary Consideration:

In response to industry comments, the SDT decided that generating unit Stability and System Stability need not and should not be treated as
distinct issues. The Stability related requirements have been modified to create a single generic set of requirements that no longer distinguishes
between generating unit and System Stability. This should address any potential conflict between this standard and the FAC standards.

Requirement R2.4.1 has been modified to clarify that a detailed dynamic Load model is not required at each bus. An aggregate System Load
model which represents the overall dynamic behavior of the Load is acceptable. Because of this clarification, the SDT believes that a 24 month
implementation period for this requirement is sufficient.

Requirement R2.4.3 has been modified to remove the need for stating the technical rationale for why or why not a particular sensitivity was
selected. Requirement R2.4.4 was deleted because it was essentially a voluntary requirement. The specific wording for each of the sensitivities to
be considered has been changed and should be clearer as to what is needed. The TP is allowed to use its judgment as to how the variations of
the sensitivity parameters should be made.

The requirement to include "known planned and long term outages of Transmission or generation equipment” has been removed from
Requirement R5. This is covered in the revised Requirement R1.1.1.

Stability studies will continue to be required for smaller entities. Smaller entities have the option of not registering as a TP to avoid compliance
concerns. Furthermore, it would be difficult to establish criteria for exempting “smaller entities.”

The definitions for Generating Unit Stability Study and System Stability Study have been deleted and the following requirements have been added
or changed due to industry comments:

R1.1.1 Planned outages of generation and Transmission Facilities, if specifically known.

R2.1.3 For each of the studies described in Requirements R2.1.1 and Regquirement-R2.1.2, sensitivity case(s) that are intended to stress the
System W|th sensqwme&vananons thatrefleet in one or more of the foIIowmg condltlons not alreadv included |n the studies shall be-rur-and
ARy included in the Assessment:

R2.1.4 When an entity’s spare equipment strategy could result in the unavailability of major Transmission equipment that has a lead time of one
year or more (such as a transformer), an analysis of the impact on System performance shall be assessed. The analysis shall reflect the
Contingencies identified in Table 1 during the conditions that the System is expected to experience due to the unavailability of the long lead time

equipment.
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R2.4.1 System peak Load for one of the five years. For peak System Load levels, a Load model shall be used which appropriately represents the
dynamic behavior of Loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction motor Loads._An aggregate system Load model which represents
the overall dynamic behavior of the L oad is acceptable.

R2.4.3 For each of the studies described in Requirements R2.4.1 and Regquirement R2.4.2, sensitivity case(s) that are intended to stress the
System Wlth varlatlons t&Feﬂeet in one or more of the followmg condltlons not alreadv mcluded in the studies shall be-run-and-documentation-of
, included in the Assessment:

o Variationsin-Load model assumptions
o Modification-ef-eExpected transfers

o Unavailability-of-longlead-time-Facilities_Timing of the installation of new or modified Facilities.

o Variabilityand-eutages-efrReactive resources_capability.

R2.6.2 (now R2.5.2) For steady state, short circuit, Gererating-Plant-Stability—or System-Stability analysis: the study-present System model shall
not include any material changes, such as, generation or Transmission additions/removals, or topology changes that have occurred in the
intervening period and would impact the study area._Material generation changes could include:

e The addition/deletion/change of individual generating unit capability of 20 MW or greater.

e An aggregated addition/deletion/change to a group of generating units directly connected through their step-up transformer(s) to the BES
which total 20 MW or greater.

R3 For the steady state portion of the Planning Assessment, each Transmission Planner and Planning Coordinator shall perform analysis for the
Near- Term and Long Term Transm|SS|on Plannlng Horizon studles in Requwement R2.1 and Reqmrement R2 2. Ihe—sted+es—sha44—be—based—en

Pen‘-e.tmanee The studles shaII be based on computer S|mulat|ons using models utlllzmq data prowded in Reduwement R1.

R3.4 (now R3.5) Those Extreme Events in Table 1 —Steady-State-Performance that are expected to produce more severe System impacts shall
be identified;_ and a list of those events to be evaluated for System performance_in Requirement R3.2 created;. and tThe rationale for the
Contingencies selected for evaluation shall be available as supporting information and shall includincludee an explanation of why the remaining
Contingencies would produce less severe System results. If the Extreme-Events-analysis concludes there are cascading outages caused by the
occurrence of Extreme Events, an evaluation of implementing-a-change-possible actions designed to reduce er-mitigate the likelihood or mitigate
ofsuehthe consequences and adverse impacts of the event(s) shall be conducted.

R5. For the Stability portion of the Planning Assessment, as described in Requirement R2.4-and-Reguirement-R2.5, each Transmission Planner
and Planning Coordinator shall perform the Contingency analyses listed in Table 21 —Stabmty—Fle#eFmanee The studles shall be based on
computer S|mulat|ons usmq models utlllzmq data provided in Requirement R1.
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R5.2 (now R4.3 and R4.3.1) Contingency analyses shall: sSimulate the removal of all elements ireluding-those that the Protection System
protection-and other automatic controls are expected to disconnect for each Contingency without operator intervention.

R5.4.4 (now RA4.5) Ata-minimum;tThose Extreme Events in Table 21 —Stability-Performance that weuldare expected to produce more severe
System impacts shall be identified_and a list of those events to be; evaluated for System performance_in Requirement R5.2 created;. and tThe
rationale for the Contingencies selected for evaluation shall be available as supporting information and shall includee an explanation of why the
remaining Contingencies would produce less severe System results. If the Extreme-Events-analysis concludes there are cascading outages

caused by the occurrence of Extreme Events, an evaluation of implementing-a-change-possible actions designed to reduce ermitigate-the

likelihood or mitigate efsuehthe consequences of the event(s) shall be conducted.
The following requirements were deleted due to industry comment:
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Organization

Question 2:

Question 2 Comments:

Dominion - Electric
Transmission
Planning

No

Comments are subdivided according to different sections as listed below:

R2.4.1: In principal, we agree that the dynamic behavior of loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction
motor loads, should be represented. However, it is not easy to get the data on such loads. Most customers, including
industrial ones, have no information/knowledge regarding their load characteristics. Also, the software tools currently
in use do not accommodate the modeling of certain material effects (for example the load reduction due to thermal
trips on large HVAC compressor motors). Additionally, if the entire case is populated with such detail dynamic load
data, the case could not be solved. A lot of research would be required. A phase-in period of several years should be
considered in order to accomplish the fundamental objective of dynamic load modeling. Please refer to Item 4 of
Question 15 for further thoughts on modeling requirements.

R2.4.3: It is acceptable to perform studies that include various sensitivity factors, but to document all rationales why
they were chosen or not chosen for each study performed is burdensome.

R2.5.1: Reduction in generation does not decrease stability margins. Therefore, the previous version's "increasing in
generation” should be kept instead of changing it to "changes in generation."

R5.4.3: This requirement allows automatic generation tripping to mitigate Stability violations (subject to meeting three
listed conditions there in). Automatic generator trips should not be allowed for N-1 contingency studies (beginning
with system normal and evaluating for the very first contingency) should the full output of the generating unit be
classified as a capacity resource. Allowing a capacity resource generator to trip for N-1 contingency could result in
reduced system reliability.

Response: Requirement R2.4.1 has been modified to clarify that a detailed dynamic Load model is not required at each bus. An aggregate System Load model
which represents the overall dynamic behavior of the Load is acceptable. Because of this clarification, the SDT believes that a 24 month implementation period
for this requirement is sufficient. This will be covered in the Implementation Plan which will be posted along with the third draft of the standard.

R2.4.1 System peak Load for one of the five years. For peak System Load levels, a Load model shall be used which appropriately represents the dynamic
behayior of Loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction motor Loads._An aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic

behayior of the Load is acceptable.

R2.4.3: The SDT agrees and has modified the language of Requirement R2.4.3 to not require the rationale for why a sensitivity was chosen or not.

R2.4]3 For each of the studies described in Requirements R2.4.1 and Regquirement R2.4.2, sensitivity case(s) that are intended to stress the System with

variations te-reflect in one or more of the following conditions not already included in the studies shall be-run-and-decumentation-of the-technicalratiohaleforwhy
eachiofthe-conditions-was-orwas-not-selected-shall-be-supplied included in the Assessment:
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Organization Question 2:  Question 2 Comments:

R2.5.1: The SDT has removed the distinction between System Stability and generating unit Stability. Requirement R2.5.1 has been deleted.

R5.4.3: This requirement has been deleted.

NPCC No a. A MOD standard should be developed to address the assembly of dynamic load models, rather than specifying
modeling in paragraph 2.4.1 (dynamic behavior of loads). Paragraph 2.4.1 should instead read, "System Peak Load
for one of the five years."

b. In paragraph R.2.4.3.4, what does "variability" mean?

c. Add a new requirement "R5.4.3.4 Automatic generator tripping shall not have an Adverse Reliability Impact on
overall system reliability."

d. Remove Heading R5.5 and make generator unit stability a section of overall stability requirements.

e. Modify R5.5.1 to become R5.4.5, with the following, "Shall be performed for the addition of an individual
generating unit or generating units at the same interconnection point of 20 MW or greater that are directly connected
to the BES." There may be little difference between the stability performance of a single 20 MW unit and an
aggregation of units totaling 20 MW at the same BES interconnection point

f. Strike R5.5.3 and R5.5.4, as they become redundant to R5.4.1

Hydro-Québec No a. A MOD standard should be developed to address the assembly of dynamic load models, rather than specifying
TransEnergie (HQT) modeling in paragraph 2.4.1 (dynamic behavior of loads). Paragraph 2.4.1 should instead read, "System Peak Load
for one of the five years."

b. In paragraph R.2.4.3.4, what does "variability" mean?

c. Add a new requirement, "R5.4.3.4 Automatic generator tripping shall not have an significant adverse impact on
overall system reliability."

d. Remove Heading R5.5 and make generator unit stability a section of overall stability requirements.

e. Modify R5.5.1 to become R5.4.5, with the following, "Shall be performed for the addition of an individual
generating unit or generating units at the same interconnection point 20 MW or greater that are directly connected to
the BES." There may be little difference between the stability performance of a single 20 MW unit and an aggregation
of units totaling 20 MW at the same BES interconnection point

f. Strike R5.5.3 and R5.5.4, as they become redundant to R5.4.1

New York No a. A MOD standard should be developed to address the assembly of dynamic load models, rather than specifying
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Organization Question 2:  Question 2 Comments:
Independent System modeling in paragraph 2.4.1 (dynamic behavior of loads). Paragraph 2.4.1 should instead read, "System Peak Load
Operator for one of the five years."

b. In paragraph R.2.4.3.4, what does "variability" mean?

c. Add a new requirement, "R5.4.3.4 Automatic generator tripping shall not have an significant adverse impact on
overall system reliability."

d. Remove Heading R5.5 and make generator unit stability a section of overall stability requirements.

e. Modify R5.5.1 to become R5.4.5, with the following, "Shall be performed for the addition of an individual
generating unit or generating units at the same interconnection point 20 MW or greater that are directly connected to
the BES." There may be little difference between the stability performance of a single 20 MW unit and an aggregation
of units totaling 20 MW at the same BES interconnection point.

f. -
g. Strike R5.5.3 and R5.5.4, as they become redundant to R5.4.1

Response: a: The SDT disagrees and believes it is appropriate to require this in the TPL standard. Requirement R2.4.1 has been modified to clarify that an
aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic behavior of the Load is acceptable. It is not necessary to have a dynamic Load model which
is specific to each bus.

R2.4.1 System peak Load for one of the five years. For peak System Load levels, a Load model shall be used which appropriately represents the dynamic
behatjior of Loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction motor Loads._An aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic
behayior of the Load is acceptable.

I
b: The specific wording for Requirement R2.4.3.4 has been changed to variations in "reactive resource capability”. The sub-requirement is now also part of a
bulleted list. This could mean a degradation of the capability of a reactive resource. The TP is allowed to use its judgment as to how the variations of the
sensitivity parameters should be made.

| Variability-and-outages-ofrReactive resources_capability.

¢: The SDT has decided to remove Requirement R5.4.3 because the sub-requirements are already implicitly covered by the standard. Your suggested sub-
requirement is also already implicitly covered by the standard.

d: In response to industry comments, the SDT has removed the distinction in the standard between System Stability and generating unit Stability.

e: The SDT agrees that there is little distinction between a single unit of a specific MW and an aggregation of the same number of MW. The requirement for
study has been changed to 20 MW for a single generator or for an aggregate of generators. This requirement is now located at Requirement R2.5.2.
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Organization Question 2:  Question 2 Comments:
R2.5]2 For steady state, short circuit, Generating-Plant-Stability-or System-Stability analysis: the study-present System model shall not include any material

changes, such as, generation or Transmission additions/removals, or topology changes that have occurred in the intervening period and would impact the study
area.| Material generation changes could include:

The addition/deletion/change of individual generating unit capability of 20 MW or greater.

An aggregated addition/deletion/change to a group of generating units directly connected through their step-up transformer(s) to the BES which
total PO MW or greater.

f: Generating unit Stability and System Stability have been combined.

Northeast Utilities No Northeast Utilities has participated with ISO-NE and NPCC and supports the comments filed by those organizations.

ISO New England Inc. No a. A MOD standard should be developed to address the assembly of dynamic load models, rather than specifying
modeling in paragraph 2.4.1 (dynamic behavior of loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction motor
Loads). Paragraph 2.4.1 should instead read, "System Peak Load for one of the five years." The remainder of the
paragraph should be deleted.

b. In paragraph R.2.4.3.4, what does "variability" mean? Is variability more of a concern than an outage? Suggest
changing paragraph R.2.4.3.4 to simple say "Outages of Reactive Resources"

c. Add a new requirement, "R5.4.3.4 Automatic generator tripping shall not have an significant adverse impact on
overall system reliability."

d. Remove Heading R5.5 and make generator unit stability for a new facility a section of overall stability requirements.

e. Modify R5.5.1 to become R5.4.5, with the following, "Shall be performed for the addition of an individual
generating unit or generating units at the same interconnection point 20 MW or greater that are directly connected to
the BES." There may be little difference between the stability performance of a single 20 MW unit and an aggregation
of units totaling 20 MW at the same BES interconnection point.

f. If planning assessment studies all generators or stations above 20 MW, as suggested by R5.5.1, then this
provision is unnecessary and R5.5.2 should be deleted.

g. If the output of a generating station does not change by more than 20MW, then no new study is required and, it
should be acceptable to rely on past stability assessments. This is not clear in R5.5.1.

h. With respect to section R5 - The concept of planned and long-term outages should be addressed uniformly for the
general Planning Assessment. It should not be specific to the Stability Assessment.

i. Planned and long-term outages are two fundamentally different concepts and should be treated separately.
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Planned and Long-Term outages should be defined. Define how planning events in Tables 1 and 2 are associated
with each type of outage. Define length of a "Long Term" outage. Planned outages should be addressed in the
operating horizon unless otherwise defined in the planning horizon.

j- The provisions of Section R.5.3 should be included in a MOD standard and applied to a requirement to provide
information regarding all direct and indirect protective and control actions that could result in the inadvertent trip of the
generator. Such a provision should include " other equipment (e.g. HVDC, SVC's, Statcoms)", and identify how these
devices are treated in the simulation.

k. Strike R5.5.3 and R5.5.4, as they become redundant to R5.4.1

National Grid No a. A MOD standard should be developed to address the assembly of dynamic load models, rather than specifying
modeling in paragraph 2.4.1 (dynamic behavior of loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction motor
Loads). Paragraph 2.4.1 should instead read, "System Peak Load for one of the five years." The remainder of the
paragraph should be deleted.

b. In paragraph R.2.4.3.4, what does "variability" mean? Is variability more of a concern than an outage? Suggest
changing paragraph R.2.4.3.4 to simple say "Outages of Reactive Resources"

c. Add a new requirement, "R5.4.3.4 Automatic generator tripping shall not have an significant adverse impact on
overall system reliability."

d. Remove Heading R5.5 and make generator unit stability for a new facility a section of overall stability requirements.

e. Modify R5.5.1 to become R5.4.5, with the following, "Shall be performed for the addition of an individual
generating unit or generating units at the same interconnection point 20 MW or greater that are directly connected to
the BES." There may be little difference between the stability performance of a single 20 MW unit and an aggregation
of units totaling 20 MW at the same BES interconnection point.

f. If planning assessment studies all generators or stations above 20 MW, as suggested by R5.5.1, then this
provision is unnecessary and R5.5.2 should be deleted.

g. If the output of a generating station does not change by more than 20MW, then no new study is required and, it
should be acceptable to rely on past stability assessments. This is not clear in R5.5.1.

h. With respect to section R5 - The concept of planned and long-term outages should be addressed uniformly for the
general Planning Assessment. It should not be specific to the Stability Assessment.

i. Planned and long-term outages are two fundamentally different concepts and should be treated separately.
Planned and Long-Term outages should be defined. Define how planning events in Tables 1 and 2 are associated
with each type of outage. Define length of a "Long Term" outage. Planned outages should be addressed in the
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operating horizon unless otherwise defined in the planning horizon.

j- The provisions of Section R.5.3 should be included in a MOD standard and applied to a requirement to provide
information regarding all direct and indirect protective and control actions that could result in the inadvertent trip of the
generator. Such a provision should include " other equipment (e.g. HVDC, SVC's, Statcoms)", and identify how these
devices are treated in the simulation.

k. Strike R5.5.3 and R5.5.4, as they become redundant to R5.4.1

Central Maine Power No a. A MOD standard should be developed to address the assembly of dynamic load models, rather than specifying
Company modeling in paragraph 2.4.1 (dynamic behavior of loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction motor
Loads). Paragraph 2.4.1 should instead read, "System Peak Load for one of the five years." The remainder of the
paragraph should be deleted.

b. In paragraph R.2.4.3.4, what does "variability" mean? |s variability more of a concern than an outage? Suggest
changing paragraph R.2.4.3.4 to simple say "Outages of Reactive Resources"

c. Add a new requirement, "R5.4.3.4 Automatic generator tripping shall not have an significant adverse impact on
overall system reliability."

d. Remove Heading R5.5 and make generator unit stability for a new facility a section of overall stability requirements.

e. Modify R5.5.1 to become R5.4.5, with the following, "Shall be performed for the addition of an individual
generating unit or generating units at the same interconnection point 20 MW or greater that are directly connected to
the BES." There may be little difference between the stability performance of a single 20 MW unit and an aggregation
of units totaling 20 MW at the same BES interconnection point.

f. If planning assessment studies all generators or stations above 20 MW, as suggested by R5.5.1, then this
provision is unnecessary and R5.5.2 should be deleted.

g. If the output of a generating station does not change by more than 20MW, then no new study is required and, it
should be acceptable to rely on past stability assessments. This is not clear in R5.5.1.

h. With respect to section R5, the concept of planned and long-term outages should be addressed uniformly for the
general Planning Assessment. It should not be specific to the Stability Assessment.

i. Planned and long-term outages are two fundamentally different concepts and should be treated separately.
Planned and Long-Term outages should be defined. Define how planning events in Tables 1 and 2 are associated
with each type of outage. Define length of a "Long Term" outage. Planned outages should be addressed in the
operating horizon unless otherwise defined in the planning horizon.
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j- The provisions of Section R.5.3 should be included in a MOD standard and applied to a requirement to provide
information regarding all direct and indirect protective and control actions that could result in the inadvertent trip of the
generator. Such a provision should include "other equipment (e.g. HVDC, SVC's, Statcoms)", and identify how these
devices are treated in the simulation.

k. Strike R5.5.3 and R5.5.4, as they become redundant to R5.4.1

Response: a: The SDT disagrees and believes it is appropriate to require this in the TPL standard. Requirement R2.4.1 has been modified to clarify that an
aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic behavior of the Load is acceptable. It is nhot necessary to have a dynamic Load model which
is specific to each bus.

R2.4.1 System peak Load for one of the five years. For peak System Load levels, a Load model shall be used which appropriately represents the dynamic
behatjior of Loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction motor Loads._An aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic
behaI ior of the Load is acceptable.

b: The specific wording for Requirement R2.4.3.4 has been changed to variations in "reactive resource capability”. The sub-requirement has also been changed
to become a part of a bulleted list. This could mean a degradation of the capability of a reactive resource. The TP is allowed to use its judgment as to how the
variations of the sensitivity parameters should be made.

Variability-and-outages-of rReactive resources_capability.

c: The SDT has decided to remove Requirement R5.4.3 because the sub-requirements are already implicitly covered by the standard. Your suggested sub-
requirement is also already implicitly covered by the standard.

d: In response to industry comments, the SDT has removed the distinction in the standard between System Stability and generating unit Stability.

e: The SDT agrees that there is little distinction between a single unit of a specific MW and an aggregation of the same number of MW. The requirement for
study has been changed to 20 MW for a single generator or for an aggregate of generators. This requirement is now located at Requirement R2.5.2.

R2.5]2 For steady state, short circuit, Generating-Plant Stability—or System-Stability analysis: the study-present System model shall not include any material
changes, such as, generation or Transmission additions/removals, or topology changes that have occurred in the intervening period and would impact the study
area.| Material generation changes could include:

The addition/deletion/change of individual generating unit capability of 20 MW or greater.

An aggregated addition/deletion/change to a group of generating units directly connected through their step-up transformer(s) to the BES which
total R0 MW or greater.

f: There are no longer two requirements covering this. The new generator size which requires a study and the change of generator size which requires a study
have been combined into Requirement R2.6.2.
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g: Requirement R5.5.1 has been deleted.

h and i: The requirement to include "known planned and long term outages of Transmission or generation equipment" has been removed from Requirement R5.
Planned outages are covered in Requirement R1.1.1 for both Stability and Steady State. Long term outages are covered in new Requirement R2.1.4.

R1.1)]1 Planned outages of generation and Transmission Facilities, if specifically known.

R2.1}4 When an entity’s spare equipment strateqy could result in the unavailability of major Transmission equipment that has a lead time of one year or more
(such as a transformer), an analysis of the impact on System performance shall be assessed. The analysis shall reflect the Contingencies identified in Table 1
during the conditions that the System is expected to experience due to the unavailability of the long lead time equipment.

j: This is the subject of PRC-024 currently under development. But the question of how you treated this in your planning studies belongs in TPL.

k: Generating unit Stability and System Stability have been combined.

NSTAR Electric No 1. A MOD standard should be developed to address the assembly of dynamic load models, rather than specifying
modeling in paragraph 2.4.1 (dynamic behavior of loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction motor
Loads). Paragraph 2.4.1 should instead read, "System Peak Load for one of the five years." The remainder of the
paragraph should be deleted.

2. Change paragraph R.2.4.3.4 to "Outages of Reactive Resources". It is not clear what "variability" means and why
it would be more severe than outages.

3. Add a new requirement, "R5.4.3.4 Automatic generator tripping schemes shall not be overly complex or have an
significant adverse impact on overall system reliability."

4. Requirements of R5.5 should be rolled into R5.4 and made applicable to all stability studies.

5. Modify R5.5.1 to the following "Shall be performed for an individual generating unit or generating units at the same
interconnection point 20 MW or greater that are directly connected to the BES." There may be little difference
between the stability performance of a single 20 MW unit and an aggregation of units totaling 20 MW at the same BES
interconnection point.

6. Delete R5.5.2. If planning assessment studies all generators or stations above 20 MW, as suggested by R5.5.1,
then this provision is unnecessary. If the system has not changed, it should be acceptable to rely on past stability
assessments.

7. With respect to section R5, the concept of planned and long-term outages should be addressed uniformly for the
general Planning Assessment. It should not be specific to the Stability Assessment.

51



Comments for 2nd Draft of Standards for Backup Facilities (Project 2006-04)

Organization Question 2:  Question 2 Comments:

8. Planned and long-term outages are two fundamentally different concepts and should be treated separately.
Planned and Long-Term outages should be defined. Define how planning events in Tables 1 and 2 are associated
with each type of outage. Define length of a "Long Term" outage. Planned outages should be addressed in the
operating horizon unless otherwise defined in the planning horizion.

9. The provisions of Section R.5.3 should be included in an MOD standard and applied to a requirement to provide
information regarding all direct and indirect protective and control actions that could result in the inadvertent trip of the
generator. Such a provision should include "...other equipment (e.g. HYDC, SVC's, Statcoms)", and identify how
these devices are treated in the simulation.

Response: 1: The SDT disagrees and believes it is appropriate to require this in the TPL standard. Requirement R2.4.1 has been modified to clarify that an
aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic behavior of the Load is acceptable. It is not necessary to have a dynamic Load model which
is specific to each bus.

R2.4.1 System peak Load for one of the five years. For peak System Load levels, a Load model shall be used which appropriately represents the dynamic
behayior of Loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction motor Loads._An aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic
behayior of the Load is acceptable.

2: The specific wording for old Requirement R2.4.3.4 has been changed to "reactive resource capability". This could mean a degradation of the capability of a
reactive resource. The TP is allowed to use its judgment as to how the variations of the sensitivity parameters should be made.

Variability-and-outages-of rfReactive resources_capability.

3: The SDT has decided to remove Requirement R5.4.3 because the sub-requirements are already implicitly covered by the standard. Your suggested sub-
requirement is also already implicitly covered by the standard.

4: In response to industry comments, the SDT has removed the distinction in the standard between System Stability and generating unit Stability.

5: The SDT agrees that there is little distinction between a single unit of a specific MW and an aggregation of the same number of MW. The requirement for
study has been changed to 20 MW for a single generator or for an aggregate of generators. This requirement is now located at Requirement R2.5.2.

R2.5]2 For steady state, short circuit, Generating-Plant Stability-or System-Stability analysis: the study-present System model shall not include any material
changes, such as, generation or Transmission additions/removals, or topology changes that have occurred in the intervening period and would impact the study
area.| Material generation changes could include:

The addition/deletion/change of individual generating unit capability of 20 MW or greater.

An aggregated addition/deletion/change to a group of generating units directly connected through their step-up transformer(s) to the BES which
total R0 MW or greater.
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6: There are no longer two requirements covering this. The new generator size which requires a study and the change of generator size which requires a study
have been combined into Requirement R2.5.2.

7 and 8: The requirement to include "known planned and long term outages of Transmission or generation equipment" has been removed from R5. Planned
outages are covered in Requirement R1.1.1 for both Stability and Steady State. Long term outages are covered in new Requirement R2.1.4.

R1.1)]1 Planned outages of generation and Transmission Facilities, if specifically known.

R2.1}4 When an entity’s spare equipment strateqy could result in the unavailability of major Transmission equipment that has a lead time of one year or more
(such as a transformer), an analysis of the impact on System performance shall be assessed. The analysis shall reflect the Contingencies identified in Table 1
during the conditions that the System is expected to experience due to the unavailability of the long lead time equipment.

9: This is the subject of PRC-024 currently under development. But the question of how you treated this in your planning studies belongs in TPL.

City Water, Light & No Near term stability analysis should not need to be performed each year unless there is a significant change to the
Power - Springfield, system or the previous study(ies) showed marginal performance.
lllinois

Response: The near term Stability analysis does NOT have to be performed every year as long as you have a qualified past study which covers it.

Progress Energy No R 2.4.1 Load models that appropriately represent the dynamic behavior of induction motors are currently under
Carolinas development and may not be available for sometime. We believe that modeling the dynamic effects of loads is
becoming increasingly necessary to obtain meaningful results. Therefore, it is appropriate that the revised standards
address this. However, the present state of the industry is such that effective implementation of this requirement, as
currently written, cannot be realistically achieved in the near term. The software tools currently in use do not
accommodate the modeling of certain material effects (for example the load reduction due to thermal trips on HVAC
compressor motors). Additionally, detailed load information necessary to allow the models which are available to be
populated with meaningful data is not typically available or readily obtainable. Without resolving these issues, load
model data submitted via the MMWG process will not improve simulation accuracy and could actually reduce the
accuracy of results. Therefore, we would recommend R 2.4.1 rewritten to either a) allow a multi-year, phased
approach to incorporating dynamic load modeling in simulation dynamic databases or b) provide an effective date for
this particular requirement well into the future. This will accomplish the fundamental objective in a more accurate and
meaningful manner. At least 48 months should be allowed before this requirement becomes effective.

R 2.4.3 The proposed sensitivities create significant amount of additional work for the sole purpose of demonstrating
compliance to this standard without any demonstratable benefit towards improving system reliability. While
sensitivities should be appropriately considered in studies, this standard should not be overly prescriptive with respect
to specific sensitivities or study methodologies. We propose removing the enumerated list of sensitivities starting with
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R2.4.3.1 and rewording R2.4.3 as follows:

R2.4.3 For each of the studies described in Requirement R2.4.1 and Requirement R2.4.2, sensitivity case(s) that
stress the System to reflect one or more conditions such as variations in dynamic Load model assumptions,
modification of expected transfers, unavailability of long lead time Facilities, variability and outages of reactive
resources, generation additions, retirements, or other dispatch scenarios shall be performed. The rationale for the
sensitivity(ies) selected shall be documented.

R 2.4.3.1 As stated above, this sub-requirement should be removed. However, if it is to remain, it should be clearly
stated whether the Load model refers to system load or the dynamic load model at individual busses.

Response: Requirement R2.4.1 has been modified to clarify that an aggregate System Load model which represents the overall dynamic behavior of the Load is
acceptable. It is not necessary to have a dynamic Load model which is specific to each bus. Because of this clarification, the SDT believes that a 24 month
implementation period for this requirement is sufficient. This will be covered in the Implementation Plan which will be posted along with the third draft of the
standard.

Requirement R2.4.3: The SDT believes that running sensitivity cases will give the TP a better understanding of its System and better understanding yields a
more|reliable System. The SDT believes an enumerated list is more appropriate than the list that you suggest and an enumerated list must have a sub-
requirement format. The requirement for sensitivity studies is not overly prescriptive. There is much room for the engineering judgment of the TP.

R2.4.1 System peak Load for one of the five years. For peak System Load levels, a Load model shall be used which appropriately represents the dynamic
behayior of Loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction motor Loads._An aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic
behayior of the Load is acceptable.

R2.4]3 For each of the studies described in Requirements R2.4.1 and Reguirement R2.4.2, sensitivity case(s) that are intended to stress the System with

variations te-reflect in one or more of the following conditions not already included in the studies shall be-run-and-decumentation-of- the-technicalratiohaleforwhy
eachiofthe-conditions-was-orwas-not-selected-shall-be-supplied included in the Assessment:

R2.4.3.1: The variations in Load model assumptions are to be applied to the aggregate System Load model which represents the overall dynamic behavior of the
Load

BCTC No BCTC's open access tariff requires generator owners to apply for interconnection studies and facility studies to
interconnect to our system or to make modifications to their generators as described in R2.5.1, R5.5.1, and R5.5.2. In
fact, we may only be aware of the changes indentified in these requirements when generator owners make these
applications. The generator owners are required to pay for these studies. Study requirements for generator
interconnections are further defined by NERC Standards FAC-001 and FAC-002 (Coordination of Plans for New
Facilities). By including these requirements in TPL, BCTC is concerned that generator owners may think that they are
no longer required to pay for the studies. Furthermore, the NERC standards would have redundant requirements. |If
SDT believes that FAC-001 is deficient, it should propose revisions to this standard, not simply add to TPL. Any
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studies resulting from new generators or increases in existing generator output should be charged to the owner.

Response: The SDT agrees with the Industry’s majority view that generating unit Stability and System Stability need not and should not be treated as distinct
issues. The Stability related requirements have been modified to create a single generic set of requirements that no longer distinguishes between generating
unit and System Stability. This should address your concern with potential conflicts with the FAC standards.

Manitoba Hydro Yes and No R2.4: Agree with change except:R2.4.1.1: Needs to provide more detail on what is required to be compliant with
respect to what is required to "appropriately represent the dynamic behavior of Loads including consideration of the
behavior of induction motor Loads". Is the appropriate modeling left to the judgment of the TP/PC, supported by peer
review by adjacent planners? Should the TP be required to document why the dynamic modeling is appropriate. The
requirement implies a requirement to consider detailed dynamic load modeling at every bus in the model as opposed
in areas of high concentration of such load. - needs clarification.

R2.4.3: Generally agree, except:R2.4.3.1:Can the SDT clarify if the Variations in load model refer to variations in
dynamic load modeling”

R2.4.3.4, what is meant by variability of reactive resources?

R2.4.4: The use of the words “shall be run” implies that additional scenario(s) are mandatory. Was this the intent of
the SDT?

R2.5: As stated in Q1 above, Manitoba Hydro continues to believe the Generating Unit Stability Analysis duplicates
the FAC-002-0 requirements, creating potential for contradiction/non-compliance of both standards. The SDT should
ensure there is no duplication of requirements of the FAC-002-0 standard.

R2.5 should allow use of current or qualifying past studies.

R2.5.1: Is it the SDTs intent that the TP could rely on the Planning Assessment R2.5 and/or R5.6 to assess the impact
of a generator addition or modification. This function should be the subject of an interconnection study conducted in
accordance with the FERC tariff (LGIP) or other similar TP interconnection process.

R2.5.2: The TP planning process for addition of facilities should be used to verify the impact of changes to the
network, including changes near existing generators . A planning assessment is not the appropriate process.

Other Comments related to R2:R2: There appears to be no requirement for an assessment of system stability in the
long-term planning horizon. Was this the intent of the SDT?

R2.1: States the “steady state analysis shall be assessed annually and be supported at a minimum by the following
annual current studies: Does the term ?annual current studies? preclude doing an assessment by using only qualified
past studies? Please clarify!
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R2.1.1 & R2.1.2: NERC/ERAG will likely have to the models developed annually to ensure appropriate models are
available. For example, in any given model series produced in past, there may not be a year five. Also, does System
off-peak load refer to summer off peak?

R2.1.3: While Manitoba Hydro supports the need for scenario assessments, this significantly increase the workload for
studies and documentation. The requirement to document why a scenario was not selected will present a problem,
since without doing the study, the planner may not have a good justification. The long term objective to improve
reliability could be met by requesting only different sensitivity per year, and dropping the need to justify why others
were not done.

R2.6: Manitoba Hydro suggests that this requirement be converted to a definition of Past Studies. The definition
should state that both R2.6.1 and 2.6.2 are necessary to qualify as a past study?

R2.7:In the case were a CAP is required to meet the system performance requirements, will the assessment be
deemed to be compliant on the assumption that the CAP will be put in place in a timely manner?

R2.7.1.1: Can the SDT please clarify project initiation date? What is it? date permitting starts? Date construction
starts? Etc

R5.4: System Stability. The SDT should clarify if contingencies are to be applied to all elements in the case, or is it left
to the judgment of the planner. Since there are numerous combinations of multiple contingencies, it is an impossible
task to explain why the ?remaining Contingencies" were not selected. If this is not the intent, can the SDT explain
what is required? The requirement should simply allow the planner the discretion to use judgment to select these more
severe Contingencies, and the elements they are applied to, with explanation as to why they are expected to be more
severe.

R5.4.1: Manitoba Hydro agrees that the rationale for Contingencies selected should be provided. However, it is an
onerous task, and of little value to provide rationale for the contingencies not selected.

R5.4.2: Manitoba Hydro's preference is that the performance requirements should be in the standard body. The
approach in Table 2 is inconsistent. R5.4.2 refers to Table 2 for Planning Event performance requirements, however,
for the Extreme Events, the Table 2 refers back to R5.4.4.

R5.4.3: Manitoba Hydro agrees and commends the SDT for recognizing generator tripping as a viable option for
meeting the performance requirements in certain systems.

R5.4.3.2: Agree that regulatory and statutory requirements must be met; however, the references to safety violations
and equipment requirements are very generic. It is difficult to imagine what type of safety violation may be caused by
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a generator trip considering this is a widely used practice in many regions. The SDT should also be more specific as
to what is meant by "equipment requirements"”. The requirement to be within Facility (equipment) Ratings is already
covered in R3.5.1. Manitoba Hydro recommends the reference to safety and equipment be removed. R5.4.3.3: can
the SDT clarify how they want the planner to determine that "a sustainable operating condition is maintained".
Demonstrating stability over a 20 second stability run may be sufficient, or is the SDT looking for longer time frame
stability modeling.

R5.4.4 The requirement to explain why extreme events were not chosen add extra documentation. The TP has to
explain why certain events were chosen, consequently, events not chosen are judged to have less impact. What
would the SDT deem an adequate explanation?

R5.5: Generating Unit Stability - As stated above, Manitoba Hydro does not agree that assessment of Generating Unit
Stability is necessary as it is covered by FAC-002-0. R5.5.1: This requirement implies the Generating Unit Study
should consider every unit exceeding 20 MW. Consistent with R2.5, the SDT should clarify that only new generators
need be studied.

R5.5.3: Given the numerous possible contingencies that could be run if multiple contingencies are considered, it is
impossible to explain why the remaining contingencies were not selected.

Other Comments related to Requirement R5:R5: The sentence ?The studies shall be based on computer simulations
using models using data provided in Requirements R9 to R14 ?..? should apply to both steady state (R3) and stability
portions, yet it is only included in R5.

R5.1: Essentially repeats the requirement in the first sentence of R5 - suggest deleting.
R5.2: Suggest deleting the words ?including those?

R5.3: Manitoba Hydro suggests that frequency ride through be added in addition to voltage ride through. The
language "how the generators are treated in the simulation" is not crisp. Is the SDT looking for information on how the
voltage ride through and frequency ride through are modeled in the study?

Response: R2.4.1 has been modified to clarify that an aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic behavior of the Load is acceptable.
It is not necessary to have a dynamic Load model which is specific to each bus. The determination of the aggregate Load model is left to the judgment of the

TP/PC.

R2.4.1 System peak Load for one of the five years. For peak System Load levels, a Load model shall be used which appropriately represents the dynamic
behatjior of Loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction motor Loads._An aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic
ior of the Load is acceptable.

behaI
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R2.4.3.1: The variations in load model assumptions are to be applied to the aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic behavior of the
Load.

R2.4.3.4: The specific wording for Requirement R2.4.3.4 has been changed to variations in "reactive resource capability”. The sub-requirement has also been
changed to become a part of a bulleted list. This could mean a degradation of the capability of a reactive resource. The TP is allowed to use his judgment as to
how the variations of the sensitivity parameters should be made.

Variability-and-outages-of rReactive resources_capability.
R2.4.4: Requirement R2.4.4 has been deleted.

R2.5: The SDT agrees with the Industry’s majority view that generating unit Stability and System Stability need not and should not be treated as distinct issues.
The Stability related requirements have been modified to create a single generic set of requirements that no longer distinguishes between generating unit and
System Stability. This should address your concern with potential conflicts with the FAC standards.

Other Comments related to R2: Yes, no System Stability is required for the Long-term Planning Horizon.
R2.1: Yes, current studies are required for Requirement R2.1. The assessment for steady state cannot be based solely on past studies.
R2.1.1 & R2.1.2: Not necessarily. The intent was that off-peak refers to any Load level other than peak that the TP deems appropriate.

R2.1.3: R2.1.3 and R2.4.3 have been modified to remove the requirement for specifying the technical rationale for why or why not a particular sensitivity was
selected.

R2.1]3 For each of the studies described in Requirements R2.1.1 and Regquirement-R2.1.2, sensitivity case(s) that are intended to stress the System with
SGHS—H—VI—H@S—V&I’IatIOHS that—reﬂeep in one or more of the foIIowmg condmons not already included in the studies shall be+un-and-decumentation-of-the-technical
ratiof] N be su dincluded in the Assessment:

R2.4]3 For each of the studies described in Requirements R2.4.1 and Regquirement R2.4.2, sensitivity case(s) that are intended to stress the System with

variations te-reflect in one or more of the following conditions not already included in the studies shall be-run-and-decumentation-of the-technicalrationaleforwhy
eachiof-the-conditiohs-was-erwas-not-selected-shall-be-supplied_included in the Assessment:

R2.6: A formal definition would apply to all NERC standards. The SDT believes this explanation of what qualifies as a past study should only apply to this
standard.

R2.7: Not necessarily. While the SDT can’t answer as to formal compliance, the intent was that If the corrective action will not be in place at the time it is needed,
the PC/TP will not be in compliance unless it can find an acceptable way (perhaps an Operating Procedure) to meet the performance requirement.

R2.7.1.1: This requirement is now Requirement R2.6.2. It is left up to the individual entity to define and document what is meant by the project initiation date.
This requirement was intended to represent the same thing as Requirement R2.1 in the existing TPL-002-0.

R5.4 and R5.4.1 (now R3.4): The SDT believes the existing wording does allow the planner the discretion to use judgment to select these more severe
Contingencies, and the elements they are applied to, with explanation as to why they are expected to be more severe.
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R5.4.2: The SDT agrees that this cross-referencing is inconsistent. The reference back to Requirement R5.4.4 has been removed from the Table.
R5.4.3: Thank you for your comment.
R5.4.3.2 and R5.4.3.3: The SDT agrees and has removed these requirements.

R5.4.4: The SDT believes that Transmission Planners know their Systems well enough to select Contingencies for which they suspect cascading or severe
problems will result. Since there are an infinite number of possible scenarios to study, judgment is a necessity to limit scope to a reasonable level. The
judgment of the TP is assumed to be a sufficient explanation as to why certain Contingencies were chosen.

R5.5: The distinction between Generating Unit Stability and System Stability has been removed from the standard.
R5.5.3: The requirement has been deleted.
R5: Requirement R3 has been modified to be consistent with Requirement R5.

R3 For the steady state portion of the Planning Assessment, each Transmission Planner and Planning Coordmator shall perform analy5|s for the Near Term and
LongtTerm Transmission Planning Horlzon studies in Requirement R2.1 and Requwement R2.2.
thatd
comg uter simulations usmq models utlllzmq data prowded in Requirement R1.

R5.1: There is a difference between the two. The first sentence of Requirement R5 says to run Contingencies. Requirement R5.1 says to meet performance
requirements.

R5.2: The SDT agrees and has removed those words from new Requirements R4.3 and 4.3.1:

R5.2|(new R4.3 and R4.3.1) Contingency analyses shall: sSimulate the removal of all elements includingthese that the Protection System protection-and other
automatic controls are expected to disconnect for each Contingency without operator intervention.

R5.3: The SDT is looking for how generators were treated in the study when there were voltage excursions. Did you trip them or not? What criteria do you use to
decide if they should be tripped?

Los Angeles No R2.4.3 requires sensitivity on various operating scenarios. These are best required under TOP, not TPL. It is totally
Department of Water useless and a waste of time to look at operating scenarios under planning horizon by planners, whether it be short
and Power term or long term. Operating scenarios are absolutely necessary under operating horizons but they need not be

repeated and required in TPL when TOP already addressed these.

R2.5 See my comment on question 1. This may be a suitable place to require proper modeling of the generator units
to replace the existing languages.
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R5.4 is fine.

R5.5 See my comment on question 1. The language here actually infers the size of a unit that should be modeled
individually and not be lumped. But it should be more precise to prohibit any lumping as well as the explicit modeling
of all dynamic data of any generator unit meeting the size requirement.

Response: R2.4.3: The SDT does not view the required sensitivity studies as operating studies. These are planning studies intended to investigate conditions
that are different from the base case to bracket the range of possible outcomes if conditions vary from expected.

R2.5: The SDT agrees with the majority of the Industry, including your comments, that there is no significant distinction between generator and System Stability
and has modified the third draft to remove that distinction.

R5.4: Thanks for your comment.

R5.5: This requirement has been deleted.

Transmission Agency Yes and No
of Nc1rthern California

R2.4 is acceptable.
Please consider deleting the conditions identified in R5.4.3.1, R5.4.3.2, and R5.4.3.3.

We question the need to specifically call out these requirements in sub requirements of R5.4.3. We believe these
conditions should be met for a

Response: R2.4: thanks for your comment.

The SDT agrees and has deleted Requirement R5.4.3.

Pacific Gas and Yes and No
Electric Co.

R2.4 is acceptable.

Please consider deleting the conditions identified in R5.4.3.1, R5.4.3.2, and R5.4.3.3. We question the need to
specifically call out these requirement in sub requirements of R5.4.3. We believe these conditions should be met for
any and all requirements of the standard. It should not be necessary to list acceptable practices, especially if the
conditions placed on the practice are general conditions that are addressed elsewhere or are generic.

Otherwise, R5.4 is acceptable?

We generally agree that Transmission Owners with extensive Transmission Planning Function and Planning
Coordinators need to perform and be held accountable for the Requirements in R2.4 and R5.4; however, the SDT
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needs to define an organization size level below which these requirements for the associated Transmission Planner
may be slightly relaxed. There are numerous Transmission Planners; (e.g., those associated with PUDs, Municipals or
REA, etc. where historically dynamic stability has not been a problem), for which performing these type of studies and
assessments would be onerous and would not yield reliability benefits for the network. ?

The proposed requirements in R2.5 and R5.5 are already covered in FAC-001 and FAC-002 and should not be
included again in the proposed TPL-001-1. Otherwise, the NERC standards would have redundant requirements. In
addition, Transmission Owner’s open access tariffs requires Generator Owners to apply for interconnection to its
transmission system or to make modifications to their generators as described in R2.5.1, R5.5.1, and R5.5.2. Itis
therefore the Generator Owner’s responsibility to cause these studies to be done at the time of interconnection or
modification, yet R5 seems to place that responsibility only on the Transmission Planner and the Planning
Coordinator. The Transmission Planner or the Planning Coordinator would not know of the changes until notified by
the Generator Owner. If the SDT believes that FAC-001 is deficient, it should propose revisions to this standard, not
simply add to TPL.

Requirement R5.5.2 needs to be clarified to state changes or additions to the generating unit that result in an increase
in power output. Otherwise, it could be interpreted to apply to existing units with a change in dispatch.

Public Service
Company of New
Mexico

Yes and No

R2.4 is acceptable.

Please consider deleting the conditions identified in R5.4.3.1, R5.4.3.2, and R5.4.3.3. We question the need to
specifically call out these requirements in subrequirements of R5.4.3. We believe these conditions should be met for
any and all requirements of the standard. It should not be necessary to list acceptable practices, especially if the
conditions placed on the practice are general conditions that are addressed elsewhere or are generic.

Otherwise, R5.4 is acceptable?

We generally agree that Transmission Owners with extensive Transmission Planning Function and Planning
Coordinators need to perform and be held accountable for the Requirements in R2.4 and R5.4; however, the SDT
needs to define an organization size level below which these requirements for the associated Transmission Planner
may be slightly relaxed. There are numerous Transmission Planners; (e.g., those associated with PUDs, Municipals or
REA, etc. where historically dynamic stability has not been a problem), for which performing these type of studies and
assessments would be onerous and would not yield reliability benefits for the network. ?

The proposed requirements in R2.5 and R5.5 are already covered in FAC-001 and FAC-002 and should not be
included again in the proposed TPL-001-1. Otherwise, the NERC standards would have redundant requirements. In
addition, Transmission Owner’s open access tariffs requires Generator Owners to apply for interconnection to its
transmission system or to make modifications to their generators as described in R2.5.1, R5.5.1, and R5.5.2. Itis
therefore the Generator Owner’s responsibility to cause these studies to be done at the time of interconnection or
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modification, yet R5 seems to place that responsibility only on the Transmission Planner and the Planning
Coordinator. The Transmission Planner or the Planning Coordinator would not know of the changes until notified by
the Generator Owner. If the SDT believes that FAC-001 is deficient, it should propose revisions to this standard, not
simply add to TPL.

Requirement R5.5.2 needs to be clarified to state changes or additions to the generating unit that result in an increase
in power output. Otherwise, it could be interpreted to apply to existing units with a change in dispatch.

Puget Sound Energy, Yes and No R2.4 is acceptable.

Inc. Please consider deleting the conditions identified in R5.4.3.1, R5.4.3.2, and R5.4.3.3. We question the need to
specifically call out these requirements in sub-requirements of R5.4.3. We believe these conditions should be met for
any and all requirements of the standard. It should not be necessary to list acceptable practices, especially if the
conditions placed on the practice are general conditions that are addressed elsewhere or are generic.

Otherwise, R5.4 is acceptable.

The proposed requirements in R2.5 and R5.5 are already covered in FAC-001 and FAC-002 and should not be
included again in the proposed TPL-001-1. Otherwise, the NERC standards would have redundant requirements. In
addition, Transmission Owner’s open access tariffs requires Generator Owners to apply for interconnection to its
transmission system or to make modifications to their generators as described in R2.5.1, R5.5.1, and R5.5.2. Itis
therefore the Generator Owner’s responsibility to cause these studies to be done at the time of interconnection or
modification, yet R5 seems to place that responsibility only on the Transmission Planner and the Planning
Coordinator. The Transmission Planner or the Planning Coordinator would not know of the changes until notified by
the Generator Owner. If the SDT believes that FAC-001 is deficient, it should propose revisions to this standard, not
simply add to TPL.

Requirement R5.5.2 needs to be clarified to state changes or additions to the generating unit that result in an increase
in power output. Otherwise, it could be interpreted to apply to existing units with a change in dispatch.

Idaho Power Yes and No R2.4 is acceptable.

Company

Please consider deleting R5.4.3. It should not be necessary to list acceptable practices, especially if the conditions
placed on the practice are general conditions that are addressed elsewhere or are generic.

Otherwise, R5.4 is acceptable.

We generally agree that Transmission Owners with extensive Transmission Planning Function and Planning
Coordinators need to perform and be held accountable for the Requirements in R2.4 and R5.4; however, the SDT
needs to define an organization size level below which these requirements for the associated Transmission Planner
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may be slightly relaxed. There are numerous Transmission Planners; (e.g., those associated with PUDs, Municipals or
REA, etc. where historically dynamic stability has not been a problem), for which performing these type of studies and
assessments would be onerous and would not yield reliability benefits for the network. ?

The proposed requirements in R2.5 and R5.5 are already covered in FAC-001 and FAC-002 and should not be
included again in the proposed TPL-001-1. Otherwise, the NERC standards would have redundant requirements. In
addition, Transmission Owner’s open access tariff requires Generator Owner to apply for interconnection to its
transmission system or to make modifications to their generators as described in R2.5.1, R5.5.1, and R5.5.2. Itis
therefore the Generator Owner’s responsibility to cause these studies to be done at the time of interconnection or
modification, yet R5 seems to place that responsibility only on the Transmission Planner and the Planning
Coordinator. The Transmission Planner or the Planning Coordinator would not know of the changes until notified by
the Generator Owner. If the SDT believes that FAC-001 is deficient, it should propose revisions to this standard, not
simply add to TPL.

Requirement R5.5.2 needs to be clarified to state changes or additions to the generating unit that result in an increase
in power output. Otherwise, it could be interpreted to apply to existing units with a change in dispatch.

SMUD

Yes and No

R2.4 is acceptable.

Please consider deleting the conditions identified in R5.4.3.1, R5.4.3.2, and R5.4.3.3. We question the need to
specifically call out these requirements in subrequirements of R5.4.3. We believe these conditions should be met for
any and all requirements of the standard. It should not be necessary to list acceptable practices, especially if the
conditions placed on the practice are general conditions that are addressed elsewhere or are generic.

Otherwise, R5.4 is acceptable.?

The proposed requirements in R2.5 and R5.5 are already covered in FAC-001 and FAC-002 and should not be
included again in the proposed TPL-001-1. ‘Otherwise, the NERC standards would have redundant requirements. In
addition, Transmission Owner’s open access tariffs requires Generator Owners to apply for interconnection to its
transmission system or to make modifications to their generators as described in R2.5.1, R5.5.1, and R5.5.2. Itis
therefore the Generator Owner’s responsibility to cause these studies to be done at the time of interconnection or
modification, yet R5 seems to place that responsibility only on the Transmission Planner and the Planning
Coordinator. The Transmission Planner or the Planning Coordinator would not know of the changes until notified by
the Generator Owner. If the SDT believes that FAC-001 is deficient, it should propose revisions to this standard, not
simply add to TPL.

Requirement R5.5.2 needs to be clarified to state changes or additions to the generating unit that result in an increase
in power output. Otherwise, it could be interpreted to apply to existing units with a change in dispatch.
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Sierra Pacific Power
Company / Nevada
Power Company

Yes and No

R2.4 is acceptable.

Please consider deleting R5.4.3. It should not be necessary to list acceptable practices, especially if the conditions
placed on the practice are general conditions that are addressed elsewhere or are generic.

Otherwise, R5.4 is acceptable.

We generally agree that Transmission Owners with extensive Transmission Planning Function and Planning
Coordinators need to perform and be held accountable for the Requirements in R2.4 and R5.4; however, the SDT
needs to define an organization size level below which these requirements for the associated Transmission Planner
may be slightly relaxed. There are numerous Transmission Planners; (e.g., those associated with PUDs, Municipals or
REA, etc. where historically dynamic stability has not been a problem), for which performing these type of studies and
assessments would be onerous and would not yield reliability benefits for the network.

The proposed requirements in R2.5 and R5.5 are already covered in FAC-001 and FAC-002 and should not be
included again in the proposed TPL-001-1. Otherwise, the NERC standards would have redundant requirements. In
addition, Transmission Owner’s open access tariff requires Generator Owner to apply for interconnection to its
transmission system or to make modifications to their generators as described in R2.5.1, R5.5.1, and R5.5.2. Itis
therefore the Generator Owner's responsibility to ‘cause these studies to be done at the time of interconnection or
modification, yet R5 seems to place that responsibility only on the Transmission Planner and the Planning
Coordinator. The Transmission Planner or the Planning Coordinator would not know of the changes until notified by
the Generator Owner. If the SDT believes that FAC-001 is deficient, it should propose revisions to this standard, not
simply add to TPL.

Requirement R5.5.2 needs to be clarified to state changes or additions to the generating unit that result in an increase
in power output. Otherwise, it could be interpreted to apply to existing units with a change in dispatch.

Black Hills
Corporation

Yes and No

R2.4 is acceptable.

Please consider deleting the conditions identified in R5.4.3.1, R5.4.3.2, and R5.4.3.3. We question the need to
specifically call out these requirement in subrequirements of R5.4.3. We believe these conditions should be met for
any and all requirements of the standard. It should not be necessary to list acceptable practices, especially if the
conditions placed on the practice are general conditions that are addressed elsewhere or are generic.

Otherwise, R5.4 is acceptable.

We generally agree that Transmission Owners with extensive Transmission Planning Function and Planning
Coordinators need to perform and be held accountable for the Requirements in R2.4 and R5.4; however, the SDT
needs to define an organization size level below which these requirements for the associated Transmission Planner
may be slightly relaxed. There are numerous Transmission Planners; (e.g., those associated with PUDs, Municipals or
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REA, etc. where historically dynamic stability has not been a problem), for which performing these type of studies and
assessments would be onerous and would not yield reliability benefits for the network.

The proposed requirements in R2.5 and R5.5 are already covered in FAC-001 and FAC-002 and should not be
included again in the proposed TPL-001-1. Otherwise, the NERC standards would have redundant requirements. In
addition, Transmission Owner’s open access tariffs requires Generator Owners to apply for interconnection to its
transmission system or to make modifications to their generators as described in R2.5.1, R5.5.1, and R5.5.2. Itis
therefore the Generator Owner’s responsibility to cause these studies to be done at the time of interconnection or
modification, yet R5 seems to place that responsibility only on the Transmission Planner and the Planning
Coordinator. The Transmission Planner or the Planning Coordinator would not know of the changes until notified by
the Generator Owner. If the SDT believes that FAC-001 is deficient, it should propose revisions to this standard, not
simply add to TPL.

Requirement R5.5.2 needs to be clarified to state changes or additions to the generating unit that result in an increase
in power output. Otherwise, it could be interpreted to apply to existing units with a change in dispatch.

SRP

Yes and No

R2.4 is acceptable.

Please consider deleting the conditions identified in R5.4.3.1, R5.4.3.2, and R5.4.3.3. We question the need to
specifically call out these requirements in subrequirements of R5.4.3. We believe these conditions should be met for
any and all requirements of the standard. It should not be necessary to list acceptable practices, especially if the
conditions placed on the practice are general conditions that are addressed elsewhere or are generic.

Otherwise, R5.4 is acceptable.?

We generally agree that Transmission Owners with extensive Transmission Planning Function and Planning
Coordinators need to perform and be held accountable for the Requirements in R2.4 and R5.4; however, the SDT
needs to define an organization size level below which these requirements for the associated Transmission Planner
may be slightly relaxed. There are numerous Transmission Planners; (e.g., those associated with PUDs, Municipals or
REA, etc. where historically dynamic stability has not been a problem), for which performing these type of studies and
assessments would be onerous and would not yield reliability benefits for the network. ?

The proposed requirements in R2.5 and R5.5 are already covered in FAC-001 and FAC-002 and should not be
included again in the proposed TPL-001-1. Otherwise, the NERC standards would have redundant requirements. In
addition, Transmission Owner’s open access tariffs requires Generator Owners to apply for interconnection to its
transmission system or to make modifications to their generators as described in R2.5.1, R5.5.1, and R5.5.2. Itis
therefore the Generator Owner’s responsibility to cause these studies to be done at the time of interconnection or
modification, yet R5 seems to place that responsibility only on the Transmission Planner and the Planning
Coordinator. The Transmission Planner or the Planning Coordinator would not know of the changes until notified by
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the Generator Owner. If the SDT believes that FAC-001 is deficient, it should propose revisions to this standard, not
simply add to TPL.

Requirement R5.5.2 needs to be clarified to state changes or additions to the generating unit that result in an increase
in power output. Otherwise, it could be interpreted to apply to existing units with a change in dispatch.

Tucson Electric Power
Company

Yes and No

In general, R2.4 is acceptable but some of the sub-requirements are to prescriptive.

We generally agree that Transmission Owners with extensive Transmission Planning Function and Planning
Coordinators need to perform and be held accountable for the Requirements in R2.4 and R5.4; however, the SDT
needs to define an organization size level below which these requirements for the associated Transmission Planner
may be slightly relaxed. There are numerous Transmission Planners; (e.g., those associated with PUDs, Municipals or
REA, etc. where historically dynamic stability has not been a problem), for which performing these type of studies and
assessments would be onerous and would not yield reliability benefits for the network. Off-peak analysis (R2.4.2) in
the Planning Horizon is of limited value for smaller entities. This analysis is best left to the Operating Horizon.

Please consider deleting the conditions identified in R5.4.3.1, R5.4.3.2, and R5.4.3.3. We question the need to
specifically call out these requirements in subrequirements of R5.4.3. We believe these conditions should be met for
any and all requirements of the standard. It should not be necessary to list acceptable practices, especially if the
conditions placed on the practice are general conditions that are addressed elsewhere or are generic.

Otherwise, R5.4 is acceptable.?

The proposed requirements in R2.5 and R5.5 are already covered in FAC-001 and FAC-002 and should not be
included again in the proposed TPL-001-1. Otherwise, the NERC standards would have redundant requirements. In
addition, Transmission Owner’s open access tariffs requires Generator Owners to apply for interconnection to its
transmission system or to make modifications to their generators as described in R2.5.1, R5.5.1, and R5.5.2. Itis
therefore the Generator Owner’s responsibility to cause these studies to be done at the time of interconnection or
modification, yet R5 seems to place that responsibility only on the Transmission Planner and the Planning
Coordinator. The Transmission Planner or the Planning Coordinator would not know of the changes until notified by
the Generator Owner. If the SDT believes that FAC-001 is deficient, it should propose revisions to this standard, not
simply add to TPL.

Requirement R5.5.2 needs to be clarified to state changes or additions to the generating unit that result in an increase
in power output. Otherwise, it could be interpreted to apply to existing units with a change in dispatch.

Modesto Irrigation
District

Yes and No

Comments: R2.4 is acceptable.
Please consider deleting the conditions identified in R5.4.3.1, R5.4.3.2, and R5.4.3.3. We question the need to
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specifically call out these requirements in subrequirements of R5.4.3. We believe these conditions should be met for
any and all requirements of the standard. It should not be necessary to list acceptable practices, especially if the
conditions placed on the practice are general conditions that are addressed elsewhere or are generic.

Otherwise, R5.4 is acceptable.?

We generally agree that Transmission Owners with extensive Transmission Planning Function and Planning
Coordinators need to perform and be held accountable for the Requirements in R2.4 and R5.4; however, the SDT
needs to define an organization size level below which these requirements for the associated Transmission Planner
may be slightly relaxed. There are numerous Transmission Planners; (e.g., those associated with PUDs, Municipals or
REA, etc. where historically dynamic stability has not been a problem), for which performing these type of studies and
assessments would be onerous and would not yield reliability benefits for the network.?

The proposed requirements in R2.5 and R5.5 are already covered in FAC-001 andFAC-002 and should not be
included again in the proposed TPL-001-1. Otherwise, the NERC standards would have redundant requirements. In
addition, Transmission Owner’s open access tariffs requires Generator Owners to apply for interconnection to its
transmission system or to make modifications to their generators as described in R2.5.1, R5.5.1, and R5.5.2. It is
therefore the Generator Owner’s responsibility to cause these studies to be done at the time of interconnection or
modification, yetR5 seems to place that responsibility only on the Transmission Planner and the Planning Coordinator.
The Transmission Planner or the Planning Coordinator would not know of the changes until notified by the Generator
Owner. If the SDT believes that FAC-001 is deficient, it should propose revisions to this standard, not simply add to
TPL.

Requirement R5.5.2 needs to be clarified to state changes or additions to the generating unit that result in an increase
in power output. Otherwise, it could be interpreted to apply to existing units with a change in dispatch.

Tri-State G&T

Yes and No

R2.4 is acceptable.

Please consider deleting the conditions identified in R5.4.3.1, R5.4.3.2, and R5.4.3.3. We question the need to
specifically call out these requirements in subrequirements of R5.4.3. We believe these conditions should be met for
any and all requirements of the standard. It should not be necessary to list acceptable practices, especially if the
conditions placed on the practice are general conditions that are addressed elsewhere or are generic.

Otherwise, R5.4 is acceptable.?

We generally agree that Transmission Owners with extensive Transmission Planning Function and Planning
Coordinators need to perform and be held accountable for the Requirements in R2.4 and R5.4; however, the SDT
needs to define an organization size level below which these requirements for the associated Transmission Planner
may be slightly relaxed. There are numerous Transmission Planners; (e.g., those associated with PUDs, Municipals or
REA, etc. where historically dynamic stability has not been a problem), for which performing these type of studies and
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assessments would be onerous and would not yield reliability benefits for the network. ?

The proposed requirements in R2.5 and R5.5 are already covered in FAC-001 and FAC-002 and should not be
included again in the proposed TPL-001-1. Otherwise, the NERC standards would have redundant requirements. In
addition, Transmission Owner’s open access tariffs requires Generator Owners to apply for interconnection to its
transmission system or to make modifications to their generators as described in R2.5.1, R5.5.1, and R5.5.2. Itis
therefore the Generator Owner’s responsibility to cause these studies to be done at the time of interconnection or
modification, yet R5 seems to place that responsibility only on the Transmission Planner and the Planning
Coordinator. The Transmission Planner or the Planning Coordinator would not know of the changes until notified by
the Generator Owner. If the SDT believes that FAC-001 is deficient, it should propose revisions to this standard, not
simply add to TPL.

Requirement R5.5.2 needs to be clarified to state changes or additions to the generating unit that result in an increase
in power output. Otherwise, it could be interpreted to apply to existing units with a change in dispatch.

ColumbiaGrid

Yes and No

R2.4 is acceptable.

Please consider deleting R5.4.3. It should not be necessary to list acceptable practices, especially if the conditions
placed on the practice are general conditions that are addressed elsewhere or are generic.

Otherwise, R5.4 is acceptable.

We generally agree that Transmission Owners with extensive Transmission Planning Function and Planning
Coordinators need to perform and be held accountable for the Requirements in R2.4 and R5.4; however, the SDT
needs to define an organization size level below which these requirements for the associated Transmission Planner
may be slightly relaxed. There are numerous Transmission Planners; (e.g., those associated with PUDs, Municipals or
REA, etc. where historically dynamic stability has not been a problem), for which performing these type of studies and
assessments would be onerous and would not yield reliability benefits for the network.

The proposed requirements in R2.5 and R5.5 are already covered in FAC-001 and FAC-002 and should not be
included again in the proposed TPL-001-1. Otherwise, the NERC standards would have redundant requirements. In
addition, Transmission Owner’s open access tariff requires Generator Owner to apply for interconnection to its
transmission system or to make modifications to their generators as described in R2.5.1, R5.5.1, and R5.5.2. Itis
therefore the Generator Owner’s responsibility to cause these studies to be done at the time of interconnection or
modification, yet R5 seems to place that responsibility only on the Transmission Planner and the Planning
Coordinator. The Transmission Planner or the Planning Coordinator would not know of the changes until notified by
the Generator Owner. If the SDT believes that FAC-001 is deficient, it should propose revisions to this standard, not
simply add to TPL.

Requirement R5.5.2 needs to be clarified to state changes or additions to the generating unit that result in an increase
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in power output. Otherwise, it could be interpreted to apply to existing units with a change in dispatch.

Southern California
Edison

Yes and No

R2.4 is acceptable.
Please consider deleting the conditions identified in R5.4.3.1, R5.4.3.2, and R5.4.3.3.

We question the need to specifically call out these requirement in subrequirements of R5.4.3. We believe these
conditions should be met for any and all requirements of the standard. It should not be necessary to list acceptable
practices, especially if the conditions placed on the practice are general conditions that are addressed elsewhere or
are generic.

Otherwise, R5.4 is acceptable.?

We generally agree that Transmission Owners with extensive Transmission Planning Function and Planning
Coordinators need to perform and be held accountable for the Requirements in R2.4 and R5.4; however, the SDT
needs to define an organization size level below which these requirements for the associated Transmission Planner
may be slightly relaxed. There are numerous Transmission Planners; (e.g., those associated with PUDs, Municipals or
REA, etc. where historically dynamic stability has not been a problem), for which performing these type of studies and
assessments would be onerous and would not yield reliability benefits for the network. ?

The proposed requirements in R2.5 and R5.5 are already covered in FAC-001 and FAC-002 and should not be
included again in the proposed TPL-001-1. Otherwise, the NERC standards would have redundant requirements. In
addition, Transmission Owner’s open access tariffs requires Generator Owners to apply for interconnection to its
transmission system or to make modifications to their generators as described in R2.5.1, R5.5.1, and R5.5.2. Itis
therefore the Generator Owner’s responsibility to cause these studies to be done at the time of interconnection or
modification, yet R5 seems to place that responsibility only on the Transmission Planner and the Planning
Coordinator. The Transmission Planner or the Planning Coordinator would not know of the changes until notified by
the Generator Owner. If the SDT believes that FAC-001 is deficient, it should propose revisions to this standard, not
simply add to TPL.

Requirement R5.5.2 needs to be clarified to state changes or additions to the generating unit that result in an increase
in power output. Otherwise, it could be interpreted to apply to existing units with a change in dispatch.

Alberta Electric
System Operator

No

R2.4 is acceptable.
- Please consider deleting the conditions identified in R5.4.3.1, R5.4.3.2, and R5.4.3.3.

We question the need to specifically call out these requirement in subrequirements of R5.4.3. We believe these
conditions should be met for any and all requirements of the standard. It should not be necessary to list acceptable
practices, especially if the conditions placed on the practice are general conditions that are addressed elsewhere or
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are generic.
Otherwise, R5.4 is acceptable.-

The proposed requirements in R2.5 and R5.5 are already covered in FAC-001 and FAC-002 and should not be
included again in the proposed TPL-001-1. Otherwise, the NERC standards would have redundant requirements. In
addition, Generator Owners are to apply for interconnection to the transmission system or to make modifications to
their generators as described in R2.5.1, R5.5.1, and R5.5.2. It is therefore the Generator Owner’s responsibility to
cause these studies to be done at the time of interconnection or modification, yet R5 seems to place that responsibility
only on the Transmission Planner and the Planning Coordinator. The Transmission Planner or the Planning
Coordinator would not know of the changes until notified by the Generator Owner. If the SDT believes that FAC-001
is deficient, it should propose revisions to this standard, not simply add to TPL. —

Requirement R5.5.2 needs to be clarified to state changes or additions to the generating unit that result in an increase
in power output. Otherwise, it could be interpreted to apply to existing units with a change in dispatch.

US Bureau of
Reclamation

No

Comments: R2.4 is acceptable.
Please consider deleting the conditions identified in R5.4.3.1, R5.4.3.2, and R5.4.3.3.

We question the need to specifically call out these requirement in subrequirements of R5.4.3. We believe these
conditions should be met for any and all requirements of the standard. It should not be necessary to list acceptable
practices, especially if the conditions placed on the practice are general conditions that are addressed elsewhere or
are generic.

Otherwise, R5.4 is acceptable.?

We generally agree that Transmission Owners with extensive Transmission Planning Function and Planning
Coordinators need to perform and be held accountable for the Requirements in R2.4 and R5.4; however, the SDT
needs to define an organization size level below which these requirements for the associated Transmission Planner
may be slightly relaxed. There are numerous Transmission Planners; (e.g., those associated with PUDs, Municipals or
REA, etc. where historically dynamic stability has not been a problem), for which performing these type of studies and
assessments would be onerous and would not yield reliability benefits for the network.?

The proposed requirements in R2.5 and R5.5 are already covered in FAC-001 andFAC-002 and should not be
included again in the proposed TPL-001-1. Otherwise, the NERC standards would have redundant requirements. In
addition, Transmission Owner’s open access tariffs requires Generator Owners to apply for interconnection to its
transmission system or to make modifications to their generators as described in R2.5.1, R5.5.1, and R5.5.2. It is
therefore the Generator Owner’s responsibility to cause these studies to be done at the time of interconnection or
modification, yetR5 seems to place that responsibility only on the Transmission Planner and the Planning Coordinator.
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The Transmission Planner or the Planning Coordinator would not know of the changes until notified by the Generator
Owner. If the SDT believes that FAC-001 is deficient, it should propose revisions to this standard, not simply add to
TPL.

Requirement R5.5.2 needs to be clarified to state changes or additions to the generating unit that result in an increase
in power output. Otherwise, it could be interpreted to apply to existing units with a change in dispatch.

Response: R5.4.3: This requirement and its sub-requirements have been deleted.

R2.4 and R5.4: Stability studies will continue to be required for smaller utilities. Small entities have the option of not registering as a TP to avoid compliance
concerns. Furthermore, it would be difficult to establish criteria for exempting “smaller entities”.

R2.5 and R5.5: The SDT changed the language to reflect that updated Stability studies only need to be performed as specified in Requirements R2.5.2.

The addition/deletion/change of individual generating unit capability of 20 MW or greater.

An aggregated addition/deletion/change to a group of generating units directly connected through their step-up transformer(s) to the BES which
total | 0 MW or greater.

R5.5.2 This has been clarified with the words “change of individual generating unit capability”. This is now covered in Requirement R2.5.2

Gainesville Regional Yes and No For smaller systems, please see Comment 1. As far as R.2.4.1, if the various loads are basic and not a large
Utilities industrial type load (very large motors with across the line starting, electric arc furnaces, etc.) then the dynamic
behavior of the load should not require special consideration. Using proper power factors for the load should be
enough for the transmission system evaluation.

Under 2.4.3, as mentioned in Comment 1, evaluating the stressing of the smaller systems through a large amount of
sensitivities does not add any reliability to the BES. It only adds much addition work to a limited resource entity. If the
neighboring large systems agree that the smaller system can not impact them, this should support that the BES is not
affected by any sensitivity that could exist on the smaller system.

For R5.5, a threshold should be set to consider only the larger size units within the region. For a smaller system, the
stability of a 50-100 MW unit probably would not perturb the interconnected regional BES's.

Response: R2.4.1: Residential air conditioners and other small motors can have a significant impact on dynamic simulations of the System. Using proper power
factors for the Load is definitely not enough for dynamic simulations of Systems with large amounts of residential air conditioning.

R2.4.3: In Order 693, FERC directed NERC to modify the TPL standard to require that critical System conditions be determined by conducting sensitivity studies.
The SDT believes this should apply to any entity regardless of size that is registered as a Transmission Planner.
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R5.5: The SDT believes the appropriate size to study is any generator of 20 MW or more.

JEA Yes and No R2.4.1 Do we mean "Appropriate" for overall regional system response/behavior or for individual customer behavior.
JEA would agree to an "appropriate" overall regional system response/behavior model with unique individual or sub-
regional customer behavior models if determined significant.

R2.4.3.1 JEA would agree to a load characteristic sensitivity studies if conducted within the scope of a RRO study.
Suggest modifying wording to "Variations in Regional Load model assumptions"

R2.4.3.3 Not sure what we mean by Unavailability of long-lead time facilities. Need to add a definition. If the standard
is suggesting to treat the unavailability of autotransformers like the unavailability of generators i.e. N-2 assessments
with no firm consequential load shedding, then JEA does not agree that the failure rate of autotransformers is on the
same level as generators and do not agree this requires a minimum performance standard to maintain grid reliability.
In addition, a utility is most likely to be successful in finding a reasonable useful spare autotransformer somewhere in
the world to replace the failed unit.

R2.5 JEA agrees.

R5.4.2 See comments for steady state requirements for Table 1 P5.R5.4.3 JEA does not understand what is meant by
Stability violations. Do we mean to say "unstable system conditions"?

R5.5 JEA agrees

Response: R2.4.1: The intent is "appropriate for overall System behavior", but not just on a "Regional" basis. Requirement R2.4.1 has been modified to clarify
that a detailed dynamic Load model is not required at each bus. An aggregate System Load model which represents the overall dynamic behavior of the Load is
acceptable.

R2.4.1 System peak Load for one of the five years. For peak System Load levels, a Load model shall be used which appropriately represents the dynamic
behatjior of Loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction motor Loads._An aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic
behayior of the Load is acceptable.

[
R2.4.3.1: The SDT believes that this requirement should apply to an individual TP, not on a Regional level.

R2.4.3.3: The requirement for unavailability of long lead time Facilities has been broken into two pieces for better clarity. Old Requirement R2.4.3.3 has been
clarified with the words "Timing of the installation of new or modified Facilities". For example, this would include consideration of a new line not being in service
by the scheduled date. Also a new requirement, Requirement R2.1.4 has been added to cover unavailability of major Transmission equipment. These
modifications should help alleviate your concerns.

Unavaiabiit-efHlonglead-timeFaeiliies Timing of the installation of new or modified Facilities.

4 When an entity’s spare equipment strateqy could result in the unavailability of major Transmission equipment that has a lead time of one year or more

R2.1

72



Comments for 2nd Draft of Standards for Backup Facilities (Project 2006-04)

Organization

Question 2:

Question 2 Comments:

(such as a transformer), an analysis of the impact on System performance shall be assessed. The analysis shall reflect the Contingencies identified in Table 1

durinp the conditions that the System is expected to experience due to the unavailability of the long lead time equipment.

R2.5: Thank you for your comment.

R5.4.2: "Stability violations" means that the System did not meet performance requirements for Stability studies.

R5.5: Thank you for your comment.

PacifiCorp

Yes and No

av? We generally agree that utilities or large TPs and PCs need to perform and be held accountable for these
Requirements; however, the SDT needs to define a organization size level, below which these requirements for the
associated TP may be slightly relaxed. There are numerous TPs; (e.g., those associated with PUDs, Municipals or
REA, etc.), for which performing these type of studies and assessments are onerous and do not yield reliability
benefits for the network.

Arizona Public Service
Co.

Yes and No

We generally agree that utilities or large TPs and PCs need to perform and be held accountable for these
Requirements; however, the SDT needs to define a organization size level, below which these requirements for the
associated TP may be slightly relaxed. There are numerous TPs; (e.g., those associated with PUDs, Municipals or
REA, etc.), for which performing these type of studies and assessments are onerous and do not yield reliability
benefits for the network.

Response: Stability studies will continue to be required for smaller entities. Smaller entities have the option of not registering as a TP to avoid compliance
concerns. Furthermore, it would be difficult to establish criteria for exempting “smaller entities.

ITC Holdings: ITC,
METC, ITC Midwest

Yes and No

? R 2.4.1 System peak Load for one of the five years. For peak System Load levels, a Load model shall be used
which appropriately represents the dynamic behavior of Loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction
motor Loads.

R 2.4.2 System Off-Peak Load for one of the five years.

Is there an inconsistency here in that the requirement for peak system load levels specifies details on what is needed
for the load models, but the off-peak does not specify this? We don't believe this is the intent but it creates an
appearance that the dynamic behavior of loads is not required for off-peak.?

Regarding R2.4 and R2.5 (& R5.4.1): It should be made clear that redoing studies is only necessary when it is not
certain as to whether or not a system change will have a negative impact on system stability. An explanation should
be sufficient if a study is unnecessary based on technical knowledge.. As to dynamic load models, we agree with a
much longer implementation period than the rest of the standard.
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We have concerns that an auditor may not agree with our judgment as to what studies should be run or not run (R2.4,
R2.5 and patrticularly in the case of R5.4.1). Additional guidelines, perhaps in the measurements section, would be
appreciated.?

Response: R2.4.1 and R2.4.2: The dynamic behavior of induction motor loads has caused problems (e.g., slow voltage recovery) at higher System Load levels.
Thus the requirement in the TPL standard is to make sure you properly represent the behavior of induction motor Loads at high Load levels, i.e., peak. It is not
as much of a problem at lower Load levels and therefore there is no requirement for off-peak Load levels. Of course, even at off-peak a proper representation of
Loads is needed. But for lower system Load levels, standard models are usually sufficient.

R2.4 and R2.5: For R2.4 (Stability Studies) current or qualified past studies must be used to show that the five year period has been assessed. This means the
TP must be able to demonstrate with engineering judgment that past studies are still valid.

Dynamic load models: R2.4.1 has been modified to clarify that a detailed dynamic Load model is not required at each bus. An aggregate System Load model
which represents the overall dynamic behavior of the Load is acceptable. Because of this clarification, the SDT believes that a 24 month implementation period
for this requirement is sufficient. This will be covered in the Implementation Plan which will be posted along with the third draft of the standard.

R2.4.1 System peak Load for one of the five years. For peak System Load levels, a Load model shall be used which appropriately represents the dynamic
behatjior of Loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction motor Loads._An aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic
behaI ior of the Load is acceptable.

R2.4 and R2.5: The SDT does not believe that additional guidelines are needed. The standard leaves room for appropriate engineering judgment by the TP.

Progress Energy No R2.4.4 as worded does not make sense, and could potentially create illogical situations where the Transmission
Florida, Inc. Planner or Planning Coordinator would "offer up" additional sensitivities specific to their systems, for which they might
not presently be analyzing and immediately have to self-report non-compliance. As a substitute to the language in
R2.4.4, PEF suggests either returning to the language in each existing Standard's R1.3.2, or adding an R2.4.3.6 that
states "Other known critical system conditions specific to the system studied by the Transmission Planner or Planning
Coordinator.

Regarding R5.4 and R5.5, PEF disagrees to the extent that a differentiation has been made between System Stability
and Generating Unit Stability (see Question 1 comments). Given that System Stability and Generating Unit Stability
are held to precisely the same standards in Table 2, PEF feels that significant modification is required to R5.4 and
R5.5, specifically that the two sections need to be consolidated into a single section. Given the complex nature of
Stability Analysis, and the fact that Generators are inextricably intertwined with all other components of the BES, the
distinction that the SDT is attempting to make with this issue makes no sense from a power systems engineering
perspective.

Response: R2.4.4: The SDT agrees and has deleted this requirement.

74




Comments for 2nd Draft of Standards for Backup Facilities (Project 2006-04)

Organization Question 2:  Question 2 Comments:

R5.4 and R5.5: In response to industry comments, the SDT decided that generating unit Stability and System Stability need not and should not be treated as
distinct issues. The Stability related requirements have been modified to create a single generic set of requirements that no longer distinguishes between
generating unit and System Stability.

Lafayette Utilities Yes and No Requirement 2.4.1 directs the furnishing of information that would reveal the location of new large inductive loads.
System Large inductive loads typically are induction motors used in industrial applications. Therefore, a Distribution Provider's
forecasts about the expected level of its inductive load could effectively reveal non-public information about the
anticipated location of new industrial loads. If a Distribution Provider were required to disclose such information to its
Transmission Planner, the confidentiality of information having considerable commercial and competitive significance
could be compromised. This would be of particular concern if the Transmission Planner and the Distribution Provider
also happen to be competitors for new retail loads.

Lakeland Electric No Modeling the dynamic behavior of Loads is difficult at best and merits a discussion or white paper. Recommend
requirement 2.4.1 specify the size of induction motor that should be considered and comment on modeling of small
induction motor loads such as air conditioning.

Orlando Utilities No OUC supports the comments from FPL and Lakeland Electric on this issue.
Commission

Response: Requirement R2.4.1 has been modified to clarify that a detailed dynamic load model is not required at each bus. An aggregate system load model
which represents the overall dynamic behavior of the Load is acceptable.

R2.4.1 System peak Load for one of the five years. For peak System Load levels, a Load model shall be used which appropriately represents the dynamic
behayior of Loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction motor Loads._An aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic
behayior of the Load is acceptable.

Ameren Yes and No In R2.4, it is suggested that the word "System" be re-inserted ahead of the word "Stability”. It is believed that the sub-
requirements of R2.4 are for System studies as opposed to Plant or Generator stability studies.

In R2.4.1, agree that the system peak load should be studied for at least one of the five years in the near-term
planning horizon. What is the meaning of the term "appropriate”, and who decides what dynamic representation of
load is "appropriate”, and for what conditions? Guidelines for the development of load models used in power flow and
dynamic models to represent residential air conditioner induction motor load response including the effects of
underground distribution cable and distribution capacitor banks are not available.

Why can't the standard load representation be used to meet R2.4.1, and the more detailed load representation,
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including dynamic system induction motor load response, be used to meet R2.4.3?
In R2.4.2, agree that off-peak load levels should be covered for one of the five years.

In R2.4.3, there should not be a requirement to explain why sensitivities were not selected. Further, these items in
R2.4.3.1-5 appear to be options and not sub-requirements, and therefore are too prescriptive and inappropriate for
inclusion here. The proposed sensitivities appear to over-focus on the particular issues listed and may result in the
detriment of overall system reliability. Engineering judgment should be used to develop the sensitivity scenarios, and
it should be encouraged that the same scenarios should not be performed every year so that a portfolio of sensitivity
scenarios would be developed over time. The standard should not include an enumerated list of required sensitivities.
If two sensitivities are required to be performed each year, then the standard should state so, but we believe that more
than one sensitivity scenario for each peak and off-peak case is burdensome.

We are unsure if R2.4.4 is a requirement or an option. If R2.4.3 were not so prescriptive, the additional sensitivity
could be covered under the engineering judgment comment provided above. The prescriptive listing of sensitivities
under 2.4.3.1 through 2.4.3.5 should be eliminated. Proposed alternative wording for R2.4.3 which addresses above
concerns is as follows:R2.4.3. "For each of the studies described in Requirement R2.4.1 and Requirement R2.4.2,
sensitivity case(s) that stress the System to reflect one or more conditions such as variations in dynamic Load model
assumptions, modification of expected transfers, variability and outages of reactive resources, generation additions,
retirements, or other dispatch scenarios are integral to a thorough assessment of reliability. Document how and why
appropriate sensitivities were selected.”

R2.5 should be reworded as follows. "The Generating Unit Stability portion of the Planning Assessment shall be
assessed for the year and conditions when the following changes that could affect stability margins occur:"

Agree with most of R5.5.

In R5.5.4, a risk/benefit vs. cost analysis should be included in the evaluation of implementing a change to mitigate the
likelihood of cascading outages for the extreme events.

Agree with R5.6.

Response: R2.4: Adding the word "System" is no longer necessary because the SDT has eliminated the distinction between System Stability and Generating
Unit Stability.

R2.4.1: The TP and PC decide what is appropriate for their System.

R2.4.1: The sensitivity of studying effects of induction motor Loads may not be chosen by the TP. The SDT thinks that studies incorporating the effects of
induction motor Loads must be done for peak Load levels.
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R2.4.2: Thank you for your comment.
R2.4.3: The requirement to explain why or why not sensitivities were selected has been deleted. The sub-requirements have been converted into bullet lists.
R2.4.4: Requirement R2.4.4 has been deleted.

R2.4.3: The SDT believes an enumerated list is more appropriate than the list that you suggest and as stated above, an enumerated list must have a sub-
requirement format. The requirement for sensitivity studies is not overly prescriptive. There is much room for the engineering judgment of the TP.

R2.5: In response to industry comments, Generating Unit Stability has been combined with System Stability. Requirement R2.5 on Generating Unit Stability has
therefore been deleted.

R5.5.4: This requirement has been deleted.

R5.6: Thank you for your comment. The separate requirement for Generating Unit Stability Studies has been deleted.

Florida Power and No R2.4.4 is inappropriate for a compliance assessment. Essentially R2.4.4 requires the Transmission Planner or

Light Planning Coordinator to deem appropriate and justify inclusion or exclusion of any sensitivity other than the required
sensitivities listed in R2.4.3. The only way that a an entity could be found non-compliant is if the entity deems a
sensitivity as appropriate, and then inexplicably did not perform the sensitivity, which makes no sense. The
requirement seems to put a burden of justifying by "technical rationale" a sensitivity that is deemed appropriate
already. R2.4.4 could be eliminated and its intent absorbed in R2.4.3 by changing its wording slightly: "R2.4.3 For
each of the studies in Requirement R2.4.1 and Requirement R2.4.2, sensitivity case(s) deemed appropriate by the
Transmission Planner or Planning Coordinator that stress the System to reflect conditions including, but not limited to,
one or more of the following conditions, shall be run and documentation of the technical rationale for why each of the
conditions was or was not selected shall be supplied.”

Response: The SDT agrees and has deleted Requirement R2.4.4. Other sensitivities deemed appropriate by the TP or PC can always be run.

Exelon Transmission No R2.4 should be specific as to applicability to generator stability, system stability or both.

Planning R2.4.1 requires the use of load models for motors. Detailed load data may not be available and studies would

therefore produce questionable results. It is our understanding that the industry has recognized the importance of
using better load models and there are multiple ongoing initiatives to improve our ability to do this modeling but these
initiatives are not complete. However, the industry's ability to provide accurate models is not sufficient to ensure
compliance at this time.

The sensitivities for near-term studies in R2.4.3 aren't clearly defined, especially R2.4.3.3, 'Unavailability of Long Lead
Time Facilities’. Doesn't the study that determined the original need for these facilities document the consequence of
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unavailability?

The peer review component of the Planning Assessment has CEIl concerns, especially with regard to extreme
contingencies and whether or not they involve cascading.

Response: R2.4: In response to industry comments, Generating Unit Stability has been combined with System Stability. Therefore, Requirement R2.4 applies to
Stability analysis.

R2.4.1: The intent of R2.4.1 is to have dynamic Load models which are appropriate for overall system behavior, not necessarily on an individual substation basis.
The SDT believes that type of model is available. Requirement R2.4.1 has been modified to clarify that a detailed dynamic Load model is not required at each
bus. An aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic behavior of the Load is acceptable.

R2.4.1 System peak Load for one of the five years. For peak System Load levels, a Load model shall be used which appropriately represents the dynamic
behatjior of Loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction motor Loads._An aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic
behayior of the Load is acceptable.

[
R2.4.3 and R2.4.3.3: The sensitivities in Requirement R2.4.3 have been reworded for better clarity. Old Requirement R2.4.3.3 for unavailability of long lead time
facilities has been broken into two pieces for better clarity. Old Requirement R2.4.3.3 has been clarified with the words "Timing of the installation of new or
modified Facilities". For example, this would include consideration of a new line not being in service by the scheduled date and how you would plan to get around
that problem. Also, a new Requirement R2.1.4 has been added to cover unavailability of major Transmission equipment.

Unavailabiity-efHenglead-timeFaeiliies Timing of the installation of new or modified Facilities.

R2.1/4 When an entity’s spare equipment strategy could result in the unavailability of major Transmission equipment that has a lead time of one year or more
(such as a transformer), an analysis of the impact on System performance shall be assessed. The analysis shall reflect the Contingencies identified in Table 1
during the conditions that the System is expected to experience due to the unavailability of the long lead time equipment.

Peer review comment: The SDT does not believe this to be an issue because the existing standards TPL-001 through TPL-004 already require in Requirement
R1.3 a review of assessments by Regional Reliability Organizations.

CenterPoint Energy No We believe the requirements are overly broad and overly prescriptive. We further believe the extent of the "problem"
and CPS Energy these requirements would address does not justify such overly broad and overly prescriptive requirements. To clarify,
we wholeheartedly agree that transmission planners should consider and selectively study potential stability concerns.
However, we believe that transmission planners are already considering and selectively studying potential stability
concerns. We are not aware of any significant bulk electric reliability problem actually occurring in recent memory due
to the failure of transmission planners to perform the assessments and studies this standard proposes to require.
Some might argue that instability occurred in the northeast blackout, and we would agree. However, requiring
transmission planners to perform all the assessments and all the studies proposed herein would not have prevented
instability from occurring in that event. A targeted approach focusing on the specific vulnerabilities of that area of the
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network would be far more effective than the scattergun approach proposed here. Furthermore, even if all the stability
analyses proposed in this standard were performed and audited, the studies likely would not have revealed the actual
underlying reliability concern. In the end, the root cause of the failure was thermal overloading, not stability. Instability
eventually occurred when the root cause (thermal overloading) led to a situation where circuits sequentially tripped
over the course of an hour or so. Events that occur over the course of an hour are generally outside the scope of
stability analyses, so these proposed requirements are off the mark for that event. We recommend deletion of R2.4.3,
R2.4.4, R2.5, R5.2, R5.3, R5.4 (or 5.5), and R5.5 (or R5.6). Removing this excess baggage would allow transmission
planners to use their judgment to selectively analyze stability concerns germane to their system. We realize such an
approach requires a recognition that transmission planners are already doing the appropriate analyses, and we
encourage the SDT to be receptive to this premise. To further clarify this last point, some would argue that assuming
entities are already doing the right thing belies the underlying premise behind enforceable reliability standards. We
believe that acceptance of the need for enforceable reliability standards does not pre-suppose that some or all entities
are always doing the wrong thing all the time in all aspects of their business. Nor does acceptance of mandatory
reliability standards require acceptance that all aspects of the business are equally likely to produce reliability
concerns. We believe most or all entities are already doing some things well such that, in some aspects of the
business, there is no evidence that a "problem" actually exists. If the SDT accepts this premise, it would focus its
attention on actual problem areas, not imaginary ones. We submit that performing appropriate stability studies is not a
"problem" that requires an the overly prescriptive requirements proposed here. Rather than solving an actual
problem, these requirements are more likely to detract resources from actual concerns by causing planning resources
to be expended documenting and defending to auditors that imaginary concerns do not exist.

Response: The SDT disagrees and believes the Stability requirements are necessary to ensure that appropriate studies are being made.

MidAmerican Energy
Company

No

a. MEC disagrees with the proposed R2.4.1 text. This inclusion of this requirement may be premature at this time for
several reasons. There is presently no industry consensus on how the dynamic behavior of loads should be properly
represented and analyzed. In addition, it would be a large and difficult effort to identify, collect, and maintain the
pertinent information. It is presently difficult to obtain and maintain the percentage of residential, commercial, and
industrial load at each transmission interconnection point, much less try to get the proper percentage of the various
types of induction motor loads. If this requirement is retained then R2.4.1 should be modified to specify a minimum
threshold size where dynamic induction motor load or dynamic load behavior becomes significant such as near mining
areas. The SDT should consider a 25 MW size threshold for induction motors and a 100 MW size threshold for
industrial complexes where the dynamic loads are inadequately represented by normal power flow dynamic
assumptions.

b. R2.4 as stated refers to Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon Stability analysis but there is no requirement in
the standard referring to Long-Term Transmission Planning Horizon Stability analysis. The SDT should reword R2.4
so that it is clear that no Long-Term Stability analysis is required by stating that "Stability analysis for the Near-Term

79



Comments for 2nd Draft of Standards for Backup Facilities (Project 2006-04)

Organization Question 2:  Question 2 Comments:

Transmission Planning Horizon shall be assessed annually?.". ?

In R2.4.4, we believe this requirement should not be added. Why was it included? It seems superfluous, because any
entity can study other sensitivities if they want. Why should TP or PC have to study what the other entity wants to
study? Who would be the judge in case of disagreement over the technical rationale??

In R2.5.2, Why was the addition of a new substation included? We would not expect a new substation to negatively
impact the system or generating unit stability.

We note the R5.5 and R5.6 should really have been updated to refer to 5.4 and R5.5.

Response: a: The intent of Requirement R2.4.1 is to have dynamic Load models which are appropriate for overall system behavior, not necessarily on an
individual substation basis. The SDT believes that type of model is available. Requirement R2.4.1 has been modified to clarify that a detailed dynamic Load
model is not required at each bus. An aggregate System Load model which represents the overall dynamic behavior of the Load is acceptable.

R2.4.1 System peak Load for one of the five years. For peak System Load levels, a Load model shall be used which appropriately represents the dynamic
behatjior of Loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction motor Loads._An aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic
behaI ior of the Load is acceptable.

b: There is no requirement in the standard for Long-Term Transmission Planning Horizon Stability analysis. The only requirement is for Near-Term Transmission
Planning Horizon Stability analysis. The SDT believes this is clear in the standard.

R2.4.4: The SDT agrees and has deleted Requirement R2.4.4.

R2.5.2: A new substation in a line could change the requirements for relaying on the new shorter line so that the generating unit remains stable. Zone 2 clearing
from the generator end of the line may not be fast enough on a shorter line.

Requirement R5 has been re-numbered due to deletions and the sub-requirement numbering is how correct.

SERC Dynamics No R 2.4.1 Load models that appropriately represent the dynamic behavior of induction motors are under development
Review Subcommittee and may not be available for some time. The implementation plan should take this into account and allow at least 36
months for implementation; otherwise this requirement will not be achievable in the near term.

R 2.4.3 One should only explain why sensitivity was performed. In general we believe that breaking these
requirements into specific sub-requirements focusing on specific sensitivities is too prescriptive and inappropriate; it
will lead to over-focus on these particular issues to the detriment of system reliability. There should be no enumerated
list of required sensitivities. Engineering judgment needs to be permitted.

R 2.4.3.1 It should be clearly stated whether the load model refers to system load or the dynamic load model at
individual busses. We have a specific proposal for R2.4.3 which addresses the above concerns as follows: R2.4.3. For
each of the studies described in Requirement R2.4.1 and Requirement R2.4.2, sensitivity case(s) that stress the
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System to reflect one or more conditions such as variations in dynamic Load model assumptions, modification of
expected transfers, unavailability of long lead time Facilities, variability and outages of reactive resources, generation
additions, retirements, or other dispatch scenarios. Document why each sensitivity was selected.

Response: R2.4.1: Requirement R2.4.1 has been modified to clarify that a detailed dynamic Load model is not required at each bus. An aggregate System Load
model which represents the overall dynamic behavior of the Load is acceptable. Because of this clarification, the SDT believes that a 24 month implementation
period for this requirement is sufficient. This will be covered in the Implementation Plan which will be posted along with the third draft of the standard.

R2.4.1 System peak Load for one of the five years. For peak System Load levels, a Load model shall be used which appropriately represents the dynamic
behatjior of Loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction motor Loads._An aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic
behaI ior of the Load is acceptable.

R2.4.3: The requirement to explain why or why not sensitivities were selected has been deleted. The sub-requirements are now part of a bullet list.

For Requirement R2.4.3.1: The variations in Load model assumptions are to be applied to the aggregate System Load model which represents the overall
dynamic behavior of the Load

MRO NERC No a. The MRO disagrees with the proposed R2.4.1 text. This inclusion of this requirement may be premature at this time
Standards Review for several reasons. There is presently no industry consensus on how the dynamic behavior of loads should be
Subcommittee properly represented and analyzed. In addition, it would be a large and difficult effort to identify, collect, and maintain

the pertinent information. It is presently difficult to obtain and maintain the percentage of residential, commercial, and
industrial load at each transmission interconnection point, much less try to get the proper percentage of the various
types of induction motor loads. If this requirement is retained then R2.4.1 should be modified to specify a minimum
threshold size where dynamic induction motor load or dynamic load behavior becomes significant such as near mining
areas. The SDT should consider a 25 MW size threshold for induction motors and a 100 MW size threshold for
industrial complexes where the dynamic loads are inadequately represented by normal power flow dynamic
assumptions.

b. R2.4 as stated refers to Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon Stability analysis but there is no requirement in
the standard referring to Long-Term Transmission Planning Horizon Stability analysis. The SDT should reword R2.4
so that it is clear that no Long-Term Stability analysis is required by stating that "Stability analysis for the Near-Term
Transmission Planning Horizon shall be assessed annually?.". ?

The MRO does not accept the R2.4.3.1 text and want some explanation of the what, when, and how to provide the
technical rationale for why each condition was or was not used. ? In R2.4.3.1, what is meant by “variations” (e.g. how
much variation is enough)? ?
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In R2.4.3.2, what is meant by “modification” (e.g. how much modification is enough) and "expected transfers" (e.g. firm
or non-firm transfers)? ?

In R2.4.3.3, what is meant by “long lead time” (e.g. 1 month, 1 season, 1 year, 2 years, etc.)? The MRO suggests that
“long lead time” be stated 18 months or more.?

In R2.4.4, we believe this requirement should not be added. Why was it included? It seems superfluous, because any
entity can study other sensitivities if they want. Why should TP or PC have to study what the other entity wants to
study? Who would be the judge in case of disagreement over the technical rationale??

In R2.5.2, Why was the addition of a new substation included? We would not expect a new substation to negatively
impact the system or generating unit stability.

The MRO notes that R5.5 and R5.6 should really have been updated to refer to 5.4 and R5.5.

In R5.4.3.1, we suggest that the time-limited aspect of Facility Ratings should be included in the Glossary Definition by
adding the words "within the applicable time period of the rating" and then it would not need to be clarified in various
locations (R3.3.2.2, R3.5.1, R5.4.3.1, Table 1-Note 1, & Table 2-Note 1) throughout the standard.

Response: a: The intent of Requirement R2.4.1 is to have dynamic Load models which are appropriate for overall System behavior, not necessarily on an
individual substation basis. The SDT believes that type of model is available. Requirement R2.4.1 has been modified to clarify that a detailed dynamic Load
model is not required at each bus. An aggregate System Load model which represents the overall dynamic behavior of the Load is acceptable.

R2.4.1 System peak Load for one of the five years. For peak System Load levels, a Load model shall be used which appropriately represents the dynamic
behatjior of Loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction motor Loads._An aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic
behayior of the Load is acceptable.

|
b: R2.4: There is no requirement in the standard for Long-Term Transmission Planning Horizon Stability analysis. The only requirement is for Near-Term
Transmission Planning Horizon Stability analysis. The SDT believes this is clear in the standard.

R2.4.3: The requirement to explain why or why not sensitivities were selected has been deleted.

R2.4.3.1: The variations in load model assumptions are to be applied to the aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic behavior of the
Load. The amount of variation is left to the judgment of the TP and PC.

Variations-tr-Load model assumptions
R2.4.3.2: The wording has been changed to variations in expected transfers. The amount of variation is left to the judgment of the TP and PC.
Modification-of-eExpected transfers

R2.4.3.3: The requirement for unavailability of long lead time Facilities has been broken into two pieces for better clarity. Old Requirement R2.4.3.3 has been
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clarified with the words "Timing of the installation of new or modified Facilities". For example, this would include consideration of a new line not being in service
by the scheduled date. Also a new Requirement R2.1.5 has been added to cover unavailability of major Transmission equipment. These modifications should
help alleviate your concerns.

Unavailability-of-long-lead-timeFaeilities Timing of the installation of new or modified Facilities.

R2.1}4 When an entity’s spare equipment strateqy could result in the unavailability of major Transmission equipment that has a lead time of one year or more
(such as a transformer), an analysis of the impact on System performance shall be assessed. The analysis shall reflect the Contingencies identified in Table 1
during the conditions that the System is expected to experience due to the unavailability of the long lead time equipment.

R2.4.4: The SDT agrees and has deleted Requirement R2.4.4.

R2.5.2: This requirement has been deleted.

Requirement R5 has been re-numbered due to deletions and the sub-requirement numbering is now correct.

R5.4.3.1: The SDT believes the existing definitions of Facility Rating and Equipment Rating sufficiently cover the time limited aspect of the ratings.

Austin Energy No The routine sensitivity cases requirement contained in R2.4.3 is overly burdensome and unnecessary and should be
deleted. Sensitivity analysis should be limited to what may be deemed appropriate by the Transmission Planner or
Planning Coordinator. Similarly, R2.5 and R5.5 requirements for Generating Unit Stability should be deleted.
Removing these burdensome requirement will allow transmission planners and/or the Planning Coordinator (ISO) to
determine the appropriate Generator Unit Stability analysis needed as part of R5.4 System Stability.

Response: R2.4.3: The SDT believes that running sensitivity cases will give the TP a better understanding of its System and better understanding yields a more
reliable System. The requirement for sensitivity studies is not overly prescriptive. There is much room for the engineering judgment of the TP. The sub-
requirements have been converted into a bullet list.

R2.5 and R5.5: The separate System and Generator Unit Stability Requirements have been removed from the Standard and replaced with Requirement R2.4,
which addresses all Stability studies. Appropriate levels of generation additions are listed as bullets under Requirement R2.5.2;

The addition/deletion/change of individual generating unit capability of 20 MW or greater.

An aggregated addition/deletion/change to a group of generating units directly connected through their step-up transformer(s) to the BES which
total PO MW or greater.

Midwest ISO No The language in R2.4 retains the appropriate clarification that while annual assessments are required, these
assessments do not necessarily have to be based upon annually performed simulations. This same distinction should
be retained for steady-state assessments required under requirement R2.1, not withstanding the fact that steady-state
simulations are easier to perform. The principle is the same for both. Requirement R2.4.1 is to open ended in
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specifying the years to be studied. Rather, it should parallel requirement R2.1.1 in requiring that at a minimum either
year one or two should be evaluated, and additional years at the option of the responsible entity. If the system could
go unstable in the next 1-2 years, it is important to know this.

Regarding R2.4.3 & R2.4.4, the standards should not require analysis for which corrective action is optional
regardless of the conclusion of the analysis. Requirement R2.7 establishes that corrective action to any sensitivities is
optional. Therefore, the performance of sensitivities should be at the discretion of the applicable entity. If the SDT
believes it is important to recommend that sensitivities be performed then those Requirements addressing sensitivities
should state that the performance of the sensitivity is recommended but optional. If you keep sensitivities in the
standard then the requirement in R2.4.4 to document why an entity performed sensitivities in addition to the
Requirements should be dropped. As long as the entity selected a sensitivity and documented the results of the
sensitivity there should be no reason to explain why he tested it. Requirement

R2.5.2 is unclear with respect to when generator unit stability needs to be retested following modifications to the
transmission system. Nearly all additions to the transmission system will tend to improve generator stability. We
suggest this language be modified to say: "Material transmission system changes are made at or near the point of
interconnection of existing generation that would tend to degrade stability margins of that generation, such as the
removal of a transmission line, or associated with the addition of new generation, or other system changes as
determined by the Planning Coordinator or Transmission Planner".

R5.4.3.1 & R5.4.3.3 are redundant with the stated requirement to mitigate stability. Under the sub requirement of
R5.4.3.2 it may not be possible for the PC/TP to determine whether the safety, equipment, regulatory or statutory
requirements are violated without collaboration with the Transmission Owner and/or the Generator Owner. Therefore,
if this sub requirement is retained it should be amended to include the following sentence: "Applicable Transmission
Owners and/or Generator Owners shall collaborate with the PC/TP in determining whether such action would violate
safety, equipment, regulatory or statutory requirements”. Subrequirements R5.4.3.X are superfluous; we suggest
removing these subrequirements. However, if this requirement is retained it should be amended to include the
following sentence: "Automatic generation tripping is allowed to mitigate Stability violations if the performance criteria
in Table 2 is met".

Response: R2.4 The Requirement is allowing the TP and PC the option to determine which time frame to study so as not to be as prescriptive as Requirement
R2.1.1.

R2.4.

R2.4
variay
each

3 & R2.4.4: The language of Requirement R2.4.3 has been changed to clearly state the objective of sensitivity analyses and their applicability.

3 For each of the studies described in Requirements R2.4.1 and Regquirement R2.4.2, sensitivity case(s) that are intended to stress the System with

ions te-refleet in one or more of the following conditions not already included in the studies shall be-run-and-documentation-of- the-technicalrationale-for-why
lof the-conditions-was-or-was-hot-selected-shall- be-supplied included in the Assessment:
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R2.5.2: This language has been removed from the Standard.
R5.4.3.1 & R5.4.3.3: The specific sub-Requirements have been removed from the Standard; they are already implicitly covered in the Standard.

Tri-State Generation Yes and No R2.4.1 "System peak load" needs a definition. Forecast descriptions by the utility should describe probability levels
and Transmission and other specifics.
Association, Inc.

Response: The SDT has changed this language in Requirement R2.4.3 by allowing the use of sensitivities already considered in the base case.

R2.4]3 For each of the studies described in Requirements R2.4.1 and Regquirement R2.4.2, sensitivity case(s) that are intended to stress the System with
variations te-reflect in one or more of the following conditions not already included in the studies shall be-run-and-decumentation-of the-technicalratiohaleforwhy
eachiof-the-conditiohs-was-erwas-not-selected-shall-be-supplied_included in the Assessment:

AEP No We are concerned about unintended consequences with regard to System Stability studies, specifically, the possibility
of generating unnecessary work. We would like the SDT to consider language changes that recognize the following
realities. (1) While System Stability studies may be justified as a more detailed look at contingency scenarios whose
observed severity in steady-state analysis suggests the need for more in-depth study, they cannot be expected to
achieve the same breadth of scope as steady-state analyses. In decoupling System Stability studies from steady-
state analysis, the draft standard may unnecessarily tend to force stability study scopes to approach those of steady-
state analyses.

(2) The characteristic limiting factors of systems are generally known (whether thermally limited, voltage drop limited,
or transient or small-signal stability limited) and in many systems the limiting factors are thermal or steady-state
voltage, but not stability. The draft standard may end up forcing System Stability studies to be done solely for
compliance. It is not that independent System Stability studies are never justified (they are, for example, where inter-
area small-signal instability is a known factor), but in many systems, they are not necessary.

We observe that as sub-requirements of R2 and R5, R2.5 and R5.5 are the responsibility of the Transmission Planner
and Planning Coordinator. Is it the SDT's intention that these entities be responsible for conducting the Generating
Unit Stability analysis, irrespective of the ownership of the generating units? Should the Generator Owner be
responsible for conducting the Generating Unit Stability analysis?

Response: (1) The SDT agrees that Stability studies are more in-depth; the study requirements for Stability are less than that of Steady State.
(2) Not in all areas, there are numerous Systems that are limited by Stability, not just thermal limits.
R2 and R5, R2.5 and R5.5: The distinction between Generating Unit Stability and System Stability has been removed.
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Southern Company
Transmission

No

R 2.4 needs to have the word System inserted in front of the word Stability.

R 2.4.3 One should only have to explain why a sensitivity was performed, not why it was not performed. In general we
believe that breaking these requirements into specific sub requirements focusing on specific sensitivities is too

prescriptive and inappropriate. It will lead to over focus on these particular issues to the detriment of system reliability.
There should be no list of sensitivities enumerated as subrequirements. Engineering judgment needs to be permitted.

R 2.4.3.1 It should be clearly stated whether the load model refers to system load or the dynamic load model at
individual busses

A specific proposal for R2.4.3 which addresses the above concerns is provided as follows:R2.4.3. For each of the
studies described in Requirement R2.4.1 and Requirement R2.4.2, sensitivity case(s) shall be run and documented
that stress the System to reflect one or more conditions such as variations in dynamic Load model assumptions,
modification of expected transfers, unavailability of long lead time facilities, variability and outages of reactive
resources, generation additions, retirements, or other dispatch scenarios. Document why each sensitivity was
selected.

Response: R 2.4: The distinction between Unit and System Stability has been deleted.

R 2.4.3 The SDT has changed the language of R2.4.3 to reflect this; to examine one or more sensitivities and the documentation of the technical rationale for
why each of the sensitivities was not chosen has been removed.

R 2.4.3.1: The language has been changed to allow the Transmission Planner to use their judgment in application of sensitivities.
Variations-in-Load model assumptions

R2.4.3 The SDT wanted to keep the sensitivities clear from the rest of the language for base case study requirements. The language of this section has been
changed and the use of documentation has been removed.

R2.4]3 For each of the studies described in Requirements R2.4.1 and Reguirement R2.4.2, sensitivity case(s) that are intended to stress the System with

variations te-reflect in one or more of the following conditions not already included in the studies shall be-run-and-decumentation-of- the-technicalrationale forwhy
eachiof-the-conditions-was-orwas-not-selected-shall-be-supplied included in the Assessment:

Brazos Electric Power
Cooperative, Inc.

No

We do agree with the wording change in 2.4 which uses ‘assessed annually'. 2.4.1 and 2.4.2 are ok.

2.4.3 is not agreeable, as it implies or could imply a number of studies are required. Stability studies are not required
as often as steady state studies. A new in-line load serving substation can certainly impact the steady state results of
an area but would not have the same impact from a steady state perspective. In other words, we feel that running
stability studies for a number of small variables does not provide any added benefit and thus stability studies should
not be treated the same as steady state studies from a requirement standpoint. More emphasis should continue to be
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placed on the steady state analysis. 2.4.3 should be edited to say "Sensitivity cases as deemed appropriate by the
TP or PC, that stress the System (or BES) may be run reflecting one or more of the following conditions. Other
sensitivities not included below may also be run.

Appropriate documentation should be included describing the rationale for the selection of the cases and conditions
"delete 2.4.4 as it is taken care of in 2.4.3

2.5 can be deleted as it adds nothing to the stability requirements2.5.1 should be modified to be included under 2.4 as
a required study with the caveats from 5.6 brought over defining parameters, or delete 2.5.1 altogether as 5.6 covers
the addition of generation.2.5.2 is still fairly ambiguous even with the changes and should be deleted. However if kept
it should be modified to remove the last part of the sentence beginning with "or the addition of a new substation?". The
addition of a simple in-line substation does not have a material impact on the stability of a near-by plant.2.6.1 and
2.6.2 should be combined to remove the mention of generating plant stability.

deleting 5.4 is ok
Not sure of the need to add 5.5.2. Isn't that the intent of the whole Standard?

5.5.3 seems to be acceptable.

Response: R2.4: Thanks for your comment.
R2.4.3: The SDT has changed this language to clarify the requirement; the use of documentation has been removed from the language.

R2.4]3 For each of the studies described in Requirements R2.4.1 and Regquirement R2.4.2, sensitivity case(s) that are intended to stress the System with
variations te-reflect in one or more of the following conditions not already included in the studies shall be-run-and-decumentation-of the-technicalratiohaleforwhy
eachiof-the-conditiohs-was-erwas-not-selected-shall-be-supplied_included in the Assessment:

R2.4.4: This part of the Standard language has been removed.

R2.5: This part of the Standard language has been removed and bullets under (new) Requirements R2.5.2 have been added to the language to clarify this
position.

The addition/deletion/change of individual generating unit capability of 20 MW or greater.

An aggregated addition/deletion/change to a group of generating units directly connected through their step-up transformer(s) to the BES which
total | 0 MW or greater.

R5.5.2: This requirement was deleted.

NERC and Regional No PJM concurs with the general direction; however the sensitivity analysis section as written requires explanation of why
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Coordination

certain sensitivities were not selected. However the sensitivity requirement must be defined. Prove the rationing.

R2.4 should state for stability we should use light load rather than system peak which is for steady state analysis. R2.4
should be modified as followsR2.4 should be modified as followsR2.4 The Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon
portion of the Stability analysis requires: Suggest making all sub requirements bullets under R2.4 The words in R2.4
seem to state that the "analysis must be assessed annually" which seems to leave open the option of assessing an
old study, whereas

R2.2. and R2.3 state a study is required each year, and a study is conducted each year. The words need R2 must be
clearer and more consistent.

System stability requirements seem to be poorly defined. It appears that there is going to be an expectation that inter-
area oscillation and small signal analysis be performed frequently over a variety of conditions. I'm not sure how
geared up industry is for this.

R2.4.1 is too ambiguous. This sub requirement requires a model that "appropriately represents the dynamic behavior
of loads". However, the requirement does not reference how that judgment is made nor who would make the
judgment. The sub bullets are vague and again provide no basis for performance or for arbitration.

R2.4.4 should be deleted as it will deter TPs and PCs from conducting additional studies.

R2.4.4.1-5; Should clearly define words like variation, modification, unavailability of long lead time facility, variability of
reactive resources.

R2.5 is ambiguous regarding the definition of "affects stability margins". What is the technical performance margin for
"affect"? If not defined in the standard then who makes the decision? The TP? the auditor? NERC staff? Do you mean
critical clearing time and how much of change for example percentage or cycle.

Response: The SDT has changed this language to reflect that this is to examine one sensitivity or more and the documentation requirement has been removed.

R2.1]3 For each of the studies described in Requirements R2.1.1 and Reguirement-R2.1.2, sensitivity case(s) that are intended to stress the System with
sensitivities-variations tha{—peﬂeep in one or more of the foIIowmg condmons not already included in the studies shall be+un-and-documentation-of-the-technical

ratiof

upplied included in the Assessment:

R2.4: The SDT has determined that both Peak and Off-Peak should be studied; another Load case can be evaluated as a sensitivity.

R2.4 does state that an assessment shall be performed each year and the applicability of past studies is listed in Requirement R2.6.

R2.2. and R2.3: The language clearly states that a study is required for one of the years in the assessment period.

The SDT believes that each TP and PC should have discretion to determine the appropriate Stability studies applicable to their System.
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R2.4.1: The SDT has changed this language to clarify that aggregate Load can be used here as well. This Requirement is to make you properly represent the
dynamic behavior of Loads at high System Load levels.

R2.4.1 System peak Load for one of the five years. For peak System Load levels, a Load model shall be used which appropriately represents the dynamic
behatjior of Loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction motor Loads._An aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic
behaI ior of the Load is acceptable.

R2.4.4 The SDT has deleted this section.

R2.4.4.1-4 (now R2.4.3): The SDT has changed the language in these sections and made them a bulleted list.
Variations-r-Load model assumptions
Modification-of-eExpected transfers

Unavailability-of-long-lead-time-Facilities Timing of the installation of new or modified Facilities.
Variability-and-outages-of rReactive resources_capability.

R2.5 This section of the Standard language has been removed.

IESO No A. R2.4(i) We suggest to remove words such as "consideration of" and "deemed appropriate” since these are not
measurable and not enforceable. Further, we continue to disagree with mandating sensitivity testing with descriptive
subrequirements. Sensitivity testing (ii) Specific to R2.4.3, we continue to express our disagreement to include
sensitivity testing in the requirements. We are disappointed that despite disagreements by the majority of the
commenters and their suggestions to leave sensitivity testing to the TPs and PCs discretion, the SDT continues to
stipulate detailed requirements for sensitivity testing. The SDT in its summary response to comments indicates that
these testing are intended as "?providing some guidance on what could be included in the sensitivity studies without
being too prescriptive." If these are indeed intended as guidance rather than enforceable requirements, then they
should be provided in a technical document or a reference document that supports the standard, not in the standard
itself.

B. R2.5 (i) Similar to our comments under Q1 (i), the requirements should not restrict to changes at or near the
Interconnection point. Transmission changes several buses removed from the generator's Interconnection point may
also affect the stability performance of the generators. Suggest to reword it to "? in the nearby vicinity that can have
an adverse reliability impact on the generating units' stability performance”.(ii) There seems to be a hole or incomplete
scenario in R2.5.2 in the sentence: "removal of a Transmission Line or the addition of a new substation in one of the
Transmission Lines connected to the plant." We agree that removal of a transmission line in the vicinity needs to be
assessed; we also believe that addition of not just a substation but also any transmission facilities in the vicinity should
be assessed. We therefore suggest to reword this to: "removal of a Transmission Line or the addition of new
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transmission facilities in the generating plant's nearby vicinity that can have an adverse reliability impact on the
generating units' stability performance.

C. R3.4 (i) We do not agree with the requirement that: "If the Extreme Events analysis concludes there are cascading
outages, an evaluation of implementing a change designed to reduce or mitigate the likelihood of such consequences
shall be conducted." Future transmission systems are planned and designed accordingly to Planning Events. It should
not be a surprise that applying Extreme Events to the planned transmission system for which it is not designed to
withstand such events would show instability and/or cascading outages. The follow on actions should be to evaluate
possible actions to contain and minimize the impact of cascading outages, rather than to come up with options or
alternative designs to reduce or mitigate the likelihood of such occurrences (since doing so will imply that we design
and plan for Extreme Events). We therefore suggest to reword it to: "If the Extreme Events analysis concludes there
are cascading outages, an evaluation of possible actions to contain and minimize the impacts of cascading outages.

Response: The SDT examined the use of these terms and still believes that these are the best terms to use here.

The SDT has changed the language of Requirement R2.4.3 to examine one or more sensitivities and the documentation of the technical rationale for why each
of the sensitivities not chosen has been removed.

R2.4]3 For each of the studies described in Requirements R2.4.1 and Regquirement R2.4.2, sensitivity case(s) that are intended to stress the System with
variations te-reflect in one or more of the following conditions not already included in the studies shall be-run-and-decumentation-of the-technicalrationaleforwhy
eachiof-the-conditions-was-orwas-not-selected-shall-be-supplied included in the Assessment:

R2.5: This section of the Standard language has been removed.

R3.4: The SDT has modified this requirement (now Requirement R3.5 and also Requirement R5.5.4 — now Requirement R4.5) to include mitigating the "adverse
impacts of the event(s)."

R3.5|Those Extreme Events in Table 1 —Steady-State-Performance that are expected to produce more severe System impacts shall be identified; and a list of
thoseg events to be evaluated for System performance_in Requirement R3.2 created;. and tThe rationale for the Contingencies selected for evaluation shall be
available as supporting information and shall includincludee an explanation of why the remaining Contingencies would produce less severe System results. If
the Ejxtreme-Events-analysis concludes there are cascading outages caused by the occurrence of Extreme Events, an evaluation of implementing-a-change
possible actions designed to reduce ermitigate the likelihood or mitigate efsuchthe consequences and adverse impacts of the event(s) shall be conducted.

R4.5|Ata-minimum-tThose Extreme Events in Table 21 —Stability Performance that wouldare expected to produce more severe System impacts shall be
ident(fied_and a list of those events to be; evaluated for System performance_in Requirement R4.2 created;. and tThe rationale for the Contingencies selected for
evaldation shall be available as supporting information and shall includee an explanation of why the remaining Contingencies would produce less severe System
resulis. If the Extreme-Events-analysis concludes there are cascading outages_caused by the occurrence of Extreme Events, an evaluation of implementing-a
change-possible actions designed to reduce er-mitigate-the likelihood or mitigate efsuchthe consequences of the event(s) shall be conducted
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North Carolina Electric | No We assume that 2.4 is supposed to be for "System" Stability.
Membership Corp Please confirm.R2.4.1 - Is this for On-Peak? Please confirm.

Also the subrequirement that requires a model that "appropriately represents the dynamic behavior of loads" is too
ambiguous. The requirement does not reference how that judgment is made nor who would makes the judgment. The
sub bullets are vague and provide no basis for performance. It should be clarified. How does the TP/PC model 3rd
party loads from LSEs or DPs within its area that it interconnects? Is there an additional requirement to LSE/DPs
needed in R9-R14 to collect such characteristics of load data? There is concern with load modeling requirements
(use of word “appropriately” in R2.4.1). Does this requirement mandate the use of specific load models for each bus,
or would an aggregate load model which represents the system as a whole be sufficient? Does the use of the PSS/E
CONL function satisfy the requirements for a load model?

The subrequirements of R2.4.3 are much too vague and are subject to various interpretations. These should be more
specific as to what should be assessed, e.g. 5% variation in load model. Why aren't the last 2 subrequirements
already accounted for within the assessment?

R2.5 is ambiguous. What is meant by "affects stability margins"? What is the technical performance margin for
"affect"? As defined by whom? The TP/PC? the auditor? Is this a % change or what?

R5.4 -OK

R5.5 - We are OK with changes made, but we do share a concern with others that the requirement to perform
simulations on 20 MW generators (to be consistent with the Registration Criteria) per R5.5.1 may be too much, and
we recommend also a 75 MW generator cutoff for required simulations.

Response: R2.4: The terms ‘unit’ and ‘System’ have been removed from the language and Stability has replaced them.
R2.4.1: Yes, this is for peak conditions. Requirement R2.4.2 is listed for Off-Peak Load.

R2.4.1: The SDT has changed this language to clarify that aggregate Load can be used here as well. This Requirement is to make you properly represent the
dynamic behavior of Loads at high System Load levels.

R2.4.1 System peak Load for one of the five years. For peak System Load levels, a Load model shall be used which appropriately represents the dynamic
behatior of Loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction motor Loads._An aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic
behayior of the Load is acceptable.

[
R2.4.3: This list of sensitivities is not overly prescriptive and allows the use of engineering judgment of the Planner. Language has been changed to provide
clarity.
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Variations-in-Load model assumptions

Modification-of-eExpected transfers

Unavailability-efHonglead-timeFaeilities Timing of the installation of new or modified Facilities.
Variability-and-outages-of rReactive resources_capability.

The specific wording for Requirement R2.4.3.4 has been changed to "Reactive resource capability”. This could mean a degradation of the capability of a reactive
resource. This would not normally be covered in the assessment unless sensitivity studies require it.

R.2.4.3.5. Generation additions, retirements, or other dispatch scenarios would not necessarily be studied in the assessment unless there were firm plans to
change generation. The purpose of sensitivity studies is to answer "what if* questions which would not otherwise be covered in the assessment.

R2.5: This language has been removed from the Standard.

R5.5 The requirement for study has been changed to 25MW for a single generator or for an aggregate of generators. This language is now in Requirement
R2.5.2.

The addition/deletion/change of individual generating unit capability of 20 MW or greater.

An aggregated addition/deletion/change to a group of generating units directly connected through their step-up transformer(s) to the BES which
total R0 MW or greater.

E.ON U.S. Yes and No R2.4 The Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon portion? implies that there are other portions of the [System]
Transmission Stability analysis. This needs to be reworded to make it clear that there are no other portions. Add the word
Planning “System” to make it clear.

R5 The data to be included in all models for the Planning Assessment is included in R1. The discussion here is
redundant. This should be deleted.

R5.4.3.1 Is this the intent? ? Following Single Contingency events, Transmission configuration changes and
redispatch of generation can be simulated to return the system to Normal Rating provided that all Facilities shall be
operating within their Emergency Rating.

Response: R2.4: The wording used is appropriate; there are no Stability Requirements beyond Near-Term
R5: That language has been removed and replaced by language in Requirement R1.

R5 (now R4.) For the Stability portion of the Planning Assessment, as described in Requirement R2.4-and-Regquirement-R2.5, each Transmission Planner and
Planning Coordinator shall perform the Contingency analyses Ilsted in Table 21 —stabnwpe#e#manee The studles shall be based on computer 5|mulat|ons
usin

models utilizing data provided in Requirement R1.
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R5.4.3.1: This section of the language has been removed but these principles are applicable throughout the Standard.

ERCOT System No ERCOT believes R2.4.3, R2.4.4, R2.5, R5.2, and R5.3 should be deleted and R5.4 and R5.5 should be combined as
Planning follows: R2.4.3 should be deleted due to the unacceptable increase of stability runs required to meet the requirement.
Considering sensitivities for outages of reactive resources and various dispatches and retirements for at least two
different load levels is beyond the capability of most organizations, for both technical and manpower reasons.

R2.4.4 is unbounded and not measurable, and should not be included as a requirement. R2.5 and all requirements
for Generating Unit Stability analysis should be deleted since there is little or no difference between this and System
Stability.

R5.2 should be deleted because contingency definition standards should be defined in a modeling standard.R5.3
Voltage ride through capability should be included in the model provided by the generator and should not be
necessary as a requirement in the TPL standard.

R5.4 and R5.5 could be combined, as there is little or no difference between Generating Unit Stability analysis and
System Stability analysis. In this case, R5.5.1 and R5.5.2 would be moved to R5.4 and R5.5.3 would be removed
(repeats R.5.4.1).Also, it appears that R5.4.1 is in conflict with R5.4.2 because R5.4.1 says ?identified and evaluated
for System Performance? but not have to meet requirements but R5.4.2 says ?meet requirements ? Table 2?. Also,
R5.4.2 is repetitious with text of R5.

Response: The SDT has changed the language of R2.4.3 to examine one or more sensitivities and the documentation of the technical rationale for why each of
the sensitivities not chosen has been removed.

R2.4]3 For each of the studies described in Requirements R2.4.1 and Reguirement R2.4.2, sensitivity case(s) that are intended to stress the System with

variations to-reflect in one or more of the following conditions not already included in the studies shall be-run-and-documentation-of- the-technicalrationale forwhy
eachiofthe-conditions-was-or-was-not-selected-shall-be-supplied included in the Assessment:

R2.4.4 and R2.5 were deleted from the language of this draft Standard.

R5.2 and R5.3 The SDT did not agree to delete this language; language is needed to be in the Standard describing Contingencies and the use of low voltage
ride through in studies. (Note that in the revised standard, Requirements R5.2 and R5.3 have become Requirements R4.3 through R4.3.2.)

R5.4 & 5.5: The SDT has removed the distinction between System Stability and generator unit Stability.
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American
Transmission
Company

No

We disagree with the proposed R2.4.1 text. This inclusion of this requirement may be premature at this time for
several reasons. There is presently no industry consensus on how the dynamic behavior of loads should be properly
represented and analyzed. In addition, it would be a large and difficult effort to identify, collect, and maintain the
pertinent information. It is presently difficult to obtain and maintain the percentage of residential, commercial, and
industrial load at each transmission interconnection point, much less try to get the proper percentage of the various
types of induction motor loads.

We do not accept the R2.4.3.1 text and want some explanation of the what, when, and how to provide the technical
rationale for why each condition was or was not used. In R2.4.3.1, what is meant by ?variations? (e.g. how much
variation is enough)?

In R2.4.3.2, what is meant by ?maodification? (e.g. how much modification is enough) and "expected transfers" (e.g.
firm or non-firm transfers)? In R2.4.3.3, what is meant by ?long lead time? (e.g. 1 month, 1 season, 1 year, 2 years,
etc.)?

In R2.4.4, we believe this requirement should not be added. Why was it included? It seems superfluous, because any
entity can study other sensitivities if they want. Why should TP or PC have to study what the other entity wants to
study? Who would be the judge in case of disagreement over the technical rationale?

In R2.5.2, Why was the addition of a new substation included? We would not expect a new substation to negatively
impact the system or generating unit stability.

We note the R5.5 and R5.6 should really have been updated to refer to 5.4 and R5.5.

In R5.4.3.1, we suggest that the time-limited aspect of Facility Ratings be included in the Glossary Definition and then
it would not need to be clarified in various locations (R3.3.2.2, R3.5.1, R5.4.3.1, Table 1-Note 1, & Table 2-Note 1)
throughout the standard.

Response: R2.4.1: The SDT has changed the language of Requirement R2.4.1. The SDT has changed this language to clarify that aggregate Load can be used
here as well. This Requirement is to make you properly represent the dynamic behavior of Loads at high System Load levels.

R2.4.1 System peak Load for one of the five years. For peak System Load levels, a Load model shall be used which appropriately represents the dynamic
behayior of Loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction motor Loads._An aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic

behayior of the Load is acceptable.

R2.4.3.1 The SDT has changed the language of R2.4.3 to examine one or more sensitivities and the documentation of the technical rationale for why each of the
sensitivities not chosen has been removed.

R2.4]3 For each of the studies described in Requirements R2.4.1 and Regquirement R2.4.2, sensitivity case(s) that are intended to stress the System with
variations te-reflect in one or more of the following conditions not already included in the studies shall be-run-and-decumentation-of-the-technical-rationale-forwhy
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included in the Assessment:

R2.4.3.2, The SDT has changed the language of R2.4.3 to examine one or more sensitivities and the documentation of the technical rationale for why each of
the sensitivities not chosen has been removed.

R2.4.4 has been removed from the language of this Standard draft.
R2.5.2: This language has also been removed from this draft Standard.
R5.5 and R5.6: This new version contains renumbering which should address your concerns.

R5.4.3.1: This section of the language has been removed but these principles are applicable all throughout the Standard.

Duke Energy No R2.4.1 Load models that appropriately represent the dynamic behavior of induction motors are under development
and may not be available for sometime. The implementation plan should take this into account and allow at least 36
months for implementation. This requirement is not immediately achievable.

R2.4.3 - Although we agree with the perceived intent of R2.4.3, we believe the wording should be revised to make it
very clear that it is not necessary to perform studies to substantiate your technical rationale for choosing not to
perform any particular sensitivity study. Documented engineering judgment to support the decision not to perform the
particular sensitivity studies should be sufficient.

R2.4.3.1 should clearly state whether the load model refers to overall system load or parameters of the dynamic load
model at individual busses. Recommend renumbering R2.4.4 to R2.4.3.6, and reword R2.4.3.6 as follows: Any other
sensitivity, as deemed appropriate by the Transmission Planner or Planning Coordinator for their individual
systems.R2.4 should say "System Stability”, not just "Stability".

Response: R2.4.1 has been modified to clarify that a detailed dynamic Load model is not required at each bus. An aggregate System Load model which
represents the overall dynamic behavior of the Load is acceptable. Because of this clarification, the SDT believes that a 24 month implementation period for this
requirement is sufficient. This will be covered in the Implementation Plan which will be posted along with the third draft of the standard.

R2.4.1 System peak Load for one of the five years. For peak System Load levels, a Load model shall be used which appropriately represents the dynamic
behatjior of Loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction motor Loads._An aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic
behaI ior of the Load is acceptable.

R2.4.3 The SDT has changed the language of R2.4.3 to reflect this, to examine one or more sensitivity and the documentation of the technical rationale for why
each of the sensitivities not chosen has been removed.

R2.4]3 For each of the studies described in Requirements R2.4.1 and Reguirement R2.4.2, sensitivity case(s) that are intended to stress the System with
variations te-reflect in one or more of the following conditions not already included in the studies shall berunr-and-documentation-of the-technicalrationale-for-why

95




Comments for 2nd Draft of Standards for Backup Facilities (Project 2006-04)

Organization

Question 2:

Question 2 Comments:

included in the Assessment:

R2.4.3.1 The SDT has changed this language to clarify that aggregate load can be used here as well. This Requirement is to make you properly represent the
dynamic behavior of loads at high system load levels.

R2.4.4 to R2.4.3.6.The SDT has removed the distinction in the Standard between System Stability and generator unit Stability.

Florida Reliability
Coordinating Council,
inc

No

R2.4.4 and R2.4.3 as written can create issues during the compliance assessment. These requirements place the
burden of justifying the inclusion / exclusion of the sensitivities on the TP or PC. Thus, only a sensitivity deem
appropriate by the TP or PC and not performed can be found non-compliant.R2.4.4 can be eliminated by changing the
wording in R2.4.3 to include sensitivities? deemed appropriate by the TP or PC as follows:? For each of the studies
described in Requirement R2.4.1 and Requirement R2.4.2, sensitivity case(s) deemed appropriate by the
Transmission Planner or Planning Coordinator that stress the System to reflect, but not limited to, one or more of the
following conditions shall be run and documentation of the technical rationale for why each of the conditions was or
was not selected shall be supplied.?

Response: The SDT has changed the language of Requirement R2.4.3 to examine one or more sensitivities and the documentation of the technical rationale for
why each of the sensitivities not chosen has been removed.

R2.4]3 For each of the studies described in Requirements R2.4.1 and Reguirement R2.4.2, sensitivity case(s) that are intended to stress the System with
variations te-reflect in one or more of the following conditions not already included in the studies shall be-run-and-decumentation-of- the-technical-rationaleforwhy
eachiof-the-conditions-was-orwas-not-selected-shall- be-supplied included in the Assessment:

SERC Reliability
Review Subcommittee
and Planning
Standards
Subcommittee

Yes and No

R2.4. No The word “System” was deleted during the re-write and only “Stability” is used. However, the sub-sections
appear to be more appropriate to a “System Stability” assessment than for a “Generating Unit Stability” assessment.
“Generating Unit Stability” assessments are the subject of Section R2.5 and “System Stability” assessments appear to
be the intent of Section R2.4.

Why does Requirement 2.4. specify the near-term transmission planning horizon “portion™? We recommend removal
of the words “portion of the”.

R2.4.1. No Change “Peak System Load” to “System On-Peak Load”. This is the term defined in the “NERC Glossary”
and is consistent with the usage of “Off-Peak Load”. This change would be required through out the TPL Standard as
well as in other standards.

There is concern with load modeling requirements (use of word “appropriately” in R2.4.1). Does this requirement
mandate the use of specific load models for each bus, or would an aggregate load model which represents the system
as a whole be sufficient? Does the use of the PSS/E CONL function satisfy the requirements for a load model?
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R2.4.3 Noln general we believe that breaking these requirements into specific sub-requirements, focusing on specific
sensitivities, is too prescriptive and inappropriate. It will lead to over focus on these particular issues to the detriment
of system reliability. The standard should not include an enumerated list of required sensitivities. Engineering
judgment needs to be permitted.

R2.5 Concur
R5.4 Concur

R5.5 No There is a concern with R5.5.1 with the requirement to perform simulations on 20 MW generators (to be
consistent with the Registration Criteria). We recommend a 75 MW generator cutoff for required simulations.

Response: R2.4: The SDT has removed the distinction between System Stability and generator unit Stability.
R2.4.1 — The SDT does not believe there is any ambiguity in the term "peak System Load" and will continue to use that term.

R2.4.1 The SDT has changed this language to clarify that aggregate Load can be used here as well. This Requirement is to make you properly represent the
dynamic behavior of Loads at high System Load levels.

R2.4.1 System peak Load for one of the five years. For peak System Load levels, a Load model shall be used which appropriately represents the dynamic
behayior of Loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction motor Loads._An aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic
behayior of the Load is acceptable.

R2.4.3 The SDT has changed the language of Requirement R2.4.3 to reflect examining one or more sensitivity and the documentation of the technical rationale
for why each of the sensitivities not chosen has been removed.

R2.4]3 For each of the studies described in Requirements R2.4.1 and Reguirement R2.4.2, sensitivity case(s) that are intended to stress the System with
variations te-reflect in one or more of the following conditions not already included in the studies shall be-run-and-decumentation-of the-technicalratiohaleforwhy
eachiof-the-conditiohs-was-erwas-not-selected-shall-be-supplied_included in the Assessment:

R5.5: The SDT agrees that there is little distinction between a single unit of a specific MW and an aggregation of the same number of MW. The requirement for
study has been changed to 20 MW for a single generator or for an aggregate of generators. This is now located at Requirement R2.5.2.

The addition/deletion/change of individual generating unit capability of 20 MW or greater.

An aggregated addition/deletion/change to a group of generating units directly connected through their step-up transformer(s) to the BES which
total PO MW or greater.

Oncor Electric No For Requirement R2.4 would prefer to see more clarification on the System Off-Peak stability studies required and
Delivery their purpose. Define/quantify type of stability issues to be addressed with this type of study.

For sub requirement R2.4.3 the level of detail in the load modeling is very subjective and greatly impacts the analysis
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and results.

Response: R2.4: Transient Stability is generally worse at lower System Load levels when base load units are still generating near maximum output. All of the
Contingencies in the table are to be considered for Off-Peak Load levels

R2.4.3 The SDT has changed this language to clarify that aggregate Load can be used here as well. This Requirement is to make you properly represent the
dynamic behavior of Loads at high System Load levels. The SDT has changed the language of Requirement R2.4.3 to examine one or more sensitivity and the
documentation of the technical rationale for why each of the sensitivities not chosen has been removed.

R2.4]3 For each of the studies described in Requirements R2.4.1 and Reguirement R2.4.2, sensitivity case(s) that are intended to stress the System with
variations te-reflect in one or more of the following conditions not already included in the studies shall be-run-and-decumentation-of the-technicalratiohaleforwhy
eachiof- the-conditiohs-was-erwas-not-selected-shall-be-supplied_included in the Assessment

FirstEnergy Corp. No R2.4.1 ? This requirement should be separated into two requirements as it covers two distinct topics; a) peak load
study for one of the near-term years and b) dynamic load modeling. The use of the words "appropriately represents"
and "consideration" is too vague and not strong enough for requirement language. Also, the requirement needs to
better describe what is needed related to the modeling of induction motor load. What % of the load needs to be
represented as motor load for various load classes ? commercial, industrial, residential? An industry white paper is
needed to provide direction related to this undertaking. The SDT, when considering their Implementation Plan, will
need to allow sufficient time to complete the dynamic load modeling which largely does not exist today.

R2.4.3 ? Typo, need to remove strikethrough text on the word sensitivity.

R2.4.4 ? Suggest making this a sub-requirement of R2.4.3 and only require documentation as to why each sensitivity
case was selected. Documenting why something was not selected does not seem constructive and places an
unneeded burden on documentation. It should be expected that over time, a range of sensitivities would be covered
as a library of studies is built.

Response: R2.4.1: The SDT has changed this language to clarify that aggregate Load can be used here as well. This Requirement is to make you properly
represent the dynamic behavior of Loads at high System Load levels.

R2.4.1 System peak Load for one of the five years. For peak System Load levels, a Load model shall be used which appropriately represents the dynamic
behatjior of Loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction motor Loads._An aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic
behayior of the Load is acceptable

I
R2.4.3 The SDT did not find the typo indicated.
R2.4.4 The language of R2.4.4 was deleted from the Standard language.
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Entergy Services, Inc.

No

General Comments: The enhanced requirements in this standard will result in an exponential increase in the amount
of studies required to become compliant. Some of the changes such as the list of specific sensitivity studies will make
it difficult to audit. Standards need to be measurable. As currently written, these requirements are difficult to
measure. Furthermore, as indicated in the later questions, there could be significant costs to comply with these
revised requirements Specific Comments:

In 2.4.1, it would be better to address the "consideration of the behavior of induction motor Loads" in the sensitivity
studies bullet, 2.4.3.1.,if this bullet is to be included at all. Furthermore, induction motor modeling is primarily required
in areas with high load concentration that could be subject to angular and voltage stability issues. Considerable effort
is required to collect information on motors. Therefore, studies to evaluate induction motor effects should be included
in the sensitivity analysis section.

In 2.4.3, what was the rationale for including only a portion of the sub-bullets included in 2.1.3? Also, in 2.1.3.7, does
"Modification of planned Transmission outages" imply changes in dates? It seems unlikely that the cancellation of an
outage would have negative impacts. More clarification is needed on what "modification” means in this requirement.
R 2.4.3Each transmission provider has its own transmission planning needs and requirements. While it is true there
are common elements and considerations that have to be incorporated in every transmission provider’s planning
process, it is difficult, if not impossible, to prescribe a list of sensitivities that is, or should be, applicable to everyone.
Entergy has specific concerns regarding the following sensitivities.

R.2.4.3.2 Madification of expected transfers: The use of "expected" transfer levels suggests that one can expect
certain transfer patterns beyond what is modeled in base cases as firm. These sensitivities could result in an endless
string of “what-if” scenarios where transmission users would attempt to influence these studies to advantage their
respective market positions. Any system improvements based on such "expected" use of the system shall not result
in discriminatory treatment of transmission users.

R.2.4.3.5. Generation additions, retirements, or other dispatch scenarios. Generation additions are addressed by
FERC-mandated study criteria. These requests are handled through the generation interconnection and system
impact study processes. Generation retirements and other dispatch scenarios can have both positive and negative
impacts on reliability. However, assumptions used to pick which resources are changed, and in what way, will likely
be difficult to justify.

R5.5 There is a concern with R5.5.1 with the requirement to perform simulations on 20 MW generators (to be
consistent with the Registration Criteria). We recommend a 75 MW generator cutoff for required simulations.

Response: R2.4.1 The SDT has changed this language to clarify that aggregate Load can be used here as well. This Requirement is to make you properly
represent the dynamic behavior of Loads at high System Load levels.

R2.4.1 System peak Load for one of the five years. For peak System Load levels, a Load model shall be used which appropriately represents the dynamic
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Organization Question 2:  Question 2 Comments:

behayior of Loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction motor Loads._An aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic
behayior of the Load is acceptable

R2.4.3The SDT has changed the language of Requirement R2.4.3 to examine one or more sensitivity and the documentation of the technical rationale for why
each of the sensitivities not chosen has been removed.

R2.4]3 For each of the studies described in Requirements R2.4.1 and Reguirement R2.4.2, sensitivity case(s) that are intended to stress the System with

variations te-reflect in one or more of the following conditions not already included in the studies shall be-run-and-decumentation-of- the-technicalrationale forwhy
eachiof-the-conditions-was-orwas-hot-selected-shall-be-supplied included in the Assessment:

Variations-tr-Load model assumptions
Modification-of-eExpected transfers

Unavailability-of-long-lead-time-Facilities Timing of the installation of new or modified Facilities.
Variability-and-outages-of rReactive resources_capability.

R2.4.3.5: These are changes to consider as possible sensitivities to give the TP a better understanding of its System. There is no justification of your
assumptions required by the Standard.

R5.5 The requirement for study has been changed to 20 MW for a single generator or for an aggregate of generators. This is now located at Requirement
R2.5.2.

The addition/deletion/change of individual generating unit capability of 20 MW or greater.

An aggregated addition/deletion/change to a group of generating units directly connected through their step-up transformer(s) to the BES which
total PO MW or greater

BPA Transmission No R2.4.1 references the use of a load model which appropriately represents the dynamic behavior of loads. However,
Reliability Program such load models have not been developed yet. We recommend removing that requirement for load models until
these models have been developed and approved.

R2.5 and R5.5 refer to Generating Unit Stability studies. As stated above under Item 1, Generating Unit Stability is
adequately addressed by the System Stability studies and does not need to be evaluated separately. Footnote 5.a.i in
the notes following the Performance Requirements Tables, already specifies the requirements to meet. Therefore, we
recommend removing the section on Generating Unit Stability Studies from standard TPL-001-1. The focus of this
standard should be on "System Stability" which encompasses all generating units .Some of the requirements listed
under R5.4 apply more generally than just within this section and are already covered elsewhere in the standards.

R5.4.3.1 is already covered in Note 1 of Table 1. R5.4.3.2 is not relevant to Reliability Standards and would already be
addressed by the relevant regulations, so it does not belong in this Standard. R5.4.3.3 is already covered in Note 1 of
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Organization Question 2:  Question 2 Comments:

Table 2. Because these requirements are already covered by other sections of the Standard, they can be removed
from R5.4.

Response: R2.4.1 The SDT has changed this language to clarify that aggregate Load can be used here as well. This Requirement is to make you properly
represent the dynamic behavior of Loads at high System Load levels.

R2.4.1 System peak Load for one of the five years. For peak System Load levels, a Load model shall be used which appropriately represents the dynamic
behatjior of Loads, including consideration of the behavior of induction motor Loads._An aggregate system Load model which represents the overall dynamic
behaI ior of the Load is acceptable

R2.5 and R5.5: In response to industry comments, the SDT has to remove the distinction in the standard between System Stability and generating unit Stability.

R5.4.3.1: The SDT has decided to remove Requirement R5.4.3 because the sub-requirements are already implicitly covered by the standard. Your suggested
sub-requirement is also already implicitly covered by the standard.

PPL EnergyPlus Yes and No R2.4.3 and 2.4.4 together with R2.7 are a very good effort to direct TSPs to not let scenarios drive their plans. Rather,
the base case should drive the plan. If anything, the language in the standard could be strengthened.

Response: R2.4.4 has been removed from the language.

R2.4.3: The SDT has changed the language of Requirement R2.4.3 to one or more sensitivity and the documentation of the technical rationale for why each of
the sensitivities not chosen has been removed.

R2.4]3 For each of the studies described in Requirements R2.4.1 and Reguirement R2.4.2, sensitivity case(s) that are intended to stress the System with
variations te-reflect in one or more of the following conditions not already included in the studies shall be-run-and-decumentation-of the-technicalrationale forwhy
eachiofthe-conditions-was-or-was-not-selected-shall-be-supplied included in the Assessment:

Variations-in-Load model assumptions

Moedification-of-eExpected transfers

Unavailabilibr-of-long-lead-time Facilities Timing of the installation of new or modified Facilities.
Variability-and-outages-ofrReactive resources_capability.

TVA System Planning Yes

Tenaska, Inc. Yes
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Organization Question 2:  Question 2 Comments:
US Army Corp of Yes
Engineers,

Northwestern Division

Arkansas Electric Yes
Coop. Corp.
LCRATSC Yes

Response: Thank you for your response.
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3. The SDT has modified the definitions of Consequential and Non-Consequential Load Loss in response to industry comments. Do
you concur with the modified definitions of Consequential and Non-Consequential Load Loss? If not, please state why and/or
suggest specific changes.

Summary Consideration:
In response to numerous concerns the following changes were made to the draft standard:
- The definitions of Consequential Load Loss and Non-Consequential Load Loss were modified to be more direct.

- New definitions were added for Load Reduction and Supplemental Load Loss to address issues that were previously included in the
Consequential Load Loss definition.

- Changes were made in the notes for Table 1 (item b) to address application of the revised definitions.

- Note ‘b’ in Table 1 has been revised to associate comments on Load loss to Steady State rather than Stability.
- Footnotes 5 & 10 were added to the Table to differentiate between Firm Transfer Service and Load Loss.

- The SDT didn’t feel non-interruptible Load needed to be defined because Interruptible Load is a defined term.

- The requirement (old Requirement R3.3.2.1 — new Requirement R2.9) to specify the amount and duration of Load that may be lost was
clarified to be the maximum for any Contingency and the requirement for duration was eliminated.

There is lingering concern in the industry with the following issues:
- The inability to shed firm Load for a first Contingency event

o The SDT considered this issue, but did not change the standard because it was specifically prohibited in FERC Order 693, Section
1773.

- The different treatment for Facilities greater than 300 kV versus Facilities less than 300 kV

o0 The SDT considered this issue, but did not change its perspective since the last posting. The following is the response provided in
response to the first posting and the SDT has not been convinced that it should change:

“The initial draft of the proposed Transmission planning standard held the planning of 300 kV and higher Transmission Systems to a
more stringent requirement than the remaining BES. Although not unanimous, the majority of the SDT believed the 300 kV and higher
Systems (EHV) generally represent the backbone of many Systems in the various Interconnections and that the more stringent
requirements were appropriate when considering N-1-1 Contingencies of two EHV Facilities. Systems operated above 300 kV
generally do not directly serve end-use Load customers but rather act as the medium for moving large amounts of power from
production to various Load centers where the energy is then delivered by other Transmission or sub-Transmission Systems to end-
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use customers. It is the desire of NERC and various stakeholders that the backbone of the electric power grid be robust and held to a
higher degree of reliability.

When EHV Systems are compromised, the large volumes of power they serve can place a severe amount of stress on parallel EHV or
lower voltage paths. For example, if a large EHV transformer experiences a catastrophic failure, not only are other systems Facilities
required to carry more Load but the System is also exposed to other N-1 conditions for long periods of time while awaiting a
replacement or repair of the failed equipment. Large generation sources are typically connected at EHV levels and maintenance of
the EHV Transmission lines within the vicinity of large generation plants must often be coordinated during scheduled unit outages,
resulting again in multiple Facility outages over extended periods of time.

Therefore, it was the conclusion of the SDT in Draft 1 to propose greater reliability and operational flexibility through more stringent
performance requirements when considering certain N-1 and N-1-1 Contingency events of EHV Systems. Throughout the industry,
substation arrangements at EHV levels reflect the importance of these systems as the designs often consist of the more flexible and
reliable ring-bus, breaker-and—a-half, or double bus-double breaker protection schemes as compared to the simpler, lower cost, single
bus arrangements that are commonly found on lower voltage systems.

The feedback received from the industry was divided related to the SDT’s emphasis placed on a higher expectation for the 300 kV and
higher systems. Some commenters questioned the importance and the high costs that may be needed to mitigate existing system
designs. Others agreed with the SDT’s approach and indicated that the impact to their systems would be minimal. Some
commenters even questioned why the more stringent approach was not applied to the entire 100 kV and higher systems. The SDT
believes the Draft 2 changes are responsive to industry feedback and reflect an appropriate middle ground related to the importance
of the EHV Transmission System.”

There was no change with regards to the definition of Year One. The drafting team felt that if the studies referenced in the comments are
duplicative, then the language in the Standard would allow them to use one study for both applications.

The definition for Planning Coordinator was deleted because the term has already been defined and added to the NERC Glossary by another
SDT.

With regards to comments on the definitions creating a disincentive to build network Facilities, the Standards do not specify how an entity will
comply.

The following changes have been made to the definitions due to industry comment:

state-performancereguirements._All Load that is no longer served by any Transmission Facilities as a result of the Facilities being removed from

service by a planned Protection System operation to isolate fault conditions.
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Load Reduction: Load that is still connected to the System, but is reduced due to lower voltage conditions following a Planning or Extreme Event.

Non- Consequentlal Load Loss Non- Interruptlble Load loss other than Consequential Load Loss Supplemental Load Loss and Load
Reduction.-

Supplemental Load Loss: Load that is disconnected from the network by end-user equipment responding to post-Contingency System

conditions.

The following requirement was added due to industry comments:

R2.9 The Planning Assessment shall identify the maximum permissible Non-Consequential Load Loss (megawatt Demand) for those Planning
Events where Non-Consequential Load Loss is allowed in Table 1.

The following notes in the Table have been changed due to industry comment: ‘b’, ‘e’, and ‘i’

Organization Question 3: Question 3 Comments:

Dominion - No Non-Consequential Load Loss: In the example provided with the definition of Non-Consequential Load Loss, it indicates
Electric that non-interruptible load loss that occurs through manual or automatic operations such as under voltage load shedding
Transmission (UVLS), under-frequency load shedding (UFLS) or Special Protection Systems (SPS) would be considered Non-
Planning Consequential Load Loss. We recommend that the following statement be added to the standard in the definition --

"Interruptible loads such as the pump of a Pumped Storage Plant interrupted by an SPS should not be considered as a
Non-Consequential load".

Response: The definition of the Non-Consequential Load Loss is qualified as ‘Non-Interruptible Load”. In your example, the Pumped Hydro load is defined as
‘interruptible’. There is nothing in the standard that associates Interruptible Load with Non-Consequential Load and nothing that prohibits the interruption of
Interruptible Load. However, the SDT did change the definition to provide additional clarity.

Non- (,onsequentlal Load Loss Non- Interruptlble Load loss other than Consequentlal Load Loss Supplemental Load Loss, and Load Reduction.- Fel’—example
noh-te v

sheddi

NPCC No In the Consequential Load Loss definition, the word 'source' needs to be defined or explained further since it is unclear.
Hydro-Québec Yes and No In the Consequential Load Loss definition, the word 'source' needs to be defined or explained further since it is unclear. It
TransEnergie should be indicated that this also applies to " stability performance requirements" (refer to the end of last sentence of the
(HQT) definition).
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Organization

Question 3:

Question 3 Comments:

Ameren Yes and No The revised definition of Consequential Load Loss needs to be simplified, as follows, "Consequential Load Loss: Load that
is no longer served because it has been isolated from its network supply by a planned protection system operation to
mitigate fault conditions." Additional clarifications as to when Consequential Load loss is allowed should not be included in
the definition, but should instead be included in the Tables 1 and 2.Agree with the revised definition of Non-Consequential
Load Loss.

Midwest ISO No Under the definition of consequential load, it is not clear who the term "Transmission planning entities" is referring to.
Perhaps it should say "entities to which the standard is applicable". The last sentence could be amended to say: "Load that
is no longer connected to a source as a result of the event being studied or which is lost as a result of the load's response
to the transient conditions of the event (other than through the action of UVLS?..

Brazos Electric No Non-consequential is fine. For 'Consequential Load Loss' the entire last part of the definition that begins with "Although

Power Load which is lost?" can be deleted or at least deleted to the part that begins with "Transmission planning entities are not

Cooperative, Inc. allowed?". We think the last part of the sentence is intuitive.

Northeast Utilities No Northeast Utilities has participated with ISO-NE and NPCC and supports the comments filed by those organizations.

American No For Consequential Load Loss definition, we suggest that the last sentence be deleted because it is application text, rather

Transmission than definition text. We accept the Non-Consequential Load Loss definition as written.

Company

Florida Reliability No Propose changing the word ?a? to ?any? in the definition of Consequential Load Loss. Consequential Load Loss: Load that

Coordinating is no longer connected to ?2ANY? source as a result ? The second sentence in the definition could be interpreted to disallow

Council, inc voltage dependent load models to meet Steady State Performance requirements. Since many planning events result in
steady state voltage significantly lower than nominal, system load would be reduced. This definition would be clarified by
differentiating load that is lost (no longer connected to a source) and load that is reduced as a result of reduced system
voltage. Although Load which is lost (no longer connected to a source) as a result of the Load’s response to the transient
conditions of the event is considered Consequential Load Loss and is permitted when Consequential Load loss is allowed,
Transmission planning entities are not allowed to rely upon the expectation of such Load Loss to meet steady state
performance requirements.

New York No In the Consequential Load Loss definition, the word 'source' needs to be defined or explained further since it is unclear.

Independent

System Operator
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Organization Question 3: Question 3 Comments:

Response: The definition of ‘Consequential Load Loss’ has been revised to make it more direct, which has resulted in the elimination of the reference.

Transmission FaC|I|t|es as a result of the FaC|I|t|es bemq removed from service by a planned Protecﬂon System operation to isolate fault conditions.

TVA System Yes TVA agrees with the modified definitions. However, the definition for "Consequential Load Loss" can still be confusing.
Planning Suggest definition of "Load that is deenergized by relay action as a result of the event being studied ?." Additional wording
in "Consequential load loss" about transient conditions can be confusing as well - we suggest including this additional
information later in the document. For Non-consequential load loss, suggest use of "Firm" instead of "Non - Interruptible”
Load Loss.

Response: The definition of ‘Consequential Load Loss’ has been revised to make it more direct and has eliminated the reference to ‘transient’. There are
potential associations with the term ‘Firm’ that the SDT is trying to avoid in this definition and therefore has decided to stay with the reference to Non-interruptible.

Transmission FaC|I|t|es as a result of the FaC|I|t|es belnq removed from service by a planned Protectlon System operation to isolate fault conditions.

Progress Energy Yes The definition of Consequential load loss has been appropriately modified to include loss of Load as a result of the Load's
Carolinas response to the transient condition. This recognizes the fact that when subjected to fault voltages of sufficient depth and
duration, the resulting Load dynamics will result is loss of Load. Therefore, in order to more accurately replicate real-world
behavior through dynamic stability simulation analysis, the proper representation of expected real world loss of load is
acceptable. It is also proper that the computation of expected consequential Load loss and duration is not required for
stability analysis. Attempts at determining additional Load loss due to load dynamics would not result in any useful
information contributing to increased reliability.

Response: New definitions have been created to recognize other forms of acceptable Load loss that might occur in response to an event. The calculation of the
potential Load loss for anything other than Consequential Load Loss is not required and the analysis is not expected to include it (see new ‘Supplemental Load
Loss’ definition). However, a calculation of the maximum expected contingent Consequential Load Loss is expected (see Requirement R2.9). Note ‘b” in the table
has been revised to associate requirements to serve Supplemental Load Loss in Steady State rather than Stability.

Consgquential Load Loss:
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Organization Question 3: Question 3 Comments:

Transmission Facmtles as a result of the FaC|I|t|es belnq removed from service by a planned Protectlon System operation to isolate fault conditions.

Load Reduction: Load that is still connected to the System, but is reduced due to lower voltage conditions following a Planning or Extreme Event.

Non- (,onsequentlal Load Loss Non- Interruptlble Load loss other than Consequentlal Load Loss Supplemental Load Loss, and Load Reduction.- Fel’—example
non-hte y

sheddi
Supplemental Load Loss: Load that is disconnected from the network by end-user equipment responding to post-Contingency System conditions.

R2.9 The Planning Assessment shall identify the maximum permissible Non-Consequential Load Loss (megawatt Demand) for those Planning Events where Non-
Consequential Load Loss is allowed in Table 1.

Note |b”: Consequential Load Loss, Supplemental Load Loss, Load Reduction, and consequential generation loss is-allowed-for-all-events-shown-are acceptable
as a consequence of any Planning or Extreme Event excluding PO. However, Supplemental Load Loss associated with an event shall not be used to meet steady
state performance requirements.

BCTC No Our understanding of these definitions and the performance requirements in Tables 1 and 2 is that they may eliminate the
existing provision in Footnote (b) that allows loss of firm load for contingencies in local networks. Disconnection of loads on
local networks in response to contingencies normally requires RAS/SPS, and the definition of NCLL states that this is
NCLL. We are not clear whether our concern is with the definitions of CLL/NCLL, the Tables, or the definition of BES. In
the Consideration of Comments on First Draft of TPL-001-1, page 49, response to First Energy, the SDT states "FERC has
determined that any Load loss that is not directly connected to the faulted element is actually Non-Consequential Load
loss." We found a similar response to WECC on page 449, item 6. While we do not disagree with the statements made by
the SDT, that FERC wants clarification of what is CLL, we do not see where FERC has ruled out the use of RAS/SPS for
CLL - see BCTC comments on the First Draft at page 28 of the Consideration of Comments. BCTC concurs with
SaskPower and Manitoba Hydro that that CLL needs to include the concept of local networks. Another way to address this
would be to exempt some local networks in the definition of the Bulk Electric System. In addition, BCTC cannot meet the
proposed P1 (A) > 300 kV Steady State Performance of no Non-Consequential Load Loss for part of our 500 kV system.
One radial segment of the BCTC 500 kV transmission system, a single circuit 450 km 500 kV transmission system, serves
load and interconnects generation. For outages of the 500 kV transmission line, a RAS is used to shed load to match the
generation in this island. We have no plans for transmission reinforcements (280 miles of 500 kV transmission line) to
remove this RAS. Therefore, we will require some further clarification of the proposed P1 (A) >300 kV requirement of no
Non-Consequential Load Loss for this requirement to be suitable for all of our system.

Response: FERC Order 693 Section 1773 does not permit loss of Non-Consequential Load (see reference). There is no provision in the FERC Order to allow
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Organization Question 3: Question 3 Comments:

loss of Load with the use of an RAS/SPS or to provide exceptions for local networks. The SDT's interpretation of the Order is that FERC is indicating that other
alternatives must be pursued to eliminate this operating scheme. However, the SDT has provided an exception (Requirement R2.6.4) if a situation arises that is
beyond the control of the Transmission Planner or Planning Coordinator that prevent the implementation of a Corrective Action Plan in the required timeframe.

“1773. The Commission proposed in the NOPR to approve Reliability Standard TPL-002-0 as mandatory and enforceable. In addition, pursuant to section
215(d)(5) of the FPA and § 39.5(f) of our regulations, we proposed to direct NERC to submit a modification to TPL-002-0 that: (1) requires that critical system
conditions be determined in the same manner as proposed for TPL-001-0; (2) requires the inclusion of the reliability impact of

the entity’s existing spare equipment strategy; (3) explicitly requires all generators to ride through the same set of Category B and C contingencies as required for
wind generators in Order No. 661; (4) requires documentation of load models used in system studies and supporting rationale for their use; (5) clarifies the phrase
“permit operating steps necessary to maintain system control” and (6) clarifies footnote (b) to Table 1 to allow no firm load or firm transactions to be interrupted
except for consequential load loss.”

Manitoba Hydro No The definition of Consequential Load Loss implies the load lost as a result of "response to the transient condition of the
event" need not be load directly connected to the element impacted by the event, but load in the local area. This definition
could result in an interpretation that would justify unlimited load loss resulting from say voltage depression in an area
impacted by a transient system swing. This opens a loop hole for allowing load loss for many single contingencies as a
result of a transient swing causing a voltage dip and motor contactor drop-out as an example. There is a fine line between
providing adequate voltage support or operating guides to avoid such load loss. Should a maximum level of load loss be
specified?

Comments on Other Definitions: Extreme Events: The definition should clarify whether or not Transmission system
performance requirements must be met. —
Events should be changed to Event - same for Planning Events

Planning Coordinator: The Planning Coordinator definition should be left to the functional model. Having the term defined
here may cause future confusion. For example, the FMWG has discussed the possible elimination of the PC, based on the
realization that it is the Transmission Planner who integrates resources into the transmission plans.

Response: The standard is not designed to address regional performance standards, which should govern relative to acceptable voltage depressions or the
magnitude of acceptable loss of Load during Planned Events or in response to Extreme Events. This is the responsibility of the Planning Coordinator and the
Transmission Owner, which has been included as notes ‘e’ and ‘i’ in Table 1.

Headir note ‘e” For all Planning Events, planned System adjustments such as Transmission configuration changes and redispatch of generation are allowed if
such adjustments are executable within the time duration applicable to the Facility Ratings.

Head«ler note ‘i’: Bynamic-voltagesTransient voltage response shall be within acceptable limits established by the Planning Coordinator (or Transmission Planner
if more restrictive).
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Organization Question 3: Question 3 Comments:

The reference has been reviewed and revised as appropriate. When the reference is to all events, such as in the title to Table 1, then ‘Events’ is correct. When
the reference is to a single event, such as in the column header to Table 1, then ‘Event’ is correct.

The definition for Planning Coordinator was deleted because the term has already been defined and added to the NERC Glossary by another SDT.

Los Angeles No In general, support the comment from WECC on this question, however, where there are different performance allowed
Department of solely based on an arbitrary voltage class separation, it is discriminatory and without any scientific or historical basis.
Water and Power

Response: Many responders have asked the question why the distinction for bus sections above 300 kV. The SDT has prepared the following response.

The initial draft of the proposed Transmission planning standard held the planning of 300 kV and higher Transmission Systems to a more stringent requirement
than the remaining BES. Although not unanimous, the majority of the SDT believed the 300 kV and higher Systems (EHV) generally represent the backbone of
many Systems in the various Interconnections and that the more stringent requirements were appropriate when considering N-1-1 Contingencies of two EHV
Facilities. Systems operated above 300 kV generally do not directly serve end-use Load customers but rather act as the medium for moving large amounts of
power from production to various Load centers where the energy is then delivered by other Transmission or sub-Transmission Systems to end-use customers. It
is the desire of NERC and various stakeholders that the backbone of the electric power grid be robust and held to a higher degree of reliability.

When EHV Systems are compromised, the large volumes of power they serve can place a severe amount of stress on parallel EHV or lower voltage paths. For
example, if a large EHV transformer experiences a catastrophic failure, not only are other systems Facilities required to carry more Load but the System is also
exposed to other N-1 conditions for long periods of time while awaiting a replacement or repair of the failed equipment. Large generation sources are typically
connected at EHV levels and maintenance of the EHV Transmission lines within the vicinity of large generation plants must often be coordinated during scheduled
unit outages, resulting again in multiple Facility outages over extended periods of time.

Therefore, it was the conclusion of the SDT in Draft 1 to propose greater reliability and operational flexibility through more stringent performance requirements
when considering certain N-1 and N-1-1 Contingency events of EHV Systems. Throughout the industry, substation arrangements at EHV levels reflect the
importance of these systems as the designs often consist of the more flexible and reliable ring-bus, breaker-and—a-half, or double bus-double breaker protection
schemes as compared to the simpler, lower cost, single bus arrangements that are commonly found on lower voltage systems.

The feedback received from the industry was divided related to the SDT’s emphasis placed on a higher expectation for the 300 kV and higher systems. Some
commenters questioned the importance and the high costs that may be needed to mitigate existing system designs. Others agreed with the SDT’s approach and
indicated that the impact to their systems would be minimal. Some commenters even questioned why the more stringent approach was not applied to the entire
100 kV and higher systems. The SDT believes the Draft 2 changes are responsive to industry feedback and reflect an appropriate middle ground related to the
importance of the EHV Transmission System.

Transmission No We generally agree with the definitions by themselves but have concerns about potential unintended consequences. This
Agency of definition will severely limit the loads that can be classified as ?local Network customers, connected to or supplied by the
Northern Faulted element or by the affected area, may occur in certain areas without impacting the overall reliability of the
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Organization

Question 3:

Question 3 Comments:

California

interconnected transmission systems? in footnote b of the existing TPL standards. In combination with raising the bar for
loss of Facilities with operating voltages 300 kV or higher (P2, P4 and P5 in the Performance Tables), this definition may
result in encouraging entities to connect more loads in a radial fashion or avoid loop connection to improve service reliability
just to fit in the Consequential Load Loss definition, ??load no longer being connected to a source??. As a result, service
reliability to customer would be adversely impacted without commensurate improvement in overall system reliability. In
addition, existing design of many such local networks would normally require RAS/SPS to disconnect loads on local
networks in response to contingencies. However, the definition of Non-Consequential Load Loss states that using
RAS/SPS is Non-Consequential Load Loss. In the Consideration of Comments on the First Draft of TPL-001-1, page 49,
response to First Energy, the SDT states "FERC has determined that any Load loss that is not directly connected to the
faulted element is actually Non-Consequential Load loss." We found a similar response to WECC on page 449, item 6.
While we do not disagree with the statements made by the SDT, that FERC wants clarification of what is Consequential
Load Loss, we do not see where FERC has ruled out the use of RAS/SPS for Consequential Load Loss. Consequential
Load Loss needs to include the concept of local networks. Another way to address this would be to exempt some local
networks in the definition of the Bulk Electric System. The performance of existing systems has been designed to be
consistent with the concepts of the quoted sentence above from footnote b of Table 1 of the existing TPL standards. There
are many instances where some local network customer curtailments or local area load loss has been allowed by local
regulatory authorities as long as the overall reliability of the interconnected system was not impacted. This is a result of
tradeoffs with the cost and environmental impacts of providing a higher level of reliability in a local area. An attempt to
eliminate the concepts contained in footnote b of the existing TPL standards would invalidate local regulatory decisions,
place a large unintended cost burden on existing customers and could potentially create criteria that could not be met
anytime soon, if ever, as a result of the long lead time required for system improvements. Any attempt to raise the bar by
interpreting the definition of Non-Consequential Load as eliminating the concepts of footnote b is considered unacceptable.
The new criteria need to clearly maintain these concepts to prevent a large disconnect with existing design criteria. The last
sentence in the Definition of Consequential Load Loss (?Although Load which is lost as a result of the Load’s response to
the transient conditions of the event is considered Consequential Load Loss and is permitted when Consequential Load
Loss is allowed, Transmission planning entities are not allowed to rely upon the expectation of such Load loss to meet
steady state performance requirements?) seems more appropriate to be requirements. Therefore, please move this
sentence to the Notes Section at the beginning of Table 1 as new Item 7.

Pacific Gas and
Electric Co.

No

We generally agree with the definitions by themselves but have concerns about potential unintended consequences. This
definition will severely limit the loads that can be classified as ?local Network customers, connected to or supplied by the
Faulted element or by the affected area, may occur in certain areas without impacting the overall reliability of the
interconnected transmission systems? in footnote b of the existing TPL standards. In combination with raising the bar for
loss of Facilities with operating voltages 300 kV or higher (P2, P4 and P5 in the Performance Tables), this definition may
result in encouraging entities to connect more loads in a radial fashion or avoid loop connection to improve service reliability
just to fit in the Consequential Load Loss definition, ??load no longer being connected to a source??. As a result, service
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reliability to customer would be adversity impacted without commensurate improvement in overall system reliability. In
addition, existing design of many such local networks would normally require RAS/SPS to disconnect loads on local
networks in response to contingencies. However, the definition of Non-Consequential Load Loss states that using
RAS/SPS is Non-Consequential Load Loss. In the Consideration of Comments on the First Draft of TPL-001-1, page 49,
response to First Energy, the SDT states "FERC has determined that any Load loss that is not directly connected to the
faulted element is actually Non-Consequential Load loss." We found a similar response to WECC on page 449, item 6.
While we do not disagree with the statements made by the SDT, that FERC wants clarification of what is Consequential
Load Loss, we do not see where FERC has ruled out the use of RAS/SPS for Consequential Load Loss. Consequential
Load Loss needs to include the concept of local networks. Another way to address this would be to exempt some local
networks in the definition of the Bulk Electric System. The performance of existing systems has been designed to be
consistent with the concepts of the quoted sentence above from footnote b of Table 1 of the existing TPL standards. There
are many instances where some local network customer curtailments or local area load loss has been allowed by local
regulatory authorities as long as the overall reliability of the interconnected system was not impacted. This is a result of
tradeoffs with the cost and environmental impacts of providing a higher level of reliability in a local area. An attempt to
eliminate the concepts contained in footnote b of the existing TPL standards would invalidate local regulatory decisions,
place a large unintended cost burden on existing customers and could potentially create criteria that could not be met
anytime soon, if ever, as a result of the long lead time required for system improvements. Any attempt to raise the bar by
interpreting the definition of Non-Consequential Load as eliminating the concepts of footnote b is considered unacceptable.
The new criteria need to clearly maintain these concepts to prevent a large disconnect with existing design criteria. The last
sentence in the Definition of Consequential Load Loss (Although Load which is lost as a result of the Load’s response to
the transient conditions of the event is considered Consequential Load Loss and is permitted when Consequential Load
Loss is allowed, Transmission planning entities are not allowed to rely upon the expectation of such Load loss to meet
steady state performance requirements?) seems more appropriate to be requirements. Therefore, please move this
sentence to the Notes Section at the beginning of Table 1 as new Item 7.

Public Service
Company of New
Mexico

Yes and No

We generally agree with the definitions by themselves but have concerns about potential unintended consequences. This
definition will severely limit the loads that can be classified as ?local Network customers, connected to or supplied by the
Faulted element or by the affected area, may occur in certain areas without impacting the overall reliability of the
interconnected transmission systems? in footnote b of the existing TPL standards. In combination with raising the bar for
loss of Facilities with operating voltages 300 kV or higher (P2, P4 and P5 in the Performance Tables), this definition may
result in encouraging entities to connect more loads in a radial fashion or avoid loop connection to improve service reliability
just to fit in the Consequential Load Loss definition, ??load no longer being connected to a source??. As a result, service
reliability to customer would be adversity impacted without commensurate improvement in overall system reliability. In
addition, existing design of many such local networks would normally require RAS/SPS to disconnect loads on local
networks in response to contingencies. However, the definition of Non-Consequential Load Loss states that using
RAS/SPS is Non-Consequential Load Loss. In the Consideration of Comments on the First Draft of TPL-001-1, page 49,
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response to First Energy, the SDT states "FERC has determined that any Load loss that is not directly connected to the
faulted element is actually Non-Consequential Load loss." We found a similar response to WECC on page 449, item 6.
While we do not disagree with the statements made by the SDT, that FERC wants clarification of what is Consequential
Load Loss, we do not see where FERC has ruled out the use of RAS/SPS for Consequential Load Loss. Consequential
Load Loss needs to include the concept of local networks. Another way to address this would be to exempt some local
networks in the definition of the Bulk Electric System. The performance of existing systems has been designed to be
consistent with the concepts of the quoted sentence above from footnote b of Table 1 of the existing TPL standards. There
are many instances where some local network customer curtailments or local area load loss has been allowed by local
regulatory authorities as long as the overall reliability of the interconnected system was not impacted. This is a result of
tradeoffs with the cost and environmental impacts of providing a higher level of reliability in a local area. An attempt to
eliminate the concepts contained in footnote b of the existing TPL standards would invalidate local regulatory decisions,
place a large unintended cost burden on existing customers and could potentially create criteria that could not be met
anytime soon, if ever, as a result of the long lead time required for system improvements. Any attempt to raise the bar by
interpreting the definition of Non-Consequential Load as eliminating the concepts of footnote b is considered unacceptable.
The new criteria need to clearly maintain these concepts to prevent a large disconnect with existing design criteria. The last
sentence in the Definition of Consequential Load Loss (?Although Load which is lost as a result of the Load’s response to
the transient conditions of the event is considered Consequential Load Loss and is permitted when Consequential Load
Loss is allowed, Transmission planning entities are not allowed to rely upon the expectation of such Load loss to meet
steady state performance requirements?) seems more appropriate to be requirements. Therefore, please move this
sentence to the Notes Section at the beginning of Table 1 as new Item 7.

Puget Sound
Energy, Inc.

No

We generally agree with the definitions by themselves but have concerns about potential unintended consequences. This
definition will severely limit the loads that can be classified as ?local Network customers, connected to or supplied by the
Faulted element or by the affected area, may occur in certain areas without impacting the overall reliability of the
interconnected transmission systems? in footnote b of the existing TPL standards. In combination with raising the bar for
loss of Facilities with operating voltages 300 kV or higher (P2, P4 and P5 in the Performance Tables), this definition may
result in encouraging entities to connect more loads in a radial fashion or avoid loop connection used to improve service
reliability just to fit in the Consequential Load Loss definition, ??load no longer being connected to a source??. As a result,
service reliability to customer will be degraded without commensurate improvement in overall system reliability. In addition,
existing design of many such local networks may use RAS/SPS to disconnect loads on local networks in response to low
probability contingencies. However, the definition of Non-Consequential Load Loss states that using RAS/SPS is Non-
Consequential Load Loss. In the Consideration of Comments on the First Draft of TPL-001-1, page 49, response to First
Energy, the SDT states "FERC has determined that any Load loss that is not directly connected to the faulted element is
actually Non-Consequential Load loss." We found a similar response to WECC on page 449, item 6. While we do not
disagree with the statements made by the SDT, that FERC wants clarification of what is Consequential Load Loss, we do
not see where FERC has ruled out the use of RAS/SPS for Consequential Load Loss. Consequential Load Loss needs to
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include the concept of local networks. Another way to address this would be to exempt some local networks in the
definition of the Bulk Electric System. There are many instances where some local network customer curtailments or local
area load loss has been allowed by local regulatory authorities as long as the overall reliability of the interconnected system
was not impacted. This is a result of tradeoffs with the cost and environmental impacts of providing a higher level of
reliability in a local area. An attempt to eliminate the concepts contained in footnote b of the existing TPL standards would
invalidate local regulatory decisions, place a large unintended cost burden on existing customers and could potentially
create criteria that could not be met anytime soon, if ever, as a result of the long lead time required for system
improvements. Any attempt to raise the bar by interpreting the definition of Non-Consequential Load as eliminating the
concepts of footnote b is considered unacceptable. The new criteria need to clearly maintain these concepts to prevent a
large disconnect with existing design criteria. The last sentence in the Definition of Consequential Load Loss (?Although
Load which is lost as a result of the Load'’s response to the transient conditions of the event is considered Consequential
Load Loss and is permitted when Consequential Load Loss is allowed, Transmission planning entities are not allowed to
rely upon the expectation of such Load loss to meet steady state performance requirements?) seems more appropriate to
be requirements. Therefore, please move this sentence to the Notes Section at the beginning of Table 1 as new Item 7.

Idaho Power
Company

No

We generally do not disagree with the definitions by themselves but have concerns about potential unintended
consequences. This definition will severely limit the loads that can be classified as ?local Network customers, connected to
or supplied by the Faulted element or by the affected area, may occur in certain areas without impacting the overall
reliability of the interconnected transmission systems? in footnote b of the existing TPL standards. In combination with
raising the bar for loss of Facilities with operating voltages 300 kV or higher (P2, P4 and P5 in the Performance Tables),
this definition may result in encouraging entities to connect more loads in a radial fashion or avoid loop connection to
improve service reliability just to fit in the Consequential Load Loss definition, ??load no longer being connected to a
source??. As a result, service reliability to customer would be adversity impacted without commensurate improvement in
overall system reliability. In addition, existing design of many such local networks would normally require RAS/SPS to
disconnect loads on local networks in response to contingencies. However, the definition of Non-Consequential Load Loss
states that using RAS/SPS is Non-Consequential Load Loss. In the Consideration of Comments on First Draft of TPL-001-
1, page 49, response to First Energy, the SDT states "FERC has determined that any Load loss that is not directly
connected to the faulted element is actually Non-Consequential Load loss." We found a similar response to WECC on
page 449, item 6. While we do not disagree with the statements made by the SDT, that FERC wants clarification of what is
Consequential Load Loss, we do not see where FERC has ruled out the use of RAS/SPS for Consequential Load Loss.
Consequential Load Loss needs to include the concept of local networks. Another way to address this would be to exempt
some local networks in the definition of the Bulk Electric System. The performance of existing systems has been designed
to be consistent with the concepts of the quoted sentence above from footnote b of Table 1 of the existing TPL standards.
There are many instances where some local network customer curtailments or local area load loss has been allowed by
local regulatory authorities as long as the overall reliability of the interconnected system was not impacted. This is a result
of tradeoffs with the cost and environmental impacts of providing a higher level of reliability in a local area. An attempt to
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eliminate the concepts contained in footnote b of the existing TPL standards would invalidate local regulatory decisions,
place a large unintended cost burden on existing customers and could potentially create criteria that could not be met
anytime soon, if ever, as a result of the long lead time required for system improvements. Any attempt to raise the bar by
interpreting the definition of Non-Consequential Load as eliminating the concepts of footnote b is considered unacceptable.
The new criteria need to clearly maintain these concepts to prevent a large disconnect with existing design criteria. The last
sentence in the Definition of Consequential Load Loss (?Although Load which is lost as a result of the Load’s response to
the transient conditions of the event is considered Consequential Load Loss and is permitted when Consequential Load
Loss is allowed, Transmission planning entities are not allowed to rely upon the expectation of such Load loss to meet
steady state performance requirements?) seems more appropriate to be requirements. Therefore, please move this
sentence to the Notes Section at the beginning of Table 1 as new Item 7.

SMUD

No

We generally agree with the definitions by themselves but have concerns about potential unintended consequences. This
definition will severely limit the loads that can be classified as ?local Network customers, connected to or supplied by the
Faulted element or by the affected area, may occur in certain areas without impacting the overall reliability of the
interconnected transmission systems? in footnote b of the existing TPL standards. In combination with raising the bar for
loss of Facilities with operating voltages 300 kV or higher (P2, P4 and P5 in the Performance Tables), this definition may
result in encouraging entities to connect more loads in a radial fashion or avoid loop connection to improve service reliability
just to fit in the Consequential Load Loss definition, ??load no longer being connected to a source??. As a result, service
reliability to customer would be adversity impacted without commensurate improvement in overall system reliability. In
addition, existing design of many such local networks would normally require RAS/SPS to disconnect loads on local
networks in response to contingencies. However, the definition of Non-Consequential Load Loss states that using
RAS/SPS is Non-Consequential Load Loss. In the Consideration of Comments on the First Draft of TPL-001-1, page 49,
response to First Energy, the SDT states "FERC has determined that any Load loss that is not directly connected to the
faulted element is actually Non-Consequential Load loss.”" We found a similar response to WECC on page 449, item 6.
While we do not disagree with the statements made by the SDT, that FERC wants clarification of what is Consequential
Load Loss, we do not see where FERC has ruled out the use of RAS/SPS for Consequential Load Loss. Consequential
Load Loss needs to include the concept of local networks. Another way to address this would be to exempt some local
networks in the definition of the Bulk Electric System. The performance of existing systems has been designed to be
consistent with the concepts of the quoted sentence above from footnote b of Table 1 of the existing TPL standards. There
are many instances where some local network customer curtailments or local area load loss has been allowed by local
regulatory authorities as long as the overall reliability of the interconnected system was not impacted. This is a result of
tradeoffs with the cost and environmental impacts of providing a higher level of reliability in a local area. An attempt to
eliminate the concepts contained in footnote b of the existing TPL standards would invalidate local regulatory decisions,
place a large unintended cost burden on existing customers and could potentially create criteria that could not be met
anytime soon, if ever, as a result of the long lead time required for system improvements. Any attempt to raise the bar by
interpreting the definition of Non-Consequential Load as eliminating the concepts of footnote b is considered unacceptable.
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The new criteria need to clearly maintain these concepts to prevent a large disconnect with existing design criteria. The last
sentence in the Definition of Consequential Load Loss (?Although Load which is lost as a result of the Load’s response to
the transient conditions of the event is considered Consequential Load Loss and is permitted when Consequential Load
Loss is allowed, Transmission planning entities are not allowed to rely upon the expectation of such Load loss to meet
steady state performance requirements?) seems more appropriate to be requirements. Therefore, please move this
sentence to the Notes Section at the beginning of Table 1 as new Item 7.

Sierra Pacific
Power Company /
Nevada Power
Company

No

We generally do not disagree with the definitions by themselves but have concerns about potential unintended
consequences. This definition will severely limit the loads that can be classified as ?local Network customers, connected to
or supplied by the Faulted element or by the affected area, may occur in certain areas without impacting the overall
reliability of the interconnected transmission systems? in footnote b of the existing TPL standards. In combination with
raising the bar for loss of Facilities with operating voltages 300 kV or higher (P2, P4 and P5 in the Performance Tables),
this definition may result in encouraging entities to connect more loads in a radial fashion or avoid loop connection to
improve service reliability just to fit in the Consequential Load Loss definition, ??load no longer being connected to a
source??. As a result, service reliability to customer would be adversity impacted without commensurate improvement in
overall system reliability. In addition, existing design of many such local networks would normally require RAS/SPS to
disconnect loads on local networks in response to contingencies. However, the definition of Non-Consequential Load Loss
states that using RAS/SPS is Non-Consequential Load Loss. In the Consideration of Comments on First Draft of TPL-001-
1, page 49, response to First Energy, the SDT states "FERC has determined that any Load loss that is not directly
connected to the faulted element is actually Non-Consequential Load loss." We found a similar response to WECC on
page 449, item 6. While we do not disagree with the statements made by the SDT, that FERC wants clarification of what is
Consequential Load Loss, we do not see where FERC has ruled out the use of RAS/SPS for Consequential Load Loss.
Consequential Load Loss needs to include the concept of local networks. Another way to address this would be to exempt
some local networks in the definition of the Bulk Electric System. The performance of existing systems has been designed
to be consistent with the concepts of the quoted sentence above from footnote b of Table 1 of the existing TPL standards.
There are many instances where some local network customer curtailments or local area load loss has been allowed by
local regulatory authorities as long as the overall reliability of the interconnected system was not impacted. This is a result
of tradeoffs with the cost and environmental impacts of providing a higher level of reliability in a local area. An attempt to
eliminate the concepts contained in footnote b of the existing TPL standards would invalidate local regulatory decisions,
place a large unintended cost burden on existing customers and could potentially create criteria that could not be met
anytime soon, if ever, as a result of the long lead time required for system improvements. Any attempt to raise the bar by
interpreting the definition of Non-Consequential Load as eliminating the concepts of footnote b is considered unacceptable.
The new criteria need to clearly maintain these concepts to prevent a large disconnect with existing design criteria. The last
sentence in the Definition of Consequential Load Loss (?Although Load which is lost as a result of the Load’s response to
the transient conditions of the event is considered Consequential Load Loss and is permitted when Consequential Load
Loss is allowed, Transmission planning entities are not allowed to rely upon the expectation of such Load loss to meet

116



Comments for 2nd Draft of Standards for Backup Facilities (Project 2006-04)

Organization

Question 3:

Question 3 Comments:

steady state performance requirements?) seems more appropriate to be requirements. Therefore, please move this
sentence to the Notes Section at the beginning of Table 1 as new Item 7.

Black Hills
Corporation

No

We generally agree with the definitions by themselves but have concerns about potential unintended consequences. This
definition will severely limit the loads that can be classified as ?local Network customers, connected to or supplied by the
Faulted element or by the affected area, may occur in certain areas without impacting the overall reliability of the
interconnected transmission systems? in footnote b of the existing TPL standards. In combination with raising the bar for
loss of Facilities with operating voltages 300 kV or higher (P2, P4 and P5 in the Performance Tables), this definition may
result in encouraging entities to connect more loads in a radial fashion or avoid loop connection to improve service reliability
just to fit in the Consequential Load Loss definition, ??load no longer being connected to a source??. As a result, service
reliability to customer would be adversity impacted without commensurate improvement in overall system reliability. In
addition, existing design of many such local networks would normally require RAS/SPS to disconnect loads on local
networks in response to contingencies. However, the definition of Non-Consequential Load Loss states that using
RAS/SPS is Non-Consequential Load Loss. In the Consideration of Comments on the First Draft of TPL-001-1, page 49,
response to First Energy, the SDT states "FERC has determined that any Load loss that is not directly connected to the
faulted element is actually Non-Consequential Load loss." We found a similar response to WECC on page 449, item 6.
While we do not disagree with the statements made by the SDT, that FERC wants clarification of what is Consequential
Load Loss, we do not see where FERC has ruled out the use of RAS/SPS for Consequential Load Loss. Consequential
Load Loss needs to include the concept of local networks. Another way to address this would be to exempt some local
networks in the definition of the Bulk Electric System. The performance of existing systems has been designed to be
consistent with the concepts of the quoted sentence above from footnote b of Table 1 of the existing TPL standards. There
are many instances where some local network customer curtailments or local area load loss has been allowed by local
regulatory authorities as long as the overall reliability of the interconnected system was not impacted. This is a result of
tradeoffs with the cost and environmental impacts of providing a higher level of reliability in a local area. An attempt to
eliminate the concepts contained in footnote b of the existing TPL standards would invalidate local regulatory decisions,
place a large unintended cost burden on existing customers and could potentially create criteria that could not be met
anytime soon, if ever, as a result of the long lead time required for system improvements. Any attempt to raise the bar by
interpreting the definition of Non-Consequential Load as eliminating the concepts of footnote b is considered unacceptable.
The new criteria need to clearly maintain these concepts to prevent a large disconnect with existing design criteria. The last
sentence in the Definition of Consequential Load Loss (?Although Load which is lost as a result of the Load’s response to
the transient conditions of the event is considered Consequential Load Loss and is permitted when Consequential Load
Loss is allowed, Transmission planning entities are not allowed to rely upon the expectation of such Load loss to meet
steady state performance requirements?) seems more appropriate to be requirements. Therefore, please move this
sentence to the Notes Section at the beginning of Table 1 as new Item 7.

Arizona Public

Yes and No

We generally agree with the definition but have concerns about a potential unintended consequence. This definition will
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Service Co.

severely limit the loads that can be classified as ?local Network customers, connected to or supplied by the Faulted
element or by the affected area, may occur in certain areas without impacting the overall reliability of the interconnected
transmission systems? in footnote b of the existing TPL standards. In combination with raising the bar for loss of Facilities
with operating voltages 300 kV or higher (P2, P4 and P5 in the Performance Tables), this definition may result in
encouraging entities to connect more loads in a radial fashion or avoid loop connection to improve service reliability just to
fitin the Consequential Load Loss definition, ??load no longer being connected to a source??. At a result, service reliability
to customer would be adversity impacted without commensurate improvement in overall system reliability.

SRP

No

We generally agree with the definitions by themselves but have concerns about potential unintended consequences. This
definition will severely limit the loads that can be classified as ?local Network customers, connected to or supplied by the
Faulted element or by the affected area, may occur in certain areas without impacting the overall reliability of the
interconnected transmission systems? in footnote b of the existing TPL standards. In combination with raising the bar for
loss of Facilities with operating voltages 300 kV or higher (P2, P4 and P5 in the Performance Tables), this definition may
result in encouraging entities to connect more loads in a radial fashion or avoid loop connection to improve service reliability
just to fit in the Consequential Load Loss definition, ??load no longer being connected to a source??. As a result, service
reliability to customer would be adversity impacted without commensurate improvement in overall system reliability. In
addition, existing design of many such local networks would normally require RAS/SPS to disconnect loads on local
networks in response to contingencies. However, the definition of Non-Consequential Load Loss states that using
RAS/SPS is Non-Consequential Load Loss. In the Consideration of Comments on the First Draft of TPL-001-1, page 49,
response to First Energy, the SDT states "FERC has determined that any Load loss that is not directly connected to the
faulted element is actually Non-Consequential Load loss." We found a similar response to WECC on page 449, item 6.
While we do not disagree with the statements made by the SDT, that FERC wants clarification of what is Consequential
Load Loss, we do not see where FERC has ruled out the use of RAS/SPS for Consequential Load Loss. Consequential
Load Loss needs to include the concept of local networks. Another way to address this would be to exempt some local
networks in the definition of the Bulk Electric System. The performance of existing systems has been designed to be
consistent with the concepts of the quoted sentence above from footnote b of Table 1 of the existing TPL standards. There
are many instances where some local network customer curtailments or local area load loss has been allowed by local
regulatory authorities as long as the overall reliability of the interconnected system was not impacted. This is a result of
tradeoffs with the cost and environmental impacts of providing a higher level of reliability in a local area. An attempt to
eliminate the concepts contained in footnote b of the existing TPL standards would invalidate local regulatory decisions,
place a large unintended cost burden on existing customers and could potentially create criteria that could not be met
anytime soon, if ever, as a result of the long lead time required for system improvements. Any attempt to raise the bar by
interpreting the definition of Non-Consequential Load as eliminating the concepts of footnote b is considered unacceptable.
The new criteria need to clearly maintain these concepts to prevent a large disconnect with existing design criteria. The last
sentence in the Definition of Consequential Load Loss (?Although Load which is lost as a result of the Load’s response to
the transient conditions of the event is considered Consequential Load Loss and is permitted when Consequential Load
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Loss is allowed, Transmission planning entities are not allowed to rely upon the expectation of such Load loss to meet
steady state performance requirements?) seems more appropriate to be requirements. Therefore, please move this
sentence to the Notes Section at the beginning of Table 1 as new Item 7.

Tucson Electric
Power Company

No

We generally agree with the definitions by themselves but have concerns about potential unintended consequences. This
definition will severely limit the loads that can be classified as ?local Network customers, connected to or supplied by the
Faulted element or by the affected area, may occur in certain areas without impacting the overall reliability of the
interconnected transmission systems? in footnote b of the existing TPL standards. In combination with raising the bar for
loss of Facilities with operating voltages 300 kV or higher (P2, P4 and P5 in the Performance Tables), this definition may
result in encouraging entities to connect more loads in a radial fashion or avoid loop connection to improve service reliability
just to fit in the Consequential Load Loss definition, ??load no longer being connected to a source??. As a result, service
reliability to customer would be adversity impacted without commensurate improvement in overall system reliability. In
addition, existing design of many such local networks would normally require RAS/SPS to disconnect loads on local
networks in response to contingencies. However, the definition of Non-Consequential Load Loss states that using
RAS/SPS is Non-Consequential Load Loss. In the Consideration of Comments on the First Draft of TPL-001-1, page 49,
response to First Energy, the SDT states "FERC has determined that any Load loss that is not directly connected to the
faulted element is actually Non-Consequential Load loss." We found a similar response to WECC on page 449, item 6.
While we do not disagree with the statements made by the SDT, that FERC wants clarification of what is Consequential
Load Loss, we do not see where FERC has ruled out the use of RAS/SPS for Consequential Load Loss. Consequential
Load Loss needs to include the concept of local networks. Another way to address this would be to exempt some local
networks in the definition of the Bulk Electric System. The performance of existing systems has been designed to be
consistent with the concepts of the quoted sentence above from footnote b of Table 1 of the existing TPL standards. There
are many instances where some local network customer curtailments or local area load loss has been allowed by local
regulatory authorities as long as the overall reliability of the interconnected system was not impacted. This is a result of
tradeoffs with the cost and environmental impacts of providing a higher level of reliability in a local area. An attempt to
eliminate the concepts contained in footnote b of the existing TPL standards would invalidate local regulatory decisions,
place a large unintended cost burden on existing customers and could potentially create criteria that could not be met
anytime soon, if ever, as a result of the long lead time required for system improvements. Any attempt to raise the bar by
interpreting the definition of Non-Consequential Load as eliminating the concepts of footnote b is considered unacceptable.
The new criteria need to clearly maintain these concepts to prevent a large disconnect with existing design criteria. The last
sentence in the Definition of Consequential Load Loss (?Although Load which is lost as a result of the Load’s response to
the transient conditions of the event is considered Consequential Load Loss and is permitted when Consequential Load
Loss is allowed, Transmission planning entities are not allowed to rely upon the expectation of such Load loss to meet
steady state performance requirements?) seems more appropriate to be requirements. Therefore, please move this
sentence to the Notes Section at the beginning of Table 1 as new Item 7.
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Modesto Irrigation
District

Comments: We generally agree with the definitions by themselves but have concerns about potential unintended
consequences. This definition will severely limit the loads that can be classified as ?local Network customers, connected to
or supplied by the Faulted element or by the affected area, may occur in certain areas without impacting the overall
reliability of the interconnected transmission systems? in footnote b of the existing TPL standards. In combination with
raising the bar for loss of Facilities with operating voltages 300 kV or higher (P2, P4 and P5 in the Performance Tables),
this definition may result in encouraging entities to connect more loads in a radial fashioner avoid loop connection to
improve service reliability just to fit in the Consequential Load Loss definition, ??load no longer being connected to a
source??. As a result, service reliability to customer would be adversity impacted without commensurate improvement in
overall system reliability. In addition, existing design of many such local networks would normally require AS/SPS to
disconnect loads on local networks in response to contingencies. However, the definition of Non-Consequential Load Loss
states that using RAS/SPS is Non-Consequential Load Loss. In the Consideration of Comments on the First Draft of TPL-
001-1, page 49, response to First Energy, the SDT states "FERC has determined that any Load loss that is not directly
connected to the faulted element is actually Non-Consequential Load loss." We found a similar response to WECC on page
449, item 6.While we do not disagree with the statements made by the SDT, that FERC wants clarification of what is
Consequential Load Loss, we do not see where FERC has ruled out the use of RAS/SPS for Consequential Load Loss.
Consequential Load Loss needs to include the concept of local networks. Another way to address this would be to exempt
some local networks in the definition of the Bulk Electric System. The performance of existing systems has been designed
to be consistent with the concepts of the quoted sentence above from footnote b of Table 1 of the existing TPL standards.
There are many instances where some local network customer curtailments or local area load loss has been allowed by
local regulatory authorities as long as the overall reliability of the interconnected system was not impacted. This is a result
of tradeoffs with the cost and environmental impacts of providing a higher level of reliability in a local area. An attempt to
eliminate the concepts contained in footnote bof the existing TPL standards would invalidate local regulatory decisions,
place a large unintended cost burden on existing customers and could potentially create criteria that could not be met
anytime soon, if ever, as a result of the long lead time required for system improvements. Any attempt to raise the bar by
interpreting the definition of Non-Consequential Load as eliminating the concepts of footnote b is considered unacceptable.
The new criteria need to clearly maintain these concepts to prevent a large disconnect with existing design criteria. The last
sentence in the Definition of Consequential Load Loss (?Although Load which is lost as a result of the Load’s response to
the transient conditions of the event is considered Consequential Load Loss and is permitted when Consequential Load
Loss disallowed, Transmission planning entities are not allowed to rely upon the expectation of such Load loss to meet
steady state performance requirements?) seems more appropriate to be requirements. Therefore, please move this
sentence to the Notes Section at the beginning of Table 1 as new Item 7.

Tri-State G&T

No

We generally agree with the definitions by themselves but have concerns about potential unintended consequences. This
definition will severely limit the loads that can be classified as ?local Network customers, connected to or supplied by the
Faulted element or by the affected area, may occur in certain areas without impacting the overall reliability of the
interconnected transmission systems? in footnote b of the existing TPL standards. In combination with raising the bar for
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loss of Facilities with operating voltages 300 kV or higher (P2, P4 and P5 in the Performance Tables), this definition may
result in encouraging entities to connect more loads in a radial fashion or avoid loop connection to improve service reliability
just to fit in the Consequential Load Loss definition, ??load no longer being connected to a source??. As a result, service
reliability to customer would be adversity impacted without commensurate improvement in overall system reliability. In
addition, existing design of many such local networks would normally require RAS/SPS to disconnect loads on local
networks in response to contingencies. However, the definition of Non-Consequential Load Loss states that using
RAS/SPS is Non-Consequential Load Loss. In the Consideration of Comments on the First Draft of TPL-001-1, page 49,
response to First Energy, the SDT states "FERC has determined that any Load loss that is not directly connected to the
faulted element is actually Non-Consequential Load loss." We found a similar response to WECC on page 449, item 6.
While we do not disagree with the statements made by the SDT, that FERC wants clarification of what is Consequential
Load Loss, we do not see where FERC has ruled out the use of RAS/SPS for Consequential Load Loss. Consequential
Load Loss needs to include the concept of local networks. Another way to address this would be to exempt some local
networks in the definition of the Bulk Electric System. The performance of existing systems has been designed to be
consistent with the concepts of the quoted sentence above from footnote b of Table 1 of the existing TPL standards. There
are many instances where some local network customer curtailments or local area load loss has been allowed by local
regulatory authorities as long as the overall reliability of the interconnected system was not impacted. This is a result of
tradeoffs with the cost and environmental impacts of providing a higher level of reliability in a local area. An attempt to
eliminate the concepts contained in footnote b of the existing TPL standards would invalidate local regulatory decisions,
place a large unintended cost burden on existing customers and could potentially create criteria that could not be met
anytime soon, if ever, as a result of the long lead time required for system improvements. Any attempt to raise the bar by
interpreting the definition of Non-Consequential Load as eliminating the concepts of footnote b is considered unacceptable.
The new criteria need to clearly maintain these concepts to prevent a large disconnect with existing design criteria. The last
sentence in the Definition of Consequential Load Loss (?Although Load which is lost as a result of the Load’s response to
the transient conditions of the event is considered Consequential Load Loss and is permitted when Consequential Load
Loss is allowed, Transmission planning entities are not allowed to rely upon the expectation of such Load loss to meet
steady state performance requirements?) seems more appropriate to be requirements. Therefore, please move this
sentence to the Notes Section at the beginning of Table 1 as new Item 7.

ColumbiaGrid

No

We generally do not disagree with the definitions by themselves but have concerns about potential unintended
consequences. This definition will severely limit the loads that can be classified as ?local Network customers, connected to
or supplied by the Faulted element or by the affected area, may occur in certain areas without impacting the overall
reliability of the interconnected transmission systems? in footnote b of the existing TPL standards. In combination with
raising the bar for loss of Facilities with operating voltages 300 kV or higher (P2, P4 and P5 in the Performance Tables),
this definition may result in encouraging entities to connect more loads in a radial fashion or avoid loop connection to
improve service reliability just to fit in the Consequential Load Loss definition, ??load no longer being connected to a
source??. As a result, service reliability to customer would be adversity impacted without commensurate improvement in
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overall system reliability. In addition, existing design of many such local networks would normally require RAS/SPS to
disconnect loads on local networks in response to contingencies. However, the definition of Non-Consequential Load Loss
states that using RAS/SPS is Non-Consequential Load Loss. In the Consideration of Comments on First Draft of TPL-001-
1, page 49, response to First Energy, the SDT states "FERC has determined that any Load loss that is not directly
connected to the faulted element is actually Non-Consequential Load loss." We found a similar response to WECC on
page 449, item 6. While we do not disagree with the statements made by the SDT, that FERC wants clarification of what is
Consequential Load Loss, we do not see where FERC has ruled out the use of RAS/SPS for Consequential Load Loss.
Consequential Load Loss needs to include the concept of local networks. Another way to address this would be to exempt
some local networks in the definition of the Bulk Electric System. The performance of existing systems has been designed
to be consistent with the concepts of the quoted sentence above from footnote b of Table 1 of the existing TPL standards.
There are many instances where some local network customer curtailments or local area load loss has been allowed by
local regulatory authorities as long as the overall reliability of the interconnected system was not impacted. This is a result
of tradeoffs with the cost and environmental impacts of providing a higher level of reliability in a local area. An attempt to
eliminate the concepts contained in footnote b of the existing TPL standards would invalidate local regulatory decisions,
place a large unintended cost burden on existing customers and could potentially create criteria that could not be met
anytime soon, if ever, as a result of the long lead time required for system improvements. Any attempt to raise the bar by
interpreting the definition of Non-Consequential Load as eliminating the concepts of footnote b is considered unacceptable.
The new criteria need to clearly maintain these concepts to prevent a large disconnect with existing design criteria. The last
sentence in the Definition of Consequential Load Loss (?Although Load which is lost as a result of the Load’s response to
the transient conditions of the event is considered Consequential Load Loss and is permitted when Consequential Load
Loss is allowed, Transmission planning entities are not allowed to rely upon the expectation of such Load loss to meet
steady state performance requirements?) seems more appropriate to be requirements. Therefore, please move this
sentence to the Notes Section at the beginning of Table 1 as new Item 7.

Southern
California Edison

No

We generally agree with the definitions by themselves but have concerns about potential unintended consequences. This
definition will severely limit the loads that can be classified as ?local Network customers, connected to or supplied by the
Faulted element or by the affected area, may occur in certain areas without impacting the overall reliability of the
interconnected transmission systems? in footnote b of the existing TPL standards. In combination with raising the bar for
loss of Facilities with operating voltages 300 kV or higher (P2, P4 and P5 in the Performance Tables), this definition may
result in encouraging entities to connect more loads in a radial fashion or avoid loop connection to improve service reliability
just to fit in the Consequential Load Loss definition, ??load no longer being connected to a source??. As a result, service
reliability to customer would be adversity impacted without commensurate improvement in overall system reliability. In
addition, existing design of many such local networks would normally require RAS/SPS to disconnect loads on local
networks in response to contingencies. However, the definition of Non-Consequential Load Loss states that using
RAS/SPS is Non-Consequential Load Loss. In the Consideration of Comments on the First Draft of TPL-001-1, page 49,
response to First Energy, the SDT states "FERC has determined that any Load loss that is not directly connected to the
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faulted element is actually Non-Consequential Load loss." We found a similar response to WECC on page 449, item 6.
While we do not disagree with the statements made by the SDT, that FERC wants clarification of what is Consequential
Load Loss, we do not see where FERC has ruled out the use of RAS/SPS for Consequential Load Loss. Consequential
Load Loss needs to include the concept of local networks. Another way to address this would be to exempt some local
networks in the definition of the Bulk Electric System. The performance of existing systems has been designed to be
consistent with the concepts of the quoted sentence above from footnote b of Table 1 of the existing TPL standards. There
are many instances where some local network customer curtailments or local area load loss has been allowed by local
regulatory authorities as long as the overall reliability of the interconnected system was not impacted. This is a result of
tradeoffs with the cost and environmental impacts of providing a higher level of reliability in a local area. An attempt to
eliminate the concepts contained in footnote b of the existing TPL standards would invalidate local regulatory decisions,
place a large unintended cost burden on existing customers and could potentially create criteria that could not be met
anytime soon, if ever, as a result of the long lead time required for system improvements. Any attempt to raise the bar by
interpreting the definition of Non-Consequential Load as eliminating the concepts of footnote b is considered unacceptable.
The new criteria need to clearly maintain these concepts to prevent a large disconnect with existing design criteria. The last
sentence in the Definition of Consequential Load Loss (?Although Load which is lost as a result of the Load’s response to
the transient conditions of the event is considered Consequential Load Loss and is permitted when Consequential Load
Loss is allowed, Transmission planning entities are not allowed to rely upon the expectation of such Load loss to meet
steady state performance requirements?) seems more appropriate to be requirements. Therefore, please move this
sentence to the Notes Section at the beginning of Table 1 as new Item 7.

US Bureau of
Reclamation

No

We generally agree with the definitions by themselves but have concerns about potential unintended consequences. This
definition will severely limit the loads that can be classified as ?local Network customers, connected to or supplied by the
Faulted element or by the affected area, may occur in certain areas without impacting Comment Form for 2nd Draft of
Standard TPL-001-1Assess Transmission Future Needs (Project 2006-02)Page 5 of 12the overall reliability of the
interconnected transmission systems? in footnote b of the existing TPL standards. In combination with raising the bar for
loss of Facilities with operating voltages 300 kV or higher (P2, P4 and P5 in the Performance Tables), this definition may
result in encouraging entities to connect more loads in a radial fashion or avoid loop connection to improve service reliability
just to fit in the Consequential Load Loss definition, ??load no longer being connected to a source??. As a result, service
reliability to customer would be adversity impacted without comments urate improvement in overall system reliability. In
addition, existing design of many such local networks would normally require RAS/SPS to disconnect loads on local
networks in response to contingencies. However, the definition of Non-Consequential Load Loss states that using
RAS/SPS is Non-Consequential Load Loss. In the Consideration of Comments on the First Draft of TPL-001-1, page 49,
response to First Energy, the SDT states "FERC has determined that any Load loss that is not directly connected to the
faulted element is actually Non-Consequential Load loss." We found a similar response to WECC on page 449, item
6.While we do not disagree with the statements made by the SDT, that FERC wants clarification of what is Consequential
Load Loss, we do not see where FERC has ruled out the use of RAS/SPS for Consequential Load Loss. Consequential
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Load Loss needs to include the concept of local networks. Another way to address this would be to exempt some local
networks in the definition of the Bulk Electric System. The performance of existing systems has been designed to be
consistent with the concepts of the quoted sentence above from footnote b of Table 1 of the existing TPL standards. There
are many instances where some local network customer curtailments or local area load loss has been allowed by local
regulatory authorities as long as the overall reliability of the interconnected system was not impacted. This is a result of
tradeoffs with the cost and environmental impacts of providing a higher level of reliability in a local area. An attempt to
eliminate the concepts contained in footnote bof the existing TPL standards would invalidate local regulatory decisions,
place a large unintended cost burden on existing customers and could potentially create criteria that could not be met
anytime soon, if ever, as a result of the long lead time required for system improvements. Any attempt to raise the bar by
interpreting the definition of Non-Consequential Load as eliminating the concepts of footnote b is considered unacceptable.
The new criteria need to clearly maintain these concepts to prevent a large disconnect with existing design criteria. The last
sentence in the Definition of Consequential Load Loss (?Although Load which is lost as a result of the Load’s response to
the transient conditions of the event is considered Consequential Load Loss and is permitted when Consequential Load
Loss is allowed, Transmission planning entities are not allowed to rely upon the expectation of such Load loss to meet
steady state performance requirements?) seems more appropriate to be requirements. Therefore, please move this
sentence to the Notes Section at the beginning of Table 1 as new Item 7.

Response: With regards to the disincentives of the Consequential Load definition, the Standards do not specify how an entity will comply.

The SDT has made changes to the definitions and has clarified acceptable loss of Load situations. This includes moving the last sentence of the Consequential
Load definition to the Table. However, FERC Order 693 Section 1773 does not permit loss of Non-Consequential Load (see reference). There is no provision in
the FERC Order to allow loss of Load with the use of an RAS/SPS or to provide exceptions for local networks. Our interpretation of the Order is that FERC is
indicating that other alternatives must be pursued to avoid loss of Non-Consequential Load. However, the SDT has provided an exception (Requirement R2.7.4) if
a situation arises that is beyond the control of the Transmission Planner or Planning Coordinator that prevent the implementation of a Corrective Action Plan in the

required timeframe.

Conseg

Transmission Facmtles asa result of the FaC|I|t|es belnq removed from service by a planned Protectlon System operation to isolate fault conditions.

Load [Reduction: Load that is still connected to the System, but is reduced due to lower voltage conditions following a Planning or Extreme Event.

Non- (,onsequentlal Load Loss Non- Interruptlble Load loss other than Consequentlal Load Loss Supplemental Load Loss, and Load Reduction.- Fer—e*ampl&
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Supplemental Load Loss: Load that is disconnected from the network by end-user equipment responding to post-Contingency System conditions.

Note |b”: Consequential Load Loss, Supplemental Load Loss, Load Reduction, and consequential generation loss is-allowed-for-all-events-shown-are acceptable
as a consequence of any Planning or Extreme Event excluding PO. However, Supplemental Load Loss associated with an event shall not be used to meet steady
state performance requirements.

“1773. The Commission proposed in the NOPR to approve Reliability Standard TPL-002-0 as mandatory and enforceable. In addition, pursuant to section
215(d)(5) of the FPA and § 39.5(f) of our regulations, we proposed to direct NERC to submit a modification to TPL-002-0 that: (1) requires that critical system
conditions be determined in the same manner as proposed for TPL-001-0; (2) requires the inclusion of the reliability impact of

the entity’s existing spare equipment strategy; (3) explicitly requires all generators to ride through the same set of Category B and C contingencies as required for
wind generators in Order No. 661; (4) requires documentation of load models used in system studies and supporting rationale for their use; (5) clarifies the phrase
“permit operating steps necessary to maintain system control” and (6) clarifies footnote (b) to Table 1 to allow no firm load or firm transactions to be interrupted
except for consequential load loss.”

National Grid No a. In the Consequential Load Loss definition, the word 'source’ needs to be defined or explained further since it is unclear.

b. Non-Consequential references non-interruptible load. Non-Interruptible load should be defined. Suggest: "Demand that
the end-use customer has not made available to its Load-Serving Entity via contract or agreement for curtailment.”

c. The Consequential Load definition should specify "Interruptible and Non-Interruptible Load that is no longer connected
to a source?"

d. The inclusion of "or which is lost as a result of the load's response to the transient conditions of the event (other than
through the action of UVLS or UFLS schemes)" confuses the definition of Consequential Load Loss, because of the
imbedded exception for steady state performance. It seems that the intent of this provision is to recognize that this type of
load loss could occur for either transient or steady state conditions and that Planning Assessments should not be required
to remedy this type of situation. However, this does seem to be at odds with the application and stated acceptability of
Consequential Load Loss as noted in Table 1. Note: Table 2 has no reference to the treatment of Consequential Load
Loss. It may be helpful to address the transient load loss situation in a separate definition. As proposed in the draft, Firm
Transmission Service is treated equal to load. In New England and New York, we focus on stressing transfer limits across
and within the systems. By so doing, we preserve the internal transfer capabilities by design rather than modeling specific
contractual transfers, which may not stress the internal interfaces. The exception is for the inter-Area ties. For inter-Area
ties, the import or export capability is comparable to a generating unit, which we believe is acceptable to interrupt. We
therefore feel that it should be acceptable to interrupt Firm Transmission Service over inter-Area ties and that Firm
Transmission Service shouldn't be treated equally with load. Suggested changes: Change "Consequential Load Loss" to
"Consequential Interruption”. Change the definition to "Load, Firm Demand, or Firm Transmission Service that is no longer
connected ..."Change "Non-Consequential Load Loss" to "Non-Consequential Interruption”. Change the definition to "Non-
Interruptible Load, Firm Demand, or loss of Firm Transmission Service other than Consequential Interruption that occurs
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through manual (operator initiated), automatic operations (such as under-voltage load shedding, under-frequency load
shedding, or Special Protection Systems), or uncontrolled loss of a local area which does not significantly impact the Bulk
Electric System."

Central Maine
Power Company

No

There are a few significant concerns with these definitions: The definitions should be expanded to include interruption of
Firm Transmission Service in a manner that is comparable to interruption of load; otherwise, Firm Transmission Service
(FTS) is being treated in a manner that is superior to load. (The expansion of the definitions to include FTS would also
address stated concerns associated with loss of radial or single facilities over which Firm Transmission arrangements have
been made). There are perceived limitations to what constitutes Non-Consequential Load Loss. It must be clear that Non-
Consequential load loss allows the cascading loss of a local area that does not adversely impact the BES. It would be
impractical and unnecessary to anticipate that every such situation could be or needs to be managed by operator action or
automatic control. Non-Interruptible load should be defined as, "Demand that the end-use customer has not made available
to its Load-Serving Entity via contract or agreement for curtailment.” The Consequential Load definition should specify
"Interruptible and Non-Interruptible Load that is no longer connected to a source?” The inclusion of "or which is lost as a
result of the load's response to the transient conditions of the event (other than through the action of UVLS or UFLS
schemes)" confuses the definition of Consequential Load Loss, because of the imbedded exception for steady state
performance. It seems that the intent of this provision is to recognize that this type of load loss could occur for either
transient or steady state conditions and that Planning Assessments should not be required to remedy this type of situation.
However, this does seem to be at odds with the application and stated acceptability of Consequential Load Loss as noted in
Table 1. Note: Table 2 has no reference to the treatment of Consequential Load Loss. It may be helpful to address the
transient load loss situation in a separate definition. Recommended Changes: Change "Consequential Load Loss" and
definition to "Consequential Interruption - Load, Firm Demand, or Firm Transmission Service that is no longer connected?”
Change "Non-Consequential Load Loss" and definition to "Non-Consequential Interruption - Non-Interruptible Load, Firm
Demand, or Firm Transmission Service loss other than Consequential Interruption loss that occurs through manual
(operator initiated), automatic operations such as under-voltage Load shedding, under-frequency Load shedding, or Special
Protection Systems, or uncontrolled loss of a local area which does not significantly impact the BES."

NSTAR Electric

No

There are a few significant concerns with these definitions: The definitions need to be expanded to include interruption of
Firm Transmission Service in a manner that is comparable to interruption of load; otherwise, Firm Transmission Service
(FTS) is being treated in a manner that is superior to load. The expansion of the definitions to include FTS would also
address stated concerns associated with loss of radial or single facilities over which Firm Transmission arrangements have
been made. There are perceived limitations to what constitutes Non-Consequential Load Loss. It must be clear that Non-
Consequential load loss allows for the cascading loss of a local area that does not adversely impact the BES. It would be
impractical and unnecessary to anticipate that every such situation could be or needs to be managed by operator action or
automatic control. Non-Interruptible load needs to be defined as,” Demand that the end-use customer has not made
available to its Load-Serving Entity via contract or agreement for curtailment.” The Consequential Load definition should
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specify "Interruptible and Non-Interruptible Load that is no longer connected to a source?” The inclusion of "or which is lost
as a result of the load's response to the transient conditions of the event (other than through the action of UVLS or UFLS
schemes)" confuses the definition of Consequential Load Loss, because of the imbedded exception for steady state
performance. It seems that the intent of this provision is to recognize that this type of load loss could occur for either
transient or steady state conditions and that Planning Assessments should not be required to remedy this type of situation.
However, this does seem to be at odds with the application and stated acceptability of Consequential Load Loss as noted in
Table 1. Note: Table 2 has no reference to the treatment of Consequential Load Loss. It may be helpful to address the
transient load loss situation in a separate definition. Recommended Changes: Change "Consequential Load Loss" and
definition to "Consequential Interruption - Load, Firm Demand, or Firm Transmission Service that is no longer connected?”
Change "Non-Consequential Load Loss" and definition to "Non-Consequential Interruption - Non-Interruptible Load, Firm
Demand, or Firm Transmission Service loss other than Consequential Interruption loss that occurs through manual
(operator initiated), automatic operations such as under-voltage Load shedding, under-frequency Load shedding, or Special
Protection Systems, or uncontrolled loss of a local area which does not significantly impact the BES."

ISO New England
Inc.

No

There are a few significant concerns with these definitions: The definitions need to be expanded to include interruption of
Firm Transmission Service in a manner that is comparable to interruption of load; otherwise, Firm Transmission Service
(FTS) is being treated in a manner that is superior to load. (The expansion of the definitions to include FTS would also
address stated concerns associated with loss of radial or single facilities over which Firm Transmission arrangements have
been made). There are perceived limitations to what constitutes Non-Consequential Load Loss. It must be clear that Non-
Consequential load loss allows the cascading loss of a local area that does not adversely impact the BES. It would be
impractical and unnecessary to anticipate that every such situation could be or needs to be managed by operator action or
automatic control. Non-Interruptible load needs to be defined as,” Demand that the end-use customer has not made
available to its Load-Serving Entity via contract or agreement for curtailment.” The Consequential Load definition should
specify "Interruptible and Non-Interruptible Load that is no longer connected to a source?” The inclusion of "or which is lost
as a result of the load's response to the transient conditions of the event (other than through the action of UVLS or UFLS
schemes)" confuses the definition of Consequential Load Loss, because of the imbedded exception for steady state
performance. It seems that the intent of this provision is to recognize that this type of load loss could occur for either
transient or steady state conditions and that Planning Assessments should not be required to remedy this type of situation.
However, this does seem to be at odds with the application and stated acceptability of Consequential Load Loss as noted in
Table 1. Note: Table 2 has no reference to the treatment of Consequential Load Loss. It may be helpful to address the
transient load loss situation in a separate definition. Recommended Changes: Change "Consequential Load Loss" and
definition to "Consequential Interruption - Load, Firm Demand, or Firm Transmission Service that is no longer connected?”
Change "Non-Consequential Load Loss" and definition- "Non-Consequential Interruption - Non-Interruptible Load, Firm
Demand, or Firm Transmission Service loss other than Consequential Interruption loss that occurs through manual
(operator initiated), automatic operations such as under-voltage Load shedding, under-frequency Load shedding, or Special
Protection Systems, or uncontrolled loss of a local area which does not significantly impact the BES."
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Orlando Utilities
Commission

No

The definition refers to "A source" which implies that an area served by several sources that loses access to one source
could lose some load since it lost "a source" or "its source". This is a different meaning then the one expressed on the
national conference call. As written this definition also implies that the triggering of a UVLS, UFLS or load shedding SPS is
not acceptable under the conditions for which non-consequential load loss is not allowed. If the Drafting team’s intent is to
forbid the use of these devices for certain levels of contingencies then it should be done directly in the standard not hidden
in a definition. (While an SPS may or may not include load loss, UVLS and UFLS are effective because of the load loss.)

Response: Definitions have been changed to clarify the definition of Consequential Load Loss. The reference to ‘source’ has been eliminated. The SDT does not
believe that a definition for Non-Interruptible load is necessary because Interruptible Load is defined. Notes have been added to provide conditions and
clarifications relative to the interruptions of Firm Transmission Service.

The definition of Non-Consequential Load Loss has also been changed to remove the reference to UFLS and UVLS, which are systems used for operations and
are not applicable to a planning standard.

Transmission FaC|I|t|es as a result of the FaC|I|t|es belnq removed from service by a planned Protectlon System operation to isolate fault conditions.

Load [Reduction: Load that is still connected to the System, but is reduced due to lower voltage conditions following a Planning or Extreme Event.

Non- (,onsequentlal Load Loss Non- Interruptlble Load loss other than Consequentlal Load Loss Supplemental Load Loss, and Load Reduction.- Fer—exampl&

non-pte
sheddi

Supplemental Load Loss: Load that is disconnected from the network by end-user equipment responding to post-Contingency System conditions.

Note |b”: Consequential Load Loss, Supplemental Load Loss, Load Reduction, and consequential generation loss is-allowed-for-allevents-shown-are acceptable
as a gonsequence of any Planning or Extreme Event excluding PO. However, Supplemental Load Loss associated with an event shall not be used to meet steady

state performance requirements.

OPUC

Yes and No

The concept of Consequential Load Loss is generally acceptable. However, the presentation, notes and cross referencing
need to be adjusted to avoid confusion.

Response: The SDT has reviewed references for consistency as part of the changes made in response to the comments received in this posting.

JEA

Yes

Recommend changing "Non-Interruptible Load" to "non-Interruptible Load" (first occurrence of use in the new definition.
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Response: The first use is at the beginning of a sentence and the SDT feels that the term is correctly capitalized.

PacifiCorp Yes and No ? We generally agree with the definition but have concerns about a potential unintended consequence. This definition will
severely limit the loads that can be classified as ?local Network customers, connected to or supplied by the Faulted
element or by the affected area, may occur in certain areas without impacting the overall reliability of the interconnected
transmission systems? in footnote b of the existing TPL standards. In combination with raising the bar for loss of Facilities
with operating voltages 300 kV or higher (P2, P4 and P5 in the Performance Tables), this definition may result in
encouraging entities to connect more loads in a radial fashion or avoid loop connection to improve service reliability just to
fitin the Consequential Load Loss definition, ??load no longer being connected to a source??. At a result, service reliability
to customer would be adversity impacted without commensurate improvement in overall system reliability.

Response: With regards to the disincentives of the Consequential Load definition, the Standards do not specify how an entity will comply. However, if Systems
are upgraded such that Load is not interrupted for first Contingency events, then there will be improvements to the overall reliability of the System.

Progress Energy No The Definitions of ?Consequential Load Loss? and ?Non-Consequential Load Loss?, bring to mind the following concerns:
Florida, Inc. Both Definitions are confusing and unclear as to their intent and meaning, and as presently worded it is PEFs belief that
these particular Definitions can be interpreted in ways not intended by the SDT. For example, the definition of
Consequential Load Loss contains the phrase "Load that is no longer connected to a source”; presumably this means
"Load that is no longer connected to any source", but is not stated as such. PEF would note, however, its disagreement
with the definition even with the wording change, given how the definition would be applied. UVLS, UFLS and SPS
schemes are excluded from Consequential Load Loss, and thus are not allowed as mitigations for several outage
scenarios. The SDT is essentially discouraging Transmission Owners from constructing such schemes, which is
counterproductive to reliability, and actually reduces reasonable options left for Transmission Owners to the point that
possible outcomes might be a) radializing of systems or b) removing breakers in order to convert load previously deemed
Non-Consequential Load into Consequential Load. PEF maintains that where particular outage scenarios dictate the need
for UVLS, UFLS and SPS schemes, the right to implement them should be allowed regardless of the category of event, so
long as implementation in lieu of a more expensive project will not compromise the reliability of the BES. Whether or not
UVLS, UFLS and SPS schemes continue to be categorized as Non-Consequential Load Loss, however, PEF disagrees
with the definition given how it would be applied.

Response: With regards to the disincentives of the Consequential Load definition, the Standards do not specify how an entity will comply.

The SDT has made changes to the definitions and has clarified acceptable loss of Load situations. This includes moving the last sentence of the Consequential
Load definition to the Table. However, FERC Order 693 Section 1773 does not permit loss of Non-Consequential Load (see reference). There is no provision in
the FERC Order to allow loss of Load with the use of an RAS/SPS or to provide exceptions for local networks. Our interpretation of the Order is that FERC is
indicating that other alternatives must be pursued to avoid loss of Non-Consequential Load. However, the SDT has provided an exception (Requirement R2.6.4) if

129



Comments for 2nd Draft of Standards for Backup Facilities (Project 2006-04)

Organization Question 3: Question 3 Comments:

a situation arises that is beyond the control of the Transmission Planner or Planning Coordinator that prevent the implementation of a Corrective Action Plan in the
required timeframe.

“1773. The Commission proposed in the NOPR to approve Reliability Standard TPL-002-0 as mandatory and enforceable. In addition, pursuant to section
215(d)(5) of the FPA and § 39.5(f) of our regulations, we proposed to direct NERC to submit a modification to TPL-002-0 that: (1) requires that critical system
conditions be determined in the same manner as proposed for TPL-001-0; (2) requires the inclusion of the reliability impact of

the entity’s existing spare equipment strategy; (3) explicitly requires all generators to ride through the same set of Category B and C contingencies as required for
wind generators in Order No. 661; (4) requires documentation of load models used in system studies and supporting rationale for their use; (5) clarifies the phrase
“permit operating steps necessary to maintain system control” and (6) clarifies footnote (b) to Table 1 to allow no firm load or firm transactions to be interrupted
except for consequential load loss.”

The definition of Non-Consequential Load Loss has been changed to remove the reference to UFLS and UVLS, which are systems used for operations and are
not applicable to a planning standard.

Non- (,onsequentlal Load Loss: Non- Interruptlble Load loss other than Consequentlal Load Loss Supplemental Load Loss, and Load Reduction.- Fer-example;
Ben-e v y

shedd
Lafayette Utilities No Non-consequential load loss is described as including non-interruptible load lost that results from manual or automatic
System operations "such as under-voltage Load shedding, under-frequency Load shedding, or Special Protection Systems ?." It

should be clarified that the quoted items are not intended to be exhaustive of the non-manual Load loss situations that
would be considered the loss of Non-consequential Load. For instance, some types of industrial applications that are
power-quality dependent may be expected to disconnect or shut down in the event of fluctuations in frequency, voltage or
current. Foreseeable load interruptions of this nature should be treated as "Non-consequential Load loss" even if the
mechanism by which the load disconnects is other than a UFLS, UVLS or SPS system operated by the Distribution
Provider.

Response: The definition of ‘Consequential Load Loss’ has been revised to make it more direct. New definitions have also been created to recognize other
forms of acceptable Load loss that might occur in response to an event. The definition of Non-Consequential Load Loss has also been changed to remove the
reference to UFLS and UVLS, which are systems used for operations and are not applicable to a planning standard.

=quent|al Load Loss:

Transmission FaC|I|t|es as a result of the FaC|I|t|es belnq removed from service by a planned Protectlon System operation to isolate fault conditions.

Load [Reduction: Load that is still connected to the System, but is reduced due to lower voltage conditions following a Planning or Extreme Event.
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Non- (,onsequentlal Load Loss: Non- Interruptlble Load loss other than Consequentlal Load Loss Supplemental Load Loss, and Load Reduction.- Fer-example;

Supplemental Load Loss: Load that is disconnected from the network by end-user equipment responding to post-Contingency System conditions.

Exelon No UVLS should be allowed for in the definition of non-consequential load shedding in certain lower probability contingencies
Transmission above 300 kV. The complete disallowance seems to disincentive their use, contrary to the NERC Blackout
Planning Recommendation 13c. There is a value in their use for certain voltage stability situations. There does not appear to be any

limit (except no cascading) to the amount of acceptable load loss once non-consequential load loss is allowed.

Response: Recommendation 13c appears to be focused on reviewing practices. It does not appear to make a recommendation relative to any of those practices.

“Recommendation 13c: The Planning Committee, working in conjunction with the regional reliability councils, shall within two years reevaluate the criteria,
methods, and practices used for system design, planning, and analysis; and shall report the results and recommendations to the NERC board. This review shall
include an evaluation of transmission facility ratings methods and practices, and the sharing of consistent ratings information.

Regional reliability councils may consider assembling a regional database that includes the ratings of all Bulk Electric System (100-kV and higher voltage)
transmission lines, transformers, phase angle regulators, and phase shifters. This database should be shared with neighboring regions as needed for system
planning and analysis. NERC and the regional reliability councils should review the scope, frequency, and coordination of interregional studies, to include the
possible need for simultaneous transfer studies. Study criteria will be reviewed, particularly the maximum credible contingency criteria used for system analysis.
Each control area will be required to identify, for both the planning and operating time horizons, the planned emergency import capabilities for each major load
area.”

As a result, it is unclear whether the proposed Standard is actually contrary to the recommendation as you suggest. The definition of Non-Consequential Load
Loss has also been changed to remove the reference to UFLS and UVLS, which are systems used for operations and are not applicable to a planning standard.

Non-Consequential Load Loss: Non- Interruptlble Load loss other than Consequentlal Load Loss Supplemental Load Loss, and Load Reduction.- Fer—exampl&
Aen-lie ible : v

shedd
MidAmerican No MEC notes that Non-Consequential Load Loss is defined by the SDT to include load dropped by Special Protection
Energy Company Systems while Consequential Load Loss does not exclude load dropped by Special Protection Systems. The SDT should

resolve this contradiction between these two definitions by adding an appropriate reference to Special Protection Systems
in the Consequential Load Loss.

MRO NERC No Non-Consequential Load Loss is defined by the SDT to include load dropped by Special Protection Systems while
Standards Review Consequential Load Loss does not exclude load dropped by Special Protection Systems. The SDT should resolve this
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Subcommittee contradiction between these two definitions by adding an appropriate reference to Special Protection Systems in the
Consequential Load Loss. For Consequential Load Loss definition, The MRO suggests that the last sentence be deleted
because it is application text, rather than definition text.

Response: The definition of ‘Consequential Load Loss’ and ‘Non-Consequential Load Loss’ have been revised to make them more direct. New definitions have
also been created to recognize other forms of acceptable Load loss that might occur in response to an event.

Transmission Facmtles as a result of the FaC|I|t|es belnq removed from service by a planned Protectlon System operation to isolate fault conditions.

Load Reduction: Load that is still connected to the System, but is reduced due to lower voltage conditions following a Planning or Extreme Event.

Non- (,onsequentlal Load Loss Non- Interruptlble Load loss other than Consequentlal Load Loss Supplemental Load Loss, and Load Reduction.- Fel’—example

Supplemental Load Loss: Load that is disconnected from the network by end-user equipment responding to post-Contingency System conditions.

SERC Dynamics Yes The modified definitions of Consequential load loss has been appropriately modified to include loss of Load as a result of
Review the Load's response to the transient condition. This recognizes the fact that when subjected to fault voltages of sufficient
Subcommittee depth and duration, the resulting Load dynamics will result is loss of Load. Therefore, in order to more accurately replicate

real-world behavior through dynamic stability simulation analysis, the proper representation of expected real world loss of
load is acceptable. It is also proper that the computation of expected consequential Load loss and duration is not required
for single contingency stability analysis. If there is a need, Load loss due to the resulting transmission system configuration
would be captured by steady state analysis. Attempts at determining additional Load loss due to load dynamics would not
result in any useful information contributing to increased reliability.

Response: In response to other industry comments, the SDT has added a new definition which covers the loss of Load due to Load dynamics - Supplemental
Load Loss. Itis no longer included as part of Consequential Load Loss. In dynamic studies, Supplemental Load Loss is allowed for any planning or extreme event.
The tabulation of Load lost due to a Contingency does not include Supplemental Load Loss.

Arkansas Electric No These definitions are still confusing. | offer the following example to explain: If you have a networked transmission line
Coop. Corp. serving several loads, a fault occurs on the line, and the load is dropped because of the line breakers at either end of the
line operating. As a result the operator would normally sectionalize the line and isolate the faulted section. This results in
the networked line now being two radials and the load is restored. From a planning standpoint the resulting steady state is
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the resulting two radials and there should not be any consequential load loss. From an operational standpoint steady state
would have occurred at the time of the breakers opening and dropping the load. Operationally the load is consequential
load loss. This being a planning standard the standard should require that all the load be served and the transmission line
meet the (planning)steady state performance requirements. If the SDT agrees that the resulting radials should be capable
of serving all the load and meet the planning steady state performance requirements then | can agree with the definition. If
not then | disagree. In the planning environment systems should be studied and assessed based on an switchable element
to switchable element basis and not just breaker to breaker.

on-Consequential Load Loss - 1. Is it the intent of the SDT that Non-Consequential Load Loss be all firm load other than
Consequential Load Loss? If not it should be.

Is there a definition of "Non-Interruptible Load"? Didn't see it in the Glossary.

2. additional language should be added stating that the examples given are not inclusive. | have a problem with NERC
providing examples in definitions because often the examples are interpreted as the definition itself when in reality their
purpose is to clarify.

Response: In your example, Consequential Load Loss occurs with the initial event. The standard does not address the size of the Consequential Load or
whether alternative sources are required to restore Consequential Load Loss.

Non-Consequential Load is intended to be Firm, which is evident by FERC Order 693 which states:

“1773. The Commission proposed in the NOPR to approve Reliability Standard TPL-002-0 as mandatory and enforceable. In addition, pursuant to section
215(d)(5) of the FPA and § 39.5(f) of our regulations, we proposed to direct NERC to submit a modification to TPL-002-0 that: (1) requires that critical system
conditions be determined in the same manner as proposed for TPL-001-0; (2) requires the inclusion of the reliability impact of

the entity’s existing spare equipment strategy; (3) explicitly requires all generators to ride through the same set of Category B and C contingencies as required for
wind generators in Order No. 661; (4) requires documentation of load models used in system studies and supporting rationale for their use; (5) clarifies the phrase
“permit operating steps necessary to maintain system control” and (6) clarifies footnote (b) to Table 1 to allow no firm load or firm transactions to be interrupted
except for consequential load loss.”

The definition of ‘Consequential Load Loss’ has been revised to make it more direct. New definitions have also been created to recognize other forms of
acceptable Load loss that might occur in response to an event.

=quent|al Load Loss:

Transmission Facmtles asa result of the FaC|I|t|es belnq removed from service by a planned Protectlon System operation to isolate fault conditions.
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Load [Reduction: Load that is still connected to the System, but is reduced due to lower voltage conditions following a Planning or Extreme Event.

Non- (,onsequentlal Load Loss Non- Interruptlble Load loss other than Consequentlal Load Loss Supplemental Load Loss, and Load Reductlon Fer—example

Supplemental Load Loss: Load that is disconnected from the network by end-user equipment responding to post-Contingency System conditions.

The SDT didn’t feel non-Interruptible Load needed to be defined because Interruptible Load is a defined term

Tri-State Yes We agree with the definitions in concept - that Consequential Load Loss is load which would be unserved following a
Generation and specific outage event, without any load shedding relay operations. However, there is some ambiguity in how things are
Transmission defined for N-1-1 contingencies. For example, a firm contract or firm resource would not be automatically curtailed upon the
Association, Inc. first outage (N-1), but operators may need to curtail the contract or resource schedule to restore the system to acceptable

operating limits, or arm relay schemes that would interrupt certain facilities for the second outage (N-1-1). It seems
unreasonable that some such operator actions would not be allowed.

Response: The SDT has revised the definitions and tables to provide greater clarification on what can be curtailed.

Transmission FaC|I|t|es as a result of the FaC|I|t|es belnq removed from service by a planned Protectlon System operation to isolate fault conditions.

Load [Reduction: Load that is still connected to the System, but is reduced due to lower voltage conditions following a Planning or Extreme Event.

Non- (,onsequentlal Load Loss: Non- Interruptlble Load loss other than Consequentlal Load Loss Supplemental Load Loss, and Load Reductlon Ferexample;

Supplemental Load Loss: Load that is disconnected from the network by end-user equipment responding to post-Contingency System conditions.

Note |b”: Consequential Load Loss, Supplemental Load Loss, Load Reduction, and consequential generation loss is-allowed-for-allevents-shown-are acceptable
as a consequence of any Planning or Extreme Event excluding PO. However, Supplemental Load Loss associated with an event shall not be used to meet steady
state performance requirements.

AEP No Should clarify that it's load that is no longer connected since the transmission facilities to which it is connected have been
outaged as expected by the normal relay response to the event being studied. In other words, the loss of load that is
connected to facilities that have cascaded as a result of the event being studied is not consequential load loss (nor is it non-
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consequential load loss). See load loss definitions under Attachment D of PJM Manual 14B for additional wording
suggestions.

Response: The definition of ‘Consequential Load Loss’ has been revised to make it more direct, which clarifies that the causal event is a ‘fault’ that is cleared by
‘planned protection system operation’.

Transmission Facnmes asa result of the FaC|I|t|es belnq removed from service by a planned Protectlon System operation to isolate fault conditions.

Lakeland Electric No Recommend: Consequential: Load that is no longer served because its electrical path to the BES is open as a direct result
of system response to the event under study. Load lost due to event induced transients is Consequential load loss;
however, the this load must be included in the model during steady-state analysis. Load lost due to UFLS, UVLS, Special
Protection Schemes and operator actions are not considered Consequential. Non-Consequential: Load that is no longer
served for any reason other than those identified in the definition on Consequential.

Response: The SDT has made changes to the definitions which are conceptually consistent with your suggestion.

Transmission FaC|I|t|es as a result of the FaC|I|t|es be|nq removed from service by a planned Protect|on System operation to isolate fault conditions.

Load Reduction: Load that is still connected to the System, but is reduced due to lower voltage conditions following a Planning or Extreme Event.

Non- (,onsequentlal Load Loss Non- Interruptlble Load loss other than Consequentlal Load Loss Supplemental Load Loss, and Load Reduction.- Fel’—exampla
non-inte v
choddl

Supplemental Load Loss: Load that is disconnected from the network by end-user equipment responding to post-Contingency System conditions.

Southern Yes and No Yes on the definition. The definition of Consequential Load Loss has been appropriately modified to include loss of load as

Company a result of the load's response to the transient condition. This recognizes the fact that when subjected to fault voltages of

Transmission sufficient depth and duration, the load undervoltage protection will result in loss of Load. Therefore, in order to more
accurately replicate real-world behavior through dynamic stability simulation analysis, the proper representation of expected
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real world loss of load is acceptable.

No on R3.3.2.1 dealing with Consequential Load. The computation of expected consequential load loss and duration does
not result in any useful information contributing to increased reliability. Therefore, this requirement R3.3.2.1 should be
dropped. If the computation is not deleted, at least the duration part of it should be dropped. In a Planning analysis, the
duration is indeterminate.

Response: New definitions have been created to recognize other forms of acceptable Load loss that might occur in response to an event. The calculation of the
potential Load loss for anything other than Consequential Load Loss is not required and the analysis is not expected to include it (see new ‘Supplemental Load
Loss’ definition). However, a calculation of the maximum expected contingent Consequential Load Loss is expected (see Requirement R2.9). Requirement
R3.3.2.1 has been rewritten as Requirement R2.9 to more specifically identify what is required and ‘duration’ has been dropped.

=quent|al Load Loss:

Transmission FaC|I|t|es as a result of the FaC|I|t|es bemq removed from service by a planned Protect|on System operation to isolate fault conditions.

Load [Reduction: Load that is still connected to the System, but is reduced due to lower voltage conditions following a Planning or Extreme Event.

Non- (,onsequentlal Load Loss Non- Interruptlble Load loss other than Consequentlal Load Loss Supplemental Load Loss, and Load Reduction.- Fopexample
non-Hjte .
sheddi

Supplemental Load Loss: Load that is disconnected from the network by end-user equipment responding to post-Contingency System conditions.

R2.9 The Planning Assessment shall identify the maximum permissible Non-Consequential Load Loss (megawatt Demand) for those Planning Events where Non-
Consequential Load Loss is allowed in Table 1.

North Carolina No Although the modified definitions are an improvement over the previous version, addressing the following issues in the
Electric Consequential Load Loss definition will further improve clarity:1) Redundancy: The second sentence in the definition says
Membership Corp "Although Load which is lost as a result of the Load's response to the transient conditions of the event is considered

Consequential Load Loss and is permitted when Consequential Load Loss is allowed,?". It appears that "?and is permitted
when Consequential Load Loss is allowed,?" is redundant and may be omitted/deleted -- isn't this *always* permitted for all
events, except PO (normal)? (See head note 4 in Table 1 -- Steady State Performance).

2) Who are the "planning entities"? Suggest replacing with Functional Model terms Transmission Planner and Planning
Coordinator.

3) Verbosity: It appears that the intent of the second sentence in the definition can be conveyed more concisely. Consider
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changing to "However, relying upon the expected Load loss during transient conditions of the event to meet steady state
performance requirements is not allowed."

4) If the verbiage proposed above is found acceptable, we offer a follow-up suggestion. Because the second sentence in
the definition essentially characterizes the exception to the allowed Consequential Load Loss during steady state
performance evaluation, we suggest moving it out of the definition and appending it within head note 4 in Table 1 -- Steady
State Performance.

5) While the Consequential Load Loss definition employs the acronyms UFLS and UVLS, their expanded descriptions have
been used in the Non-Consequential Load Loss definition. Suggest that these terms be used consistently in both
definitions. Also, why is Special Protection Systems included as an example of what constitutes Non-Consequential Load
Loss but is excluded from the list of exceptions to Consequential Load Loss (whereas UVLS and UFLS appear consistently
in both)? Perhaps examples of each are needed: Consequential Load Loss examples might be a) tapped load from an
outaged networked line from main station breaker to main station breaker of entire line, b) outaged T/T transformer serving
radial load that that taps the networked transmission line, ¢) load served from a radial feeder from a single source. Non-
consequential might include a) manual load dump or generator trip to mitigate cascading or uncontrolled load loss or an
overload during adverse conditions, b) SPS addressing above, c) UFLS, d) UVLS.

SERC Reliability
Review
Subcommittee
and Planning
Standards
Subcommittee

No

Comments: Although the modified definitions are a good improvement over the previous version, addressing the following
issues in the Consequential Load Loss definition will further improve clarity:1) Redundancy: The second sentence in the
definition says "Although Load which is lost as a result of the Load's response to the transient conditions of the event is
considered Consequential Load Loss and is permitted when Consequential Load Loss is allowed,?". It appears that "?and
is permitted when Consequential Load Loss is allowed,?" is redundant and may be omitted/deleted -- isn't this *always*
permitted for all events? (See head note 4 in Table 1 -- Steady State Performance).

2) Who are the "planning entities"? Suggest replacing with Functional Model terms Transmission Planner and Planning
Coordinator.

3) Verbosity: It appears that the intent of the second sentence in the definition can be conveyed more concisely. Consider
changing to "However, relying upon the expected Load loss during transient conditions of the event to meet steady state
performance requirements is not allowed."

4) If the verbiage proposed above is found acceptable, we offer a follow-up suggestion. Because the second sentence in
the definition essentially characterizes the exception to the allowed Consequential Load Loss during steady state
performance evaluation, we suggest moving it out of the definition and appending it within head note 4 in Table 1 -- Steady
State Performance.

5) While the Consequential Load Loss definition employs the acronyms UFLS and UVLS, their expanded descriptions have
been used in the Non-Consequential Load Loss definition. Suggest that these terms be used consistently in both
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definitions. Also, why is Special Protection Systems included as an example of what constitutes Non-Consequential Load
Loss but is excluded from the list of exceptions to Consequential Load Loss (whereas UVLS and UFLS appear consistently
in both)?

Response: The SDT has made changes to the definitions and text, which are conceptually consistent with your suggestions. The revised definitions are more
direct and eliminate examples.

The reference to Planning Entities has been deleted.

The definition of Non-Consequential Load Loss has also been changed to remove the reference to UFLS and UVLS, which are systems used for operations and
are not applicable to a planning standard.

pguential Load Loss:

Transmission FaC|I|t|es as a result of the FaC|I|t|es bemq removed from service by a planned Protecﬂon System operation to isolate fault conditions.

Load Reduction: Load that is still connected to the System, but is reduced due to lower voltage conditions following a Planning or Extreme Event.

Non- (,onsequentlal Load Loss Non- Interruptlble Load loss other than Consequentlal Load Loss Supplemental Load Loss, and Load Reduction.- Fepexample
non-inte v
choddl

Supplemental Load Loss: Load that is disconnected from the network by end-user equipment responding to post-Contingency System conditions.

ERCOT System No ERCOT feels the amount and duration of load loss should be considered in the definition.
Planning

Response: Requirement R3.3.2.1 has been rewritten as Requirement R2.9 to more specifically identify what is required. As part of that review, the consensus
was that duration is too difficult to accurately prescribe and had no value in a Planning Standard and has been dropped.

R2.9 The Planning Assessment shall identify the maximum permissible Non-Consequential Load Loss (megawatt Demand) for those Planning Events where Non-
Consequential Load Loss is allowed in Table 1.

Alberta Electric No We generally agree with the definitions by themselves but have concerns about regarding application, please refer to
System Operator response in Q15. The last sentence in the Definition of Consequential Load Loss (?Although Load which is lost as a result
of the Load’s response to the transient conditions of the event is considered Consequential Load Loss and is permitted
when Consequential Load Loss is allowed, Transmission planning entities are not allowed to rely upon the expectation of
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such Load loss to meet steady state performance requirements?) seems more appropriate to be requirements. Therefore,
recommend moving this sentence to the Notes Section at the beginning of Table 1 as new Iltem 7.

Response: Definitions have been changed to clarify Consequential Load Loss and the last sentence in the definition has been moved to the tables.

Transmission Facmtles asa result of the FaC|I|t|es belnq removed from service by a planned Protectlon System operation to isolate fault conditions.

Note |b”: Consequential Load Loss, Supplemental Load Loss, Load Reduction, and consequential generation loss is-allowed-for-all-events-shown-are acceptable
as a consequence of any Planning or Extreme Event excluding PO. However, Supplemental Load Loss associated with an event shall not be used to meet steady
state performance requirements.

FirstEnergy Corp. No Regarding the definition of "Consequential Load Loss" we do not agree with the inclusion of Load which is lost as a result of
the Load’s response to the transient conditions of the event and recommend that the team restrict the definition to account
for only load which is directly served by the facilities which were de-energized as a result of the contingency event. To
include this within in the definition seems counterproductive to the planning of the transmission system that is required by
this reliability standard.

Comments on other definitions:1) Planning Coordinator (PC) ? The SDT included a new definition for PC for inclusion in the
NERC Glossary of Terms. We agree that this addition better aligns the Glossary with the PC applicable entity which is
prevalent in a variety of standards. However, we are curious why the SDT did not indicate a deletion of the Planning
Authority (PA) definition and what steps, if any, are being made by NERC to align registry criteria which uses Planning
Authority (PA) to the reliability standards use of the PC.

2) Year-One: The definition for Year-One is awkwardly written. We suggest that the definition be adjusted to read "The
planning year that begins with the upcoming annual period under study". We believe the attempt to try and delineate
between the near-term planning horizon and operational planning horizon is not needed within the TPL standard and that
the near-term period should account for the upcoming annual study periods. If not revised, the need for two near-term
studies on an annual basis is overly burdensome as many transmission planning organizations perform upcoming annual
seasonal assessments for seasonal peak (summer/winter) periods. Requiring an additional two studies near-term does not
provide significant benefit. Further reasoning for making the change is the allowance of operating procedures as part of
Corrective Action plans. Operating procedures can easily be developed and implemented to mitigate projected
performance violations prior to an upcoming seasonal period.

3) BES ? The acronym BES is used throughout the standard but never defined. We suggest this could easily be done in
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the purpose statement by simply adding the text "(BES)" after the reference to Bulk Electric System.

Response: Definitions have been changed to clarify Consequential Load Loss.

Transmission Facmtles asa result of the FaC|I|t|es belnq removed from service by a planned Protectlon System operation to isolate fault conditions.

The definition for Planning Coordinator was deleted because the term has already been defined and added to the NERC Glossary by another SDT.

The standard does not require that studies are duplicated. If an operating study can be used to demonstrate an assessment for planning purposes, then the
operating study would be sufficient.

Bulk Electric System will be spelled out in the first reference.

Entergy Services, No To the extent stakeholders agree with the use of UVLS or other special protection systems to mitigate events and avoid

Inc. costly infrastructure improvements, the load that is reduced due to the operation of these systems should be capable of
being classified as consequential load. In some cases, these systems can enhance grid reliability by removing components
that have no significant impact on the BES. The definition of Non-consequential Load Loss includes load dropped by UVLS,
UFLS, as well as SPS. However, Consequential Load Loss does not name SPS load loss as an exception, while UVLS
and UFLS are named specifically. Shouldn't load lost by SPS action also be included in this exception to reduce
confusion? There also seems to be another category missing. Non-consequential load loss could also be a result of
“regular" protection systems beyond those directly protecting the faulted equipment. The second part of the Consequential
Load loss definition is confusing - "Although Load which is lost as a result of the Load’s response to the transient conditions
of the event is considered Consequential Load Loss and is permitted when Consequential Load Loss is allowed,
Transmission planning entities are not allowed to rely upon the expectation of such Load loss to meet steady state
performance requirements.” While it Is part of consequential load loss per the definition, planners are not allowed by the
standard to plan for it. Therefore, this definition seems to make the Performance Tables incorrect. With this statement we
seem to need another term like "Allowable Consequential Load loss."

Response: The SDT has made changes to the definitions and text, which are conceptually consistent with your suggestion. The definition of Non-consequential
Load Loss has also been changed to remove the reference to UFLS and UVLS, which are systems used for operations and are not applicable to a planning
standard. Examples have been removed from definitions.

140



Comments for 2nd Draft of Standards for Backup Facilities (Project 2006-04)

Organization Question 3: Question 3 Comments:
to-the]
Transmission FaC|I|t|es as a resuIt of the FaC|I|t|es belnq removed from service by a pIanned Protectlon System operation to isolate fault conditions.

Load Reduction: Load that is still connected to the System, but is reduced due to lower voltage conditions following a Planning or Extreme Event.

Non- (,onsequentlal Load Loss Non- Interruptlble Load loss other than Consequentlal Load Loss Supplemental Load Loss, and Load Reduction.- Fer—e*ampte
noh-te v
chodd

Supplemental Load Loss: Load that is disconnected from the network by end-user equipment responding to post-Contingency System conditions.

BPA No The definition of Consequential Load Loss needs to be modified to include all of the concepts that were contained in
Transmission footnote b of the existing TPL standards.

Reliability

Program

Response: “All of the concepts that were contained” are subject to interpretation and there are different interpretations of what the concepts are. Therefore it is
not clear what you would like to see. The SDT has continued to revise the definitions in response to the comments received subsequent to the second posting.
Notes have been added to provide conditions and clarifications relative to the interruptions of Firm Transmission Service. Hopefully these changes will address

your concerns.

Conseg

Transmission Facmtles asa result of the FaC|I|t|es belnq removed from service by a planned Protectlon System operation to isolate fault conditions.

Load Reduction: Load that is still connected to the System, but is reduced due to lower voltage conditions following a Planning or Extreme Event.

Non- (,onsequentlal Load Loss: Non- Interruptlble Load loss other than Consequentlal Load Loss Supplemental Load Loss, and Load Reduction.: Ferexample;

Supplemental Load Loss: Load that is disconnected from the network by end-user equipment responding to post-Contingency System conditions.

Note |b”: Consequential Load Loss, Supplemental Load Loss, Load Reduction, and consequential generation loss is-alloewed-forall-events-shown-are acceptable
as a consequence of any Planning or Extreme Event excluding PO. However, Supplemental Load Loss associated with an event shall not be used to meet steady
state performance requirements.
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PPL EnergyPlus

Yes

The SDT conference call was helpful to my understanding of non-consequential. As | understand it, non-consequential
load loss allows transmission planners to drop load that chooses to be dropped under certain conditions. This is a useful
tool as not all loads demand the same quality of service.

Response: Yes, interruption of Interruptible Load is acceptable.

City Water, Light Yes

& Power -

Springfield, lllinois

Platte River Yes and No
Power Authority

Tenaska, Inc. Yes
Gainesville Yes
Regional Utilities

US Army Corp of Yes
Engineers,

Northwestern

Division

ITC Holdings: Yes

ITC, METC, ITC

Midwest

Florida Power and | Yes None.
Light

Austin Energy Yes
LCRATSC Yes
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Organization Question 3: Question 3 Comments:
NERC and Yes

Regional

Coordination

IESO Yes

E.ON U.S. Yes

Transmission

Planning

Duke Energy Yes

Oncor Electric Yes NA
Delivery

Response: Thank you for your response. However, the majority of commenters requested changes to the definitions which can be seen in the summary
response above.
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4. The SDT has modified Requirement R3.5 and eliminated Requirement R3.6 from the first draft to clarify that manual and automatic
generation run-back (redispatch) and tripping is allowed as a Corrective Action Plan as long as the conditions in Requirements
R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are met. Do you agree that generation run-back and tripping (manual and automatic) should be limited by
these conditions? If not, please explain why you disagree with the proposed requirements.

Summary Consideration:

By a nearly unanimous response the industry agrees with the modification to Requirement R3.5 in the latest draft that allows manual and
automatic generation run-back and tripping as a response to a single or multiple Contingency. However, in response to the question, only a small
percentage of the commenters supported the current modification including the conditions in Requirements R3.5.1, R3.5.2, and R3.5.3 without
reservation. A wide variety of changes, additions and clarifications to these conditions were suggested.

The SDT agrees with the industry’s majority view that the Sub-requirement conditions for manual and automatic generation run-back or tripping as
a response to a single or multiple Contingency and the Sub-requirement conditions for automatic generation tripping as a response to mitigate
Stability violations are applicable to all requirements of the TPL Standard and are already stated elsewhere in the Standard or should be
eliminated because they are specified in other ways, including national codes such as OSHA and NESC. Consequently, these conditions,
specified in Requirements R3.5.1, R3.5.2, and R3.5.3 have been removed from this third draft.

In summary, due to industry comments in response to this question, the SDT changed the following requirements and footnote:

R2.7.1. (now R2.6.1)— added bullet #3: Installation or modification of automatic generation tripping as a response to a single or multiple
Contingency to mitigate Stability performance violations.

R2.7.1. (now R2.6.1)- added bullet #4: Installation or modification of manual and automatic generation runback/tripping as a response to a single
or multiple Contingency to mitigate Steady State performance violations.

R2.9 The Planning Assessment shall identify the maximum permissible Non-Consequential Load Loss (megawatt Demand) for those Planning
Events where Non-Consequential Load Loss is allowed in Table 1.

R3.2 (now R3.3 and R3.3.1) Contingency analyses shall simulate the removal of all elements ircluding-those that the Protection System
protectionis and other automatic controls are expected to disconnect for each contingency without operator intervention.

R3.2.1 (now R3.3.2) For all generators, studies shall consider the minimum steady state voltage limitations efall-generaters-and identify how the
generators are treated-analyzed in the steady state simulation.

Footnote #10 — Curtailment of firm transmission service, when coupled with the appropriate re-dispatch of resources obligated to re-dispatch, is
allowed both as a System adjustment (as identified in the column titled ‘Initial System Conditions’) and a corrective action, where it can be
demonstrated that Facilities remain within applicable Facility Ratings and those adjustments do not result in the shedding of any firm Load.
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Where limited options for re-dispatch exist, sensitivities associated with the availability of those resources must be considered. Where Facilities

external to the Transmission Planner’s planning region are relied upon, Facility Ratings in those regions must be considered.

In addition, the following requirements have been deleted:

Organization

Question 4:

Question 4 Comments:

Dominion - No We generally agree with the modification, but feel that further clarification needs to be added as follows -- "Neither generation

Electric run-back (redispatch) nor tripping should be allowed to address deficiencies identified in single contingency (N-1) studies should

Transmission the full output of the generation choose to be considered as a capacity resource”. Should generation run-back be allowed, then

Planning a NERC Reliability Standard should be developed to require generator field testing to prove that generation run-back is a viable
solution.

Duke Energy Yes Generation run-back and tripping should be allowed and the proposed sub-requirements are appropriate.

Progress Yes Furthermore, PEC believes that generation run-back and tripping should not be allowed as a CAP for N-1 events with the

Energy possible exception of small reductions of generation.

Carolinas
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Organization

Question 4:

Question 4 Comments:

BCTC Yes We agree that runback/tripping should be permitted for all contingencies. However, we are concerned that listing
runback/tripping as an acceptable alternative, at least as currently worded, may encourage use when system reinforcements
should be built. BCTC would prefer TPL-001 to be silent on this issue and that R3.5 be deleted. The list of conditions is very
generic and should apply to all of TPL-001. If R3.5 is retained, the list of conditions should also require that all generation
reserves requirements are met.

ITC Holdings: No We do not believe that generation runback or tripping should be a CAP for a single contingency. This is particularly true if the

ITC, METC, generation scheme puts the system one contingency away from another potential condition requiring corrective action, such as

ITC Midwest load shedding. At a minimum R3.5.3 needs further definition as to what a ?sustainable, stable, operating conditions? is. For
example, creating another N-1 scenario is not a sustainable condition. Allowing for SPS is not raising the bar.

AEP No Generator tripping should not be regarded the same as generator runback. With tripping, a resource is lost from the system and

there is no assurance that it can be restored to service within a reasonable time. Runback allows the resource to stay
connected and the original MW level is potentially restorable if the precipitating factors for runback can be resolved. The
generator may be valuable for MVAR as well as MW. The existing TPL standards imply that generator tripping is not
permissible in connection with Category B events in that Table 1 footnote b does not mention it, whereas it is mentioned in
connection with Category C events in footnote c; we agree with this. Generation is a system resource and should be protected
against the more common single contingency transmission events. We would like to see the present implied restriction on
generator tripping following single contingencies to be maintained and clearly articulated in the new standard, with a provision
for regional variance. In contrast to tripping, what the standard has now for manual or automatic runback in R3.5 is okay.

Response: By a nearly unanimous response the Industry favors manual and automatic generation run-back and tripping as a response to a single or multiple
Contingency. Therefore, the SDT has modified Sub-requirement R3.5 for Contingency events and relocated it to become Sub-requirement R2.6.1- bullet #4.
Likewise, the SDT has modified Sub-requirement R5.4.3 for Stability events and relocated it to become Sub-requirement R2.6.1- bullet #3.

R2.6.1. — bullet #3: Installation or modification of automatic generation tripping as a response to a single or multiple Contingency to mitigate Stability performance

violatipns.

R2.6.1. — bullet #4: Installation or modification of manual and automatic generation runback/tripping as a response to a single or multiple Contingency to mitigate
Steady State performance violations.

NPCC No We do not feel that R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are limiting enough. Add paragraph 3.5.4 "Manual and automatic generator
tripping shall not have an Adverse Reliability Impact.”

Northeast No Northeast Utilities has participated with ISO-NE and NPCC and supports the comments filed by those organizations.

Utilities
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Organization

Question 4:

Question 4 Comments:

TVA System Yes Suggest applicable voltage limits must also be maintained during runback and tripping.

Planning

National Grid No We do not feel that R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are limiting enough. We suggest adding a paragraph which be numbered 3.5.4
and would read "Manual and automatic generator tripping shall not have a significant adverse impact on the system."

Tenaska, Inc. Yes R.3.3.2.2 needs some re-wording to clarify that generator runback (re-dispatch) and tripping are allowed.

Gainesville No R3.5.3 is somewhat ambiguous. We need clarification as to whether the system needs to prepare for the next contingency (a

Regional secure state) or whether it needs to be maintained in a stable operating condition which is sustainable but not secure.

Utilities

Hydro-Québec | No We do not feel that R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are limiting enough. Add paragraph 3.5.4 "Manual and automatic generator

TransEnergie tripping shall not have an Adverse Reliability Impact.”

(HQT)

Central Maine No R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are not limiting enough. Add paragraph 3.5.4 "Automatic generator tripping shall not impose undue

Power complexity and risk to the operation and reliability of the system."

Company

NSTAR No R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are not limiting enough. Add paragraph 3.5.4 "Automatic generator tripping schemes shall not be

Electric overly complex and risk to the operation and reliability of the system." Complex SPSs or multiple installations of SPSs can have
an adverse impact on the ability to reliably operate the system, especially during maintenance outage conditions.

New York No We do not feel that R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are limiting enough. Add paragraph 3.5.4 "Manual and automatic generator

Independent tripping shall not have an Adverse Reliability Impact.”

System

Operator

ISO New No We do not feel that R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are limiting enough. Add paragraph 3.5.4 "Manual and automatic generator

England Inc. tripping shall not have a significant adverse impact on the system."

Response: The SDT appreciates your suggested improvements. However, the SDT has eliminated these conditions in Sub-requirements R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and
R3.5.3 for Contingency events as well as similar conditions in Sub-requirements R5.4.3.1, R5.4.3.2 and R5.4.3.3 for Stability events in the third draft. Accordingly,
the SDT has modified Sub-requirement R3.5 for Contingency events and relocated it to become Sub-requirement R2.6.1- bullet #4. Likewise, the SDT has
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Organization Question 4:  Question 4 Comments:

modified Sub-requirement R5.4.3 for Stability events and relocated it to become Sub-requirement R2.6.1 — bullet #3.

R2.6.1. — bullet# 3: Installation or modification of automatic generation tripping as a response to a single or multiple Contingency to mitigate Stability performance
violatipns.

R2.6.1. — bullet #4: Installation or modification of manual and automatic generation runback/tripping as a response to a single or multiple Contingency to mitigate
Steady State performance violations.

City Water, Yes and No There should be a time limit for manual generation runback.
Light & Power
- Springdfield,
lllinois

Response: As stated in Footnote 10 of Table 1, planned System adjustments are allowed, unless precluded in the Requirements, to keep Facilities within the
Facility Ratings, if such adjustments are executable within the time duration applicable to the Facility Ratings.

Footnote #10 — Curtailment of firm transmission service, when coupled with the appropriate re-dispatch of resources obligated to re-dispatch, is allowed both as a
System adjustment (as identified in the column titled ‘Initial System Conditions’) and a corrective action, where it can be demonstrated that Facilities remain within
applicable Facility Ratings and those adjustments do not result in the shedding of any firm Load. Where limited options for re-dispatch exist, sensitivities
associated with the availability of those resources must be considered. Where Facilities external to the Transmission Planner’s planning region are relied upon,
Facility Ratings in those regions must be considered.

Manitoba Yes Manitoba Hydro commends the SDT for recognizing that generator run-back and tripping is a valid option in the transmission
Hydro planner's tool box, not unlike more expensive devices such as FACTSs devices. Can the SDT confirm that the conditions in
R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 apply to post generator tripping period.

R3.5.2: The references to safety violations and equipment requirements are very generic. It is difficult to imagine what type of
safety violation may be caused by a generator trip considering this is a widely used practice in many regions. The SDT should
also be more specific as to what is meant by "equipment requirements". The requirement to be within Facility (equipment)
Ratings is already covered in R3.5.1. Manitoba Hydro recommends the to "safety, equipment” be deleted from R3.5.2.

Other Requirement R3 Comments:R3: In the first sentence, "perform analysis? should be changed to "perform studies? and the
word ?studies? after Horizon should be deleted.

R3.2: Delete the words ?including those?.

R3.2.1: Can the SDT clarify what is required? Is the requirement to ensure the generator undervoltage ride through is not
violated? If so, Manitoba Hydro recommends overvoltage ride-through (maximum voltage) should also be added. Also, is ?For
all Generators? and ?of all generators? both needed?
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Organization Question 4:  Question 4 Comments:

R3.3.1: Appears to be a repeat of R3.1.R3.3.2: R3.3.1 requires performance criteria to be met for Planning Events, which
includes both single and multiple contingency events. Doesn’'t R3.3.2 repeat R3.3.17?

R3.3.2.1:The requirement to report duration of the Consequential Load Loss would be a wild guess as the duration will relate to
the nature of the event, so Manitoba Hydro questions the value. For example, the event is a simple lightning hit on a line, the
restoration time is expected to be short, but if the cause of the line loss is a tornado that takes down structures, it could be days.
Can the SDT clarify the requirement.

R3.3.2.2: Are ?Transmission reconfiguration changes and redispatch of generators? only allowed for single contingencies? Is
redispatch allowed if such redispatch results in curtailment of Firm Transmission Service?

R3.3.2: It appears that R3.3.2 can be deleted, and its subrequirements placed under R3.3.3: The contingencies that ?are
expected to produce more severe System impacts? are very likely multiple contingencies. Since there are numerous
combinations of multiple contingencies, it is an impossible task to explain why the ?remaining Contingencies were not selected.
If this is not the intent, can the SDT explain what is required? The requirement should simply allow the planner the discretion to
use judgment to select these more severe Contingencies, and the elements they are applied to, with explanation as to why they
are expected to be more severe.

Response: The SDT has eliminated these conditions in Sub-Requirements R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 for Contingency events as well as similar conditions in Sub-
Requirements R5.4.3.1, R5.4.3.2 and R5.4.3.3 for Stability events in the third draft. Accordingly, the SDT has modified Sub-Requirement R3.5 for Contingency
events and relocated to become Sub-Requirement R2.6.1. Likewise, the SDT has modified Sub-Requirement R5.4.3 for Stability events and relocated to become
Sub-Requirement R2.6.1.

R3.5.2 — The SDT has modified Sub-requirement R3.5 for Contingency events and relocated it to become Sub-requirement R2.6.1 — bullet #4. Likewise, the SDT
has modified Sub-requirement R5.4.3 for Stability events and relocated it to become Sub-requirement R2.6.1 — bullet #3.

R2.6.1. — bullet #3: Installation or modification of automatic generation tripping as a response to a single or multiple Contingency to mitigate Stability performance
violatipns.

R2.6.1. — bullet #4: Installation or modification of manual and automatic generation runback/tripping as a response to a single or multiple Contingency to mitigate
Steady State performance violations.

The SDT appreciates your suggested changes to Requirement R3 but after reviewing the suggestion has decided that the original wording is correct.
Your suggested change to Requirement R3.2 (now Requirement R3.3.1) has been adopted.

R3.3.1 Contingency analyses shall simulate the removal of all elements including-these that the Protection System protection-is and other automatic controls are
expected to disconnect for each contingency without operator intervention.

Requirement R3.2.1 (now Requirement R3.3.2) is intended to require realistic representation in simulations of whether a generator will trip due to low voltage; it is
not a requirement that the generator be able to ride through a low voltage condition. Your suggested deletion was accepted.
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Organization Question 4:  Question 4 Comments:

R3.3.2 For all generators, studies shall consider the minimum steady state voltage limitations ef-all-generators-and identify how the generators are treated
analyZed in the steady state simulation.

Regarding your comments on old Requirements R3.3.1 and R3.3.2, there is a subtle difference. Requirement R3.3.1 addresses performance criteria, while
Requirement R3.3.2 deals with the Contingencies that need to be evaluated and to which the performance criteria should be applied.

The requirement to report duration of Consequential Load Loss in R3.3.2.1 (now Requirement R2.9) has been removed from this draft.

R2.9 The Planning Assessment shall identify the maximum permissible Non-Consequential Load Loss (megawatt Demand) for those Planning Events where Non-
Consequential Load Loss is allowed in Table 1.

Curtailment of Firm Transmission Service is explained in the new footnote #10 in the Table.

Footnote #10 — Curtailment of firm transmission service, when coupled with the appropriate re-dispatch of resources obligated to re-dispatch, is allowed both as a
System adjustment (as identified in the column titled ‘Initial System Conditions’) and a corrective action, where it can be demonstrated that Facilities remain within
applicable Facility Ratings and those adjustments do not result in the shedding of any firm Load. Where limited options for re-dispatch exist, sensitivities
associated with the availability of those resources must be considered. Where Facilities external to the Transmission Planner’s planning region are relied upon,
Facility Ratings in those regions must be considered.

The SDT has considered your comments regarding the requirement to explain why less severe Contingencies were not selected; however, there were few other
comments that raised this concern, and the SDT has retained the original language.

Los Angeles Yes and No R3.5.1, 3.5.2, and 3.5.3 are redundant and already covered in other standards or safety codes such as FAC, TOP, OSHA, NRC,

Department of NESC, etc. If these kind of "reminder" is required here just to make sure planners do not ignore all the relevant codes, then it

Water and could also be argued that an absence of such reminders in other section would mean that these codes do not need to be

Power observed unless they are specifically called out. | think they should all be deleted to avoid such twisted argument but potential
loopholes.

Transmission Yes We agree. However, the conditions listed in R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are applicable to the overall TPL Standard. Their specific

Agency of listing in R3.5 gives the impression that these Requirements are only applied to R3.5 and not to the other Requirements in this

Northern Standard. In other words, are there any Requirements in this Standard that R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 do not apply to?

California Therefore, we suggest TPL-001-1 be silent on this issue and move R3.5.1 through R3.5.3, (and the equivalent in the stability

study R5.4.3.1 through R5.4.3.3) to a Requirement applicable to Assessment studies in general, such as the bullet points in the
Performance Tables.

Pacific Gas Yes We agree. However, the conditions listed in R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are applicable to the overall TPL Standard. Their specific
and Electric listing in R3.5 gives the impression that these Requirements are only applied to R3.5 and not to the other Requirements in this
Co. Standard. In other words, are there any Requirements in this Standard that R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 do not apply to?

Therefore, we suggest TPL-001-1 be silent on this issue and move R3.5.1 through R3.5.3, (and the equivalent in the stability
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Organization

Question 4:

Question 4 Comments:

study R5.4.3.1 through R5.4.3.3) to a Requirement applicable to Assessment studies in general, such as the bullet points in the
Performance Tables.

Public Service
Company of
New Mexico

Yes

We agree. However, the conditions listed in R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are applicable to the overall TPL Standard. Their specific
listing in R3.5 gives the impression that these Requirements are only applied to R3.5 and not to the other Requirements in this
Standard. In other words, are there any Requirements in this Standard that R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 do not apply to?
Therefore, we suggest TPL-001-1 be silent on this issue and move R3.5.1 through R3.5.3, (and the equivalent in the stability
study R5.4.3.1 through R5.4.3.3) to a Requirement applicable to Assessment studies in general, such as the bullet points in the
Performance Tables.

JEA

Yes and No

R3.5.1 JEA does not understand what measure will be applied to determine that Facility Ratings were not violated during the
generator run-back period.R3.5.2 JEA does not understand what measure will be applied to determine compliance that
generator trips and runbacks will not violate safety, equipment, regulatory, or statutory requirements.R3.5.3 JEA does not
understand what is meant by the word "Sustainable”. Needs a practical definition.

PacifiCorp

Yes and No

? We generally agree, however, the conditions listed in R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are applicable to the overall TPL Standard.
Their specific listing in R3.5 gives the impression that these Requirements are only applied to R3.5 and not to the other
Requirements in this Standard. In other words, are there any Requirements in this Standard that R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 do
not apply to? Therefore, we suggest moving R3.5.1 through R3.5.3, (and the equivalent in the stability study R5.4.3.1 through
R5.4.3.3) to a Requirement applicable to Assessment studies in general, such as the bullet points in the Performance Tables.

Puget Sound
Energy, Inc.

Yes

We agree. However, the conditions listed in R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are applicable to the overall TPL Standard. Their specific
listing in R3.5 gives the impression that these Requirements are only applied to R3.5 and not to the other Requirements in this
Standard. In other words, are there any Requirements in this Standard that R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 do not apply to?
Therefore, we suggest TPL-001-1 be silent on this issue and move R3.5.1 through R3.5.3, (and the equivalent in the stability
study R5.4.3.1 through R5.4.3.3) to a Requirement applicable to Assessment studies in general, such as the bullet points in the
Performance Tables.

Idaho Power
Company

Yes

We generally agree, however, the conditions listed in R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are applicable to the overall TPL Standard.
Their specific listing in R3.5 gives the impression that these Requirements are only applied to R3.5 and not to the other
Requirements in this Standard. In other words, are there any Requirements in this Standard that R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 do
not apply to? Therefore, we suggest TPL-001-1 be silent on this issue and move R3.5.1 through R3.5.3, (and the equivalent in
the stability study R5.4.3.1 through R5.4.3.3) to a Requirement applicable to Assessment studies in general, such as the bullet
points in the Performance Tables.
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Organization

Question 4:

Question 4 Comments:

SMUD

Yes

We agree. However, the conditions listed in R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are applicable to the overall TPL Standard. Their specific
listing in R3.5 gives the impression that these Requirements are only applied to R3.5 and not to the other Requirements in this
Standard. In other words, are there any Requirements in this Standard that R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 do not apply to?
Therefore, we suggest TPL-001-1 be silent on this issue and move R3.5.1 through R3.5.3, (and the equivalent in the stability
study R5.4.3.1 through R5.4.3.3) to a Requirement applicable to Assessment studies in general, such as the bullet points in the
Performance Tables. Reference 3.5.1: In cases where an SPS is deployed to reduce thermal overloads such that flows are
brought within established facility ratings, but, for a short duration (seconds) until it is fully executed, the facility flows exceed the
established rating, is that considered a violation or an acceptable engineering judgment that facilities are judiciously being
brought to operate within ratings? Or, should the facility owner ensure establishment of a documented rating even for the short
duration of seconds?

Progress
Energy
Florida, Inc.

No

PEF does not disagree with the conditions described in Requirements R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 when taken in particular
contexts. PEF, however, is compelled to check "no" for this question due to the fact that no specification has been made as to
when such CAPs can be applied. PEF feels that the CAPs specified (as well as the curtailment of Firm Transactions and Non-
Consequential Load) should be allowed following any N-1 event, and also as system adjustment actions in between the two
events of a P6 event. Given that no such specification has been made here, PEF objects to the wording, and suggests that the
language be modified to clarify that the application of these CAPs are allowable after N-1 events and in between the two events
of Event P6.

Sierra Pacific
Power
Company /
Nevada Power
Company

Yes

We generally agree, however, the conditions listed in R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are applicable to the overall TPL Standard.
Their specific listing in R3.5 gives the impression that these Requirements are only applied to R3.5 and not to the other
Requirements in this Standard. In other words, are there any Requirements in this Standard that R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 do
not apply to? Therefore, we suggest TPL-001-1 be silent on this issue and move R3.5.1 through R3.5.3, (and the equivalent in
the stability study R5.4.3.1 through R5.4.3.3) to a Requirement applicable to Assessment studies in general, such as the bullet
points in the Performance Tables.

Black Hills
Corporation

Yes

We agree. However, the conditions listed in R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are applicable to the overall TPL Standard. Their specific
listing in R3.5 gives the impression that these Requirements are only applied to R3.5 and not to the other Requirements in this
Standard. In other words, are there any Requirements in this Standard that R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 do not apply to?
Therefore, we suggest TPL-001-1 be silent on this issue and move R3.5.1 through R3.5.3, (and the equivalent in the stability
study R5.4.3.1 through R5.4.3.3) to a Requirement applicable to Assessment studies in general, such as the bullet points in the
Performance Tables.

Arizona Public
Service Co.

Yes and No

We generally agree, however, the conditions listed in R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are applicable to the overall TPL Standard.
Their specific listing in R3.5 gives the impression that these Requirements are only applied to R3.5 and not to the other
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Organization

Question 4:

Question 4 Comments:

Requirements in this Standard. In other words, are there any Requirements in this Standard that R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 do
not apply to? Therefore, we suggest moving R3.5.1 through R3.5.3, (and the equivalent in the stability study R5.4.3.1 through
R5.4.3.3) to a Requirement applicable to Assessment studies in general, such as the bullet points in the Performance Tables.

Florida Power No The sub-requirements of R3.5 are not clear as to whether the conditions apply to before or after generator run-back/tripping and

and Light mixes together N-1 and N-2 contingencies. In addition, the phrase "sustainable, stable, operating condition" in R3.5.3. is
ambiguous as to whether it means the system is secure (prepared for the next contingency), or the system is maintained in a
stable operating condition which is sustainable but not secure.

Exelon Yes and No We agree that manual and automatic generation run-back and tripping should be allowed in these situations. We do not agree

Transmission with the portion of R3.5.2 that states that non-compliance would result if the action were to violate statutory or regulatory

Planning requirements. A local governmental body could impose a restriction that would then trigger NERC compliance issues without
independent or sufficient review. Other regulatory entities have their own enforcement mechanisms. It should be clear that
SPSs, by definition, are allowed for other purposes than generation runback or tripping (such as system reconfiguration with
automated breaker operation).

SRP Yes We agree. However, the conditions listed in R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are applicable to the overall TPL Standard. Their specific
listing in R3.5 gives the impression that these Requirements are only applied to R3.5 and not to the other Requirements in this
Standard. In other words, are there any Requirements in this Standard that R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 do not apply to?
Therefore, we suggest TPL-001-1 be silent on this issue and move R3.5.1 through R3.5.3, (and the equivalent in the stability
study R5.4.3.1 through R5.4.3.3) to a Requirement applicable to Assessment studies in general, such as the bullet points in the
Performance Tables.

Tucson Yes We agree. However, the conditions listed in R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are applicable to the overall TPL Standard. Their specific

Electric Power listing in R3.5 gives the impression that these Requirements are only applied to R3.5 and not to the other Requirements in this

Company Standard. In other words, are there any Requirements in this Standard that R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 do not apply to?
Therefore, we suggest TPL-001-1 be silent on this issue and move R3.5.1 through R3.5.3, (and the equivalent in the stability
study R5.4.3.1 through R5.4.3.3) to a Requirement applicable to Assessment studies in general, such as the bullet points in the
Performance Tables.

SERC Yes Generation run-back and tripping should be allowed and the proposed sub-requirements are appropriate.

Dynamics

Review

Subcommittee
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Organization

Question 4:

Question 4 Comments:

Modesto Yes Comments: We agree. However, the conditions listed in R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are applicable to the overall TPL Standard.

Irrigation Their specific listing in R3.5 gives the impression that these Requirements are only applied to R3.5 and not to the other

District Requirements in this Standard. In other words, are there any Requirements in this Standard that R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 do
not apply to? Therefore, we suggest TPL-001-1 be silent on this issue and move R3.5.1 through R3.5.3, (and the equivalent in
the stability study R5.4.3.1 through R5.4.3.3) to a Requirement applicable to Assessment studies in general, such as the bullet
points in the Performance Tables.

Midwest ISO Yes and No Under the subrequirement of R3.5.2 it may not be possible for the PC/TP to determine whether the safety, equipment, regulatory
or statutory requirements are violated without collaboration with the Transmission Owner and/or the Generator Owner.
Therefore, if this subrequirement is retained it should be amended to include the following sentence: "Applicable Transmission
Owners and/or Generator Owners shall collaborate with the PC/TP in determining whether such action would violate safety,
equipment, regulatory or statutory requirements".

Tri-State Yes Agree with the described corrective actions, but wonder whether the sub-requirements R3.5.1 - R3.5.3 must be specifically

Generation listed.

and

Transmission

Association,

Inc.

Tri-State G&T Yes We agree. However, the conditions listed in R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are applicable to the overall TPL Standard. Their specific
listing in R3.5 gives the impression that these Requirements are only applied to R3.5 and not to the other Requirements in this
Standard. In other words, are there any Requirements in this Standard that R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 do not apply to?
Therefore, we suggest TPL-001-1 be silent on this issue and move R3.5.1 through R3.5.3, (and the equivalent in the stability
study R5.4.3.1 through R5.4.3.3) to a Requirement applicable to Assessment studies in general, such as the bullet points in the
Performance Tables.

Southern No Generation run-back and tripping should be allowed and most of the proposed sub-requirements are appropriate. However,

Company R3.5.2 is overly broad. We suggest that regulatory and statutory requirements should be deleted from R3.5.2.

Transmission

NERC and No Delete R3.5.2 as redundant. The limit data provided by the asset owners is expected to ensure that safety, equipment,

Regional regulatory and statutory requirements are met. For example to require the PC to ensure that equipment is not at risk would

Coordination

require the PC to make financial decisions that belong to the asset owner (e.g. the owner may be willing to exchange loss of
equipment life for short term financial gains).R3.5.3 - the term sustainable, stable condition is not defined. Further the
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Organization

Question 4:

Question 4 Comments:

maintenance of such a state is beyond a PC's capability.

ColumbiaGrid Yes We generally agree, however, the conditions listed in R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are applicable to the overall TPL Standard.
Their specific listing in R3.5 gives the impression that these Requirements are only applied to R3.5 and not to the other
Requirements in this Standard. In other words, are there any Requirements in this Standard that R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 do
not apply to? Therefore, we suggest TPL-001-1 be silent on this issue and move R3.5.1 through R3.5.3, (and the equivalent in
the stability study R5.4.3.1 through R5.4.3.3) to a Requirement applicable to Assessment studies in general, such as the bullet
points in the Performance Tables.

IESO Yes and No We agree with the conditions stipulated in R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 but do not agree with R3.5.1. This is one of the performance
objectives that the use of manual and/or automatic generation run-back/tripping is intended to achieve, and it is already
stipulated in Table 1. Suggest to remove this condition.

Southern Yes We agree. However, the conditions listed in R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are applicable to the overall TPL Standard. Their specific

California listing in R3.5 gives the impression that these Requirements are only applied to R3.5 and not to the other Requirements in this

Edison Standard. In other words, are there any Requirements in this Standard that R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 do not apply to?
Therefore, we suggest TPL-001-1 be silent on this issue and move R3.5.1 through R3.5.3, (and the equivalent in the stability
study R5.4.3.1 through R5.4.3.3) to a Requirement applicable to Assessment studies in general, such as the bullet points in the
Performance Tables.

North Carolina | Yes and No The generation run-back/trip should not put any load or firm transfer at risk of also being harmed. Maybe this is implied within

Electric the conditions required.

Membership

Corp

ERCOT No The requirement is unclear whether runback is allowed if the conditions are met or if runback is allowed to meet the conditions.

System What is the need for generation run-back/tripping if all facilities are within their Facility Ratings? Many times the run-

Planning back/tripping of units, such as wind farms, is necessary to remove a post-contingency overload associated with these units. The
protection scheme includes the run-back/tripping to allow these units to generate at higher levels pre-contingency.

Florida No R3.5.1 ? This requirement should be clarified to state that all facilities shall operate within their Facility Ratings before, during

Reliability and after system adjustments including generation adjustments.R3.5.2 ? How can an entity demonstrate that it is not violating

Coordinating this requirement.. The SDT should indicate the type of regulatory and/or statutory requirement that this requirement trying to

Council, inc address (i.e., FERC, EPA, etc.)?. Otherwise, the FRCC recommends removing R3.5.2.R3.5.3 ?The SDT should clarify this

requirement to define what is meant by sustainable and stable. Sustainable and stable may not necessarily be the same as

155



Comments for 2nd Draft of Standards for Backup Facilities (Project 2006-04)

Organization

Question 4:

Question 4 Comments:

being in a secure condition (ready for the next possible event).

Alberta Yes We agree. However, the conditions listed in R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are applicable to the overall TPL Standard. Their specific

Electric listing in R3.5 gives the impression that these Requirements are only applied to R3.5 and not to the other Requirements in this

System Standard. In other words, are there any Requirements in this Standard that R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 do not apply to?

Operator Therefore, we suggest R3.5 and R3.4.3 be silent on this issue and move R3.5.1 through R3.5.3, (and the equivalent in the
stability study R5.4.3.1 through R5.4.3.3) to a Requirement applicable to Assessment studies in general, such as the bullet
points in the Performance Tables.

Orlando No The requirement R3.5.1 is not clear. If the intent is that following a single or multiple contingency facilities are within their ratings

Utilities before, during and after the generation adjustment it's should be specified that way. "All facilities shall operate within their facility

Commission ratings prior to, during, and after the generation adjustment”. Also | am unclear on how | would prove that | am not violating and
safety or statutory requirements, that seems to be attempting to prove a negative since it is not specific on which requirements.
Maybe ?Not violating any known safety and statutory requirements? if it is necessary to have this part. However since any real
statutory and safety requirements have their own enforcement mechanism it is unnecessary to have the NERC auditor monitor
these in addition to the existing monitors. | am not sure on the definition of sustainable? Is it a system that requires no further
adjustment to be within it's long term ratings? Or is it a system that is prepared for the next event (Secure)?

Entergy Yes and No The intent seems reasonable, but the wording needs work. There needs to be consistent verb usage. All 3 sub-bullets need to

Services, Inc. use "shall" instead of "would" and "is."

US Bureau of Yes We agree. However, the conditions listed in R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 are applicable to the overall TPL Standard. Their specific

Reclamation listing in R3.5 gives the impression that these Requirements are only applied to R3.5 and not to the other Requirements in this
Standard. In other words, are there any Requirements in this Standard that R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 do not apply to?
Therefore, we suggest TPL-001-1 be silent on this issue and move R3.5.1 through R3.5.3, (and the equivalent in the stability
study R5.4.3.1 through R5.4.3.3) to a Requirement applicable to Assessment studies in general, such as the bullet points in the
Performance Tables.

BPA No R3.5 is not a requirement, but an allowed action in order to meet performance criteria. Therefore, the statement about

Transmission generation run-back/tripping in R3.5 should be moved to become part of the notes in the Performance Tables and not part of the

Reliability requirements text. The conditions described under R.3.5.1 through R.3.5.3 are covered elsewhere in the standards and should

Program be removed from this section. Since R3.5 and R5.4 contain some similar wording, also see comments relating to R5.4 under

Item 2, above.

Response: The SDT agrees and has eliminated these conditions in Sub-requirements R3.5.1, R3.5.2 and R3.5.3 for Contingency events as well as similar
conditions in Sub-requirements R5.4.3.1, R5.4.3.2 and R5.4.3.3 for Stability events in the third draft. Accordingly, the SDT has modified Sub-requirement R3.5 for
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Organization Question 4:  Question 4 Comments:

Contingency events and relocated it to become Sub-requirement R2.6.1 — bullet #4. Likewise, the SDT has modified Sub-requirement R5.4.3 for Stability events
and relocated it to become Sub-requirement R2.6.1 — bullet #3.

R2.6.1. — bullet #3: Installation or modification of automatic generation tripping as a response to a single or multiple Contingency to mitigate Stability performance
violatipns.

R2.6.1. — bullet #4: Installation or modification of manual and automatic generation runback/tripping as a response to a single or multiple Contingency to mitigate
Steady State performance violations.

Lafayette No Requirement R.3.5 states that generation run-back is allowed as a response to single or multiple contingencies, as long as
Utilities certain conditions are met. Lafayette’s concern is that the allowance for generation run-back is not limited to generation owned
System by the Transmission Planner or under the Transmission Planner’s direct operational control. For that reason, the language

could be interpreted to permit reliance (for planning purposes) on redispatch of generation owned by third-party generation
owners that is undertaken in compliance with Reliability Coordinator directives during a Transmission Loading Relief event.
During the SDT conference call held on August 26, 2008, the SDT representative stated that the team did not intend that R.3.5
would permit a Transmission Planner to rely on third-party generation redispatch, and that the intent was only to permit reliance
on run-back (redispatch) of generation owned by or under the direct control of the Transmission Planner. Lafayette believes the
language of R.3.5 needs to be clarified to state in express terms the limitation intended by the SDT. Reliance on third-party
redispatch should not be permitted unless a Transmission Planner has entered into a contractual arrangement with the
generation owner authorizing such use.

Response: The SDT agrees that if a Transmission Planner does intend to rely upon third party generation as an option to meet this requirement then the
Transmission Planner’s contractual arrangements between that Generation Owner and the Transmission Operator must be in place. However, the SDT does not
believe that this needs to be stated as a Requirement in this Standard.

Ameren Yes R3.5.1 should be modified as "All Facilities shall be operating within their applicable Facility Ratings, including the use of short-
time emergency ratings."

E.ON U.S. Yes and No R3.5.1 Is this the intent? ? Following Single Contingency events, Transmission configuration changes and redispatch of
Transmission generation can be simulated to return the system to Normal Rating provided that all Facilities shall be operating within their
Planning Emergency Rating.

Response: As stated in Footnote 10 of Table 1, planned System adjustments are allowed, unless precluded in the Requirements, to keep Facilities within the
Facility Ratings, if such adjustments are executable within the time duration applicable to the Facility Ratings.

Footnote #10 — Curtailment of firm transmission service, when coupled with the appropriate re-dispatch of resources obligated to re-dispatch, is allowed both as a
System adjustment (as identified in the column titled ‘Initial System Conditions’) and a corrective action, where it can be demonstrated that Facilities remain within
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Organization Question 4:  Question 4 Comments:

applicable Facility Ratings and those adjustments do not result in the shedding of any firm Load. Where limited options for re-dispatch exist, sensitivities
associated with the availability of those resources must be considered. Where Facilities external to the Transmission Planner’s planning region are relied upon,
Facility Ratings in those regions must be considered.

American No We generally accept this text, but would like the Facility Rating reference to include the applicable time frame (see response to
Transmission Question 2.)
Company

Response: As stated in Footnote 1 of Table 1, planned System adjustments are allowed, unless precluded in the Requirements, to keep Facilities within the
Facility Ratings, if such adjustments are executable within the time duration applicable to the Facility Ratings.

PPL Yes and No My concern is that some TSPs over-use RAS and at some point, system improvements must take place. The best approach is a
EnergyPlus collaborative effort of all stakeholders (esp. operations folks) to prevent abusing RAS. Possibly R3.5 could tie to or be put under
an Requirement that involves collaboration with stakeholders.

Response: The SDT has modified Sub-requirement R3.5 for Contingency events and relocated it to become Sub-requirement R2.6.1 — bullet #4. Likewise, the
SDT has modified Sub-requirement R5.4.3 for Stability events and relocated it to become Sub-requirement R2.6.1 — bullet #3. Collaboration between the
Transmission Planner and the Planning Coordinator is referenced in Requirements R5, R6, and R7.

R2.6.1. — bullet #3: Installation or modification of automatic generation tripping as a response to a single or multiple Contingency to mitigate Stability performance
violatipns.

R2.6.1. — bullet #4: Installation or modification of manual and automatic generation runback/tripping as a response to a single or multiple Contingency to mitigate
Steady State performance violations.

OPUC Yes

US Army Corp | Yes
of Engineers,
Northwestern
Division

CenterPoint Yes
Energy and
CPS Energy
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Organization Question 4:  Question 4 Comments:

MidAmerican Yes
Energy
Company

MRO NERC Yes
Standards
Review
Subcommittee

Austin Energy Yes

Lakeland Yes
Electric

Brazos Yes
Electric Power
Cooperative,
Inc.

LCRATSC Yes

Oncor Electric Yes NA
Delivery

FirstEnergy Yes
Corp.

Platte River Yes
Power
Authority

Response: Thank you for your response.
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5. The SDT has modified the modeling requirements. Some commenters expressed concern that the modeling requirements
contained in Requirement R1 of the first draft of TPL-001-1 were either duplicative of the requirements in the MOD standards, or to
the extent new modeling requirements were proposed, that the appropriate venue for such modeling requirements would be the
MOD standards. The SDT believes that additional modeling requirements not presently contained in the MOD standards are
necessary for Transmission Planning purposes. The SDT has incorporated these additional requirements with the intent that they
will be removed from the TPL standard when they are incorporated into the MOD standards at a later date.

The SDT has also modified proposed modeling requirements contained in Requirement R1 of the first draft of TPL-001-1 based on
industry comments and moved these requirements to Requirements R9 through R14 in the second draft for ease of removal later
on. Furthermore, in response to industry comments, the SDT has separated the modeling requirements into individual
requirements for each responsible entity. Do you concur with the modifications reflected in Requirements R9 — R14? If not, please
state why and/or suggest specific changes..

Summary Consideration:

In response to industry comments, the SDT has removed requirements R9-R14 and enhanced requirement R1 to more clearly specify the
modeling information needed to support accurate Planning Assessments. Any comments received from the industry on MOD standards will be
forwarded to NERC staff for inclusion in NERC Reliability Standards Development Projects 2010-04 Modeling Data and 2010-05 Demand Data.

The following requirements have been changed due to industry comments:

R1. Each Transmission Planner and Planning Coordinator shall maintain System models for performing the studies needed to complete their
Planning Assessment. The models shall use data consistent with the data provided in accordance with Reguirements-R9-through-R14-the MOD-
010 and MOD-012 standards; and other data sources,- and shall simulate projected System conditions including requirements of requlatory
authorities and other legal obligations.

-Models for the Planning Assessment shall represent:

R1.1.1 Planned outages of generation and Transmission Facilities, if specifically known.

R1.1.2 New planned Facilities and changes to existing Facilities for each year of the Near-Term and Long-Term Transmission Planning Horizon,
such as:

e Transmission Lines

e Generators

e Circuit breakers

e Reactive Power devices
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e Protection System equipment

e Control devices

¢ New technologies

R1.1.3 Real and reactive Demand of Load

R1.1.4 Firm Transmission Service

R1.1.5 Interchange
R1.1.6 Network resources required to supply Load

R2.1.4 When an entity’s spare equipment strategy could result in the unavailability of major Transmission equipment that has a lead time of one

year or more (such as a transformer), an analysis of the impact on System performance shall be assessed. The analysis shall reflect the

Contingencies identified in Table 1 during the conditions that the System is expected to experience due to the unavailability of the long lead time

equipment.

Organization Question 5: Question 5 Comments:

Dominion - Electric Yes and No For requirements R9, R12, R13, the wording should be changed from ..."shall provide its respective Planning Coordinator

Transmission with modeling information ..." to "shall provide its respective Planning Coordinator and Transmission Planner with modeling

Planning information ..."

NPCC No With respect to R9 "including the expected mix of industrial, commercial and residential loads", this provision may be
inadequate to be practically useful. The potential issues include the variation in end-use load mix through the daily load
cycle, seasonal load composition variations, and the ability to translate these end-uses into reasonable and useful steady-
state and dynamic load models. It is important to understand how the information will be used and how much additional
detail, such as distribution network detail, is also required. It is also important to note that some Canadian Provinces do not
"classify" their load mix using "industrial, commercial and residential" designations but their load modeling is sufficient,
accurate and granular enough to simulate system response.

Add to the last sentence of R9 through R14 the following phrase, "within ninety days of a request for such information or
as otherwise described in procedures established by the Planning Coordinator."

TVA System No TVA provides the following comments:

Planning

" Distribution Provider" in R9 should be replaced with "Load Serving Entity."

Also in R9, is the expected mix of load to be presented individually or as a total of commercial, residential, and industrial
loads? Would requiring this mix of load forecasts also result in a change to any MOD or FAC requirements dealing with

161




Comments for 2nd Draft of Standards for Backup Facilities (Project 2006-04)

Organization

Question 5:

Question 5 Comments:

load forecasts?”
Transmission Planner" in R10 should be "Transmission Service Provider." Is this requirement also in MODs?
In R11, R12, and R13 suggest adding "Transmission Planner" to "Planning Coordinator".

In R13, Resource Planner may not have knowledge of Reactive Power devices and new technologies.

Manitoba Hydro Yes and No R1: Requirement R1 places the obligation for maintaining a model on the PC/TP. While the PC/TP can maintain data for
its system(s), the models generally used for planning assessments are regional models developed and maintained by the
Regions. Could the SDT explain its expectation of the scope and responsibilities of the model to be maintained?
R9-R14: This TPL draft includes Requirements R9 to R14 that impose obligations on the PC/TP that differ from the way
planning models are compiled in accordance with the existing MOD standards. Manitoba Hydro comments on R9 to R14,
as follows:
R9: Agree.
R10: The TSP is the Functional Model entity that should provide the Firm Transmission Service data and Interchange
Schedules to the PC.
R11: Agree
R12: Agree
R13: We disagree that the Resource planner is responsible for Reactive Power devices. Can the SDT explain what they
consider should be included in new technologies?
R14: While we agree that the TP can provide the PC data of planned faculties, isn't this data already required to be
provided under the MOD standards?
Transmission Yes While we agree with separating R1 to form R9 through R14, we believe that R9 (modeling information for real and reactive
Agency of Northern load forecast data) should be applicable to Load Serving Entities (LSE) instead of (or in additional to) the Distribution
California Provider. In any case, this type of exchange of load information is already covered in MOD Standard or in the respective
tariffs, and should not be included again in the proposed TPL-001-1 Standard.
OPUC Yes R9. — 14 can be addressed in the MOD standards.
Pacific Gas and Yes While we agree with separating R1 to form R9 through R14, we believe that R9 (modeling information for real and reactive

Electric Co.

load forecast data) should be applicable to Load Serving Entities (LSE) instead of (or in additional to) the Distribution
Provider. In any case, this type of exchange of load information is already covered in MOD Standard or in the respective
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Organization

Question 5:

Question 5 Comments:

tariffs, and should not be included again in the proposed TPL-001-1 Standard.

US Army Corsp of Yes and No R12 requires the GO to provide "modeling information” for planned outages and/or changes to the generator owner

Engineers, facilities to the Planning Coordinator for each year of the Transmission planning horizon. You need to be more specific

Northwestern with what type of "modeling information" you are requesting from the GO. The GO may have the model parameters for

Division their equipment but this doesn't mean that they have expertise necessary to model system responses or even run a model
simulation. So if you are expecting the GO to perform model simulations for each year of the Transmission planning
horizon the GO may not have the expertise necessary to comply. Recommend you clarify what you mean by "modeling
information".

Public Service Yes While we agree with separating R1 to form R9 through R14, we believe that R9 (modeling information for real and reactive

Company of New load forecast data) should be applicable to Load Serving Entities (LSE) instead of (or in additional to) the Distribution

Mexico Provider. In any case, this type of exchange of load information is already covered in MOD Standard or in the respective
tariffs, and should not be included again in the proposed TPL-001-1 Standard.

Puget Sound Yes While we agree with separating R1 to form R9 through R14, we believe that R9 (modeling information for real and reactive

Energy, Inc. load forecast data) should be applicable to Load Serving Entities (LSE) instead of (or in additional to) the Distribution
Provider. In any case, this type of exchange of load information is already covered in MOD Standard or in the respective
tariffs, and should not be included again in the proposed TPL-001-1 Standard.

ITC Holdings: ITC, Yes and No In general, we approve and concur with these requirements. The requirement R9 that the distribution providers submit

METC, ITC Midwest the expected mix of residential, commercial, and industrial loads is hecessary to model the dynamic behavior of loads as
required in R 2.4.1. This requirement will better model the dynamic response of loads to voltage changes.
In R10, the Transmission Planner provides OASIS type information. The TSP should provide this not the TP.
R-13 ? Reactive Power Devices and new technologies belongs under every entity, i.e., Distribution Planners should be
included as a provider of reactive power devices as well as Resource Planner and Transmission Planner.

Idaho Power Yes While we agree with separating R1 to form R9 through R14, we believe that R9 (modeling information for real and reactive

Company load forecast data) should be applicable to Load Serving Entities (LSE) instead of (or in additional to) the Distribution
Provider. In any case, this type of exchange of load information is already covered in MOD Standard or in the respective
tariffs, and should not be included again in the proposed TPL-001-1 Standard.

Hydro-Québec No With respect to R9 "including the expected mix of industrial, commercial and residential loads", this provision may be

TransEnergie (HQT)

inadequate to be practically useful. The potential issues include the variation in end-use load mix through the daily load
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Organization

Question 5:

Question 5 Comments:

cycle, seasonal load composition variations, and the ability to translate these end-uses into reasonable and useful steady-
state and dynamic load models. It is important to understand how the information will be used and how much additional
detail such as distribution network detail is also required. It is also important to note that some Canadian Provinces do not
"classify" their load mix using "industrial commercial and residential" designations but their load modeling is sufficient,
accurate and granular enough to simulate system response.

Add to the last sentence of R9 through R14 the following phrase, "within ninety days of a request for such information or
as otherwise described in procedures established by the Planning Coordinator."

Sierra Pacific Power
Company / Nevada
Power Company

Yes

While we agree with separating R1 to form R9 through R14, we believe that R9 (modeling information for real and reactive
load forecast data) should be applicable to Load Serving Entities (LSE) instead of (or in additional to) the Distribution
Provider. In any case, this type of exchange of load information is already covered in MOD Standard or in the respective
tariffs, and should not be included again in the proposed TPL-001-1 Standard.

Black Hills
Corporation

Yes

While we agree with separating R1 to form R9 through R14, we believe that R9 (modeling information for real and reactive
load forecast data) should be applicable to Load Serving Entities (LSE) instead of (or in additional to) the Distribution
Provider. In any case, this type of exchange of load information is already covered in MOD Standard or in the respective
tariffs, and should not be included again in the proposed TPL-001-1 Standard.

Florida Power and
Light

No

The requirement that “all projected firm transfers modeled” (appropriate for the load level being studied) currently in the
TPL Standards does not appear in the proposed standard. Does the SDT feel that Transmission Planners should have
unlimited latitude in deciding which types of power transfers to assume in their reliability studies?

R9. is not an appropriate requirement as the distribution provider will in many cases not know the exact mix of load types
at each ?transmission node? The meaning of “transmission node” is unclear, is this substation?

R11. is unclear as to what is meant by “consideration given to spare equipment strategy.” What is the appropriate
consideration for compliance? What facilities are required to have a spare equipment strategy for compliance?
Maintenance outages and times for all BES equipment are not likely to be scheduled or known throughout the entire
planning horizon. Rather than specifying "for each year of the planning horizon" it should be limited to "if specifically
known”.

The Resource Planners identified in R13. should know about future generation additions and retirements as well as
expected range DSM capabilities but would not generally know about reactive power devices or new technologies.
Reactive power devices or new technologies should be removed from R13.

CenterPoint Energy

No

We believe the SDT should have reflected the views of most commenters in this revised draft. Requirements R9 through
R14 are overly prescriptive and do not solve an actual problem. Furthermore, we are concerned about requirement
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Organization

Question 5:

Question 5 Comments:

and CPS Energy

"creep" where standards include new requirements appropriately addressed in other standards (in this case, the MOD
standards) because a different SDT believes the approved standard is inadequate. To clarify our main premise that the
excess, misplaced requirements do not solve an actual problem, we believe one would need an extensive imagination to
conjure a scenario where insufficient modeling by transmission planners in the subject matter addressed by requirements
R9 through R14 have contributed or are reasonably likely to contribute in any meaningful way to a significant reliability
event. In summary, we concur with the majority of commenters from the previous draft that R9 through R14 should be
deleted. We also believe R1.1 is hopelessly unrealistic. In fact, we are concerned it is counter-productive and more likely
to degrade reliability than improve it.

R1.1 discourages transmission planners from revising inaccurate, speculative, or outdated modeling data by imposing new
documentation burdens and compliance liability. We recommend that R1.1 be deleted.

SRP

Yes

While we agree with separating R1 to form R9 through R14, we believe that R9 (modeling information for real and reactive
load forecast data) should be applicable to Load Serving Entities (LSE) instead of (or in additional to) the Distribution
Provider. In any case, this type of exchange of load information is already covered in MOD Standard or in the respective
tariffs, and should not be included again in the proposed TPL-001-1 Standard.

Tucson Electric
Power Company

Yes

While we agree with separating R1 to form R9 through R14, we believe that R9 (modeling information for real and reactive
load forecast data) should be applicable to Load Serving Entities (LSE) instead of (or in addition to) the Distribution
Provider. In any case, this type of exchange of load information is already covered in MOD Standard or in the respective
tariffs, and should not be included again in the proposed TPL-001-1 Standard.

SERC Dynamics
Review
Subcommittee

No

For R9 the LSE should provide the load forecast instead of the DP.

For R9 - R14, It is not clear that the specification of data flow appropriate for both RTO and non-RTO situations because
there are significant differences in the role of planning coordinator. For example: 1) Who builds and manages the base
cases? Shouldn't the data be submitted to this entity? 2) According to the definition provided in this standard, the
Planning Coordinator is ?The responsible entity that coordinates and integrates transmission facility and service plans,
resource plans, and protection systems.?

Additionally, we recommend the TPL SDT write a SAR to get the data related changes into the MOD standards or adding it
the issues to be considered by the drafting team in the development plan under project number 2010-04 otherwise it will
be difficult to remember to include these items in the revised MOD standards.

Modesto Irrigation
District

Yes

Comments: While we agree with separating R1 to form R9 through R14, we believe that R9 (modeling information for real
and reactive load forecast data) should be applicable to Load Serving Entities (LSE) instead of (or in additional to) the
Distribution Provider. In any case, this type of exchange of load information is already covered in MOD Standard or in the
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respective tariffs, and should not be included again in the proposed TPL-001-1 Standard.

Arkansas Electric
Coop. Corp.

No

R9. | disagree with providing the mix of industrial, commercial and residential, especially within a 90 day period. Itis
difficult enough to be able to develop a forecast must less try to quesstimate the mix of the loads.R9 through R14 -- the
timing requirement should be tied to the regions model development schedule and not 90 days. The 90 days is too
restrictive and not practical however model data should be updated at least annually.

Midwest ISO

No

Since the Transmission Planner has the primary model building responsibility it makes sense to have them aggregate
model building information. Therefore, requirement R9 should have the Distribution Provider providing the Transmission
Planner and Planning Coordinator with modeling information for real and reactive load forecast? etc.

The data of R10 such as firm TS data may not be known by the Transmission Planner (ofter a TO in the RTOs). Also the
language implies that there are more than one BA under a TP, also not a typical arrangement in an RTO/ISO. A
hierarchical approach might be more appropriate such that the Distribution Provider, the Transmission Provider, and the
Transmission Owner supply the data they control to the Transmission Planner and the Planning Authority so that those
entities can build models they need to meet the study requirements of the standard.

Tri-State Generation
and Transmission
Association, Inc.

Yes

We are pleased the SDT pulled out these Requirements. Does the SDT plan to leave them in the standard as notes until
they can be incorporated into other standards where they belong?

In R11, the term "long-term" is not clear.

Tri-State G&T

Yes

While we agree with separating R1 to form R9 through R14, we believe that R9 (modeling information for real and reactive
load forecast data) should be applicable to Load Serving Entities (LSE) instead of (or in additional to) the Distribution
Provider. In any case, this type of exchange of load information is already covered in MOD Standard or in the respective
tariffs, and should not be included again in the proposed TPL-001-1 Standard.

AEP

Yes

However, although the responsible entities listed for each individual requirement are correct from a functional model
(compliance) perspective, in actual practice the data flow may not (and in many instances does not) follow the paths
outlined in this draft. For example, the node loads, scheduled interchanges, generation models, facility additions, etc., are
all provided to the Transmission Owner (TO), since it's the TO that typically builds the planning models for their
transmission footprint and then provides those models to the Transmission Planner and Planning Coordinator. Therefore,
the Transmission Owner should be added as a recipient of this type of data.

Austin Energy

No

Requirements R9 through R14 should be deleted and re-introduced later as part of a change to MOD standards. R1.1
imposes burdensome documentation requirements which will likely become a disincentive for revising modeling data and
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should be deleted.

Lakeland Electric No It is sufficient to direct the TP or PC to obtain and include the appropriate data outlined in R9 through R14 in their
respective model cases. The proposed addition of R9-R14 just adds more evidential paperwork requirements to the TP or
PCs plate.

Southern Company No R9 needs to be clarified that the forecast is based on expected mix of residential, commercial, and industrial loads, but that

Transmission this mix does not have to be supplied.

Brazos Electric Yes R9-R14 do not belong in this Standard. Adding requirements in the wrong location only adds to the confusion by forcing

Power Cooperative, review of more Standards by other less relevant entities and causing additional burden by insuring the requirements match

Inc. between Standards for the SDT.
R1.1 should be deleted. Tracking all those changes (outages, etc?) is unreasonable and will essentially be unenforceable,
for if the data is not tracked, how will anyone know it is not tracked?. Requiring large amounts of documentation that
provide no additional benefit or causes undo burden will result in fewer studies or effort placed into proper study.

ColumbiaGrid Yes While we agree with separating R1 to form R9 through R14, we believe that R9 (modeling information for real and reactive
load forecast data) should be applicable to Load Serving Entities (LSE) instead of (or in additional to) the Distribution
Provider. In any case, this type of exchange of load information is already covered in MOD Standard or in the respective
tariffs, and should not be included again in the proposed TPL-001-1 Standard.

Southern California Yes While we agree with separating R1 to form R9 through R14, we believe that R9 (modeling information for real and reactive

Edison load forecast data) should be applicable to Load Serving Entities (LSE) instead of (or in additional to) the Distribution
Provider. In any case, this type of exchange of load information is already covered in MOD Standard or in the respective
tariffs, and should not be included again in the proposed TPL-001-1 Standard.

Northeast Utilities No Northeast Utilities has participated with ISO-NE and NPCC and supports the comments filed by those organizations.

North Carolina Yes We would like to add a couple of items for clarification.

Electric Membership
Corp

1) Planning Coordinators and Transmission Planners should make it clear to LSEs, DPs and GOs as to what extent they
model loads, reactive devices, and generators and not just rely on FAC-001, FAC-002 or the entities Facility Connection
Requirements document to convey that information.

2) If requirements 9 through 14 are to be removed at a later date, then the SDT should be required to initiate the
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appropriate action or SAR before its disbanding to insure this happens.

ERCOT System
Planning

No

ERCOT recommends that R1.1 be deleted. ERCOT shares the opinion of some that R1.1 is counter-productive and more
likely to degrade reliability than improve it. R1.1 discourages transmission planners from revising inaccurate, speculative,
or outdated modeling data by imposing new documentation burdens and compliance liability. Adding additional
requirements to document changes to data required in requirements R9 through R14, MOD-010, and MOD-012 could
induce an atmosphere of using inaccurate data to eliminate the need to document a needed change. Furthermore, it is
believed that all modeling requirements should exist in a Modeling standard not a performance standard.

Duke Energy

Yes

In order to ensure these requirements move to the MOD standards, the TPL SDT is encouraged to write a SAR to get the
data related changes into the MOD standards or add it to the issues to be considered by the drafting team in the
development plan under project number 2010-04.

Central Maine
Power Company

No

a. With respect to R9 "including the expected mix of industrial, commercial and residential loads", this provision may be
inadequate to be practically useful. The potential issues include the variation in end-use load mix through the daily load
cycle, seasonal load composition variations, and the ability to translate these end-uses into reasonable and useful steady-
state and dynamic load models. It is important to understand how the information will be used and how much additional
detail such as distribution network detail is also required.

b. Add to the last sentence of R9 through R14 the following phrase, "within ninety days of a request for such information
or as otherwise described in procedures established by the Planning Coordinator."

New York
Independent System
Operator

No

With respect to R9 "including the expected mix of industrial, commercial and residential loads", this provision may be
inadequate to be practically useful. The potential issues include the variation in end-use load mix through the daily load
cycle, seasonal load composition variations, and the ability to translate these end-uses into reasonable and useful steady-
state and dynamic load models. It is important to understand how the information will be used and how much additional
detail such as distribution network detail is also required. Add to the last sentence of R9 through R14 the following phrase,
"within ninety days of a request for such information or as otherwise described in procedures established by the Planning
Coordinator."

Alberta Electric
System Operator

Yes

While we agree with separating R1 to form R9 through R14, we believe that R9 (modeling information for real and reactive
load forecast data) should be applicable to Load Serving Entities (LSE) instead of (or in additional to) the Distribution
Provider. In any case, this type of exchange of load information is already covered in MOD Standard or in the respective
tariffs, and should not be included again in the proposed TPL-001-1 Standard.
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FirstEnergy Corp. No FE does not support the modeling requirements within the TPL standard and suggest that the SDT remove these

requirements. This standard should be viewed on a premise that a valid and appropriate system model exist so that the
fundamental focus of the standard is as stated in its purpose statement "Establish Transmission System planning
performance requirements... to develop a Bulk Electric System that will operate reliably over a broad spectrum of System
conditions." If the R9 through R14 requirements remain, we offer the following comments:

R9 - In requirement R9, the DP is to provide nodal load projections and include the expected mix of industrial, commercial,
and residential Loads. System planning software can not presently accommodate this level of detail along with other load
codes/classifications that may already be in use; i.e. municipal load, rural electric cooperative load, etc. Is the intent to
require this information in models built and maintained by industry, i.e. MMWG?

R10 - The TP does not have access to Interchange Schedules and resources required to supply Load for each of its
Balancing Authority. This information may need to be provided by the Resource Planner or some other appropriate entity.

US Bureau of Yes Comments: While we agree with separating R1 to form R9 through R14, we believe that R9 (modeling information for real

Reclamation and reactive load forecast data) should be applicable to Load Serving Entities (LSE) instead of (or in additional to) the
Distribution Provider. In any case, this type of exchange of load information is already covered in MOD Standard or in the
respective tariffs, and should not be included again in the proposed TPL-001-1 Standard.

BPA Transmission No Requirements for data gathering and load modeling belong in the MOD Standard and not in TPL-001-1. Requirements for

Reliability Program dynamic load models should not be specified at this time, because the models have not been developed yet or approved

by the RRO (also see comments regarding R2.4.1 under Item 2, above).

Response: In response to comments from you and others in the industry, the SDT has removed Requirements R9-R14 and enhanced Requirement R1 to more

clearly

specify the modeling information needed to support accurate Planning Assessments.

R1. Each Transmission Planner and Planning Coordinator shall maintain System models for performing the studies needed to complete their Planning Assessment.

The m
data s

R1.17

pdels shall use data consistent with the data provided in accordance with Regquirements-R9-through-R14-the MOD-010 and MOD-012 standards; and other
burces,- and shall simulate projected System conditions including requirements of regulatory authorities and other legal obligations.

N10D-010—and-MODB-012-Models for the

Planned outages of generation and Transmission Facilities, if specifically known.

New planned Facilities and changes to existing Facilities for each year of the Near-Term and Long-Term Transmission Planning Horizon, such as

Transmission Lines
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Generators

Circuit breakers

Reactive Power devices

Protection System equipment

Control devices

New technologies

R1.1.3 Real and reactive Demand of Load

R1.1.4 Firm Transmission Service

R1.1.5 Interchange

R1.1.6 Network resources required to supply Load

Los Angeles
Department of Water
and Power

Yes

See the comment from WECC

Response: The SDT did not receive any specific comments from WECC.

National Grid

No

a. With respect to R9 "including the expected mix of industrial, commercial and residential loads", this provision may be
inadequate to be practically useful. The potential issues include the variation in end-use load mix through the daily load
cycle, seasonal load composition variations, and the ability to translate these end-uses into reasonable and useful steady-
state and dynamic load models. It is important to understand how the information will be used and how much additional
detail such as distribution network detail is also required.

b. Add to the last sentence of R9 through R14 the following phrase, "within ninety days of a request for such information
or as otherwise described in procedures established by the Planning Coordinator."

c. Flexibility is needed to conform with the requirements of the specific Planning Coordinator. Suggest changing R10 to
read as follows: R10. Each Transmission Planner shall provide its respective Planning Coordinator with modeling
information for Firm Transmission Service data, Interchange Schedules and resources required to supply Load for each of
its Balancing Authorities for each year of the Transmission planning horizon, within ninety days of a request for such
information or as otherwise described in procedures established by the Planning Coordinator.
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d. Flexibility is needed to conform with the requirements of the specific Planning Coordinator. Suggest changing R11 to
read as follows R11. Each Transmission Owner shall provide its respective Planning Coordinator with modeling
information for known planned outages and long-term outages for Transmission equipment for each year of the
Transmission planning horizon with consideration given to spare equipment strategy, within ninety days of a request for
such information or as otherwise described in procedures established by the Planning Coordinator.

e. Flexibility is needed to conform with the requirements of the specific Planning Coordinator. Suggest changing R12 to
read as follows: R12. Each Generator Owner shall provide its respective Planning Coordinator with modeling information
for known planned outages and long-term outages for generation equipment for each year of the Transmission planning
horizon, within ninety days of a request for such information or as otherwise described in procedures established by the

Planning Coordinator.

f. Flexibility is needed to conform with the requirements of the specific Planning Coordinator. Suggest changing R13 and
R14 as follows:R13. Each Resource Planner shall provide its respective Planning Coordinator with the modeling
information for new planned facilities for each year of the Transmission planning horizon including but not limited to
generators, Reactive Power devices, and new technologies, within ninety days of a request for such information or as
otherwise described in procedures established by the Planning Coordinator.. [Violation Risk Factor: TBD] [Time Horizon:
TBD] R14. Each Transmission Planner shall provide its respective Planning Coordinator with modeling information for new
planned facilities for each year of the Transmission planning horizon including but not limited to Transmission Lines, circuit
breakers, Reactive Power devices, Protection System equipment and control devices, and new technologies, within ninety
days of a request for such information or as otherwise described in procedures established by the Planning Coordinator.
[Violation Risk Factor; TBD] [Time Horizon: TBD]

g. Planned and long-term outages are two fundamentally different concepts and should be treated separately. Planned
and Long-Term outages should be defined. Define how planning events in Tables 1 and 2 are associated with each type
of outage (e.g. P4, P5, or P6). Should there be specific contingency descriptions associated with long-term outages?
Define length of a "Long Term" outage. Planned outages should be addressed in the operating horizon unless otherwise
defined in the planning horizon.

MidAmerican Energy
Company

No

MEC disagrees with the approach of temporary requirements because of the problems that arise due to conflicting or
uncoordinated standards (e.g. conflicting requirements between FAC-010-1 and TPL-002-0). We suggest the drafting team
submit SARs to make the desired changes in the appropriate MOD standards. However, if these requirements are retained
than we suggest the following few changes to R9-R14: The R9 wording on providing "the expected mix of industrial,
commercial, and residential loads" should be dropped as the representative mix is difficult to quantify and verify while the
benefit to representing the mix is unproven versus normal regional dynamic load representation practices. Many regions
already convert normal steady state powerflow loads to standard mixes of, constant MVA, constant current, and shunt
admittances which accounts for dynamic behavior. If the SDT decides not to drop these words, the MRO recommends "the
expected mix of industrial, commercial, and residential loads" be changed to "the forecasted mix of industrial, commercial,

171



Comments for 2nd Draft of Standards for Backup Facilities (Project 2006-04)

Organization

Question 5:

Question 5 Comments:

and residential loads”.

In R9 through R13 the responsible entities should be giving their information to the Transmission Planner in addition to the
Planning Coordinator.

In R10, revise the text to: "Each Transmission Service Provider shall provide ?"

In R11, is the text referring to "known planned outages” and "known long term outages"? What is the distinction that is
meant to be made between the two specified types of outages?

In R12, revise the text to: "? modeling information for planned facilities changes, known planned outages ?". Also, is the
text referring to "known planned outages" and "known long term outages"? What is the distinction that is meant to be made
between the two specified types of outages?

In R13, revise the text to: "? for planned facilities changes for each year of the Transmission planning horizon including but
not limited to generators, and new technologies ?". This wording broadens the meaning from simply "new" facilities to also
include any "changes" to existing facilities.

In R14, revise the text to: "? for planned facilities changes for each year ?". This wording broadens the meaning from
simply "new" facilities to also include any "changes" to existing facilities.

MRO NERC
Standards Review
Subcommittee

No

The MRO disagrees with the approach of temporary requirements because of the problems that arise due to conflicting or
uncoordinated standards (e.g. conflicting requirements between FAC-010-1 and TPL-002-0). We suggest the drafting team
submit SARs to make the desired changes in the appropriate MOD standards. However, if these requirements are retained
than we suggest the following few changes to R9-R14:

In R9, revise the text to: "? load forecast data for at least the coincident peak of each year ?" The R9 wording on providing
"the expected mix of industrial, commercial, and residential loads" should be dropped as the representative mix is difficult
to quantify and verify while the benefit to representing the mix is unproven versus normal regional dynamic load
representation practices. Many regions already convert normal steady state powerflow loads to standard mixes of,
constant MVA, constant current, and shunt admittances which accounts for dynamic behavior. If the SDT decides not to
drop these words, the MRO recommends "the expected mix of industrial, commercial, and residential loads" be changed to
"the forecasted mix of industrial, commercial, and residential loads”.

In R9 through R13 the responsible entities should be giving their information to the Transmission Planner in addition to the
Planning Coordinator.

In R9, revise the text to: "? load forecast data for at least the coincident peak of each year ?"In R10, revise the text to:
"Each Transmission Service Provider shall provide ?"

In R11, is the text referring to "known planned outages" and "known long term outages"? What is the distinction that is
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meant to be made between the two specified types of outages?

In R12, revise the text to: "? modeling information for planned facilities changes, known planned outages ?". Also, is the
text referring to "known planned outages" and "known long term outages"? What is the distinction that is meant to be made
between the two specified types of outages?

In R13, revise the text to: "? for planned facilities changes for each year of the Transmission planning horizon including but
not limited to generators, and new technologies ?". This wording broadens the meaning from simply "new" facilities to also
include any "changes" to existing facilities. We suggested removing the reference to Reactive Power Devices because
these devices would not be owned by Resource Planners.

In R14, revise the text to: "? for planned facilities changes for each year ?". This wording broadens the meaning from
simply "new" facilities to also include any "changes" to existing facilities.

LCRATSC No R-11 states that "Each Transmission Owner shall provide its respective Planning Coordinator with modeling information for
known planned outages and long-term outages for Transmission equipment.” This is typically achieved through outage
coordination between the individual Transmission Operators and the System Operator. More clarification may help by
defining the difference between planned outages and long-term outages as they are used in R-11. This may be an
Operations standard versus a Planning standard requirement.

NERC and Regional No R9 - Reactive load forecasts are not generally provided by distribution provider to the Transmission Planner.R11 - The

Coordination requirements for providing “long term outages” to the Planning Coordinator is vague. What is a “long term outage” and do
I need to plan for it? | think the right answer is only if it is expected to occur over the period that the TP establishes their
critical system conditions. SDT should initiate the appropriate SAR prior to disbanding.

American No We disagree with the approach of temporary requirements because of the problems that arise due to conflicting or

Transmission uncoordinated standards (e.g. conflicting requirements between FAC-010-1 and TPL-002-0). We support the approach of

Company developing appropriate MOD standards SARs to make the desired changes. However, if these requirements are retained

than we suggest the following few changes to R9-R14.In R9, revise the text to: "? load forecast data for at least the
coincident peak of each year

In R10, revise the text to: "Each Transmission Service Provider shall provide "In R11, is the text referring to "known
planned outages" and "known long term outages" What is the distinction that is meant to be made between the two
specified types of outages

In R12, revise the text to: "? modeling information for planned facilities changes, known planned outages ?". Also, is the
text referring to "known planned outages" and "known long term outages"? What is the distinction that is meant to be made
between the two specified types of outages
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In R13, revise the text to: "? for planned facilities changes for each year of the Transmission planning horizon including but
not limited to generators, and new technologies ?". This wording broadens the meaning from simply "new" facilities to also
include any "changes" to existing facilities. We suggested removing the reference to Reactive Power Devices because
these devices would not be owned by Resource Planners. In R14, revise the text to: "for planned facilities changes for
each year ?". This wording broadens the meaning from simply "new" facilities to also include any "changes" to existing
facilities.

Florida Reliability
Coordinating
Council, inc

No

R9 through R14 ?R9 through R14 should not be addressed in this TPL Standard. Requirements R9 through R14 should
be included in future revisions to the MOD standards. If R9 through R14 remain in the Standard, then the following
comments are appropriate:

R9 ? Recommend adding ?and season (as defined by the Planning Coordinator)? after ?? load forecast data for each
year? .Recommend adding ?(as defined by the Planning Coordinator)? after ?Transmission nodes? to allow the Planning
Coordinator to appropriately define the term Transmission node. Recommend deleting ?including the expected mix of
industrial, commercial, and residential Loads,? from the requirement since this information is not required by Transmission
Planners or the Planning Coordinator. Many distribution providers will not know the mix of load type for a given
Transmission node.

R11 ?Recommend the removal of ?with consideration given to spare equipment strategy,? from this requirement. We feel
that the consideration of spare equipment strategy would be better suited in an operating horizon standard (TOPS) rather
than in the TPL standard. The term ?long-term outage? in this requirement is vague and the text ?and long-term outages?
should be eliminated. The FERC language in Order 693 P-1725 states ?Accordingly, the Commission directs the ERO to
modify the planning Reliability Standards to require the assessment of planned outages consistent with the entity’s spare
equipment strategy.? There is no mention of ?long-term outages? in conjunction with spare equipment strategy.

R12 ? Recommend rewording as follows: ?Each Generator Owner shall provide its respective Planning Coordinator with
modeling information for known planned generator outages for each year of the Transmission planning horizon, within
ninety days of a request for such information.”

The language ?long-term outages for generation equipment? is vague and unclear as to what is a long-term outage and
what specific type of generation equipment should be considered.

R13 ? Propose adding ?and any changes to existing plans? after ?new planned facilities? as shown below: ?Each
Transmission Planner shall provide its respective Planning Coordinator with modeling information for new planned
Facilities and any changes to existing plans for each year of the Transmission planning horizon??

NSTAR Electric

No

1. With respect to R9 "including the expected mix of industrial, commercial and residential loads", this provision may be
inadequate to be practically useful. The potential issues include the variation in end-use load mix through the daily load

174



Comments for 2nd Draft of Standards for Backup Facilities (Project 2006-04)

Organization

Question 5:

Question 5 Comments:

cycle, seasonal load composition variations, and the ability to translate these end-uses into reasonable and useful steady-
state and dynamic load models. It is important to understand how the information will be used and how much additional
detail such as distribution network detail is also required.

2. Add to the last sentence of R9 as follows "within ninety days of a request for such information or as otherwise
described in procedures established by the Planning Coordinator."

3. Flexibility is needed to conform with the requirements of the specific Planning Coordinator. Suggest changing R10 to
read as follows: "R10. Each Transmission Planner shall provide its respective Planning Coordinator with modeling
information for Firm Transmission Service data, Interchange Schedules and resources required to supply Load for each of
its Balancing Authorities for each year of the Transmission planning horizon, within ninety days of a request for such
information or as otherwise described in procedures established by the Planning Coordinator."

4. Flexibility is needed to conform with the requirements of the specific Planning Coordinator. Suggest changing R11 to
read as follows:"R11. Each Transmission Owner shall provide its respective Planning Coordinator with modeling
information for known planned outages and long-term outages for Transmission equipment for each year of the
Transmission planning horizon with consideration given to spare equipment strategy, within ninety days of a request for
such information or as otherwise described in procedures established by the Planning Coordinator."

5. Flexibility is needed to conform with the requirements of the specific Planning Coordinator. Suggest changing R12 to
read as follows:"R12. Each Generator Owner shall provide its respective Planning Coordinator with modeling information
for known planned outages and long-term outages for generation equipment for each year of the Transmission planning

horizon, within ninety days of a request for such information or as otherwise described in procedures established by the

Planning Coordinator."

6. Flexibility is needed to conform with the requirements of the specific Planning Coordinator. Suggest changing R13 and
R14 to read as follows:"R13. Each Resource Planner shall provide its respective Planning Coordinator with the modeling
information for new planned facilities for each year of the Transmission planning horizon including but not limited to
generators, Reactive Power devices, and new technologies, within ninety days of a request for such information or as
otherwise described in procedures established by the Planning Coordinator.. [Violation Risk Factor: TBD] [Time Horizon:
TBD] R14. Each Transmission Planner shall provide its respective Planning Coordinator with modeling information for new
planned facilities for each year of the Transmission planning horizon including but not limited to Transmission Lines, circuit
breakers, Reactive Power devices, Protection System equipment and control devices, and new technologies, within ninety
days of a request for such information or as otherwise described in procedures established by the Planning Coordinator..
[Violation Risk Factor: TBD] [Time Horizon: TBD] "

7. Planned and long-term outages are two fundamentally different concepts and should be treated separately. Planned
and Long-Term outages should be defined. Define how planning events in Tables 1 and 2 are associated with each type
of outage (e.g. P4, P5, or P6). There should be specific contingency descriptions associated with long-term outages.
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Define length of a "Long Term" outage. Planned outages should be addressed in the operating horizon unless otherwise
defined in the planning horizon.

ISO New England
Inc.

No

a. With respect to R9 "including the expected mix of industrial, commercial and residential loads", this provision may be
inadequate to be practically useful. The potential issues include the variation in end-use load mix through the daily load
cycle, seasonal load composition variations, and the ability to translate these end-uses into reasonable and useful steady-
state and dynamic load models. It is important to understand how the information will be used and how much additional
detail such as distribution network detail is also required.

b. Add to the last sentence of R9 through R14 the following phrase, "within ninety days of a request for such information
or as otherwise described in procedures established by the Planning Coordinator."

c. Flexibility is needed to conform with the requirements of the specific Planning Coordinator. Suggest changing R10 to
read as follows: R10. Each Transmission Planner shall provide its respective Planning Coordinator with modeling
information for Firm Transmission Service data, Interchange Schedules and resources required to supply Load for each of
its Balancing Authorities for each year of the Transmission planning horizon, within ninety days of a request for such
information or as otherwise described in procedures established by the Planning Coordinator.

d. Flexibility is needed to conform with the requirements of the specific Planning Coordinator. Suggest changing R11 to
read as followsR11. Each Transmission Owner shall provide its respective Planning Coordinator with modeling information
for known planned outages and long-term outages for Transmission equipment for each year of the Transmission planning
horizon with consideration given to spare equipment strategy, within ninety days of a request for such information or as
otherwise described in procedures established by the Planning Coordinator.

e. Flexibility is needed to conform with the requirements of the specific Planning Coordinator. Suggest changing R12 to
read as follows: R12. Each Generator Owner shall provide its respective Planning Coordinator with modeling information
for known planned outages and long-term outages for generation equipment for each year of the Transmission planning
horizon, within ninety days of a request for such information or as otherwise described in procedures established by the

Planning Coordinator.

f. Flexibility is needed to conform with the requirements of the specific Planning Coordinator. Suggest changing R13 and
R14 as follows:R13. Each Resource Planner shall provide its respective Planning Coordinator with the modeling
information for new planned facilities for each year of the Transmission planning horizon including but not limited to
generators, Reactive Power devices, and new technologies, within ninety days of a request for such information or as
otherwise described in procedures established by the Planning Coordinator.. [Violation Risk Factor: TBD] [Time Horizon:
TBD] R14. Each Transmission Planner shall provide its respective Planning Coordinator with modeling information for new
planned facilities for each year of the Transmission planning horizon including but not limited to Transmission Lines, circuit
breakers, Reactive Power devices, Protection System equipment and control devices, and new technologies, within ninety
days of a request for such information or as otherwise described in procedures established by the Planning Coordinator.
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[Violation Risk Factor; TBD] [Time Horizon: TBD]

g. Planned and long-term outages are two fundamentally different concepts and should be treated separately. Planned
and Long-Term outages should be defined. Define how planning events in Tables 1 and 2 are associated with each type
of outage (e.g. P4, P5, or P6). Should there be specific contingency descriptions associated with long-term outages?
Define length of a "Long Term" outage. Planned outages should be addressed in the operating horizon unless otherwise
defined in the planning horizon.

Response: In response to comments from you and others in the industry, the SDT has removed Requirements R9-R14 and enhanced Requirement R1 to more
clearly specify the modeling information needed to support accurate Planning Assessments.

The SDT agrees that the wording regarding modeling of outages is confusing. In response the SDT has eliminated Requirement R11 and included a new
Requirement R1.1.1 to require modeling of planned outages of generation and Transmission Facilities when they are specifically known.

R1. Each Transmission Planner and Planning Coordinator shall maintain System models for performing the studies needed to complete their Planning Assessment.
The mpdels shall use data consistent with the data provided in accordance with Reguirements-R9-through-R14-the MOD-010 and MOD-012 standards; and other
data spurces,- and shall simulate projected System conditions including requirements of requlatory authorities and other legal obligations.

R1.1 fhe Planning-Assessmentshal-includ
R14-MOD-010,and-MODB-012-Models for the

R1.1.1 Planned outages of generation and Transmission Facilities, if specifically known.

R1.1.2 New planned Facilities and changes to existing Facilities for each year of the Near-Term and Long-Term Transmission Planning Horizon, such as

Transmission Lines

Generators

Circuit breakers

Reactive Power devices

Protection System equipment

Control devices

New technologies

R1.1.3 Real and reactive Demand of Load

R1.1.4 Firm Transmission Service
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R1.1.5 Interchange
R1.1.6 Network resources required to supply Load

Gainesville Regional | Yes and No | agree with the approach you are taking concerning this modeling data. | understand that "long term outages" for
Utilities transmission and generation elements refer to a time frame greater that one year. But | am unclear if the "known planned
outage" refers to the same time frame or does it apply to a normal scheduled maintenance type outage of less that one
year. Are these "shorter that one year" outages better handled by sensitivity studies since they are normally during an
non-peak seasons of the year? Again, the smaller utilities should provide all the requested data to the RRO, but should
only have to answer to issues involving their elements discovered at the RRO level.

Response: The SDT agrees that the wording regarding modeling of outages is confusing. In response the SDT has eliminated Requirement R11 and included a
new Requirement R1.1.1 to require modeling of planned outages of generation and Transmission Facilities when they are specifically known.

Rl.l.]{ Planned outages of generation and Transmission Facilities, if specifically known

JEA Yes and No R9. JEA does not agree that the Transmission Planners should have the responsibility to perform load development or
sanity checks on the DP's forecasted real and reactive loads based upon superfluous information like the customer mix.
Also, JEA recommends adding language that gives the Planning Coordinator the option to require the forecast by season.

R10. JEA agrees

R11. JEA recommends that R11 be split into two functional requirements: (A) the provision of known planned outage
information, and (B) the provision of "potential long-term forced outages of transmission equipment where readily available
spares are not identified". JEA can support requirement (A), but believes that requirement (B) should be part of an
operating horizon standard (TOP?) where the availability of spares and spare equipment strategies can be refined in a
responsive manner as the opportunities evolve. JEA does not believe that the industry should overbuild its system for the
possibility of a rare "low probability" equipment failure event will occur and no reasonable replacement alternative will exist
in the world.

R12. Need to define long-term outages
R13. JEA agrees
R14. JEA agrees

Ameren No We consider the proposed requirements R9-R14 to be largely a duplication of the MOD standards and do not agree that
they belong in the proposed TPL-001-1. We would propose that a reference to the MOD standards would be more
appropriate so as not to create a double-jeopardy compliance situation. If it is determined that the requirements R9-R14
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Question 5:

Question 5 Comments:

need to stay, the proposed standard needs to reflect the existing data flow processes and consider who builds the models,
which is the Transmission Planner, and not the Planning Coordinator. According to the definition provided in this standard,
the Planning Coordinator is "The responsible entity that coordinates and integrates transmission facility and service plans,
resource plans, and protection systems.” In our case, the Transmission Planner receives: a) load forecast (real and
reactive) information from the Distribution Planner or Load Serving Entity, b) transmission
ratings/impedance/topology(outage) information from the Transmission Owners, c¢) generation ratings/capabilities/outage
information from the Generation Owners, and d) designated network resources (existing and future), as well as external
obligations, from Resource Planners. The Transmission Planner develops powerflow and corresponding dynamic models
from this information including load magnitude and distribution, generation dispatch, and net scheduled interchange, and
provides the models or modeling components to the Reliability Coordinator and Planning Coordinator. Other organizations
may have similar problems with data flow processes as specified in R9-R14.We view the R9 requirement of the proposed
TPL-001-1 for the Distribution Provider to provide real and reactive load forecast data, including load mix information, to
conflict with R1.4 of MOD-013-1 which has the RRO as setting the requirement for the dynamic load data. R10 needs to
be modified to reflect the RTO activities related to the coordination and sale of Firm Transmission Service, which is not a
Transmission Planning activity.R11 needs to be modified to drop the "spare equipment strategy”. This is not a modeling
issue and should be covered in standard TOP-002-2 (see R1 and R6).R13 needs to be modified to drop the "Reactive
Power devices and new technologies" because Resource Planners typically do not know about these devices. The
Transmission Planner or Owner may be the more appropriate entity. We view R14 as an extension of Standards MOD-
010-0, MOD-011-0, MOD-012-0, and MOD-013-0.

Exelon Transmission | Yes and No R11 shouldn't include consideration of a spare equipment strategy. All known planned and long-term outages of
Planning transmission equipment should be included regardless of the spare equipment strategy.
IESO Yes and No A. R9: Agreed

B. R10: Holding the TP to provide modeling information on Firm Transmission Service, (a TSP's role), Interchange
Schedules (also a TSP's role), and resources required to supply Load for each of its Balancing Authorities (Resource
Planner's role) may not be appropriate. In fact, the TP relies on others to provide this set of information for developing its
own study model. We suggest to change the responsible entities to these specific entities; or if the TP is required to
provide the PC with the model, then there should be requirements in other standards to obligate these other entities to
provide the TP with the needed information.

C. R11: The phrase "with consideration given to spare equipment strategy" is vague (not enforceable or measurable) and
does not appear to add anything to the required product which should already have the spare strategy and capability taken
into account when outage plans are developed. We suggest to remove this phrase. If this was retained, the follow on
question is why R12 doesn't have a similar requirement (note that a generator outage may not be due to maintenance of
the generator itself; it could be due to outages to step-up transformers, breakers or switches for which spares may be
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carried).
D. R12: Agreed.

E. R13: We are not sure what purpose to include "and new technologies" would serve if such technologies do not result in
the provision of generators and/or reactive sources which are already covered. Further, this is vague to determine what
constitutes "new technologies" and hence this is not enforceable or measurable. We suggest to remove this term.

F. R14: Same comment as in R13 on "new technologies".

Response: In response to comments from you and others in the industry, the SDT has removed Requirements R9-R14 and enhanced Requirement R1 to more
clearly specify the modeling information needed to support accurate Planning Assessments.

The standard’s wording regarding “spare equipment strategy” has also been revised and removed from the modeling requirements. Requirement R2.1.5 now
addresses how a Transmission Planner’s “spare equipment strategy” should be considered in Transmission planning.

R1. Each Transmission Planner and Planning Coordinator shall maintain System models for performing the studies needed to complete their Planning Assessment.

The mpdels shall use data consistent with the data provided in accordance with Reguirements-R9-through-R14-the MOD-010 and MOD-012 standards; and other
data spurces,:- and shall simulate projected System conditions including requirements of requlatory authorities and other legal obligations.

R1.1 7

R1.1.1 Planned outages of generation and Transmission Facilities, if specifically known.

R1.1.2 New planned Facilities and changes to existing Facilities for each year of the Near-Term and Long-Term Transmission Planning Horizon, such as

Transmission Lines

Generators

Circuit breakers

Reactive Power devices

Protection System equipment

Control devices

New technologies

R1.1.3 Real and reactive Demand of Load
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R1.1.4 Firm Transmission Service

R1.1.5 Interchange
R1.1.9 Network resources required to supply Load

R2.1.4 When an entity’s spare equipment strateqy could result in the unavailability of major Transmission equipment that has a lead time of one year or more (such
as a transformer), an analysis of the impact on System performance shall be assessed. The analysis shall reflect the Contingencies identified in Table 1 during the
conditions that the System is expected to experience due to the unavailability of the long lead time equipment.

Progress Energy No PEF as a general rule believes that Requirements R9-14 can and should be addressed in a MOD Standard. Individual
Florida, Inc. comments on particular ones that PEFs sees as problematic are as follows:R9: This requirement is problematic in its
present wording. As worded it would appear to infringe upon the outlined process regarding provision of load forecast
data as stipulated in PEFs Attachment K document, mandated to be included as an Attachment to our Tariff per FERC
Order 890. In PEF's Attachment K, load forecast data, as submitted by all entities responsible for providing such data for
PEF native load, must be submitted by January 1 of each year. Implementation of R9 would thus set in place two binding
regulatory processes for a situation in which only one is needed. Furthermore, the requirement uses the term
"transmission node", a term which is ambiguous and not easily applicable in the electric utility business. Terms such as
"feeders"”, "substations" or "delivery points" might be more appropriate.R11: PEF appreciates the consideration given with
the term "known planned outages", given that specific dates for planned outages in the long-term planning horizon are
often difficult to know. This point concludes, however, with the addition of the phrase ?with consideration given to spare
equipment strategy?, and PEF does not understand what is meant by this term nor why it is given special consideration in
a discussion of planned outages. Spare equipment is just as crucial, if not more so, in the event of an unplanned outage.
Furthermore, consideration of spare equipment strategy is already handled as part of PEF's planning processes and as
part of the existing TPL Standards. PEF therefore requests that the phrase "with consideration given to spare equipment
strategy" be removed from R11.R13: PEF is unsure as to the meaning of "for each year of the Planning horizon". PEF
would point out that if from one planning cycle to the next, the modeling of a particular planned generator has not changed,
the Resource Planners should not have to re-submit the same data over and over again on an annual basis. Additionally,
PEF asserts that its Resource Planners are not involved in the development or implementation of Reactive Power devices
or new technologies, and therefore requests that these specifications be removed.

Response: In response to comments from you and others in the industry, the SDT has removed Requirements R9-R14 and enhanced Requirement R1 to more
clearly specify the modeling information needed to support accurate Planning Assessments.

The standard’s wording regarding “spare equipment strategy” has also been revised and removed from the modeling requirements. Requirement R2.1.4 now
addresses how a Transmission Planner’s “spare equipment strategy” should be considered in Transmission planning.

The phrase “for each year of the Transmission Planning Horizon” was deleted in the associated requirements. Requirement R1.1.2 now addresses that the models
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Organization Question 5: Question 5 Comments:

shall represent each year of the Near-Term and Long Term Transmission Planning Horizon.

The SDT agrees with your comment on the Resource Planner. The standard is no longer applicable to the Resource Planner and the requirement has been
deleted.

R1. Each Transmission Planner and Planning Coordinator shall maintain System models for performing the studies needed to complete their Planning Assessment.
The mpdels shall use data consistent with the data provided in accordance with Reguirements-R9-through-R14-the MOD-010 and MOD-012 standards; and other
data spurces,- and shall simulate projected System conditions including requirements of requlatory authorities and other legal obligations.

R1.1 Hhe Planning-Assessmentshal-ineclud
R14 - MOD-010and-MOD-012-Models for the

R1.1.1 Planned outages of generation and Transmission Facilities, if specifically known.

R1.1.2 New planned Facilities and changes to existing Facilities for each year of the Near-Term and Long-Term Transmission Planning Horizon, such as

Transmission Lines

Generators

Circuit breakers

Reactive Power devices

Protection System equipment

Control devices

New technologies

R1.1.3 Real and reactive Demand of Load

R1.1.4 Firm Transmission Service

R1.1.5 Interchange
R1.1.6 Network resources required to supply Load

R2.1.4 When an entity’s spare equipment strategy could result in the unavailability of major Transmission equipment that has a lead time of one year or more (such
as a transformer), an analysis of the impact on System performance shall be assessed. The analysis shall reflect the Contingencies identified in Table 1 during the
conditijons that the System is expected to experience due to the unavailability of the long lead time equipment.

Lafayette Utilities No In Draft 2 of TPL-001, the SDT has adopted ?Planning Coordinator? as a new defined term. That term is used frequently
in the new draft Reliability Standard (including in Requirements R9 - R14 but also, most notably, in Section A.4.1.1). The
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Question 5:

Question 5 Comments:

System

SDT explained in its response to comments on Draft 1 that it had taken the definition of “Planning Coordinator” from the
NERC Functional Model. However, the term “Planning Coordinator” is not used in the NERC Registry Criteria, nor does it
appear in the NERC Glossary. Because the latter form the basis for allocating compliance responsibilities, the SDT should
eliminate use of “Planning Authority” and should adopt in its stead a term that is used in the Registry Criteria (such as
“Planning Authority”). With respect to the incorporation of data provided under Reliability Standards MOD-010 and MOD-
012 into the studies contemplated by the revised version of TPL-001 (see Requirements R1 and R5), Lafayette urges the
SDT to clarify entities? obligations with respect to the provision and use of this data, particularly with respect to Planning
Coordinators/Authorities. As presently drafted, MOD-010 and MOD-012 do not apply to Planning Coordinators or Planning
Authorities, and these standards also do not provide for these entities to receive MOD-010 and MOD-012 data from the
entities that are subject to these two Standards. Further, to the extent that Requirements R1 and R5 require Transmission
Planners to use MOD-010 and MOD-012 data, is it contemplated that Transmission Planners will obtain this data from
Resource Planners and Transmission/Generation Owners in their areas, or will Transmission Planners merely be obligated
to incorporate the data that they themselves provide under MOD-010 and MOD-012 into their studies? Requirement R9
directs each Distribution Provider to furnish its “Planning Coordinator” with modeling information that includes “real and
reactive load forecast data” at Transmission nodes” and “the expected mix of industrial, commercial, and residential
Loads.” As discussed previously with respect to Requirement 2.4.1, Distribution Providers may consider the information
required by R9 to be commercially sensitive such that its disclosure could have adverse competitive effects. The
information specified in R9 therefore should be protected from disclosure unless the provider of the information authorizes
its release or other appropriate protections are in place. Additionally, given that this requirement directs the provision of
“load forecast data,” it seems more appropriate that the requirement apply to “Load-Serving Entities,” “Distribution
Providers that serve load” or “Distribution Providers that are also Load-Serving Entities.” Requirement R10 assumes that
the Transmission Planner has access at all times (and, therefore, is in a position to provide within 90 days of a request) to
Firm Transmission Service Data, Interchange Schedules, and resources required to serve load for each of its Balancing
Authorities for each year of the transmission planning horizon. The Transmission Planner, however, may only receive
such information periodically (e.g., annually or semi-annually) from its Balancing Authorities for use in the planning
process. It is more likely that, at any point during the year, the Transmission Owner, Transmission Operator, or
Transmission Service Provider would have access to the specified information. Requirement R10 should be expanded to
include these other entities, which probably will have access to the data throughout the planning cycle. Requirement R11
does not specify whether outage information provided by a Transmission Owner must be updated (e.g., if the outage
schedule changes after being provided upon request by the Planning Coordinator). The Transmission Owner’s obligations
with respect to providing updated information should be clearly stated. Additionally, it is not clear what the SDT means by
the phrase “giving consideration to spare equipment strategy.” If the intent is that Transmission Owners shall factor into
their outage decisions and timing the availability of spare equipment that might affect the need for or duration of an outage,
that intent should be stated in clear terms.

Response: v4 of the Functional Model which has been approved by the BOT includes the term ‘Planning Coordinator’. The definition has been deleted from this
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posting as it has already been implemented in another project.

In response to comments from you and others in the industry, the SDT has removed Requirements R9-R14 and enhanced Requirement R1 to more clearly specify
the modeling information needed to support accurate Planning Assessments.

The standard’s wording regarding “spare equipment strategy” has also been revised and removed from the modeling requirements. Requirement R2.1.4 now
addresses how a Transmission Planner’s “spare equipment strategy” should be considered in Transmission planning.

R1. Each Transmission Planner and Planning Coordinator shall maintain System models for performing the studies needed to complete their Planning Assessment.

Them
data s

R1.17

R1.1.3
R1.1.4
R1.1.5
R1.1.6
R2.1.4

pdels shall use data consistent with the data provided in accordance with Reguirements-R9-through-R14-the MOD-010 and MOD-012 standards; and other

burces,- and shall simulate projected System conditions including requirements of regulatory authorities and other legal obligations.

Planned outages of generation and Transmission Facilities, if specifically known.

New planned Facilities and changes to existing Facilities for each year of the Near-Term and Long-Term Transmission Planning Horizon, such as

Transmission Lines

Generators

Circuit breakers

Reactive Power devices

Protection System equipment

Control devices

New technologies

Real and reactive Demand of Load

Firm Transmission Service

Interchange
Network resources required to supply Load

When an entity’s spare equipment strategy could result in the unavailability of major Transmission equipment that has a lead time of one year or more (such

asatr

ansformer), an analysis of the impact on System performance shall be assessed. The analysis shall reflect the Contingencies identified in Table 1 during the

conditi

ons that the System is expected to experience due to the unavailability of the long lead time equipment.
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E.ON U.S. Yes and No R1 states “Each Transmission Planner and Planning Coordinator shall maintain System models “ and R7 states “Each
Transmission Transmission Planner and Planning Coordinator shall determine and identify individual and joint responsibilities” but R9-
Planning R14 requires that data flow through the Planning Coordinator. Requirements R9-R14 should allow the data to be provided

to either, as appropriate for the situation.R9 ?neighboring systems? should be replaced with more descriptive terms such
as Planning Coordinators of ? or Transmission Planners of ? R10 The Transmission Planner is a user of this data, just like
the Planning Coordinator, and is not the source of this data. The responsibility should be placed on the “source provider”
like R9 and R11-R14.

R11 The requirement should be limited to planned outages and existing outages that may be long-term due to the spare
equipment strategy. The contingency analysis covers all other future outages.

R12 The requirement should be limited to planned outages and existing outages that may be long-term due to the spare
equipment strategy. The contingency analysis covers all other future outages.

Response: In response to comments from you and others in the industry, the SDT has removed Requirements R9-R14 and enhanced Requirement R1 to more
clearly specify the modeling information needed to support accurate Planning Assessments.

The SDT agrees that the wording regarding modeling of outages is confusing. In response the SDT has eliminated Requirement R11 and included a new
Requirement R1.1.1 to require modeling of planned outages of generation and Transmission Facilities when they are specifically known.

The standard’s wording regarding “spare equipment strategy” has also been revised and removed from the modeling requirements. Requirement R2.1.4 now
addresses how a Transmission Planner’s “spare equipment strategy” should be considered in Transmission planning.

R1. Each Transmission Planner and Planning Coordinator shall maintain System models for performing the studies needed to complete their Planning Assessment.

The mpdels shall use data consistent with the data provided in accordance with Reguirements-R9-through-R14-the MOD-010 and MOD-012 standards; and other
data spurces,- and shall simulate projected System conditions including requirements of requlatory authorities and other legal obligations.

R1.1 Bhe Planning-Assessmentshal-inelud
R14 MOD-010-and-MODB-012-Models for the

R1.1.1 Planned outages of generation and Transmission Facilities, if specifically known.

R1.1.2 New planned Facilities and changes to existing Facilities for each year of the Near-Term and Long-Term Transmission Planning Horizon, such as

Transmission Lines

Generators

Circuit breakers

Reactive Power devices
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Protection System equipment

Control devices

New technologies

R1.1.3 Real and reactive Demand of Load

R1.1.4 Firm Transmission Service

R1.1.5 Interchange
R1.1.6 Network resources required to supply Load

R2.1.4 When an entity’s spare equipment strateqy could result in the unavailability of major Transmission equipment that has a lead time of one year or more (such
as a transformer), an analysis of the impact on System performance shall be assessed. The analysis shall reflect the Contingencies identified in Table 1 during the
conditions that the System is expected to experience due to the unavailability of the long lead time equipment.

Orlando Utiliites No If improvements are needed to the MOD standards then those should be addressed in the MOD standards. This is
Commission beyond the scope of the TPL standards. Creating requirements that are not within the scope of a particular standard
invites compliances issues and also creates an environment where it may not be possible to comply with both standards.
However if you are going to retain these please consider:

R7: Revising to state "Each Transmission Planner and their associated Planning Coordinator" otherwise this could be
interpreted that every TP & PC has to have an agreement with every other TP and PC in existence on their joint and
individual responsibilities.

R8: This seems to be redundant with the FERC order 890 requirements for an Attachment K process. That process

already has an audit mechanism in FERC and a reporting mechanism in the form of the clients of that process. Having
NERC auditors monitor this type of process seems a distraction from their purpose of enhancing system reliability.

Response: In response to comments from you and others in the industry, the SDT has removed Requirements R9-R14 and enhanced Requirement R1 to more
clearly specify the modeling information needed to support accurate Planning Assessments.

R1. Each Transmission Planner and Planning Coordinator shall maintain System models for performing the studies needed to complete their Planning Assessment.

The mpdels shall use data consistent with the data provided in accordance with Reguirements-R9-through-R14-the MOD-010 and MOD-012 standards; and other
data spurces,- and shall simulate projected System conditions including requirements of requlatory authorities and other legal obligations.

R1.1 7 j i :
R—L4,—M©D-94:9—and—MQD-Q}2—Models for the Planning Assessment shall represent
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R1.1.1 Planned outages of generation and Transmission Facilities, if specifically known.

R1.1.2 New planned Facilities and changes to existing Facilities for each year of the Near-Term and Long-Term Transmission Planning Horizon, such as

Transmission Lines

Generators

Circuit breakers

Reactive Power devices

Protection System equipment

Control devices

New technologies

R1.1.3 Real and reactive Demand of Load

R1.1.4 Firm Transmission Service

R1.1.5 Interchange
R1.1.6 Network resources required to supply Load

Regarding the comment pertaining to Requirement R7, the SDT believes there is an inherent association between the TP and its PC and it should not be
interpreted that every TP needs an agreement with every other TP and PC.

Regarding the comment pertaining to Requirement R8, the SDT believes the requirement captures the intent of FERC Order 890.

BCTC Yes We can live with the proposed Requirements, but expect some problems may arise with implementation. For example, to
accurately model our system for stability studies, we require models of adjacent systems. It is not clear how we will
coordinate this requirement within the WECC base case process.

PacifiCorp Yes We agree that the MOD Standards need modifications and additions to be used for Transmission Planning, We also agree
with the movement of the R1of the first draft to the R9 through R14 of this draft, We also agree that when the MOD
Standards are replaced, then remove these Requirements from the TPL Standard.

Arizona Public Yes We agree that the MOD Standards need modifications and additions to be used for Transmission Planning, We also agree
Service Co. with the movement of the R1of the first draft to the R9 through R14 of this draft, We also agree that when the MOD
Standards are replaced, then remove these Requirements from the TPL Standard.
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City Water, Light & Yes
Power - Springfield,

Illinois

Progress Energy Yes
Carolinas

Platte River Power Yes
Authority

Tenaska, Inc. Yes
SMUD Yes
SERC Reliability Yes
Review

Subcommittee and
Planning Standards
Subcommittee

Oncor Electric Yes NA
Delivery

Entergy Services, Yes

Inc.

Response: Thank you for your response but the majority of the industry has responded negatively and the SDT has changed the requirements as shown in the
summary response. .
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6. The SDT has modified the requirements relating to short circuit analysis Do you concur with the modifications reflected in
Requirements R2.3 and R4. If not, please state why and/or suggest specific changes.

Summary Consideration:

The majority of commenters responded negatively. In general, commenters indicated a need for clarifying what specific short-circuit studies were
required. While it's an annual requirement, what year or years should be studied? Is there both a short-term and long-term requirement or is it
just short-term? In addition, the need for studies beyond those of a “normal system” was also questioned. To provide clarity on these issues, the
SDT changed Requirements R2.3 and R2.6.2 and created a new Requirement, R2.7, to address the need for corrective actions specific to when
fault interrupting duties are exceeded while also deleting Requirement R4 as those requirements are now included in Requirement R2.3. In
addition, some entities suggested these requirements belong in a separate standard such as FAC-002 or a new standard. However, the SAR for
this project specified that short-circuit requirements would be included in TPL-001; therefore, the suggestion to move these short-circuit study
requirements to a separate standard cannot be implemented. Also, the need for, or applicability, of 'single Contingencies' in Requirement R4 was
dropped when Requirement R4 was merged into Requirement R2.3.

In response to industry comments, Requirement R4 has been deleted and the following requirements have been changed:

R2.3 The short circuit analysis portion of the Planning Assessment shall be conducted annually addressing the Near-Term Transmission
Planning Horizon and can be supported by current or past studies. The analysis shall determine the maximum short circuit interruption duty on
fault interrupting devices using the System short circuit model with any generation and Transmission Facilities in service which could impact the

study area.

R2.6.2 (now R2.5.2) For steady state, short circuit, Generating-Plant-Stability;-or System-Stability analysis: the study-present System model
shall not include any material changes, such as, generation or Transmission additions/removals, or topology changes that have occurred in the
intervening period and would impact the study area._Material generation changes could include:

e The addition/deletion/change of individual generating unit capability of 20 MW or greater.

e An aggregated addition/deletion/change to a group of generating units directly connected through their step-up transformer(s) to the BES
which total 20 MW or greater.

R2.7 For short circuit analysis, if the short circuit current interruption duty on fault interrupting devices determined in Requirement R2.3 exceeds
their Equipment Rating, the Planning Assessment shall include a Corrective Action Plan to address the Equipment Rating violations. The
Corrective Action Plan shall:

R2.7.1 List System deficiencies and the associated actions needed to achieve required System performance.

R2.7.2 Be reviewed in subsequent annual Planning Assessments as to implementation status.
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Question 6 Comments:

NPCC No In R4, suggest striking, "that would result in greater circuit breaker interrupting duties?".

Los Angeles No Short circuit study is a static study, there is no dynamic involved. The main purpose of short circuit study, from a planning

Department of perspective, is to size the breakers to ensure the breakers can interrupt a fault in the system when called upon. R4 requires

Water and simulation including contingencies, for what purpose is not known. The language implies there are single contingencies that

Power could result in higher duties. | disagree. The highest duty a circuit breaker will see is when the system is whole and with all
generator units in service and the fault to be cleared is a bus fault. Any single contingency that involve losing a unit or any
component in the system will result in a weaker system and less short circuit duties. This is elementary. | cannot envision of
any single contingency that would put more units on line or switch in additional transmission facilities beyond a full system with
all unit already in service. In R2.3, the requirement is to do the study on an annual basis "and" support of past studies. If the
intent is to allow past studies to substitute for annual study, the word "and" should be changed to "or". If the intent is to
mandate annual study, then the support of past studies is irrelevant since the annual study supersedes past ones. In addition,
short circuit study does not need to be performed annually unless there is substantive addition to the system in the form of a
generating unit or a major transmission facility. So it make sense to allow past studies in lieu of annual study if there is no
substantive addition to the system.

Transmission Yes and No We agree with R2.3. However, R4 requires assessment of ?Short-circuit capability of its equipment under normal conditions

Agency of and following any single Contingency condition that would result in greater circuit breaker interrupting duties?. Since short

Northern circuit studies are typically performed by applying a fault on a Facility starting from a normal condition, there can be confusion

California whether the result would constitute ?normal? condition or ?following any single Contingency condition?. Also, by specifying the
normal and single contingency conditions, R4 is straying into ?how? to perform a study, which is not necessary in a standard.
We suggest deleting the reference to the contingencies to be used in the study.

OPUC Yes and No What constitutes a ?normal condition? still needs further clarity.

Pacific Gas and Yes and No We agree with R2.3. However, R4 requires assessment of ?Short-circuit capability of its equipment under normal conditions

Electric Co. and following any single Contingency condition that would result in greater circuit breaker interrupting duties?. Since short
circuit studies are typically performed by applying a fault on a Facility starting from a normal condition, there can be confusion
whether the result would constitute “normal” condition or “following any single Contingency condition”. Also, by specifying the
normal and single contingency conditions, R4 is straying into ?how? to perform a study, which is not necessary in a standard.
We suggest deleting the reference to the contingencies to be used in the study.

Public Service Yes and No We agree with R2.3. However, R4 requires assessment of ?Short-circuit capability of its equipment under normal conditions

Company of
New Mexico

and following any single Contingency condition that would result in greater circuit breaker interrupting duties?. Since short
circuit studies are typically performed by applying a fault on a Facility starting from a normal condition, there can be confusion
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whether the result would constitute ?normal? condition or ?following any single Contingency condition?. Also, by specifying the
normal and single contingency conditions, R4 is straying into “how” to perform a study, which is not necessary in a standard.
We suggest deleting the reference to the contingencies to be used in the study.

PacifiCorp

Yes and No

We agree with R2.3. However, R4 requires assessment of “Short circuit capability of its equipment under normal condition and
following any single Contingency condition that would result in greater circuit breaker interrupting duties”. Since short circuit
studies are typically performed by applying a three phase fault on a Facility starting from a normal condition, please clarify
whether the result would constitute ?normal? condition or ?following any single Contingency condition?.

Puget Sound
Energy, Inc.

Yes and No

We agree with R2.3. However, R4 requires assessment of “Short circuit capability of its equipment under normal conditions
and following any single Contingency condition that would result in greater circuit breaker interrupting duties”. Since short
circuit studies are typically performed by applying a fault on a Facility starting from a normal condition, there can be confusion
whether the result would constitute “normal” condition or “following any single Contingency condition”. Also, by specifying the
normal and single contingency conditions, R4 is straying into “how” to perform a study, which is not necessary in a standard.
We suggest deleting the reference to the contingencies to be used in the study.

Idaho Power
Company

Yes and No

We agree with R2.3. However, R4 requires assessment of “Short circuit capability of its equipment under normal condition and
following any single Contingency condition that would result in greater circuit breaker interrupting duties”. Since short circuit
studies are typically performed by applying a fault on a Facility starting from a normal condition, there can be confusion
whether the result would constitute “normal” condition or ?following any single Contingency condition”. Also, by specifying the
normal and single contingency conditions, R4 is straying into “how” to perform a study, which is not necessary in a standard.
We suggest deleting the reference to the contingencies to be used in the study.

SMUD

Yes and No

We agree with R2.3. However, R4 requires assessment of ?Short-circuit capability of its equipment under normal conditions
and following any single Contingency condition that would result in greater circuit breaker interrupting duties?. Since short
circuit studies are typically performed by applying a fault on a Facility starting from a normal condition, there can be confusion
whether the result would constitute ?normal? condition or ?following any single Contingency condition?. Also, by specifying the
normal and single contingency conditions, R4 is straying into ?how? to perform a study, which is not necessary in a standard.
We suggest deleting the reference to the contingencies to be used in the study.

Hydro-Quebec
TransEnergie

(HQT)

No

In R4, suggest striking, "that would result in greater circuit breaker interrupting duties?".

Sierra Pacific
Power Comapny

Yes and No

We agree with R2.3. However, R4 requires assessment of “Short circuit capability of its equipment under normal condition and
following any single Contingency condition that would result in greater circuit breaker interrupting duties”. Since short circuit
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/ Nevada Power

studies are typically performed by applying a fault on a Facility starting from a normal condition, there can be confusion

Company whether the result would constitute “normal” condition or “following any single Contingency condition”. Also, by specifying the
normal and single contingency conditions, R4 is straying into “how” to perform a study, which is not necessary in a standard.
We suggest deleting the reference to the contingencies to be used in the study.

Black Hills Yes and No We agree with R2.3. However, R4 requires assessment of ?Short-circuit capability of its equipment under normal conditions

Corporation and following any single Contingency condition that would result in greater circuit breaker interrupting duties?. Since short
circuit studies are typically performed by applying a fault on a Facility starting from a normal condition, there can be confusion
whether the result would constitute “normal” condition or “following any single Contingency condition”. Also, by specifying the
normal and single contingency conditions, R4 is straying into “how” to perform a study, which is not necessary in a standard.
We suggest deleting the reference to the contingencies to be used in the study.

Arizona Public Yes and No We agree with R2.3. However, R4 requires assessment of “Short circuit capability of its equipment under normal condition and

Service Co. following any single Contingency condition that would result in greater circuit breaker interrupting duties”. Since short circuit
studies are typically performed by applying a three phase fault on a Facility starting from a normal condition, please clarify
whether the result would constitute “normal” condition or “following any single Contingency condition”.

Exelon No R2.3 is not clear as to which year’s studies are required. Is the Planning Assessment time frames in R2 also applicable to R4?

Transmission The phrase 'years one or two of the near-term planning horizon' should be included.

Planning

SRP Yes and No We agree with R2.3. However, R4 requires assessment of ?Short-circuit capability of its equipment under normal conditions
and following any single Contingency condition that would result in greater circuit breaker interrupting duties?. Since short
circuit studies are typically performed by applying a fault on a Facility starting from a normal condition, there can be confusion
whether the result would constitute ?normal? condition or ?following any single Contingency condition?. Also, by specifying the
normal and single contingency conditions, R4 is straying into ?how? to perform a study, which is not necessary in a standard.
We suggest deleting the reference to the contingencies to be used in the study.

Tucson Electric Yes and No We agree with R2.3. However, R4 requires assessment of ?Short-circuit capability of its equipment under normal conditions

Power Company

and following any single Contingency condition that would result in greater circuit breaker interrupting duties?. Since short
circuit studies are typically performed by applying a fault on a Facility starting from a normal condition, there can be confusion
whether the result would constitute ?normal? condition or ?following any single Contingency condition?. Also, by specifying the
normal and single contingency conditions, R4 is straying into ?how? to perform a study, which is not necessary in a standard.
We suggest deleting the reference to the contingencies to be used in the study.

192




Comments for 2nd Draft of Standards for Backup Facilities (Project 2006-04)

Organization

Question 6:

Question 6 Comments:

SERC Dynamics | Yes It is not clear in the standard what is meant by ?single contingency?? Is the concern in Requirement R4 limited to single

Review contingencies that may result in a system state which results in a greater circuit breaker interrupting duty?

Subcommittee

Austin Energy Yes and No Transmission Planners should assess equipment short-circuit capability under normal conditions, but the need assess its
capability following a contingency is so rare it should be left to the planner's selective analysis and not made a specific
requirement in the standards.

Modesto Yes and No Comments: We agree with R2.3. However, R4 requires assessment of ?Short-circuit capability of its equipment under normal

Irrigation District conditions and following any single Contingency condition that would result in greater circuit breaker interrupting duties?. Since
short circuit studies are typically performed by applying a fault on a Facility starting from a normal condition, there can be
confusion whether the result would constitute ?normal? condition or ?following any single Contingency condition?. Also, by
specifying the normal and single contingency conditions, R4 is straying into “how” to perform a study, which is not necessary in
a standard. We suggest deleting there reference to the contingencies to be used in the study.

Tri-State Yes and No R2.3 is acceptable as written. R4 is redundant and should be eliminated. Also, the contingency short circuit study requirement

Generatino and does not appear to meet the purpose described in this draft standard (breaker duty monitoring). Three-phase short circuits on

Transmission an intact system should cover the highest fault conditions, and thus the most critical breaker duty conditions.

Association, Inc.

Tri-State G&T Yes and No We agree with R2.3. However, R4 requires assessment of ?Short-circuit capability of its equipment under normal conditions
and following any single Contingency condition that would result in greater circuit breaker interrupting duties?. Since short
circuit studies are typically performed by applying a fault on a Facility starting from a normal condition, there can be confusion
whether the result would constitute “normal” condition or “following any single Contingency condition.” Also, by specifying the
normal and single contingency conditions, R4 is straying into “how” to perform a study, which is not necessary in a standard.
We suggest deleting the reference to the contingencies to be used in the study.

Lakeland Electric | No R2.3 or R4 should specify how many and / or how to choose which years of the planning horizon shall be studied. R4 should
specify method of choosing which single contingencies to study as larger systems will require an inordinate amount of work to
outage every element during each of the study years of the short circuit analysis.

Brazos Electric No 2.3 is acceptable, the deletion was recommended in our previous comments.R4 should not be added to this Standard. It adds

Power
Cooperative, Inc.

nothing to the document the way it is worded and is quite similar to 2.3.
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NERC and
Regional
Coordination

No

Attributes of the short circuit analysis needs to be better define. For example which studies need to be done, for what period
and how often.

ColumbiaGrid

Yes and No

We agree with R2.3. However, R4 requires assessment of “Short circuit capability of its equipment under normal condition and
following any single Contingency condition that would result in greater circuit breaker interrupting duties”. Since short circuit
studies are typically performed by applying a fault on a Facility starting from a normal condition, there can be confusion
whether the result would constitute “normal” condition or “following any single Contingency condition”. Also, by specifying the
normal and single contingency conditions, R4 is straying into “how” to perform a study, which is not necessary in a standard.
We suggest deleting the reference to the contingencies to be used in the study. We suggest R4 be modified to read “Short
circuit capability of its equipment under plausible system configurations that would result in the greatest circuit breaker
interrupting duties”.

Midwest ISO

No

The language throughout the standard is not precise as relates to "studies", "analysis", and "assessments". R2.3 appears to
say that the actual simulations upon which the annual assessments are made need not be a current year study. If that is the
intent the following wording would be more clear: "Short-circuit assessments shall be conducted annually and may be
supported by current or past studies. R4 should be grouped with R2.4. In general the standard seems to meander and
elements of the same types of studies are scattered, making it difficult to grasp the study requirements with clarity. Also the
language of R4 is unclear as it describes short circuit studies in terms of contingencies. Better language would be "shall
assess the short-circuit capability of its equipment under system intact topology and any single facility (or branch) out condition
that is expected to result in greater ?".

Southern
California Edison

Yes and No

We agree with R2.3. However, R4 requires assessment of “Short-circuit capability of its equipment und