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Consideration of Comments
Project Revision of TPL-002 footnote ‘b and TPL-001 footnote 12

The Project 2010-11 Drafting Team thanks all commenters who submitted comments on the proposed
standards, TPL-002-1c and TPL-001-2a. The standards were posted for a 45-day public comment
period from October 5, 2012 through November 19, 2012 with the initial ballot period from November
9, 2012 to November 19, 2012. There were 61 sets of comments, including comments from
approximately 149 different people from approximately 112 companies representing 9 of the 10
Industry Segments as shown in the table on the following pages.

All comments submitted may be reviewed in their original format on the standard’s project page.
Summary: The drafting team made the following revisions in response to comments:
TPL-002-1c: footnote b - Hisrecognized-thatFirm- For purposes of this footnote, the following
are not counted as Firm Demand-wit-be-interrupted-ifitis: (1) Demand directly served by the

Elements removed from service as a result of the Contingency, erand (2) Interruptible Demand
or Demand-Side Management Load.

TPL-001-2a: footnote 12 - An objective of the planning process is to minimize the likelihood and
magnitude of Non-Consequential Load Loss following Centingeney-planning events.

TPL-001-2a: footnote 12 - However, when Non-Consequential Load Loss is utilized under
footnote 12 within the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon to address BES performance
requirements, such interruption is limited to circumstances where the Non-Consequential Load
Loss meets the conditions shown in Attachment 1.

Section Il, Bullet 2b. Assessment-An explanation of the effect of the use of Firm Demand
interruption under footnote ‘b’ on the health, safety, and welfare of the community

Section Il, Bullet #5. Future plans to sitigate-alleviate the need for Firm Demand interruption
under footnote ‘b’

Section lll, first paragraph: Before a Firm Demand interruption under footnote ‘b’ is allowed as
an element of a Corrective Action Plan in Year One of the Planning Assessment, the
Transmission Planner or Planning Coordinator must assure-ensure that the applicable regulatory
awtherityauthorities or governing bedybodies responsible for retail electric service issues does
not object to the use of Firm Demand interruption under footnote ‘b’ if either:
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Section lll, last paragraph: Once assurance has been received that the applicable regulatory
awtherity-authorities or governing bedybodies responsible for retail electric service issues does
not object to the use of Firm Demand interruption under footnote ‘b’, the Planning Coordinator
or Transmission Planner must submit the information outlined in items 11.1 through 11.8 above to
the ERO for a determination of whether there are any Adverse Reliability Impacts caused by the
request to utilize footnote ‘b’ for Firm Demand interruption.

A number of respondents continue to question the legality of the proposed standards. The general line
of thought in those comments is that NERC is imposing itself into the local planning process in violation
of existing statutes. The SDT does not believe that to be the case and has responded accordingly to
those commenters.

Many commenters questioned the use of a stakeholder process at all. Those commenters expressed
the opinion that the FERC Order did not mandate the use of the stakeholder process. The SDT used the
Board of Trustees approved standard as a starting point for this draft. FERC remanded the standard;
not because it contained a stakeholder process, but because the process was not well defined, did not
include quantitative and qualitative criteria for allowing curtailment of Firm Demand and did not assure
that BES reliability would be maintained. The balloted draft added detail and specificity to the already
approved approach.

In addition, many commenters chose to question already approved facets of the proposed TPL-001-2a
standard. These commenters are questioning the application (or non-application) of footnote 12 for
various planning events. TPL-001-2 was previously approved by the industry and the NERC Board of
Trustees. The SAR for this project took that approval as the starting point for the specific discussion of
footnote ‘b’/12 and does not allow for review of previously approved applications of the footnote.

The SDT is requesting that the project be moved to a successive ballot.

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, Mark Lauby, at 404-446-2560 or at
mark.lauby@nerc.net. In addition, there is a NERC Reliability Standards Appeals Process.”

' The appeals process is in the Standard Processes Manual: http://www.nerc.com/files/Appendix 3A StandardsProcessesManual 20120131.pdf
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Index to Questions, Comments, and Responses

1.

Do you agree with the text in the body of the footnote including the maximum capacity threshold?
If you do not support these changes or you agree in general but feel that alternative language
would be more appropriate, please provide specific suggestionsin your comments. For the
maximum capacity item, please supply any technical rationale for your comment along with
limiting conditions and any current criteria in use at your entity. ......cccccceeeeiiiiiiniveeeeeee e, 13

Do you agree with the description and components of the the Stakeholder Process in Section | of
Attachment 1? If you do not support these changes or you agree in general but feel that
alternative language would be more appropriate, please provide specific suggestions in your

(oo ] 0010 4 1=] 01 &3P PP PP PPPPPPPPRY 46

Do you agree with the Information for Inclusion in the Stakeholder Process contained in Section |l
of Attachment1? If you do not support these changes or you agree in general but feel that
alternative language would be more appropriate, please provide specific suggestions in your
(07011 010 4 1=1 0] OO PP PP PPPR R PPTPRR 60

Do you agree with the text in Section Il of Attachment 1? If you do not support these changes or
you agree in general but feel that alternative language would be more appropriate, please provide
specific sSUZEEStIONS IN YOUT COMMIEBNTS. .....uiiiiiiiiecciiiieiee e e et e e e e e e e e eearrereeeeeeeeenrrareeeeeesessannnnes 76

If you have any other comments on this Standard that you haven’t already mentioned above,
Please Provide them NEIe: ... e e e s s sbae e e s sareeeeennes 100
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The Industry Segments are:

1 — Transmission Owners

2 — RTOs, ISOs

3 — Load-serving Entities

4 — Transmission-dependent Utilities
5 — Electric Generators

6 — Electricity Brokers, Aggregators, and Marketers

7 — Large Electricity End Users

8 — Small Electricity End Users

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

10 — Regional Reliability Organizations, Regional Entities

Group/Individual Commenter Organization Registered Ballot Body Segment
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10

1. | Group Guy Zito Northeast Power Coordinating Council X

Additional Member Additional Organization Region Segment

Selection

1. Alan Adamson New York State Reliability Council, LLC NPCC 10
2. Carmen Agauvriloai Independent Electricity System Operator  NPCC 2
3.  Greg Campoli New York Independent System Operator NPCC 2
4. Sylvain Clermont Hydro-Quebec TransEnergie NPCC 1
5. Chris de Graffenried Consolidated Edison Co. of New York, Inc. NPCC 1
6. Gerry Dunbar Northeast Power Coordinating Council NPCC 10
7. Mike Garton Dominion Resources Services, Inc. NPCC 5
8. Kathleen Goodman ISO - New England NPCC 2
9. Christina Koncz PSEG Power LLC NPCC 5
10. Peter Yost Consolidated Edison Co. of New York, Inc. NPCC 3




Group/Individual Commenter Organization Registered Ballot Body Segment
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
11. Michael Lombardi Northeast Utilities NPCC 1
12. Randy MacDonald New Brunswick Power Transmission NPCC 9
13. Bruce Metruck New York Power Authority NPCC 6
14. Silvia Parada Mitchell ~ NextEra Energy, LLC NPCC 5
15. Lee Pedowicz Northeast Power Coordinating Council NPCC 10
16. Robert Pellegrini The United llluminating Company NPCC 1
17. Si-Truc Phan Hydro-Quebec Transenergie NPCC 1
18. David Ramkalawan Ontario Power Generation, Inc. NPCC 5
19. Brian Robinson Utility Services NPCC 8
20. Ben Wu Orange and Rockland Utilities NPCC 1
21. Wayne Sipperly New York Power Authority NPCC 5
22. Donald Weaver New Brunswick System Operator NPCC 2
2. Southwest Power Pool Reliability Standards
Group Jonathan Hayes Development Team X X X X X X
Additional Member Additional Organization Region Segment Selection
1. Jonathan Hayes Southwest Power Pool ~ SPP NA
2. Robert Rhodes Southwest Power Pool  SPP NA
3. John Allen City utilities of springfield SPP 1,4
4. Don Taylor Westar Energy SPP 1,3,5,6
5. Bo Jones Westar Energy SPP 1,3,5,6
3. Group WILL SMITH MRO NSRF ‘ X | X ‘ X ‘ X | X ‘ X | ‘ | ‘
Additional Member Additional Organization Region Segment Selection
1. MAHMOOD SAFI OPPD MRO 1,3,5,6
2.
3. TOM BREENE WPS MRO 3,4,5,6
4. JODI JENSON WAPA MRO 1,6
5. KEN GOLDSMITH ALTW MRO 4
6. ALICE IRELAND XCEL MRO 1,3,5,6
7. DAVE RUDOLPH BEPC MRO 1,3,5,6
8. ERIC RUSKAMP LES MRO 1,3,5,6
9. JOE DEPOOTER MGE MRO 3,4,5,6

Consideration of Comments: Project 2010-11 5



Group/Individual Commenter Organization Registered Ballot Body Segment
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

10. SCOTT NICKELS RPU MRO 4

11. TERRY HARBOUR MEC MRO 1,3,5,6

12. MARIE KNOX MISO MRO 2

13. LEE KITTELSON OTP MRO 1,3,5

14. SCOTT BOS MPW MRO 1,3,5,6

15. TONY EDDLEMAN NPPD MRO 1,3,5

16. MIKE BRYTOWSKI GRE MRO 1,3,5,6

17. DAN INMAN MPC MRO 1,3,5,6

4. | Group paul haase Seattle City Light ‘ X | ‘ X ‘ X | X ‘ X | ‘ | ‘
Additional Member Additional Organization Region Segment Selection

1. pawel krupa seattle city light WECC 1

2. dana wheelock seattle city light WECC 3

3. haoli seattle city light WECC 4

4. mike haynes seattle city light WECC 5

5. dennis sismaet seattle city light WECC 6

5. | Group Greg Rowland Duke Energy ‘ X | ‘ X ‘ | X ‘ X | ‘ | ‘
Additional Member Additional Organization Region Segment Selection

1. Doug Hils Duke Energy RFC 1

2. Lee Schuster Duke Energy FRCC 3

3. Dale Goodwine Duke Energy SERC 5

4. Greg Cecil Duke Energy RFC 6

6. | Group Chris Higgins Bonneville Power Administration ‘ X | ‘ X ‘ | X ‘ X | ‘ | ‘
Additional Member Additional Organization Region Segment Selection

1. Chuck Matthews Transmission Planning WECC 1

2. Berhanu Tesema  Transmission Planning WECC 1

3. Melvin Rodrigues  Transmission Planning WECC 1

7. | Group Chris Pink Tri-State G&T ‘ X | ‘ ‘ | ‘ | ‘ | ‘
Additional Member Additional Organization Region Segment Selection

1. Chris Pink

2. Mark Stein

3. Janelle Gill
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Group/Individual Commenter Organization Registered Ballot Body Segment
1 3 4 5 6 7 8 10
4. Bill Middaugh
8. | Group Jim Kelley SERC EC Planning Standards Subcommittee ‘ X | ‘ ‘ | X ‘ | ‘
Additional Member  Additional Organization = Region Segment Selection
1. John Sullivan Ameren Services Co SERC 1
2. Charles Long Entergy Services SERC 1
3. Edin Habibovich Entergy Services SERC 1
4. James Manning NC Electric Membership Corp. SERC 1
5. Bob Jones Southern Company Services SERC 1
9. | Group Scott Miller MEAG Power ‘ X | ‘ X ‘ | X ‘ | ‘
Additional Member Additional Organization Region Segment Selection
1. Steve Grego MEAG Power SERC 5
2. Steve Jackson MEAG Power SERC 3
3. Danny Dees MEAG Power SERC 1
10. | Group Frank Gaffney Florida Municipal Power Agency ‘ X | ‘ X ‘ X | X ‘ X | ‘
Additional Member Additional Organization Region Segment Selection
1. Tim Beyrle City of New Smyrna Beach FRCC 4
2. Jim Howard Lakeland Electric FRCC 3
3. Greg Woessner Kissimmee Utility Authority FRCC 3
4. Lynne Mila City of Clewiston FRCC 3
5. Joe Stonecipher Beaches Energy Services FRCC 1
6. Cairo Vanegas Fort Pierce Utility Authority FRCC 4
7. Randy Hahn Ocala Utility Service FRCC 3
8. Stan Rzad Keys Energy Services FRCC 1
11. David Dockery - NERC X X X X
Realiability Compliance | Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. -
Group Coordinator JRO00088

Additional Member
1. Central Electric Power Cooperative
2. KAMO Electric Cooperative
3. M & A Electric Power Cooperative
4. Northeast Missouri Electric Power Cooperative

Additional Organization Region Segment Selection

SERC 1,3
SERC 1,3
SERC 1,3
SERC 1,3
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Group/Individual Commenter Organization Registered Ballot Body Segment
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10

5. N.W. Electric Power Cooperative, Inc. SERC 1,3

6. Sho-Me Power Electric Cooperative SERC 1,3

12. | Group ‘ Michael Jones | National Grid ‘ X | ‘ X ‘ | ‘ | ‘

Additional Member Additional Organization Region Segment Selection
1. Michael Schiavone Niagara Mohawk (A National Grid Company) NPCC 3
13. | Group ‘ John Allen | Iberdrola USA ‘ X | ‘ ‘ | ‘ | ‘

Additional Member

Additional Organization

Central Maine Power

Region Segment Selection
NPCC 1

1. Joseph Turano
2. Raymond Kinney New York State Electric & Gas NPCC 1

14. ACES Power Marketing Standards X

Group Ben Engelby Collaborators
Additional Additional Organization Region Segment
Member Selection
1. Megan Wagner Sunflower Electric Power Corporation SPP 1
2. Mike Brytowski Great River Energy MRO 1,3,5,6
3. Amber Anderson  East Kentucky Power Cooperative SERC 1,3,5
4. John Shaver Arizona E_Iectrlc Power Cooperative/Southwest Transmission WECC 1. 4.5
Cooperative, Inc.
5. Shari Heino Brazos Electric Power Cooperative, Inc. ERCOT 1,5
6. Bob Solomon Hoosier Energy Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc. RFC 1,3,45
15. TVA Transmission Reliability Engineering X X
Individual Tim Ponseti, VP and Controls
16. | Individual Janet Smith Arizona Public Service Company
17. | Individual Antonio Grayson Southern Company
18. | Individual Brandy A. Dunn Western Area Power Administration

10. Holly Rachel Smith, X
Assistant General National Association of Regulatory Utility
Individual Counsel Commissioners

20. | Individual Thad Ness American Electric Power

21. Public Utility District No.1 of Snohomish X X X X X X
Individual Kenn Backholm County
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Group/Individual Commenter Organization Registered Ballot Body Segment
1 3 4 5 6 7 8 10
22. | Individual Travis Metcalfe Tacoma Power X X | X X X
23. | Individual Steven R. Wallace Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. X X X X
24. | Individual Nazra Gladu Manitoba Hydro X X X X
25. | Individual James Tucker Deseret Generation & Transmission X X
26. | Individual Melissa Kurtz USACE X
27. Tri-State Generation & Transmission X
Individual Chris Pink Association
28. | Individual Andrew Z. Pusztai American Transmission Company
29. | Individual John Collins Platte River Power Authority X X X
30. | Individual Don Jones Texas Reliability Entity X
31. | Individual Kirit Shah Ameren X X X X
32. | Individual Cheryl Moseley Electric Reliability Council of Texas, Inc.
33. | Individual David Kiguel Hydro One Networks Inc. X X
34. | Individual Martyn Turner LCRA Transmission Service Corporation X
35. | Individual Joe Tarantino Sacramento Municipal Utility District X X X X X
36. | Individual Patricia Robertson BC Hydro and Power Authority X X X
37. | Individual Terry Harbour MidAmerican Energy Company X X X X
38. | Individual Andrew Gallo City of Austin dba Austin Energy X X X |X
39. New England States Committee on
Individual Jason Marshall Electricity (NESCOE)
40. | Individual Frederick R Plett Massachusetts Attorney General X
41. | Individual Richard Vine California Independent System Operator
42. | Individual Randy MacDonald NB Power Transmission X
43. | Individual Laurie Williams Public Service Company of New Mexico X X
44. | Individual RolLynda Shumpert South Carolina Electric and Gas X X X X
45. | Individual Patrick Farrell Southern California Edison Company X X X X
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Group/Individual Commenter Organization Registered Ballot Body Segment
3 4 5 6 7 8 10
46. | Individual Donald Weaver NBSO
47. | Individual Milorad Papic Idaho Power Company X
48. | Individual Jack Stamper Clark Public Utilities
49. | Individual Tom Hanzlik SCE&G X X | X
50. | Individual Kathleen Goodman ISO New England
51. | Individual Larry Watt Lakeland Electric
52. | Individual Chantal Mazza Hydro QuA©bec TransA%onergie
53. | Individual Kayleigh Wilkerson Lincoln Electric System X X X
54. Midwest Independent Transmission System
Individual Mark Westendorf Operator, Inc.
55. | Individual Dan Inman Minnkota Power Cooperative
56. | Individual Bob Casey Georgia Transmission Corp
57. | Individual Michael Falvo Independent Electricity System Operator
58. | Individual Richard Bachmeier Gainesville Regional Utilities
59. | Individual Spencer Tacke Modesto Irrigation District X
60. | Individual Jason Weiers Otter Tail Power Company X X
61. | Individual Alice Ireland Xcel Energy X X X
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If you support the comments submitted by another entity and would like to indicate you agree with their comments, please select
"agree" below and enter the entity's name in the comment section (please provide the name of the organization, trade association,
group, or committee, rather than the name of the individual submitter).

Summary Consideration: The SDT thanks you for your participation. Your support of comments from another organization has been
noted.

Organization Supporting Comments of “Entity Name”
Seattle City Light Puget Sound Energy
MEAG Power Snohomish County Public Utility District

Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. - JRO00088 SERC EC Planning Standard Subcommittee

USACE MRO NSRF

MidAmerican Energy Company MidAmerican supports the NSRF comments
City of Austin dba Austin Energy Tacoma Power and Snohomish P.U.D.
South Carolina Electric and Gas South Carolina Electric and Gas - SCE&G
Clark Public Utilities Snohomish County PUD and Tacoma Power.
Lakeland Electric FMPA
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Organization Supporting Comments of “Entity Name”

Gainesville Regional Utilities FMPA - Florida Municipal Power Agency

Otter Tail Power Company Minnkota Power Cooperative
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1. Do you agree with the text in the body of the footnote including the maximum capacity threshold? If you do not support these
changes or you agree in general but feel that alternative language would be more appropriate, please provide specific
suggestions in your comments. For the maximum capacity item, please supply any technical rationale for your comment along
with limiting conditions and any current criteria in use at your entity.

Summary Consideration: The majority of the comments received for this question were handled with explanations of the SDT intent or
clarifications of the constraints under which the SDT was working. There were a number of comments however concerning the
justification of the threshold values. The remand order from FERC requested that a Section 1600 data request be made to provide data
on the actual usage of footnote ‘b’ by planners. This data was then to be utilized by the SDT as part of its consideration in arriving at a
maximum value for the amount of Load that could be planned to be shed under footnote ‘b’. DOE and other thresholds can be a point
of reference or sanity check but in and of themselves are not sufficient for setting a threshold in this matter. The SDT believes that any
deviation from the threshold derived from the actual data may be viewed as a non-acceptable least common denominator approach.

There were several comments regarding the application of footnote 12 within Table 1 of proposed TPL-001-2a. Such discussion is out of
scope for this project as defined in the Standards Authorization Request (SAR). TPL-001-2 has been approved by the industry through
the standards development process and by the NERC Board of Trustees. Nothing in this project affects where footnote 12 is applied
within Table 1. The only change being proposed is to the details of how to utilize footnote 12 as shown in the proposed Attachment 1.

The following clarifications to language were made due to comments received:

TPL-002-1c: ﬂootnote b) His+recoegnized-thatFirm- For purposes of this footnote, the following are not counted as Firm Demand-wil-be
mte#u—pted—#—ﬁ—m (1) Demand directly served by the Elements removed from service as a result of the Contingency, erand (2)
Interruptible Demand or Demand-Side Management Load.

TPL-001-2a: footnote 12 - An objective of the planning process is to minimize the likelihood and magnitude of Non-Consequential Load
Loss foIIowinF Contingeney-planning events.

TPL-001-2a: ﬁootnote 12 - However, when Non-Consequential Load Loss is utilized under footnote 12 within the Near-Term Transmission
Planning Horizon to address BES performance requirements, such interruption is limited to circumstances where the Non-Consequential
Load Loss meets the conditions shown in Attachment 1.

Organization Yes or No Question 1 Comment
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Organization Yes or No Question 1 Comment

MRO NSRF No (1) Change the wording at the end of the first sentence from “following
USACE Contingency events” to “following Contingency events and Contingency
events during the planned (maintenance) outage of any bulk electric
equipment)”. This would remind Transmission Planners and Planning
Coordinators to include the consideration of planned outages at demand
levels for which the outage would be performed.

(2) Raise the maximum load dropping threshold for the footnote from 75
MW to 100 MW. A 100 MW threshold is reasonable because the DOE uses
the intentional dropping of more than 100 MW as one of the thresholds
for determininge when enough load is dropped to justify a formal system
event analysis.

(3) Add a sentence at the end of the footnote to read, “This footnote
does not apply to any load that is not NERC registered (e.g. load that does
not meet the greater than 25 MW NERC registration criterion).

(4) If a portion of the non-consequential load loss used to mitigate a
contingency is controllable by a demand side load management system,
can it be excluded from the “Firm Demand interruption” in TPL-002-1c
Table | footnote ‘b’ and/or “Non-Consequential Load Loss” in TPL-001-2a
Table 1 footnote 12? Does it have to be curtailed on a pre-contingent
basis in order to be excluded from the non-consequential load total, or
can it be excluded even if the curtailment happens through action of the
UVLS? Does this load count towards the 25 MW and 75 MW thresholds?

RECOMMENDATION: When describing “interruption of firm demand” or
“non-consequential load loss” in footnote ‘b’ add the language “not
counting load shed on a pre-contingent basis”. This would be added to the
last sentence of footnote ‘b’ if it indeed should not be counted towards
the 75 MW threshold. Similar language could be added in Attachment 1
Section Il in regards to the 25 MW and 75 MW thresholds and in TPL-001-
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Organization Yes or No Question 1 Comment

2a as well. This would explain much more clearly what is counted towards
the two thresholds and decrease confusion.

(5) If multiple companies own portions of the non-consequential load loss
a used to mitigate a contingency at a single substation does each
company’s load portion count towards the 25 MW and 75 MW thresholds
or does the total load at the substation count? For example, 100% of the
load at a substation is set to trip with automatic UVLS. Company A, B, and
C own load amounts X, Y, and Z at the substation. Is the amount of load
counted towards the 25 MW and 75 MW thresholds X+Y+Z, or is each
counted separately?

RECOMMENDATION: In TPL-002-1c, the last sentence in Table | footnote
‘b’ could read “In no case can the planned Firm Demand interruption from
under footnote ‘b’ exceed 75 MW from one entity.” Similar language
could be added in Attachment 1 Section Il in regards to the 25 MW and
75 MW thresholds and in TPL-001-2a as well. This would explain much
more clearly what is counted towards the two thresholds and decrease
confusion.

Response: (1) The SDT intended the first sentence to be a fundamental statement of planning principle and thus believes that the
suggested wording is redundant and therefore not required. Consideration of planned outages at demand levels for which the
outage is performed is covered in proposed TPL-001-2a, Requirement R1 where it is stated that models must represent actual System
conditions as well as in Requirement R2, Part 2.1.3 which clearly states that analysis is to be done when known outages are
scheduled. No change made.

(2) The remand order from FERC requested that a Section 1600 data request be made to provide data on the actual usage of
footnote ‘b’ by planners. This data was then to be utilized by the SDT as part of its consideration in arriving at a maximum value for
the amount of Load that could be planned to be shed under footnote ‘b’. DOE thresholds can be a point of reference or sanity check
but in and of themselves are not sufficient for setting a threshold in this matter. The SDT believes that any deviation from the
threshold derived from the actual data may be viewed as a non-acceptable least common denominator approach. No change made.

(3) Load that is served from the entity’s transmission system is considered as applicable Load in this standard regardless of the
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Organization Yes or No Question 1 Comment

underlying registration situation. No change made.

(4) Proposed TPL-002-1c states in the footnote that: “It is recognized that Firm Demand will be interrupted if it is: (1) directly served
by the Elements removed from service as a result of the Contingency, or (2) Interruptible Demand or Demand-Side Management
Load” (emphasis added). This makes it clear that Demand-Side Management Load is not to be considered as Non-Consequential
Load. In proposed TPL-001-2a, the proposed definition of Non-Consequential Load includes the term ‘Interruptible Load” which as
defined in the NERC Glossary includes demand to be curtailed that the end-use customer makes available through contract or
agreement. Thus, the concept is covered in proposed TPL-001-2a as well. However, upon reviewing the comments, the SDT has seen
that Demand that is not included as Firm Demand for footnote ‘b’ could be clarified as shown below.

TPL-002-1c: footnote b) - HHisrecognized-thatFirm- For purposes of this footnote, the following are not counted as Firm
Demgnd-wit-be-interrupted-ifitis: (1) Demand directly served by the Elements removed from service as a result of the
Contipgency, erand (2) Interruptible Demand or Demand-Side Management Load.

(5) “Ownership” of the Non-Consequential Load Loss is not a relevant factor; all thresholds mentioned in the footnote are related to
the total Non-Consequential Load Loss. No change made.

ACES Power Marketing Standards No (1) We disagree with placing an upper limit on the amount of firm load
Collaborators shed. Conceptually, it seems like a good idea but we do not believe that
such a threshold could ever consider all of the potential issues that could
arise and would cause the need to plan to shed firm load. This is
especially true considering that the SAR clarifies that the upper threshold
will be based on the existing planned load shedding values. Future issues
cannot be considered by the information contained in the data request.
Consider a situation in which a new transmission line was included in
Planning Assessment but cannot be built because right of ways cannot be
obtained. Should an upper limit be placed on planned load shed in such a
situation?

(2) We disagree with the threshold of 75 MW. In Order No. 762, the
Commission discussed the “blend concept,” where it “envisioned the
planner would consider up to 100 MW of planned Firm Demand
interruption along with other options to resolve the system performance
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Organization Yes or No Question 1 Comment

criteria violation and submit its documentation and explanation to the
entity deciding whether the planned load shed is acceptable.” (emphasis
added) Even the Commission envisioned using higher thresholds.
Furthermore, the data appears to show that one instance of Non-
Consequential Load Loss would be immediately out of compliance
because it is actual 75.2 MW not 75 MW. If the upper threshold is too
close to 75 MW, any load growth might also compel the instance to be
disqualified. If the SDT plans to keep the upper limit, we suggest
increasing the amount to at least 100 MW.

Response: (1) The SDT understands the problematic nature of future considerations in setting threshold values. However, the SDT
believes it is unrealistic to consider the allowable usage of footnote ‘b’ in the planning process without a cap on the amount of Load
planned to be shed. The SDT also believes that such a position is consistent with the wording in the Order. No change made.

(2) The SDT believes that the threshold selected is consistent with the data supplied in the data request within reasonable limits.
Increasing the threshold to 100 MW is not consistent with the data supplied and the SDT believes that such an action would be
viewed as a non-acceptable least common denominator approach. No change made.

Minnkota Power Cooperative No 1. MPC QUESTION: If a portion of the non-consequential load loss used to
mitigate a contingency is controllable by a demand side load management
system, can it be excluded from the “Firm Demand interruption” in TPL-
002-1c Table | footnote ‘b’ and/or “Non-Consequential Load Loss” in TPL-
001-2a Table 1 footnote 12°?

a. Would this load count towards the 25 MW and 75 MW thresholds?

Otter Tail Power Company

b. Would it have to be curtailed on a pre-contingent basis in order to be
excluded from the non-consequential load total, or can it be excluded
even if the curtailment happens through action of the UVLS?

c. RECOMMENDATION: When describing “interruption of firm demand” or
“non-consequential load loss” in footnote ‘b’ add the language “not
counting load shed on a pre-contingent basis”. This would be added to the
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Organization Yes or No Question 1 Comment

last sentence of footnote ‘b’ if it indeed should not be counted towards
the 75 MW threshold. Similar language could be added in Attachment 1
Section Ill in regards to the 25 MW and 75 MW thresholds and in TPL-001-
2a as well. This would explain much more clearly what is counted towards
the two thresholds and decrease confusion.

2. MPC QUESTION: If multiple companies own portions of the non-
consequential load loss used to mitigate a contingency at a single
substation, does each company’s load count towards the 25 MW and 75
MW thresholds or does the total load at the substation count?

a. EXAMPLE: 100% of the load at a substation is set to trip with automatic
UVLS. Company A, B, and C own load amounts X, Y, and Z at the
substation. i. Is the amount of load counted towards the 25 MW and 75
MW thresholds X+Y+Z, or is each counted separately?

b. RECOMMENDATION: In TPL-002-1c, the last sentence in Table |
footnote ‘b’ could read “In no case can the planned Firm Demand
interruption under footnote ‘b’ exceed 75 MW from one entity.” Similar
language could be added in Attachment 1 Section Il in regards to the 25
MW and 75 MW thresholds and in TPL-001-2a as well. This would explain
much more clearly what is counted towards the two thresholds and
decrease confusion.

Response: (1) Proposed TPL-002-1c states in the footnote that: “It is recognized that Firm Demand will be interrupted if it is: (1)
directly served by the Elements removed from service as a result of the Contingency, or (2) Interruptible Demand or Demand-Side
Management Load” (emphasis added). This makes it clear that Demand-Side Management Load is not to be considered as Non-
Consequential Load. In proposed TPL-001-2a, the proposed definition of Non-Consequential Load includes the term ‘Interruptible
Load’ which as defined in the NERC Glossary includes demand to be curtailed that the end-use customer makes available through
contract or agreement. Thus, the concept is covered in proposed TPL-001-2a as well. However, upon reviewing the comments, the
SDT has seen that Demand that is not included as Firm Demand for footnote ‘b’ could be clarified as shown below.

TPL—ObZ—lc: footnote b) - H-is+recognized-thatFirm- For purposes of this footnote, the following are not counted as Firm
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Demand-will-be-interrupted-ifitis: (1) Demand directly served by the Elements removed from service as a result of the
Contipgency, erand (2) Interruptible Demand or Demand-Side Management Load.

(2) “Ownership” of the Non-Consequential Load Loss is not a relevant factor; all thresholds mentioned in the footnote are related to
the total Non-Consequential Load Loss. No change made.

Iberdrola USA No “Contingency events” should be replaced by “Planning Events.”

Why would load shedding be limited only for certain circumstances in the
Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon? The Near Term is likely the
period when the least can be done to avoid load shedding due to the time
required for permitting and construction of facilities.

A maximum capacity threshold is reasonable, whether 75 MW or a lower
value.

Response: The SDT agrees that ‘Contingency events’ should be replaced by ‘planning events’ in proposed TPL-001-2a where the
terminology in the performance tables uses ‘planning’ instead of ‘Contingency’. However, such a change is not warranted in proposed
TPL-002-1c where the ‘planning’ terminology was never used.

TPL-001-2a: footnote 12 - An objective of the planning process is to minimize the likelihood and magnitude of Non-
Con#equential Load Loss following Centingerey-planning events.

Footnote ‘b’ is not limited to the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon since the footnote recognizes that Firm Demand can be
interrupted throughout the entire planning horizon. No change made.

Thank you for your support.

Massachusetts Attorney General No Although | voted for this Footnote, | do have concerns. 1) There is no
reliability benefit to the 75MVA threshold limit. There should be no limit
in the standard - it should be between stakeholders to decide that limit,
not nationally imposed.

2) Any such agreement to consider non-consequential losses should have
no impact to the BES especially when maintained in a confined boundary.
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3) This takes away local decision making of PUC/ Local Board decision
making;

4) FERC's concern that a few entities would disguise the "stakeholder"
process to shed load is unfounded and should not be applied on a
continent-wide basis. FERC is trying to impose tighter standards than
the industry wants.

Response: (1) The SDT believes it is unrealistic to consider the allowable usage of footnote ‘b’ in the planning process without a cap
on the amount of Load planned to be shed. The SDT also believes that such a position is consistent with the wording in the Order.
No change made.

(2) The SDT agrees that it normally should not have an impact. However, the purpose of the footnote is to ensure that it will not
have an impact. No change made.

(3) The SDT disagrees. The PUC/Local Board would typically be part of the “applicable regulatory authorities or governing bodies
responsible for retail electric service issues” shown in Attachment 1, Section |, Bullet 1. The same body would be expected to be the
entity involved in Attachment 1, Section Ill. Therefore, the PUC/Local Board would be a primary participant in the proposed process.
No change made.

(4) The conditions placed on the stakeholder process will provide consistency in the application of footnote ‘b’ on a continent-wide
basis. No change made.

Xcel Energy No Although the maximum capacity value is used for planning purposes, how
does this correlate with operational standards/issues that may require
that value be greater. The planning studies look at very specific seasonal
conditions on the system and may not necessarily look at all the states of
the transmission system during the normal business day. If an operational
event requiring a greater value of Non-Consequential Load Loss (NCLL) is
executed and the specific outage was not considered in a planning study,
how will this affect compliance with the planning standard.

There was no technical rationale by the SDT for selecting the maximum
value, thus a limit should not be set and should be left as a general
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discussion issue in the Stakeholder Process due to the many unforeseen
issues that may arise.

Response: The commenter correctly points out that this is a planning standard. Operational standards have their own sets of
requirements. The proposed requirements for TPL-001-2a state that models utilized must reflect System conditions anticipated for
the period in question. If the planner has done this, there should be no question as to whether they are fulfilling the requirements of

the standard. No change made.

The SDT believes it is unrealistic to consider the allowable usage of footnote ‘b’ in the planning process without a cap on the amount
of Load planned to be shed. The SDT also believes that such a position is consistent with the wording in the Order. The limit selected
was derived from the data received for the data request. Use of actual data is the technical rationale in the selection of the

threshold. No change made.

Electric Reliability Council of Texas, Inc. No

As an initial matter, ERCOT does not believe the planning process should
allow for nonconsequential load shedding under single contingency
conditions. Accordingly, ERCOT takes no position on the proposed
maximum load shedding amount.

Even though the NERC BoT approved the Stakeholder Process, ERCOT
does not believe that the Stakeholder Process should be included as an
Attachment to a footnote to a reliability standard.

Also, there is an inconsistency in the terminology used in the footnotes
relative to the load shed - firm demand and non-consequential load are
both used. Non-consequential load is the correct term and the language
should be consistent.

Although it is ERCOT’s position that non-consequential load should not be
allowed to be shed under single contingency conditions from a planning
perspective, if the SDT elects to retain a vehicle for such exceptions, it
should establish objective, reliability based criteria that lend themselves
to inclusion in a reliability standard. This is consistent with the general
approach for reliability standards, which prescribe the "what", not the
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"how". If the exceptions are based on objective criteria that are known
upfront, and those criteria reflect appropriate reliability based technical
justifications, then the risk of unwarranted exceptions to the general
prohibition due to misuse of the exception process is mitigated.
Furthermore, the exception process should be external to the NERC
Reliability Standards (e.g. in the Rules of Procedure), which should merely
reference authorized exceptions granted pursuant to that process.

With respect to the stakeholder process, in no case should a reliability
standard mandate a stakeholder process in any respect, procedural or
substantive. In ISO/RTO regions, stakeholder processes fall within
ISO/RTO governance matters. These issues are beyond the purview of
NERC Reliability Standards. In other regions, although the relevant
functional entities do not have stakeholder processes analogous to
ISOs/RTOs, any relevant processes are similarly beyond the scope of the
reliability standards.Accordingly, the SDT should eliminate all revisions
related to the establishment of a stakeholder process. As discussed in
response to question 5, FERC is not requiring this approach, but rather has
only provided guidance with respect to ways to possibly bring the prior
proposal in line with applicable regulatory approval standards for
reliability standards.

Additionally, as a general matter, substantive reliability standards
requirements should not be imbedded within a footnote to a
requirement. In this case, not only is there a substantive requirement
imbedded in the footnote, there is also a substantial attachment (which
must become part of the enforceable standard requirements}... and, to
make it worse, the attachment is an attachment to the footnote, rather
than an attachment to and referred to by a reliability standard
requirement.

Response: ERCOT is free to adopt a position of not allowing Non-Consequential Load shed in its reliability footprint. An entity can
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always do more than the requirements stated. No change made.

The SDT used the Board of Trustees approved standard as a starting point for this draft. FERC remanded the standard; not because it
contained a stakeholder process, but because the process was not well defined, did not include quantitative and qualitative criteria
for allowing curtailment of Firm Demand and did not assure that BES reliability would be maintained. The balloted draft added detail
and specificity to the already approved approach. The use of footnotes and attachments is an acceptable mechanism for use in
Reliability Standards and both mechanisms have been used before. No change made.

The SDT believes that the terminology is consistent. Non-Consequential Load is a newly defined term that only applies to proposed
TPL-001-2a. It is not appropriate to use this terminology in proposed TPL-002-1c which predates proposed TPL-001-2a. No change
made.

The SDT has set up criteria for consideration in the potential usage of footnote ‘b’ for planning purposes in Attachment 1, Section Il,
Bullets 1 through 8. The criteria described are objective. The process describes what must be done to allow for the usage of footnote
‘b’ in the planning process. No change made.

The SDT used the Board of Trustees approved standard as a starting point for this draft. FERC remanded the standard; not because it
contained a stakeholder process, but because the process was not well defined, did not include quantitative and qualitative criteria
for allowing curtailment of Firm Demand and did not assure that BES reliability would be maintained. The balloted draft added detail
and specificity to the already approved approach. If the ISO/RTO has an existing process that meets the requirements, it is free to
use such process as stated in Attachment 1, Section I. No change made.

Footnotes and attachments are acceptable mechanisms for use in Reliability Standards and both mechanisms have been used before.
No change made.

National Association of Regulatory Utility No As NARUC stated plainly in its Comments filed in FERC Docket No. RM11-
Commissioners 18 (Dec. 20, 2011), “not only does the law require that the States maintain
authority over distribution level reliability, States are in the best position
to guide load shedding so that it has the least negative impact on the
State’s customers and the operation of the local distribution system.” Id
at p. 4. Given the twin responsibilities of FERC to maintain bulk system
reliability and the states to ensure reliable and affordable service to retail
load, NARUC supports the portion of the standard that requires
notification and consultation with state and local regulators. However,
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the maximum capacity threshold (set at 75 MW) is problematic. In this
instance, it appears that the 75 MW maximum capacity threshold is
merely a reflection of antidotal information from five data request
responders and as such is not technically justified. NARUC is not poised to
offer an alternative; given that the state/local regulator is consulted in
this process, the maximum capacity threshold should just be dropped.
States should be able to authorize an 80 MW exception, or whatever level
is reasonable, under specific circumstances if local economics and
reliability warrant it.

Response: The data request is not anecdotal information. All of the Transmission Planners in the continental United States supplied
their data in response to the data request. The SDT believes it is unrealistic to consider the allowable usage of footnote ‘b’ in the
planning process without a cap on the amount of Load planned to be shed. The SDT also believes that such a position is consistent
with the wording in the Order. Given the participation of appropriate regulatory bodies in both Sections | and lll, the SDT believes
that the current threshold is the best possible solution. No change made.

American Transmission Company No ATC recommends the following alternative language for both Footnote ‘b’
(Table 1 in TPL-002-1c [page 6]) and Footnote ‘12’ (Table 1 in TPL-001-2a
[page 14]:(1) Change the wording at the end of the first sentence from
“following Contingency events” to “following Contingency events for the
prior condition of all equipment in service or during the planned
(maintenance) outage of any bulk electric system equipment”. This would
remind Transmission Planners and Planning Coordinators to include the
consideration of planned outages at demand levels for which the outage
would be performed.

(2) In the last sentence of the footnote, raise the maximum load dropping
threshold for the footnote from 75 MW to 100 MW. A 100 MW threshold
is reasonable because the DOE uses the intentional dropping of more than
100 MW as one of the thresholds for determining when enough load is
dropped to justify a formal system event analysis.
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(3) Add a sentence at the end of the footnote to read, “This footnote
does not apply to any load that is not NERC registered (e.g. load that does
not meet the greater than 25 MW NERC registration criterion).

Response: (1) Consideration of planned outages at demand levels for which the outage is performed is covered in proposed TPL-001-
2a, Requirement R1 where it is stated that models must represent actual System conditions as well as in Requirement R2, Part 2.1.3
which states that analysis is to be done when known outages are scheduled. No change made.

(2) The remand order from FERC requested that a Section 1600 data request be made to provide data on the actual usage of
footnote ‘b’ by planners. This data was then to be utilized by the SDT as part of its consideration in arriving at a maximum value for
the amount of Load that could be planned to be shed under footnote ‘b’. DOE thresholds can be a point of reference or sanity check
but in and of themselves are not sufficient for setting a threshold in this matter. The SDT believes that any deviation from the
threshold derived from the actual data may be viewed as a least common denominator approach and would thus be rejected. No
change made.

(3) Load that is served from the entity’s transmission system is considered as applicable Load in this standard regardless of the
underlying registration situation. No change made.

Hydro QuA©bec TransA%onergie No Dropping load in the general sense should not be endorsed, but it is
recognized that there are special situations where it cannot be avoided.
Provided there is no widespread, adverse effect on the reliability of the
interconnected BES, the effect of a firm demand interruption on
customers is under the purview of the applicable regulatory authority that
is responsible for local transmission and retail service over the load to be
curtailed, and the TPL standard should not put a limit at 75 MW.

Manitoba Hydro No Given that it is deemed that a stakeholder procress is required, there is no
rationale for a maximum level. The stakeholders are in the best position
to judge the appropriate level of allowable curtailment.

Response: The SDT believes it is unrealistic to consider the allowable usage of footnote ‘b’ in the planning process without a cap on
the amount of Load planned to be shed. The SDT also believes that such a position is consistent with the wording in the Order. No
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change made.

Florida Municipal Power Agency No FMPA has two issues:1. What is the technical justification for 75 MW?
There is no other metric in use similar to it. FMPA believes that, if the
stakeholder process reveals that the stakeholders are willing to accept
Gainesville Regional Utilities decreased service continuity to save money on their electric bills, why
should that be limited to 75 MW which has nothing to do with BES
reliability. BES reliability will not be impacted until load shedding gets
near to the largest single loss of source contingency in relation to supply /
demand mismatch. Other standards have chosen the low value of 300
MW as indicative, (e.g., CIP v5 for UFLS, EOP-004 for disturbance
reporting); hence, FMPA recommends that the maximum amount of load
shedding be 300 MW.

2. The footnote should also address a process whereby the transmission
customer agrees to conditional firm service if the Transmission Planner /
Transmission Service Provider (TSP) plans on curtailing firm service to that
customer following a single contingency. The TSP should not be able to
unilaterally degrade service from a state where it was not conditional to a
state where it is conditional.

Lakeland Electric

Response: The SDT believes it is unrealistic to consider the allowable usage of footnote ‘b’ in the planning process without a cap on
the amount of Load planned to be shed. The SDT also believes that such a position is consistent with the wording in the Order. The
remand order from FERC requested that a Section 1600 data request be made to provide data on the actual usage of footnote ‘b’ by
planners. This data was then to be utilized by the SDT as part of its consideration in arriving at a maximum value for the amount of
Load that could be planned to be shed under footnote ‘b’. Other thresholds can be a point of reference or sanity check but in and of
themselves are not sufficient for setting a threshold in this matter. The SDT believes that any deviation from the threshold derived
from the actual data may be viewed as a non-acceptable least common denominator approach. No change made.

An entity can always approach a customer to request to a change in the type of service provided, with or without the consideration
of footnote ‘b’ utilization. The institution of the formal process proposed here would bring the transmission customer into the
decision making process which makes any condition open and transparent and which may initiate discussions on service type as
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referenced above. No change made.

Modesto Irrigation District No | am voting NO because there is no technical basis for use of the 75 and
25 MW absolute threshold values, regardless of the size of the utility's
load, referenced in the proposed standard. WECC's past experience with
implementation of arbitrary magnitudes for requirements (e.g., the 5%
and 7% arbitrary magnitude contingency reserve requirements), has
proved to be problematic. | would suggest investigating a technical basis
for using a relative requirement, such as percentage of the utility's load,
maybe 5% and 2.5%, respectively, and that it be based on technical
requirements similar to those found in Table 1 of the WECC Criteria TPL-
001-WECC-CRT-2.Thank you.

Response: The remand order from FERC requested that a Section 1600 data request be made to provide data on the actual usage of
footnote ‘b’ by planners. This data was then to be utilized by the SDT as part of its consideration in arriving at a maximum value for
the amount of Load that could be planned to be shed under footnote ‘b’. Utilizing a percentage of an entity’s Load may be
problematic — when dealing with a small entity it could be a small value but still of rather large import and if dealing with a large
entity could result in significant amounts of Load shed being planned. The FERC Order states that a percentage approach would not
be appropriate for the aforementioned reasons. The SDT believes that any deviation from the threshold derived from the actual data
may be viewed as a non-acceptable least common denominator approach. No change made.

Ameren No It appears that a least common denominator approach was used to
develop the upper limit of 75 MW. Only 1 out of 18 respondents would
drop 75 MW of load, and only two respondents would drop 61-70 MW of
load. Our review of the data request responses concludes that only 22%
of the respondents that presently utilize footnote “b” would drop more
than 50 MW, and only 33% of the respondents that use footnote “b”
would drop more than 40 MW. The proposed 75 MW limit is too high and
is not supported by the responses to the data request. An upper limit of
40 MW is more appropriate, based on the data responses.
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Response: Based on the comments received, the majority of the industry does not agree that a lower threshold would be
appropriate. The SDT does not believe that a least common denominator approach was utilized. The value selected is a reasonable
limit based on the data received, potential vagaries in future considerations, and undefined system configurations that may arise. No

change made.

MidAmerican Energy Company No MidAmerican supports NSRF comments with one change. The proposed
NSRF addition of “consideration of planned outages at demand levels for
which the outage would be performed” to the text of footnote “b” after
“following Contingency events” should not be added. If the addition is
made, a reasonable time frame clarification is necessary and should be
added such as “greater than 6 months”. The proposed change would then
read “consideration of planned outages greater than 6 months or longer
at demand levels for which the outage would be performed”.

Response: The SDT is not proposing to adopt the suggested change of the MRO NSRF. Please see the response to MRO NSRF above.

Midwest Independent Transmission System | No No. We believe footnote b in NERC TPL 002-1 and/or footnote 12 in TPL-
Operator, Inc. 001-2 should be eliminated because the intent of these standards is not to
rely on non-consequential firm load shedding after a single contingency
event. However, if these footnotes are not eliminated, there should be
some limitation on how much firm load shed is allowed. We object to any
level higher than the proposed 75 MW level and would prefer a level
below 75 MW, but won’t object to the proposed 75 MW level if the
footnotes are not eliminated.

Response: The SDT believes that the wording of the footnote states that Non-Consequential Load shedding should not be the intent
but recognizes that particular circumstances may result in such a planned action. The 75 MW level is being retained. No change
made.

Duke Energy No Regarding the maximum capacity item, we believe that 75 MW is much
too low. While Duke Energy has not historically used the footnote, setting
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the upper limit at 75 MW raises a concern. An upper limit of 75 MW
severely limits the ability of a Transmission Planner to use the footnote.
The 75 MW limit appears to be the maximum reported in the survey. The
survey is a snapshot in time and to assume that there never have been
nor never will be situations where the correct decision of a Transmission
Planner and its stakeholders would be to exceed the 75 MW limit is
illogical. The 75 MW limit is likely to create a situation where a
Transmission Planner is forced to convert a network line to radial in order
to remain in compliance with the standard, to the detriment of reliability
to customers. The key to understanding use of the footnote is realizing
that, in most cases, using the footnote is extremely unlikely to result in
customer outages, because the probablility of the initiating contingency
occurring under conditions requiring additional load shed is very low. A
more reasonable upper limit would be the 300 MW limit that is
established as the threshold for DOE Disturbance Reporting. It is also
important to remember that no matter what upper limit is established,
Non-consequential Load Loss of 25 MW or greater cannot be included in
Year One of the Planning Assessment if the applicable regulatory authority
or governing body responsible for retail electric service issues objects.

Response: The remand order from FERC requested that a Section 1600 data request be made to provide data on the actual usage of
footnote ‘b’ by planners. This data was then to be utilized by the SDT as part of its consideration in arriving at a maximum value for
the amount of Load that could be planned to be shed under footnote ‘b’. DOE thresholds can be a point of reference or sanity check
but in and of themselves are not sufficient for setting a threshold in this matter. The SDT believes that any deviation from the
threshold derived from the actual data may be viewed as a non-acceptable least common denominator approach. No change made.

Southern California Edison Company No SCE believes that the maximum capacity threshold should be increased
from 75 MW to 250 MW, as 250 MW is the limit utilized by the California
Independent System Operator (CAISO) for a consequential load drop for a
single contingency. The CAISO has a rigorous transmission planning
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process that allows it to plan for and permit load shedding up to 250 MW.

Response: The footnote only applies to Non-Consequential Load Loss. Upon reviewing the comments, the SDT has seen that
Demand that is not included as Firm Demand for footnote ‘b’ could be clarified as shown below.

TPL-002-1c: footnote b) - HHisrecognized-thatFirm- For purposes of this footnote, the following are not counted as Firm
Demand-will-be-interrupted-ifitis: (1) Demand directly served by the Elements removed from service as a result of the
Contipgency, erand (2) Interruptible Demand or Demand-Side Management Load.

Arizona Public Service Company No

The 75 MW threshold is too low. No technical justification has been given
for choosing 75 MW. It should be a significantly higher value for TPL-002.
Currently AZPS does not use non-consequential load dropping to meet
any standard but this option should be preserved. There could be times
when alternate to the load dropping would be building a new
transmission line costing hundreds of millions of dollar for a very low
probability scenario of high load conditions. The threshold value should
be 100 MW or more.

Response: The remand order from FERC requested that a Section 1600 data request be made to provide data on the actual usage of
footnote ‘b’ by planners. This data was then to be utilized by the SDT as part of its consideration in arriving at a maximum value for
the amount of Load that could be planned to be shed under footnote ‘b’. The SDT believes that any deviation from the threshold
derived from the actual data may be viewed as a non-acceptable least common denominator approach. No change made.

Northeast Power Coordinating Council No

The 75MW of Firm Demand interruption is retail load that is being
dropped. Dropping load in the general sense should not be endorsed, but
it is recogn ized that there are special situations where it cannot be
avoided. If a regulator responsible for retail load is comfortable with
greater than 75MW being dropped in a rare situation, there should not be
a requirement to build out of the situation. Provided there is no
widespread, adverse effect on the reliability of the interconnected BES,
the effect of a firm demand interruption on customers is under the
purview of the applicable regulatory authority that is responsible for local
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transmission and retail service over the load to be curtailed.

There is no technical basis for the 75MW figure. It was included as a
result of a Section 1600 Data Request, and is an arbitrary value. There
should not be a limit without a technically supportable reliability based
reason.

National Grid No The 75MW of Firm Demand interruption is retail load that is being
dropped. Dropping load in the general sense should not be endorsed, but
it is recognized that there are special situations where it cannot be
avoided. If a regulator responsible for retail load is comfortable with
greater than 75MW being dropped in a rare situation, there should not be
a requirement to build out of the situation. Provided there is no
widespread, adverse effect on the reliability of the interconnected BES,
the effect of a firm demand interruption on customers is under the
purview of the applicable regulatory authority that is responsible for local
transmission and retail service over the load to be curtailed.

There is no technical basis for the 75 MW figure with respect to reliability
impact. Although, the value was developed by the SDT as a result of their
review of Section 1600 Data Request, there was no reliability based
analysis performed to identify whether the 75 MW is reasonable number.
It is possible that a number either larger or lower could be identified if a
reliability and cost-effective analysis is conducted.

Response: The SDT believes it is unrealistic to consider the allowable usage of footnote ‘b’ in the planning process without a cap on
the amount of Load planned to be shed. The SDT also believes that such a position is consistent with the wording in the Order. No
change made.

The remand order from FERC requested that a Section 1600 data request be made to provide data on the actual usage of footnote ‘b’
by planners. This data was then to be utilized by the SDT as part of its consideration in arriving at a maximum value for the amount
of Load that could be planned to be shed under footnote ‘b’. All of the Transmission Planners in the continental United States
supplied their data in response to the data request. The SDT believes that any deviation from the threshold derived from the actual
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data may be viewed as a non-acceptable least common denominator approach. No change made.

ISO New England

No

The draft footnote states that interruption “is limited to circumstances
where the Non-Consequential Load Loss meets the conditions shown in
Attachment 1.” Attachment 1 appears to impermissibly require State
participation in federal transmission planning processes. Further, it places
the ERO in a Transmission Planning role, which exceeds the limits of the
ERQO’s functions under Section 215 of the Federal Power Act. The current
language appears to conflict with (1) federal statutes that are clear that
wholesale electric transmission issues are matters of federal, and not
state, jurisdiction, (2) orders of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(“FERC”) regarding the role and independence Regional Transmission
Organizations (“RTOs”) with regard to transmission planning, and (3)
Section 215 which limits NERC’s authority to regulate “users, owners and
operators” of the Bulk-Electric System. Further, the conditions appear to
conflict with Section 215 of the Federal Power Act by placing the ERO in a
transmission planning role and providing it with regulatory or functional
oversight regarding the substance of transmission planning decisions. The
ERO has the authority to develop and enforce standards, but is not a
transmission planning entity and does not have the authority to substitute
its judgment for registered Planning Authorities and Transmission
Planners regarding the planning or operation of the bulk power system.
Where a review is sought of planning entities’ determinations, per FERC-
filed Tariffs, they may be brought before FERC under Section 206 of the
Federal Power Act. Because the footnote, and the associated Attachment
appear to be in conflict with FERC Tariff and other statutory provisions,
they should be removed.

The footnote itself states, “An objective of the planning process is to
minimize the likelihood and magnitude of Non-Consequential Load Loss
following Contingency events.” The objective statement within the
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standard does not appear to create a requirement and should be
removed.

Response: The SDT does not believe that the footnote violates any regulations concerning transmission planning since there is no
federal process as cited in the comment. The proposed process simply brings stakeholders, including local regulators, to the table in
an open and transparent manner while setting criteria for when footnote ‘b’ can potentially be utilized. The ERO is not participating
in the planning process. The role of the ERO is restricted to a determination of whether the planned utilization of footnote ‘b” will
cause an Adverse Reliability Impact to the BES. The ERO has no further role in the transmission planning process beyond that
determination. No change made.

The SDT believes that the objective statement referenced is an important consideration in the over-all planning process and thus
should be retained. It sets the over-all tone and approach that should be followed. No change made.

Deseret Generation & Transmission No The limitation of Non-Consequential load loss to the 25 MW-75 MW level
with a hard limit at 75 MW is arbitrary and give no deference to the cost
of the cure. In the West the high cost of a fix may not be in the public
interest. The 75 MW hard high limit should be replaced with a soft 75
MW limit but allowing higher levels if the governing body or regulatory
authority approves it.

Response: The remand order from FERC requested that a Section 1600 data request be made to provide data on the actual usage of
footnote ‘b’ by planners. This data was then to be utilized by the SDT as part of its consideration in arriving at a maximum value for
the amount of Load that could be planned to be shed under footnote ‘b’. The SDT believes that any deviation from the threshold
derived from the actual data may be viewed as a non-acceptable least common denominator approach. The SDT believes it is
unrealistic to consider the allowable usage of footnote ‘b’ in the planning process without a hard cap on the amount of Load planned
to be shed. The SDT also believes that such a position is consistent with the wording in the Order. No change made.

New England States Committee on No The New England States Committee on Electricity (NESCOE) appreciates
Electricity (NESCOE) the opportunity to comment on NERC’s proposed revisions to
Transmission Planning (TPL) Reliability Standards relating to permissible
applications of planned load interruption. NESCOE is New England’s
Regional State Committee and is governed by a board appointed by the
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six New England Governors. These comments reflect the collective view
of the six New England states.The issue of planned, limited load
interruption rests at the central intersection of cost and reliability. It
illustrates the fundamental balance that Commissioner Norris details in
Order No. 762: the tradeoffs between “increasing levels of reliability and
the costs that come along with achieving them.” Transmission Planning
Reliability Standards, Order No. 762, 139 FERC A{] 61,060 (April 19, 2012)
(Norris, Comm’r. concurring in part and dissenting in part) at 2. NESCOE
agrees with Commissioner Norris that, as a general matter, this balancing
should translate to a more explicit consideration of costs in the NERC
standard development process. Id. at 1. The language in footnote “b”-
and corresponding footnote 12 of TPL-001-2-implicitly recognizes cost
considerations in transmission planning by tolerating limited load
shedding under defined circumstances. NESCOE offers below comments
and suggestions in response to the SDT’s questions. These responses
reflect NESCOE’s interest in planning for a robust bulk electric system
while taking into account the magnitude of risk that a solution is intended
to address and the costs associated with competing solutions.

NESCOE appreciates the work of the SDT in attempting to respond to the
Commission’s directives and the time constraints under which the SDT
was required to make changes to footnote “b.” However, NESCOE is
concerned that establishing a bright-line maximum capacity threshold
that is an absolute ceiling is overly prescriptive and unnecessary to meet
the Commission’s directives. In Order 762, the Commission rejected the
contention that regional stakeholder processes should unilaterally
determine the appropriate criteria to apply in planning to interrupt firm
load. Order 762 at P 32. However, provided that technical parameters
are in place, the Commission stated that it would be “amenable” to
regional stakeholders establishing such criteria if, for example, NERC or
the applicable Regional Entity “developed an exception process that
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provides flexibility in decisions based” on their expert view of regional
considerations. Id. The SDT’s proposal, however, would impose a one-
size-fits-all requirement that forecloses a regional discussion of the
quantitative and qualitative considerations that may justify an exception
to the proposed 75 MW maximum capacity value. Such a regional
discussion in ongoing in New England. In 2010, ISO New England
introduced to stakeholders a draft Transmission Planning Load
Interruption Guideline. The Guideline noted that load interruption should
not be the principal tool to address transmission system reliability
violations and highlighted the priority of reliable service. However,
applying quantitative and qualitative criteria, the Guideline proposed for
stakeholder discussion various levels of controlled load interruption in N-
1-1 conditions-potentially up to hundreds of megawatts-that may be
tolerated under clearly defined conditions. NESCOE did not take a view of
the Guideline when it was presented for review and does not do so here.
For now, the Guideline remains in draft form following stakeholder
comment in 2011. However, imposition of a maximum capacity threshold
that is an absolute ceiling for N-1 events and potentially, through revisions
to footnote 12, N-1-1 events, would prematurely limit important regional
discussions of this issue. A better approach, and one which the
Commission appears amenable, would be to accompany any bright-line
value with an exception process. There is recent precedent supporting
such an approach: NERC proposed changes to its Rules of Procedure to
accommodate exceptions to the proposed 100 kV bright-line Bulk Electric
System definition.

Separately, the footnote references Attachment 1 to the respective
planning standards, which requires a stakeholder process review of the
utilization of planned interruption. Such review is only triggered if
utilization is sought in the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon, even
though the footnote permits utilization of load interruption throughout
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the planning horizon. NESCOE does not support this limiting language,
which is at tension with an open and transparent planning process over
the entire planning horizon. The term “Near-Term” should be stricken or
further justification should be provided.

Response: The remand order from FERC requested that a Section 1600 data request be made to provide data on the actual usage of
footnote ‘b’ by planners. This data was then to be utilized by the SDT as part of its consideration in arriving at a maximum value for
the amount of Load that could be planned to be shed under footnote ‘b’. The SDT believes that any deviation from the threshold
derived from the actual data may be viewed as a non-acceptable least common denominator approach. The SDT believes it is
unrealistic to consider the allowable usage of footnote ‘b’ in the planning process without a cap on the amount of Load planned to be
shed. The SDT also believes that such a position is consistent with the wording in the Order. The SDT believes that the referenced
exception process is what is being proposed. The proposed process sets up an open and transparent process for allowing such Load
shed in specific conditions and with specific limitations. Any future revisions to footnote 12 will be accomplished through the
approved standards development process and any discussion on changing threshold values would be part of that process. No change
made.

Footnote ‘b’ is not limited to the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon since the footnote recognizes that Firm Demand can be
interrupted throughout the entire planning horizon. As drafted, the standard defines the stakeholder process as mandatory for the
Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon since there may not be time to implement other corrective actions but does not limit its

use in the Long-Term Transmission Planning Horizon. How individual entities reflect the Long-Term Transmission Planning Horizon

situations in its individual stakeholder processes is left to the entity to determine. No change made.

Sacramento Municipal Utility District No There is no reliability benefit with an establish MW threshold.
Implementing any threshold is descriptive and the standard should depict
an outcome not the means of the outcome.

Response: The SDT believes it is unrealistic to consider the allowable usage of footnote ‘b’ in the planning process without a cap on
the amount of Load planned to be shed. The SDT also believes that such a position is consistent with the wording in the Order. No
change made.

Public Utility District No.1 of Snohomish No We believe the survey significantly underestimated the use of Non-
Consequential Load Shedding because the survey asked about past usage
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County of footnote b under Version 001, not about planned load shedding in TPL
version 002 or the proposed footnote 12. TPL version 002 added several

Tacoma Power ) . .
new contingencies, and also changed the Non Consequential Load

MEAG Power shedding applicability for several contingencies.
City of Austin We have 4 specific concerns, followed by several suggested edits: 1)
Clark Public Utilities Analyzing the contingencies “P1.4 Loss of a Shunt Device” and “P2.1

Opening of a line section w/o a fault” are new requirements that will lead
to increased use of footnote 12. It is common on fringes of the
interconnected system to have weak sources. Significant utility
investment will be redirected to remediate these fringe performance
issues due to the P2.1 and its associated restrictions for firm load
shedding and no RAS or UVLS mitigation. This is a low probability and low
impact to the main grid contingency with a high mitigation cost, given the
new mitigation restrictions.

2) Contingencies “P2.2 Bus Section fault” and “P2.3 Internal Breaker
Fault” were previously defined as category “C multiple contingencies”
with the restriction that the Firm Load shedding must be
planned/controlled. However Version 002 no longer allows dropping
nonconsequential load for EHV but removes all restrictions for HV load
shedding. Since these contingencies result in opening the same breakers
as category P1 contingencies, the use of footnote 12 should be consistent
with P1.

3) Contingencies P3.1-P3.4 were previously defined as category “C
multiple contingencies” with Firm loading shedding allowed. In version 2,
these contingencies have been changed from allowing planned load
shedding to only allowing Non-Consequential load shedding per footnote
12. Although this does not directly impact our utility, the survey results
do not include utilities using “must-run” generation.

4) As demonstrated by multiple questions at the last webinar, many
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utilities do not understand the definition of Non-Consequential Loads, and
therefore may not have correctly reported the usage of Non-
Consequential Load Shedding. The v2 changes cascade to the unfortunate
conclusion that UVLS and RAS are no longer permitted as cost effective
transmission performance mitigation, despite new low probability
contingencies that drive performance problems at the edges of the
network.

-Proposed changes: A) Change the maximum amount from 75 MW to 300
MW. Several other standards including CIP have a strong technical basis
for selecting 300 MW as the maximum limit for load shedding programs.

B) Footnote 12 on contingency 2.1 should be replaced with a new
footnote 15 that reads “ 15. For this contingency, load which is served
radial from a remaining single source line may be shed as if it were
Consequential Load.” This change would acknowledge that while P2.1
does involve just one element, the likelihood of occurrence is similar to
bus section faults, so the resulting system performance requirements
should be similar.

C) The first two sentences of footnote 12 should be deleted. Remove the
first sentence because it is general in nature and is a basic tenant of any
load-serving utility. Remove the second sentence because column 7 of
Table 1 explicitly states where Non-Consequential Load Loss is allowed.

D) The third sentence of footnote 12 should have the words “under
footnote 12” added. Without this addition, all Non Consequential Load
Loss including the allowed loss for P4, P5 and P6 would still be subject to
Appendix 1. The revised sentence would read “When Non-Consequential
Load Loss is used under footnote 12 within the Near-Term ...”

Response: The SDT could not reasonably request data for unknown future conditions. The only viable mechanism for data input was
the data request as it was formulated.
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1)

2)

3)

4)

A)

C)

The SDT disagrees that planning events P1.4 and P2.1 are ‘new’ requirements in proposed TPL-001-2a. These requirements were
previously approved by the industry and NERC Board of Trustees. No change made.

The SDT disagrees that P2.2 and P2.3 planning events will open the same breakers as P1 planning events. For the EHV planning
events cited, the standard approved by the industry and the NERC Board of Trustees accepted a raising of the bar by not allowing
Non-Consequential Load Loss for these events. This posting of proposed TPL-001-2a does not change the application of the
footnote. No change made.

For the P3.1 - P3.4 planning events, the standard approved by the industry and the NERC Board of Trustees accepted a raising of
the bar by not allowing Non-Consequential Load Loss for these events. This posting of proposed TPL-001-2a does not change the
application of the footnote. No change made.

Discussion of the proposed definition of Non-Consequential Load was provided during the various postings of proposed TPL-001-
2. The SDT has received no comments from other utilities regarding confusion over the definition. Single Contingencies are not
low probability events. No change made.

The remand order from FERC requested that a Section 1600 data request be made to provide data on the actual usage of
footnote ‘b’ by planners. This data was then to be utilized by the SDT as part of its consideration in arriving at a maximum value
for the amount of Load that could be planned to be shed under footnote ‘b’. DOE thresholds such as the 300 MW referenced
above can be a point of reference or sanity check but in and of themselves are not sufficient for setting a threshold in this matter.
The SDT believes that any deviation from the threshold derived from the actual data may be viewed as a non-acceptable least
common denominator approach. No change made.

For planning event P2.1, the standard approved by the industry and the NERC Board of Trustees accepted a raising of the bar by
not allowing Non-Consequential Load Loss for these events. This posting of proposed TPL-001-2a does not change the application
of the footnote. No change made.

The SDT believes that such statements are important to set the tone and approach to be taken with the planning standards. No
change made.

D) The SDT agrees and has made the suggested clarification.

TPL—Obl—Za: footnote 12 - However, when Non-Consequential Load Loss is utilized under footnote 12 within the Near-Term
Transmission Planning Horizon to address BES performance requirements, such interruption is limited to circumstances where
the Non-Consequential Load Loss meets the conditions shown in Attachment 1.

Independent Electricity System Operator No We disagree with prescribing a fixed MW threshold for Non-

Consequential Load Loss in a continent-wide standard. Provided there is
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no adverse effect on the reliability of the interconnected bulk power
system, the effect on customers of a firm demand interruption is the
responsibility of the applicable regulatory authority or its agencies
responsible for local transmission and retail service over the load to be
curtailed.We propose replacing the sentence, in the footnote and in
attachment one, section lll that reads:”In no case can the planned Non-
Consequential Load Loss under footnote 12 exceed 75 MW.” with “In no
case can the planned Non-Consequential Load Loss under footnote 12
exceed 75 MW for US registered entities. The amount of planned Non-
Consequential Load Loss under footnote 12 for a Registered Entity that is
a Canadian Entity (or a Mexican Entity) should be implemented in a
manner that is consistent with/or under the direction of the Applicable
Governmental Authority or its agency in Canada (or Mexico).

Hydro One Networks Inc. No We disagree with prescribing a fixed MW threshold for Non-
Consequential Load Loss in a continent-wide standard. Provided there is
no widespread, adverse effect on the reliability of the interconnected bulk
electric system, the effect on customers of a firm demand interruption is
the responsibility of the applicable regulatory authority or its delegated
agencies responsible for local transmission and retail service over the load
to be curtailed.If it is decided to proceed with the 75 MW or any other
value, we propose replacing the sentence, in the footnote and in
attachment one, section lll that reads:”In no case can the planned Non-
Consequential Load Loss under footnote 12 exceed 75 MW.” with “In no
case can the planned Non-Consequential Load Loss under footnote 12
exceed 75 MW for US registered entities. The amount of planned Non-
Consequential Load Loss under footnote 12 for a non-US Registered Entity
should be determined by the applicable Regulatory Authority or
Governmental Authority or its delegated agency in that is responsible for
retail electric service issues in that jurisdiction.”
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Response: Canadian entities are allowed to adopt ERO Reliability Standards, reject them outright, or adapt them for their own use
within the confines of provincial regulations. Nothing has changed in that regard with this proposed standard. The effective date
language covers the situation. No change made.

NB Power Transmission No We disagree with prescribing a fixed MW threshold for Non-
Consequential Load Loss in a continent-wide standard. Provided there is
no widespread, adverse effect on the reliability of the interconnected bulk
electric system, the effect on customers of a firm demand interruption is
the responsibility of the applicable regulatory authority or its delegated
agencies responsible for local transmission and retail service over the load
to be curtailed.

NBSO No We do not agree with setting a MW limit for non-consequential load loss.
The allowable amount should be determined and approved by the
jurisdiction of the area(s) whose load is affected. The intent of the TPL
standard and this footnote is to ensure that if non-sequential load loss is
accounted for or relied up to ensure BES reliability (as assessed in the
planning horizon), that such a decision needs to be approved by the
appropriate jurisdiction. Non-consequential load loss being applied or
considered to achieve BES reliability in planning assessment is in itself not
a BES reliability concern that rises up to a continent-wide reliability
standard.

Response: The remand order from FERC requested that a Section 1600 data request be made to provide data on the actual usage of
footnote ‘b’ by planners. This data was then to be utilized by the SDT as part of its consideration in arriving at a maximum value for
the amount of Load that could be planned to be shed under footnote ‘b’. DOE thresholds such as 300 MW can be a point of reference
or sanity check but in and of themselves are not sufficient for setting a threshold in this matter. The SDT believes that any deviation
from the threshold derived from the actual data may be viewed as a non-acceptable least common denominator approach. No
change made.
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Western Area Power Administration No We do not support a maximum threshold of 75 MW or any MW level. ltis
not appropriate to enforce a one size fits all maximum value. There are
no apparent reliability benefits from implementing a capacity loss
limitation...why not pick 300 MW?

Also we are not sure what prompted the additional distinction of allowing
the load shedding only in the near-term planning horizon...please
elaborate.

Response: The remand order from FERC requested that a Section 1600 data request be made to provide data on the actual usage of
footnote ‘b’ by planners. This data was then to be utilized by the SDT as part of its consideration in arriving at a maximum value for
the amount of Load that could be planned to be shed under footnote ‘b’. DOE thresholds such as 300 MW can be a point of
reference or sanity check but in and of themselves are not sufficient for setting a threshold in this matter. The SDT believes that any
deviation from the threshold derived from the actual data may be viewed as a non-acceptable least common denominator approach.
No change made.

Footnote ‘b’ is not limited to the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon since the footnote recognizes that Firm Demand can be
interrupted throughout the entire planning horizon. No change made.

Platte River Power Authority No We do not support a maximum threshold. 1) It is not appropriate to
enforce a one size fits all maximum value that might unnecessarily over-
burden some communities.

2) The public process proposed in this standard provides significant
transparency from the transmission utilities and opportunity for
community input to decisions that will impact both the community's
reliability and rates.

3) Leave the maximum capacity threshold decisions to local regulatory
commissions and Boards of Directors.

Response: (1) The remand order from FERC requested that a Section 1600 data request be made to provide data on the actual usage
of footnote ‘b’ by planners. This data was then to be utilized by the SDT as part of its consideration in arriving at a maximum value
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for the amount of Load that could be planned to be shed under footnote ‘b’. The SDT believes that any deviation from the threshold
derived from the actual data may be viewed as a non-acceptable least common denominator approach. No change made.

(2) Thank you for your support.

(3) The SDT believes it is unrealistic to consider the allowable usage of footnote ‘b’ in the planning process without a cap on the
amount of Load planned to be shed. The SDT also believes that such a position is consistent with the wording in the Order. Local
regulators are involved in the process through the wording in Attachment 1, Sections | and lll. No change made.

California Independent System Operator No While we have voted in favor of supporting the changes to the footnote
and to move forward with the adoption of the standard, we remain
concerned that there is not a good foundation for concluding that loss of
load over 75 MW poses a reliability risk to the system compared to some
higher MW threshold. Instead, the 75 MW capacity threshold is simply
based on the current maximum planned loss of Non-Consequential Load.
While we support minimizing reliance on Non-Consequential Load Loss,
there may be scenarios where such reliance is unavoidable in the near-
term, and therefore may be needed until capital upgrades can be put in
place. At a minimum, the footnote or standard should provide for an
exception process, should it be necessary for a planned Non-
Consequential Load Loss of greater than 75 MW.

Response: The remand order from FERC requested that a Section 1600 data request be made to provide data on the actual usage of
footnote ‘b’ by planners. This data was then to be utilized by the SDT as part of its consideration in arriving at a maximum value for
the amount of Load that could be planned to be shed under footnote ‘b’. The SDT believes that any deviation from the threshold
derived from the actual data may be viewed as a non-acceptable least common denominator approach. The SDT believes that the
referenced exception process is what is being proposed. The proposed process sets up an open and transparent process for allowing
such Load shed in specific conditions and with specific limitations. No change made.

Tri-State Generation & Transmission No
Association
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LCRA Transmission Service Corporation No

Response: Without a specific comment, the SDT is unable to respond.

TVA Transmission Reliability Engineering Yes TVA agrees with the general text; however, TVA believes that the 75 MW
and Controls limit is too low. TVA believes that a better limit would be 100 MW - which
is the amount for load shedding required to be reported under OE-417
under emergency operational policy. This would allow some future load
growth as well as any possible new loads that may develop quickly in
which a utility may not have time to complete necessary projects in a
corrective action plan.

Response: The remand order from FERC requested that a Section 1600 data request be made to provide data on the actual usage of
footnote ‘b’ by planners. This data was then to be utilized by the SDT as part of its consideration in arriving at a maximum value for
the amount of Load that could be planned to be shed under footnote ‘b’. DOE thresholds can be a point of reference or sanity check
but in and of themselves are not sufficient for setting a threshold in this matter. The SDT believes that any deviation from the
threshold derived from the actual data may be viewed as a non-acceptable least common denominator approach. No change made.

Southwest Power Pool Reliability Standards | Yes
Development Team

Bonneville Power Administration Yes

SERC EC Planning Standards Subcommittee | Yes

Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc.

Southern Company Yes
American Electric Power Yes
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Inc. Yes
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Public Service Company of New Mexico Yes
Idaho Power Company Yes
SCE&G Yes
Lincoln Electric System Yes
Georgia Transmission Corp Yes
Response: Thank you for your support.
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2. Do you agree with the description and components of the Stakeholder Process in Section | of Attachment 1? If you do not
support these changes or you agree in general but feel that alternative language would be more appropriate, please provide
specific suggestions in your comments.

Summary Consideration: There was little or no commonality in the comments submitted and the responses are mainly statements
clarifying SDT intent as shown in the individual responses.

The following change was made due to industry comment:

TPL 002-1c: jootnote b) - Hisrecognized-thatFirm- For purposes of this footnote, the following are not counted as Firm Demand-wit-be

(1) Demand directly served by the Elements removed from service as a result of the Contingency, erand (2)
Interruptible Demand or Demand-Side Management Load.

Organization Yes or No Question 2 Comment

Southern Company No The complex stakeholder process described in Attachment 1 should be required
only if the amount of planned load shed exceeds 25 MW or the contingency is
greater than 300 kV. Since the average use given in the survey was 19 MW and
there is no evidence of harm to the BES reliability resulting from that use, there is no
good reason to require such a stakeholder process for amounts less than 25 MW,
The stakeholder process should only be required for larger amounts of load.

SCE&G No No, We recommend that up to 25 MW of planned interruption be allowed without
triggering the need for a stakeholder process. Since the average use given in the
survey was 19 MW and there is no evidence of harm to the BES reliability resulting
from that use, there is no reason to require a stakeholder process for amounts less
than 25 MW. This is consistent with the value cited in Section lIl.

TVA Transmission Reliability No TVA recommends that up to 25 MW of planned interruption be allowed without
Engineering and Controls triggering the need for a stakeholder process. Since the average use given in the
survey was 19 MW and there is no evidence of harm to the BES reliability resulting
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from that use, there is no reason to require a stakeholder process for amounts less
than 25 MW. This is consistent with the value cited in Section lll.

SERC EC Planning Standards No We recommend that up to 25 MW of planned interruption be allowed without
Subcommittee triggering the need for a stakeholder process. Since the average use given in the
survey was 19 MW and there is no evidence of harm to the BES reliability resulting
from that use, there is no reason to require a stakeholder process for amounts less
than 25 MW. This is consistent with the value cited in Section lll.

Associated Electric Cooperative

Response: The SDT disagrees that the proposed process is complex or unnecessary. The SDT used the Board of Trustees approved
standard as a starting point for this draft. FERC remanded the standard; not because it contained a stakeholder process, but because
the process was not well defined, did not include quantitative and qualitative criteria for allowing curtailment of Firm Demand and
did not assure that BES reliability would be maintained. The balloted draft added detail and specificity to the already approved
approach. The SDT believes that all uses of footnote ‘b’ should go through the stakeholder process. No change made.

Seminole Electric Cooperative, No #1.It is unclear what factors must be met in order to be an affected stakeholder
Inc. under the Stakeholder Process in Attachment 1? This process appears to be devoid
of any objective factors that can assist an entity in determining whether a party is a
stakeholder or not. NERC should define what an “affected stakeholder” is or list
factors to assist industry in making such a determination.

#2.In Standard TPL-002-1c, Attachment 1, Section |. “Stakeholder Process,” there
was a section added at the end of this subsection that is three lines in length. This
section states that a stakeholder process does not need to be repeated unless there
has been a “material change.” It is clear from the latest webinar presentation on
this Project that this language is not “clear and unambiguous”. NERC does not
present any metrics, whether qualitative or quantitative, to guide industry as to
when a material change occurs to an application of footnote ‘b.” Without any
metrics to guide industry, it is bewildering that NERC reasons that entities will
consistently interpret what a material change constitutes. Therefore, SECI believes
that this provision is in conflict with the NERC Rules of Procedure and FERC Order
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762.

#3.In Standard TPL-002-1c, Attachment 1, Section |. “Stakeholder Process,” the
requirement that the process “shall be documented” was deleted from the first
paragraph. It does not appear to be reasonable that a process that is not written,
nor known to any stakeholder, meets the common understanding of “open and
transparent.” Seminole believes that the requirement that the process be
documented and that documents be available to potential affected parties be
reinstated into the Standard.

Response: 1. The SDT believes that the planning entity is in the best position to identify affected stakeholders and that any attempt
to codify a list of such stakeholders in the proposed standards could lead to errors due to the necessity of having to adopt a one size
fits all approach. No change made.

2. The SDT believes that the planning entity has the best understanding of when a change would become material. With the large
range of design philosophies and geographic difference between the entities within NERC, it is not practical to adopt a single one size
fits all approach. In addition, since the use of footnote ‘b’ will be a part of the entity’s Corrective Action Plans, interested
stakeholders will have the opportunity to question the continued use of footnote ‘b’. No change made.

3. The SDT believes the ‘documented’ terminology is unnecessarily redundant since the entity must be able to demonstrate
compliance to its Compliance Enforcement Authority. It should not be necessary to mandate that an entity has to document a
process. No change made.

NBSO No (1) The process presented in Section | of Attachment | is overly prescriptive. This
Section needs only to stipulate that the proposed utilization of the footnote be
reviewed through an open and transparent stakeholder process developed and/or
approved by the jurisdiction (a Regional Entity or regulatory authority) of the area(s)
whose load is affected area.

(2) There is no basis to support allowing the utilization of the footnote in the Near-
Term Transmission Planning Horizon of the Planning Assessment only. The footnote
itself should not explicitly restrict its utilization to only the Near-Term horizon.
Often, in the long-term planning horizon, when approval for transmission addition
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or reinforcement cannot be obtained for whatever reasons, utilization of the
footnote is considered and adopted, subject to stakeholder’s and regulatory
authority’s approvals. Note that it is impractical to add or reinforce transmission
facilities in a near-term planning (e.g. Year One) time frame and hence the proposed
provision does not allow for utilizing the footnote for the interim period before new
or reinforced transmission facilities are put in place. We suggest removing the word
“Near-Term”.

Response: (1) FERC remanded the standard because they wanted the stakeholder process better defined, including a blend of
qguantitative and qualitative criteria for allowing curtailment of Firm Demand and assurance that BES reliability would be maintained.
The balloted draft added the indicated detail and specificity to the already approved approach. No change made.

(2) Footnote ‘b’ is not limited to the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon since the footnote recognizes that Firm Demand can
be interrupted throughout the entire planning horizon. As drafted, the standard defines the stakeholder process as mandatory for
the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon since there may not be time to implement other corrective actions but does not limit
its use in the Long-Term Transmission Planning Horizon. How individual entities reflect the Long-Term Transmission Planning Horizon
situations in its individual stakeholder process is left to the entity to determine. No change made.

ACES Power Marketing Standards | No (1) Many RTOs have well organized stakeholder processes that could be utilized to
Collaborators satisfy Attachment 1. Because the TPL standards apply to both the PC and TP, one
may conclude that both functions need to have a stakeholder process. Rather, we
think that the TP should be able to rely on its PC’s stakeholder process. We
recommend clarifying Attachment 1 that it is acceptable for the TP to rely on the
PC’s process and that both entities are not required to have redundant processes.
The most important point is that stakeholders have an opportunity to participate.

Response: The SDT believes that it has covered this possibility in the revised language posted for this draft allowing an entity to use
an existing process as long as it meets the criteria. Such usage is not restricted to a particular entity and as long as each entity is able
to demonstrate that it meets the items in Section |, entities can share the same process. No change made.

Minnkota Power Cooperative No 1. MPC QUESTION: In Attachment 1 Section |, what is the definition of a
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Otter Tail Power Company “stakeholder”?

a. Is this intended to apply to multiple NERC functional entities (DP, TO, TOP, LSE),
public residential customers, and/or business owners that are affected by system
contingencies?

b. RECOMMENDATION: Define stakeholder to be “affected Transmission Owners,
Transmission Operators, Distribution Providers, and Load-Serving Entities.” We
believe it is most appropriate for the Transmission Owners, Transmission Operators,
Distribution Providers, and Load-Serving Entities to objectively evaluate the risks of
load shedding in a local area against the cost impact of a large transmission project
on the rate base.

2. MPC QUESTION: In Attachment 1 Section | item 1, what does “including
applicable regulatory authorities” refer to?

a. Is this the same body that “applicable regulatory authority or governing body”
refers to in Section llI?

b. Are these requirements still applicable if the 25 MW threshold in Section Il is not
passed?

c. RECOMMENDATION: Attachment 1 Section | Item 1 could read “... including
applicable regulatory authorities or governing bodies responsible for retail electric
service as described in Section Ill. A clearly defined statement allows the
Transmission Planner and Planning Coordinator to identify the appropriate parties
to be included in every instance Attachment 1 is used.

Response: 1. The SDT believes that affected stakeholders should include the list of NERC functional entities and others. Transmission
customers, Planning Coordinators, Transmission Planners, and regulatory authorities with retail jurisdiction should typically be
included. The SDT believes that the planning entity has the best understanding of who an affected stakeholder will be and that any
attempt to codify a list of such stakeholders in the proposed standards could lead to errors due to the necessity of having to adopt a
one size fits all approach. No change made.
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2. a. Yes, it is the same as those in Section Il

b. Yes, these requirements are applicable for each circumstance of planned use of footnote b. The SDT believes that the use of the
stakeholder process is necessary each time that an entity utilizes footnote b.

c. The SDT did not accept your recommendation. The SDT believes that the suggested change may be too limiting since it refers to a
single governing body. No change made.

Western Area Power No A public process seems out of place in a reliability standard.
Administration

Response: FERC remanded the standard; not because it contained a stakeholder process, but because the process was not well
defined, did not include quantitative and qualitative criteria for allowing curtailment of Firm Demand and did not assure that BES
reliability would be maintained. The balloted draft added detail and specificity to the already approved approach. No change made.

Manitoba Hydro No A stakeholder process should not be required in jurisdictions where a legislation
already authorizes interruptions, as consent of stakeholders cannot override
legislation.

Response: The SDT does not believe that the consent of stakeholders will override legislation. The proposed process provides an
opportunity for affected stakeholders, including regulators, to have the necessary information to fully understand the impacts of the
planned use of footnote b. If the applicable regulator does not object to the planned use of footnote b, it may be used. No change
made.

Iberdrola USA No “Stakeholders” is undefined - would this be the same stakeholder body identified in
the planning process of the Open Access Transmission Tariff?

Response: In many instances, the affected stakeholders would be the same stakeholders identified in the Open Access Transmission
Tariff planning process. However, the SDT believes that the planning entity has the best understanding of who an affected
stakeholder will be and that any attempt to codify a list of such stakeholders in the proposed standards could lead to errors due to
the necessity of having to adopt a one size fits all approach. No change made.
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Question 2 Comment

Public Utility District No.1 of No
Snohomish County

MEAG Power
City of Austin
Clark Public Utilities

Tacoma Power

In the first sentence, remove the words “as an element of a Corrective Action Plan.”
There are cases on the fringes of the system where Non-Consequential Load Loss is
the preferred alternative in both the long term and short term, not as a temporary
patch. Requiring the stakeholder process as part of Corrective Action Plan implies
that using footnote 12 cannot be the long term choice. Since a Corrective Action
Plan is a “list of actions and an associated timetable for implementation to remedy a
specific problem,” using this term removes the stakeholders ability to evaluated the
costs and benefits and instead requires them to treat this a problem where the only
solution is building new facilities.

Response: The stakeholder process is not required as part of a Corrective Plan. What the attachment states is that use of the
footnote cannot be part of the Corrective Action Plan unless it has gone through the process. And the SDT disagrees that inclusion of
this language ever requires a construction solution. Bullet #7 in Section Il requires that alternatives to Load shed be presented for
process participants to see as well as providing the rationale for not selecting those alternatives. Cost and benefits can certainly be

part of this rationale. No change made.

Ameren No

It is our opinion that that the stakeholder process should be conducted at least once
every five years if non-consequential load is planned to be dropped as part of the
Corrective Action Plan to meet single contingency events. If conditions have not
materially changed since the last review, this information should still be
communicated to the stakeholders.

Response: The SDT did not want to present repetitive information and unduly burden the planning entity or the stakeholder in this
process. However, an entity can always do more than what is required in the standard. No change made.

Tri-State Generation & No
Transmission Association

NERC Functional Model definitions for Planning Authorities and Transmission
Planners do not include the types of activities being proposed in “Attachment 1.”
How is it appropriate to mandate to functional entities functions that are outside
those defined in the NERC functional model?

Response: The NERC Functional Model is a guideline for activities required of cited functional entities. It is periodically updated as
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conditions change. While the activities mentioned in the standard may not be explicitly spelled out in the NERC Functional Model,
the SDT does not believe that they are out of scope for either a Planning Coordinator or a Transmission Planner. No change made.

New England States Committee No NESCOE appreciates the efforts of the SDT in developing a stakeholder process for
on Electricity (NESCOE) considering the use of load interruption in system planning. NESCOE especially
appreciates the heightened role accorded to states in light of jurisdictional issues
raised by the prospect of shedding load and implications for retail customers.

States must be intimately involved in weighing reliability considerations against the
economic implications of alternative approaches. Regarding the language in Section
I, see the comments above regarding striking “Near-Term” in this context.

NESCOE also suggests that additional clarity is needed regarding the intended
meaning of “applicable regulatory authorities or governing bodies responsible for
retail electric service issues.” This language potentially implicates state agencies
beyond public utility commissions (e.g., state consumer advocates, attorneys
general) and could create confusion for state agencies as well as transmission
planners that are required to provide notice to such entities and, pursuant to
Section lll, provide a process for regulatory review. Instead, the SDT should revise
the language to read “electric retail regulatory authorities,” a term with clear
meaning that the Commission has itself used. See, e.g., Order 719.

Response: Please see the response to question 1.

The SDT believes that there may be instances where other regulatory bodies may want to be involved in the stakeholder process.
The SDT disagrees that the proposed language will create confusion for state agencies or transmission planners. The SDT believes
that the planning entity has the best understanding of who an affected stakeholder will be and that any attempt to codify a list of
such stakeholders in the proposed standards could lead to errors due to the necessity of having to adopt a one size fits all approach.

No change made.

Independent Electricity System No No. The process presented in Section | is overly prescriptive. If a section that
Operator prescribes the principles of a stakeholder process is required, then for Canadian
entities this section should simply state that any threshold should be established in
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a manner consistent with other service levels that apply to local transmission and
retail service for the load to be curtailed.

Corrective action plans can rarely be implemented in a one-year time frame, and in
some cases, limited use of Non-consequential Load Loss will be preferable to
unaffordable transmission enhancements, therefore we believe that the use of
footnote ‘b’/’12’ should not be limited to the Near-Term Transmission Planning
Horizon. We propose that the phrase “the Near-Term Transmission Planning
Horizon of” be deleted from the opening paragraph.

Response: Canadian entities are allowed to adopt ERO Reliability Standards, reject them outright, or adapt them for their own use
within the confines of provincial regulations. Nothing has changed in that regard with this proposed standard. The effective date
language covers the situation. No change made.

The SDT agrees that it may be difficult to implement construction options in a one year time frame and that the limited use of Non-
Consequential Load Loss may be an acceptable option. Footnote ‘b’ is not limited to Year One or to the Near-Term Transmission
Planning Horizon since the footnote recognizes that Firm Demand can be interrupted throughout the entire planning horizon. As
drafted, the standard defines the stakeholder process as mandatory for the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon since there
may not be time to implement other corrective actions but does not limit its use in the Long-Term Transmission Planning Horizon.
How individual entities reflect the Long-Term Transmission Planning Horizon situations in its individual stakeholder process is left to

the entity to determine. No change made.

Midwest Independent No No. MISO objects to a stakeholder process as outlined in Attachment 1. See our
Transmission System Operator, comments under Question 5.
Inc.

Response: Please see response to question 5.

Electric Reliability Council of No Please see ERCOT's response to Question 1 - stakeholder processes are not
Texas, Inc. appropriate for NERC standards.

Response: Please see response to question 1.
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Public Service Company of New No PNM voted yes to the Standard as a whole but would like the SDT to consider the
Mexico following concern: Part 1l.2.b of Attachment 1 that requires an assessment of the
effect of the use of Non-Consequential Load Loss under Footnote B on the health,
safety, and welfare of the community, and PNM believes that assessments of this
nature are entirely subjective and will be difficult to comply with and even more
difficult to audit. It is our belief that this criteria should be removed from the
Standard prior to its ultimate submittal to NERC.

Response: The SDT understands the concerns and has clarified the wording accordingly. The intent of the SDT is that this action
should be analogous to that required in approved EOP-001-2.1b.

Sectidm 1, Bullet 2b. Assessment-A description of the effect of the use of Firm Demand interruption under footnote ‘b’ on the
health, safety, and welfare of the community

NB Power Transmission No The process in Attachment 1 is overly prescriptive. Attachment 1, if retained, needs
only to stipulate that the proposed utilization of the footnote be reviewed through
an open and transparent stakeholder process in compliance with the applicable
regulatory authority oversight.

Response: FERC remanded the standard; not because it contained a stakeholder process, but because the process was not well
defined, did not include quantitative and qualitative criteria for allowing curtailment of Firm Demand and did not assure that BES
reliability would be maintained. The balloted draft added detail and specificity to the already approved approach. No change made.

Hydro One Networks Inc. No The process presented in Section | is overly prescriptive. If a section that prescribes
the principles of a stakeholder process is required, then for non-US entities this
section should simply require that the process must be approved by the applicable
Regulatory Authority or Governmental Authority or its delegated agency that is
responsible for local transmission and retail service for the load to be curtailed in
that jurisdiction.

Response: Canadian entities are allowed to adopt ERO Reliability Standards, reject them outright, or adapt them for their own use
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within the confines of provincial regulations. Nothing has changed in that regard with this proposed standard. The effective date

language covers the situation. No change made.

LCRA Transmission Service No
Corporation

Response: Without specific comments, the SDT is unable to respond.

Xcel Energy Yes

The possibility of NCLL is always present, whether in the planning or operational
arena. Section | (#5) should however specifically state that in the dispute resolution
process a stakeholder does not have right of refusal for NCLL. This should be
especially true when a transmission project has been proposed and NCLL in the
interim is required due to the regulatory process, equipment lead time, etc.
preventing the completion of project at an earlier time.

Response: Bullet #5 does not require specific attributes of the dispute resolution process. The SDT believes that the attributes of the
stakeholder process should be defined by the entity during the development of the stakeholder process. No change made.

MRO NSRF Yes
USACE

MidAmerican Energy Company

(1) In Attachment 1 Section |, what is the definition of a “stakeholder”? Which NERC
functional entities would be included (TO, TOP, LSE)? Are the public residential
and/or business owners that are affected included in the definition? Some parties
may assume that local government representatives or residential or business
owners are included as stakeholders. We believe it is most appropriate for the
Transmission Owners, Transmission Operators, and Load-Serving Entities to
objectively evaluate the risks of load shedding in a local area against the cost impact
of a large transmission project on the rate base. RECOMMENDATION: Define
stakeholder to be “affected Transmission Owners, Transmission Operators, and
Load-Serving Entities.”

(2) In Attachment 1 Section | item 1, what does “including applicable regulatory

authorities” refer to? Is this the same body that “applicable regulatory authority or
governing body” refers to in Section IlI? Are these requirements still applicable if the
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25 MW threshold in Section Il is not passed? RECOMMENDATION: Attachment 1
Section | Item 1 could read “... including applicable regulatory authorities or
governing bodies responsible for retail electric service issues as described in Section
lll. A less vague statement allows the important parties to be included in every
instance Attachment 1 is used.

Response: (1) In many instances, the affected stakeholders would be the same stakeholders identified in the Open Access
Transmission Tariff planning process. However, the SDT believes that the planning entity has the best understanding of who an
affected stakeholder will be and that any attempt to codify a list of such stakeholders in the proposed standards could lead to errors
due to the necessity of having to adopt a one size fits all approach. No change made.

(2) The term applies to any applicable, interested regulatory authority and is not necessarily the same body as mentioned in Section
lll. Conversely, the regulatory body cited in Section Ill would certainly be one of the regulatory bodies referred to in Section I. If the
result of Section | is that the entity is not going to move forward with the plan, then Section Ill will never occur. No change made.

Texas Reliability Entity Yes Attachment 1, section | (Stakeholder Process) should be clarified to specify which
‘responsible entity’ needs to utilize or develop a transparent stakeholder process.
For example, if a contingency event in Entity A’s system causes Entity B to have to
shed non-consequential firm load to meet the BES performance requirements,
which Entity is responsible for ensuring the required review? TRE proposes adding
the following sentence to the first paragraph to assign responsibility for this type of
scenario: “The Planning Coordinator or Transmission Planner accountable for the
contingency event will be responsible for implementing the stakeholder process and
regulatory review.”

Response: The SDT believes that the current terminology is clear in that it is the entity that plans to utilize the footnote that needs to
initiate the process. No change made.

California Independent System Yes There is no basis to support only allowing the utilization of the footnote in the Near-
Operator Term Transmission Planning Horizon of the Planning Assessment. The footnote itself
should not explicitly restrict its utilization to only the Near-Term horizon. Often, in
the long-term planning horizon, when approval for transmission addition or
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reinforcement cannot be obtained for a variety of reasons, utilization of the
footnote is considered and adopted, subject to stakeholder’s and regulatory
authority’s approvals. Note that it is impractical to add or reinforce transmission
facilities in a near-term planning (e.g. Year One) time frame and hence the proposed
provision does not allow for utilizing the footnote for the interim period before new
or reinforced transmission facilities are put in place. We suggest to remove the word
“Near-Term”.

Response: Footnote ‘b’ is not limited to the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon since the footnote recognizes that Firm
Demand can be interrupted throughout the entire planning horizon. As drafted, the standard defines the stakeholder process as
mandatory for the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon since there may not be time to implement other corrective actions but
does not limit its use in the Long-Term Transmission Planning Horizon. How individual entities reflect the Long-Term Transmission
Planning Horizon situations in its individual stakeholder process is left to the entity to determine. No change made.

Southern California Edison Yes The Stakeholder Process in Section | of Attachment 1 is similar to the method
Company effectively used by the CAISO to manage and incorporate stakeholder input in its
annual transmission planning process.

Platte River Power Authority Yes Although these descriptive steps for a public process seem out of place in a
reliability standard, Section 1 is in line with the planning principles of FERC Order
890.

Southwest Power Pool Reliability | Yes
Standards Development Team

Duke Energy Yes

Bonneville Power Administration | Yes

Florida Municipal Power Agency | Yes
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Arizona Public Service Company | Yes

American Electric Power Yes

Deseret Generation & Yes
Transmission

American Transmission Company | Yes

Massachusetts Attorney General | Yes

Idaho Power Company Yes
ISO New England Yes
Georgia Transmission Corp Yes
Modesto Irrigation District Yes

Response: Thank you for your support.
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3. Do you agree with the Information for Inclusion in the Stakeholder Process contained in Section Il of Attachment1? If you do not
support these changes or you agree in general but feel that alternative language would be more appropriate, please provide
specific suggestions in your comments.

Summary Consideration: Most of the commenters asked questions about the intent of the SDT in particular areas and the SDT has
provided individual responses accordingly.

There was one major overriding concern about Section I, Bullet 2b on the assessment on public health and safety. The SDT has clarified
its intent and also pointed out that the action required for this bullet item is analogous to what is already required in approved EOP-001-
2.1b.

Some commenters also questioned the use of the term ‘mitigate’ in Section Il, Bullet 5. The SDT has clarified this language.

The following clarifying changes have been made due to industry comments:

TPL 002-1c: jootnote b) - Hisrecognized-thatFirm- For purposes of this footnote, the following are not counted as Firm Demand-wit-be

(1) Demand directly served by the Elements removed from service as a result of the Contingency, erand (2)
Interruptible Demand or Demand-Side Management Load.

Section Il, Bu|||et 2b. Assessment-An explanation of the effect of the use of Firm Demand interruption under footnote ‘b’ on the health,
safety, and welfare of the community

Section I, Bu'llet #5. Future plans to mitigate-alleviate the need for Firm Demand interruption under footnote ‘b’

Organization Yes or No Question 3 Comment
TVA Transmission Reliability No TVA would like to propose that this Stakeholder process be postponed in the event
Engineering and Controls that a transmission fix for a load drop issue was already planned within the next 2 or

3 years. Thus the stakeholder process would only occur for projects that had no fix
planned within the next couple of years.

TVA is also not sure how to satisfactorily address “health, safety, and welfare of the
community” - TVA would appreciate some guidance on how to properly address
this.
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TVA believes that item 1.b of Section Il could contain CEll information and should
have limited distribution. The appropriate non-disclosure agreements would need to
be developed to prevent widespread publication of the information.

Response: JThe SDT believes that the stakeholder process should occur whenever footnote ‘b’ is proposed to be utilized. The
construction option in later years will be a part of the information provided in the stakeholder process for review. In this case, there
will only need to be one review through the stakeholder process, if there are no material changes before the construction option is

completed. No change made.

The SDT understands the concerns and has clarified the wording accordingly. The intent of the SDT is that this action should be
analogous to that required in approved EOP-001-2.1b.

Sectidm 1, Bullet 2b. Assessment-An explanation of the effect of the use of Firm Demand interruption under footnote ‘b’ on the
health, safety, and welfare of the community

If an entity believes that CEll information is involved then the entity should use the appropriate mechanisms to protect that
information while still providing the basics of the information needed for the process to continue. No change made.

ACES Power Marketing Standards | No
Collaborators

(1) Adding the word “effect” on the health, safety, and welfare of the community
creates more confusion regarding what is needed for the assessment. We
recommend removing the effect clause from Section II.

(2) We disagree that the Transmission Planner should be required to provide an
assessment at all on the health, safety and welfare of the community. Attachment
1, Section 2a identifies the types of customers that are impacted without needing a
formal assessment. Stakeholders will have an opportunity to provide information
on impacts of planned load shedding through either the Transmission Planner’s
stakeholder comment process or through the local regulatory agency’s stakeholder
comment process. Further, these planned interruptions of firm demand are
expected to be short in nature so any impact would be de minimis. Finally, an
assessment on the health, safety and welfare of the community is an unnecessary
burden on the registered entity and is better suited for local governments that can
speak through the stakeholder process.
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Question 3 Comment

(3) Bullet 3 is based on available historical information. While this seems
reasonable, we have concerns because of the rare instances that Non-Consequential
Load Shed actually occurs. If a TP uses Non-Consequential Load Shed for the first
time, there is no historical information. What would be an acceptable basis for the
first use of Non-Consequential Load Shed when the entity is without historical
information?

(4) Expected time duration of the planned load shed is too speculative and should
not be required because any duration will likely be a guess. When actual
contingencies occur, the time of restoration varies and any time that was selected
prior to the event is not likely to be correct. We do not see the value in predicting
the duration time because there is too much uncertainty about how long an outage
will really last. The SDT needs to clarify what is expected for the duration of the
planned load shed.

(5) While we appreciate that the response to our comments clarified the intent is
that “Possible future plans could include a decision not to mitigate the need for Firm
Demand interruption,” the language in the Attachment simply does not reflect this.
The Attachment specifically states “Future plans to mitigate the need for Non-
Consequential Load Loss.” A decision not to mitigate the need for Firm Demand
interruption is not a future plan to mitigate. Consequently, Attachment 1, section
I1.5 will need to be modified to implement this intent. Otherwise, this language is
certain to be interpreted as requiring a mitigation plan.

Response: (1) and (2) The SDT understands the concerns and has clarified the wording accordingly. The intent of the SDT is that this
action should be analogous to that required in approved EOP-001-2.1b.

Sectidm I, Bullet 2b. Assessment-An explanation of the effect of the use of Firm Demand interruption under footnote ‘b’ on the

change made.

health, safety, and welfare of the community

(3) Historical performance is not limited to Contingencies which result in Non-Consequential Load Loss. The estimated frequency
should be based on an entity’s average historical performance of similar Facilities applied to the specific Element being evaluated. No

Consideration of Comments: Project 2010-11

62




Organization

Yes or No

Question 3 Comment

(4) The expected duration could be a range of values based on various assumptions. In the planning environment the entity should be
able to analyze the situation and determine an expected duration for which an interruption would be in place. No change made.

(5) The SDT agrees and has changed the language accordingly.

5. Fuqure plans to mitigate-alleviate the need for Firm Demand interruption under footnote ‘b’

Minnkota Power Cooperative

Otter Tail Power Company

No

1. MPC QUESTION/COMMENT: In Attachment 1 Section Il item 2b, “Assessment of
the effect ... on the health, safety, and welfare of the community” is vague.
Clarification is requested.a. RECOMMENDATION: Remove Item 2b because it
requires the assessment of the footnote application impact on the potential health,
safety, and welfare of the community. These types of assessments should be
eliminated because they are not electric system reliability matters and were not
stipulated by FERC. In the event that the Standards Development teams choses to
keep item 2b, then add language semi-defining this as follows in Attachment 1
Section Il Item 2b “...health, safety, and welfare of the community as determined by
impact on critical health and emergency services.” This allows the Transmission
Planner and Planning Coordinator to identify the appropriate parties affected by the
contingency to be analyzed in every instance Attachment 1 is used.

American Transmission Company

No

ATC recommends the following change in Section Il of Attachment 1 applicable to
both standards TPL-002-1c [page 8] and TLP-001-2a [pagel6]:Remove Item 2b
altogether because it requires the assessment of the footnote application impact on
the potential health, safety, and welfare of the community. These types of
assessments should not be required in the Standards because they are not electric
system reliability matters and were not stipulated within the FERC Order762.

Bonneville Power Administration

No

BPA does not support including information under Section 11.2.b, an assessment of
the use of Non-Consequential Load Loss on the health, safety, and welfare of the

community. It would be nearly impossible for a planner to predict this in a future
case since it is hard to predict what loads will actually materialize in the future. In
addition, this information does not support reliability of the BES since reliability of
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the transmission system is assessed by meeting required technical performance for
certain contingencies and under certain conditions.

Arizona Public Service Company

No

Iltem 2b: Reference to health, safety, and welfare is unnecessary. All demand
interruption are going to have some impact on health, safety, and welfare. The
impact is subjective and will simply result in unnecessary study reports by
consultants and will act as a road block.

Iberdrola USA

No

Regarding the documentation required for item 2.b, how are “health, safety, and
welfare of the community” to be assessed? What are the metrics? How would
compliance with this provision be evaluated?

MRO NSRF
MidAmerican Energy Company
USACE

No

Remove Item 2b because it requires the assessment of the footnote application
impact on the potential health, safety, and welfare of the community. These types
of assessments should be eliminated because they are not electric system reliability
matters and were not stipulated by FERC.

Southern California Edison
Company

No

SCE participates in the rigorous CAISO annual transmission planning process that
considers the information included in the proposed Section Il of Attachment 1.
However, the proposed language in Section I.2.b. “Assessment of the effect of Firm
Demand interruption under footnote ‘b’ on the health, safety, and welfare of the
community,” seems overly broad and confusing. The California Public Utility
Commission (CPUC) and CAISO presently consider these items before approving
transmission plans. It is unclear what type of information would be required in order
to meet the seemingly broad request contained in Section 11.2.b. SCE believes that
the language of Section 11.2.b. should be removed from Attachment 1, or
alternatively, the language should be revised to specifically exempt critical loads,
such as hospitals, fire department facilities, law enforcement facilities, and
correctional facilities.

Public Utility District No.1 of

No

We suggest removing section 2b “Assessment...health, safety...” for three reasons:
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Snohomish County 1)All outages have a negative impact on the community. Outages under footnote 12
MEAG Power do not inherently have more significant impact per MWhr lost than other outages
allowed per Table 1. By requiring additional analysis for a similar societal impact,
Clark Public Utilities this provision discriminates against utilities at the fringes of the system. 2) While
reminding planners to consider that their decisions do have real impacts to real
people is a laudable goal, including this provision opens the door to significant legal
liability and regulatory uncertainty. 3) An appendix to a footnote is the wrong place
to introduce such a significant requirement. The Adequate Level of Reliability Task
Force would be a more appropriate venue for this idea.

Tacoma Power No We suggest removing section 2b “Assessment...health, safety...” for three reasons:
1)All outages have a negative impact on the community. Outages under footnote 12
do not inherently have more significant impact per MWhr lost than other outages
allowed per Table 1. By requiring additional analysis for a similar societal impact,
this provision discriminates against utilities at the fringes of the system. 2) While
reminding planners to consider that their decisions do have real impacts to real
people is a laudable goal, including this provision opens the door to significant legal
liability and regulatory uncertainty. 3) An appendix to a footnote is the wrong place
to introduce such a significant requirement. The Adequate Level of Reliability Task
Force would be a more appropriate venue for this idea.

City of Austin

Response: The SDT understands the concerns and has clarified the wording accordingly. The intent of the SDT is that this action
should be analogous to that required in approved EOP-001-2.1b.

Sectid)n I, Bullet 2b. Assessment-An explanation of the effect of the use of Firm Demand interruption under footnote ‘b’ on the
health, safety, and welfare of the community

Tri-State Generation & No In the NERC Glossary of Terms, Interruptible Demand is defined as “Demand that
Transmission Association the end-use customer makes available to its Load-Serving Entity via contract or
agreement for curtailment.” The process described in Attachment 1 creates an
agreement between stakeholders (aka “end-use customers”) and their transmission
providers. Thus, if the process described in Attachment 1 is followed, the “Firm
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Demand” referenced would be reclassified as “Interruptible Demand.” In essence,
“Footnote b” does not allow the interruption of Firm Demand. It merely requires
that if interruption of Demand is required, it can only be Interruptible Demand. If
this was the intention of FERC, NERC, and the Drafting Team, why didn’t the drafting
team just state “Interruption of Firm Demand is not allowed”?

Response: Upon reviewing the comments, the SDT has seen that a clarification for Demand that is not included as Firm Demand for
footnote ‘b’ could be clarified as shown below.

TPL-002-1c: footnote b) - Hisrecognized-thatFirm- For purposes of this footnote, the following are not counted as Firm
Demgnd-wit-be-interrupted-ifitis: (1) Demand directly served by the Elements removed from service as a result of the
Contipgency, erand (2) Interruptible Demand or Demand-Side Management Load.

Independent Electricity System No No. The process presented in Section Il is overly prescriptive. If a section that
prescribes the information requirements for a stakeholder process is required, then
for Canadian entities this section should simply state that any threshold should be
established in a manner consistent with other service levels that apply to local
transmission and retail service for the load to be curtailed.

Operator

Hydro One Networks Inc. No The process presented in Section Il is overly prescriptive. If a section that prescribes
the information requirements for a stakeholder process is required, then for non-US
entities this section should simply require that the process information
requirements must be in accordance with the requirements of the applicable
Regulatory Authority or Governmental Authority or its delegated agency that is
responsible for local transmission and retail service in that jurisdiction.

Response: Canadian entities are allowed to adopt ERO Reliability Standards, reject them outright, or adapt them for their own use
within the confines of provincial regulations. Nothing has changed in that regard with this proposed standard. The effective date

language covers the situation. No change made.

Midwest Independent No No. MISO objects to a stakeholder process as outlined in Attachment 1. See our
Transmission System Operator,
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Inc. comments under Question 5.

Response: Please see response to question 5.

Electric Reliability Council of No Please see ERCOT's response to question 1-the NERC Reliability Standards should

Texas, Inc.

not contain requirements related to stakeholder processes, whether they are
procedural or substantive. If an exception process is retained, it should be outside of
the NERC Reliability Standards (e.g. in the Rules of Procedure). To the extent the
proposed standard inappropriately retains the stakeholder related aspects, ERCOT
also provides the following comments on Section lI-the ERCOT comments are in
parentheses for easy reference and distinction relative to the proposed
requirements.ll. Information for Inclusion in Item #3 of the Stakeholder ProcessThe
responsible entity shall document the planned use of Firm Demand interruption
under footnote 'b' which must include the following: (ERCOT COMMENT: This is all
that is needed for this. The documentation would be relative to the objective
criteria developed for this purpose.)

1. Conditions under which Firm Demand interruption under footnote 'b' would be
necessary:a. System Load level and estimated annual hours of exposure at or above
that Load levelb. Applicable Contingencies and the Facilities outside their applicable
rating due to that Contingency(ERCOT COMMENT: "1" is not necessary if objective
criteria are developed as benchmarks for the exception process. In that case,
exceptions would only be allowed if the objective criteria were met, regardless of
the underlying assumptions related to conditions and contingencies.)

2. Amount of Firm Demand MW to be interrupted with:a. The estimated number
and type of customers affectedb. Assessment of the effect of the use of Firm
Demand interruption under footnote 'b' on the health, safety, and welfare of the
community(ERCOT COMMENT: The considerations reflected in a and b are
inappropriate for a reliability standard. Appropriate considerations for reliability
standards are related to the reliability performance of the system. The
considerations in a and b are more akin to quality of service issues better suited for
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regional policy discussions. It is not within the purview of the SDT to address those
matters.)

3. Estimated frequency of Firm Demand interruption under footnote 'b' based on
historicalPerformance (ERCOT COMMENT: Historical performance is irrelevant. If
the SDT is going to retain revisions that accommodate non-consequential load
shedding, then the only relevant metrics are the objective criteria that set the
benchmarks for such exceptions.)

4. Expected duration of Firm Demand interruption under footnote 'b' based on
historical performance(ERCOT COMMENT: See ERCOT response to "3" above.)

5. Future plans to mitigate the need for Firm Demand interruption under footnote
'b'(ERCOT COMMENT: This is redundant to the requirement in the reliability
standards that requires a plan to resolve any violations identified in the planning
process.Furthermore, if load shedding is allowed, this requirement doesn't make
sense. Presumably the idea behind allowing these exceptions is to obviate the
prospective need for other alternatives. If that is not the case, then there is no need
to allow the exceptions, because the transmission upgrades to mitigate the need for
load shedding can be established in the planning horizon.)

6. Verification that TPL Reliability Standards performance requirements will be met
following the application of footnote 'b'(ERCOT COMMENT: The basis for the load
shedding exception is to provide a means to meet the TPL performance
requirements in the context of a planning assessment. Accordingly, this is redundant
to the planning assessments, the point of which is to identify and resolve
performance issues.)

7. Alternatives to Firm Demand interruption considered and the rationale for not
selecting those alternatives under footnote 'b'(ERCOT COMMENT: Load shedding
exceptions should be based on objective criteria and be reviewed pursuant to a
process external to the NERC reliability standards. Alternative discussions could be
part of that external process.)
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8. Assessment of potential overlapping uses of footnote 'b' including overlaps with
adjacent Transmission Planners and Planning Coordinators(ERCOT COMMENT: It is
not clear what this means. Each functional entity performs assessments relative to
its own system. This appears to introduce a vague regional transmission planning
requirement with no structure or rules for such assessments.)

Response: Please see response to question 1.

The SDT believes that the criteria in Section Il are objective and represent the information that a stakeholder will want to see for
assistance in determining their position on proposed planned actions. The SDT reminds the commenter that this process will involve
some parties that are not experts in interpreting assessments and that these parties will need information that may be considered
redundant or superfluous in other settings. Items such as historical performance would fall into this realm. No change made.

The SDT has revised the language of bullet #5 due to other comments received.
5. Fuqure plans to mitigate-alleviate the need for Firm Demand interruption under footnote ‘b’

Bullet #8 does not introduce a regional planning requirement. It is consistent with Requirement R8 in proposed TPL-001-2a that
mandate sharing of Planning Assessments. No change made.

Xcel Energy No Section Il should be left as part of the resolution in the dispute process and should
not be made a requirement. Some in particular include:A§ I1.1. - this should be
based only on applicable contingencies or conditions that could require NCLL.
Having to include the estimated hours at or above a load level may not always be
the most effective way to convey why NCLL will be used and adds little to the
argument of why or why not it needs to be used.

A§ 11.2.a - This may not always be apparent to the TO serving a wholesale
transmission customers (REC, MUNICIPAL, etc.). This should be eliminated since it
does little in emphasizing the need for NCLL.

A§ 11.2.b - The "effect" of the use of NCLL may not always be apparent, because it is
a perceived condition of what could happen that can be interpreted differently. |
agree that it should be mentioned in the Stakeholder process outlining the locations
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where NCLL will take place and let the dispute process identify and assess the
health, safety and welfare of the community. How do you assess the effect in the
Planning of NCLL. The effect should be identified by the party being affected and
resolved in the dispute process.

A§ 11.3 & 4. - This needs to be eliminated. Expected frequency and duration of NCLL
based on historical performance DOES NOT GUARANTEE future performance and
does little in emphasizing the need for NCLL.

I1.8 - This should be addressed by the Regional Planning Authority in their regional
studies.

Response: The SDT disagrees and believes that the criteria in Section Il represent the information that a stakeholder will want to see
for assistance in determining their position on proposed planned actions. The SDT reminds the commenter that this process will
involve some parties that are not experts in interpreting assessments and that these parties will need information that may be
considered redundant or superfluous in other settings. Items such as historical performance would fall into this realm. No change

made.

ISO New England

No

Section Il, 2.a states that studies must address the estimated number and type of
customers affected by Non-Consequential Load Shedding. This language should be
removed for three reasons.(1) This appears to be inappropriate for a reliability
standard. The specific number and type of customers within a set number of MWs
that are electrically acceptable do not impact the reliability of the bulk electric
system (as defined by Section 215 of the Federal Power Act). (2) Even if the number
and type of affected customers were an appropriate process question for an ERO
standard, the number and type of customers may change depending on particular
system configuration at the time of the load shedding. For example, a substation
may be reconfigured to address other system issues such as maintenance and a
certain number of MWs of load being interrupted, while still electrically acceptable
from a system reliability perspective, may impact different numbers and types of
customers. (3) Assuming that the number and type of customers affected were an
appropriate metric, the Transmission Planner in many cases will not be the
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appropriate entity to address these concerns. The Transmission Owner, Distribution
Provider or Load Serving Entities would be the appropriate entities to address
customer affects.

Section Il, 2.b should be revised to delete the reference to “health, safety, and
welfare of the community.” It is inappropriate for a NERC Standard to require
planners to address the “health, safety, and welfare of the community.” NERC’s
authority appears limited to regulating the “reliability” of the bulk electric system.
Section 215 specifies that NERC’s authority it to establish Reliability Standards
necessary to ensure an “adequate level of reliability.” Reliability Standards may
specify the “design of planned additions or modifications to such facilities to the
extent necessary to provide for reliable operation.” Section 215 defines “reliable
operation” as “operating the elements of the BPS within equipment and electrical
system thermal, voltage, and stability limits so that instability, uncontrolled
separation, or cascading failures of such system will not occur as a result of a sudden
disturbance, including a cybersecurity incident, or unanticipated failure of system
elements.” Establishing this requirement is also arbitrary, because it is
inconsistent with other transmission planning requirements. For example, the same
load could be shed directly as the consequence of a fault and no such assessment is
required. In addition, Transmission Planners can plan for the shedding of radial load
with no assessment of health, safety and welfare.

Section Il, requirements 3 and 4 discuss estimating frequency and duration of Non-
Consequential Load Loss based on historical performance. This provision is
inconsistent with the manner in which transmission system planning is conducted
and should be removed. The transmission system planning process uses
deterministic not probabilistic assessments. While a power system may utilize these
factors in assessing where the use of non-consequential load loss may be acceptable
in terms of providing service, these factors do not inform reliability risks to the bulk
electric system where the loss of load is found to be electrically acceptable in terms
of system reliability (i.e., no thermal, voltage, or stability issues are created or

Consideration of Comments: Project 2010-11



Organization Yes or No Question 3 Comment

exacerbated and no instability, uncontrolled separation, or cascading failures result).

Response: The SDT believes that the criteria in Section Il represent the information that a stakeholder will want to see for assistance
in determining their position on proposed planned actions. The SDT reminds the commenter that this process will involve some
parties that are not experts in interpreting assessments and that these parties will need information that may be considered
redundant or superfluous in other settings. Items such as historical performance would fall into this realm. No change made.

The SDT understands the concerns and has clarified the wording. The intent of the SDT is that this action should be analogous to that
required in approved EOP-001-2.1b.

Secticﬁn Il, Bullet 2b. Assessment-An explanation of the effect of the use of Firm Demand interruption under footnote ‘b’ on the
health, safety, and welfare of the community

The SDT believes that the criteria in Section Il represent the information that a stakeholder will want to see for assistance in
determining their position on proposed planned actions. The SDT reminds the commenter that this process will involve some parties
that are not experts in interpreting assessments and that these parties will need information that may be considered redundant or
superfluous in other settings. Items such as historical performance would fall into this realm. No change made.

SCE&G No We believe that item 1.b of Section Il may contain Critical Energy Infrastructure
Information (CEIl) and should have limited distribution. The appropriate non-
disclosure agreements would be required in order to prevent widespread
publication of the information.

SERC EC Planning Standards No We believe that item 1.b of Section Il would contain CEll information and should
Subcommittee have limited distribution. The appropriate non-disclosure agreements would need to
be developed to prevent widespread publication of the information.

Associated Electric Cooperative

Response: If an entity believes that CEll information is involved then the entity should use the appropriate mechanisms to protect
that information while still providing the basics of the information needed for the process to continue. No change made.

NBSO No We do not agree with the need for Section Il (and Attachment | as a whole) at all.
The footnote, or Attachment I, should only stipulate that when Non-Consequential
Load Loss is needed to ensure that BES performance requirements are met, then
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regulatory approval from local jurisdiction needs to be provided with demonstration
that the approval was obtained through an open stakeholder process.

Response: The SDT believes that the criteria in Section Il represent the information that a stakeholder will want to see for assistance
in determining their position on proposed planned actions. The SDT reminds the commenter that this process will involve some
parties that are not experts in interpreting assessments and that these parties will need information that may be considered
redundant or superfluous in other settings. Items such as historical performance would fall into this realm. No change made.

LCRA Transmission Service No
Corporation
NB Power Transmission No

Response: Without specific comments, the SDT i

s unable to respond.

Texas Reliability Entity

Yes

In Section Il, part 1b, TRE suggests replacing ‘applicable rating’ with ‘steady state
performance requirments’, to account for all the BES performance requirements (in
particular, steady-state and post-contingency voltages) for which the footnote may

be utilized.

Response: Applicable ratings are the basis for the performance requirements in Table 1 of proposed TPL-001-2a. Therefore, the SDT
believes that the existing terminology correctly addresses the performance issue. No change made.

Southwest Power Pool Reliability
Standards Development Team

Yes

In this section the reference to Customers should only be Customers of Transmission
and not open ended for any customer. Once it is sold wholesale the TP wouldn’t
know where it is being sent to. We would also note that under some jurisdictions
that there is a minimum duration threshold for keeping historical data on some of
these events that are being requested under this section. Need to add language to
accommodate these thresholds so as not to contradict what is being asked for by

the regulatory bodies.

Response: The SDT disagrees that the only customers that should be considered are wholesale customers. The total number of
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customers affected is information that helps other stakeholders understand the full impact of the planned usage of footnote ‘b’. The
SDT also disagrees that the Transmission Planner will not know where the Load will be lost. The Transmission Planner cannot
evaluate the impacts of interrupting Firm Demand without knowing where the Load is connected to the BES system. The historical
information is not related to historical planned Load interruption, but rather the historical performance of similar Facilities.
However, If an entity does not have its own historical information available then it should use other available data to make its best
estimate of what the values will be. No change made.

New England States Committee Yes NESCOE agrees with the list provided in Section Il. Regarding item #7, in the interest
on Electricity (NESCOE) of explicit direction, NESCOE suggests adding at the end of the sentence the
following language: “and cost comparisons of all alternatives.”

Response: Cost considerations will be part of a rationale for selection or non-selection of an alternative. The SDT believes the
current terminology captures this concept. No change made.

Ameren Yes We believe that item 1b of Section Il would contain critical electric infrastructure
information (CEIl) and should have limited distribution. The appropriate non-
disclosure agreements would need to be developed to prevent widespread
publication of the material.

Response: If an entity believes that CEll information is involved then the entity should use the appropriate mechanisms to protect
that information while still providing the basics of the information needed for the process to continue. No change made.

Duke Energy Yes

Florida Municipal Power Agency | Yes
Lakeland Electric

Gainesville Regional Utilities

Southern Company Yes
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Western Area Power Yes
Administration

American Electric Power Yes
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Yes
Inc.

Deseret Generation & Yes

Transmission

Platte River Power Authority Yes

Massachusetts Attorney General | Yes

California Independent System Yes
Operator

Public Service Company of New Yes

Mexico

Idaho Power Company Yes
Georgia Transmission Corp Yes
Modesto Irrigation District Yes

Response: Thank you for your support.
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4. Do you agree with the text in Section lll of Attachment 1? If you do not support these changes or you agree in general but feel
that alternative language would be more appropriate, please provide specific suggestions in your comments.

Summary Consideration: The majority of the comments received here are similar to those submitted for question 1 and similar

responses have been provided.

The following clarifying changes were made due to industry comments:

TPL 002-1c: jootnote b) - Hisrecognized-thatFirm- For purposes of this footnote, the following are not counted as Firm Demand-wit-be

(1) Demand directly served by the Elements removed from service as a result of the Contingency, erand (2)
Interruptible Demand or Demand-Side Management Load.

Attachment 1, Section Ill, first paragraph: Before a Firm Demand interruption under footnote ‘b’ is allowed as an element of a Corrective
Action Plan itYear One of the Planning Assessment, the Transmission Planner or Planning Coordinator must assure-ensure that the
applicable regulatory autherity-authorities or governing bedybodies responsible for retail electric service issues does not object to the
use of Firm Demand interruption under footnote ‘b’ if either:

Attachment i, Section Ill, last paragraph: Once assurance has been received that the applicable regulatory autherity-authorities or
governing bddybodies responsible for retail electric service issues does not object to the use of Firm Demand interruption under
footnote ‘b’, the Planning Coordinator or Transmission Planner must submit the information outlined in items I1.1 through 1.8 above to
the ERO for a determination of whether there are any Adverse Reliability Impacts caused by the request to utilize footnote ‘b’ for Firm
Demand interruption.

Organization Yes or No Question 4 Comment

Public Utility District No.1 of No 1) Similar to our comment on question 2, please remove the words “as an element

Snohomish County of a Corrective Action Plan” from the first sentence. There are cases on the fringes

MEAG Power of the system where Non-Consequential Load Loss is the preferred alternative in
both the long term and short term, not as a temporary patch. Since a Corrective

City of Austin Action Plan is a “list of actions and an associated timetable for implementation to

Clark Public Utilities remedy a specific problem,” using this term removes the stakeholders ability to

evaluate the costs and benefits and instead requires them to treat this a problem
where the only solution is building new facilities.
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2) For any specific use of footnote b, there could be several applicable regulatory
authorities such as small municipalities or public utility districts. The standard
should clarify whether the planner must show evidence that every authority did not
object, or whether the planner only needs to show that less that 25 MW was not
rejected by the regulatory authorities. To accomplish this clarification, we propose:
A) In Section Ill paragraph 1 and paragraph 5 change “regulatory authority or
governing body” to “regulatory authorities or governing bodies.” B) Add a sentence
to bullet 2 to read “If multiple regulatory authorities or governing bodies are
responsible for retail electric service issues, only the portion of Non-Consequential
Load Loss exceeding 25 MW is subject to section Il.”

Tacoma Power No 1) Similar to our comment on question 2, please remove the words “as an element
of a Corrective Action Plan” from the first sentence. There are cases on the fringes
of the system where Non-Consequential Load Loss is the preferred alternative in
both the long term and short term, not as a temporary patch. Since a Corrective
Action Plan is a “list of actions and an associated timetable for implementation to
remedy a specific problem,” using this term removes the stakeholders ability to
evaluate the costs and benefits and instead requires them to treat this a problem
where the only solution is building new facilities.

2) For any specific use of footnote b, there could be several applicable regulatory
authorities such as small municipalities or public utility districts. The standard
should clarify whether the planner must show evidence that every authority did not
object, or whether the planner only needs to show that less that 25 MW was not
rejected by the regulatory authorities. To accomplish this clarification, we propose:
A) In Section Ill paragraph 1 and paragraph 5 change “regulatory authority or
governing body” to “regulatory authorities or governing bodies.” B) Add a sentence
to bullet 2 to read “If multiple regulatory authorities or governing bodies are
responsible for retail electric service issues, only the portion of Non-Consequential
Load Loss exceeding 25 MW is subject to section Ill.”
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Response: (1) The SDT disagrees. When alternatives and the rationale for selection or non-selection of those alternatives are
presented, cost factors can certainly be part of the rationale. In proposed TPL-001-2a, Requirement R2, Part 2.7.1, a list of possible
actions that could be included in a Corrective Action Plan is provided. This list shows several alternatives that do not require the
building of new Facilities. No change made.

(2) The SDT agrees that the plural use of the terms shown in A) above should be consistent throughout the document and has made
corresponding changes to reflect this. The SDT does not agree with the proposed change shown in B). The footnote is applicable for
a single Contingency and ownership or jurisdictional concerns do not come into play. The total value of Load affected by the single
Contingency is the correct value to determine if the situation is subject to Section Ill.

Attachment 1, Section lll, first paragraph: Before a Firm Demand interruption under footnote ‘b’ is allowed as an element of a
Correfctive Action Plan in Year One of the Planning Assessment, the Transmission Planner or Planning Coordinator must assure
ensurle that the applicable regulatory autherity-authorities or governing bedybodies responsible for retail electric service issues
does hot object to the use of Firm Demand interruption under footnote ‘b’ if either:

Attachment 1, Section lll, last paragraph: Once assurance has been received that the applicable regulatory autherity-authorities
or goyerning bedybodies responsible for retail electric service issues does not object to the use of Firm Demand interruption
under footnote ‘b’, the Planning Coordinator or Transmission Planner must submit the information outlined in items 1.1
through 11.8 above to the ERO for a determination of whether there are any Adverse Reliability Impacts caused by the request
to utilize footnote ‘b’ for Firm Demand interruption.

MRO NSRF No (1) In Attachment 1 Section Ill, what is the definition of “applicable regulatory
authority or governing body”? Is this the state PSC or PUC? Is it the Regional
Reliability Organization (RRO)? Is it the Reliability Coordinator (RC)?
RECOMMENDATION: Depending on the answer to the above question, define
“applicable regulatory authority or governing body” more precisely. The language
could read “applicable regulatory authority or governing body responsible for retail
electric service such as the state Public Services Commission or Public Utilities
Commission”. A less vague statement allows the important parties to be included in
every instance Attachment 1 is used.

USACE

(2) In Attachment 1, if non-consequential load loss is planned at multiple bulk
delivery points to mitigate the same contingency should the total load loss count
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towards the 25 MW and 75 MW thresholds or should the loads be counted
individually? EXAMPLE: There are two load serving substations (X load at substation
B and Y load at substation C) on a long 115 kV line with 230/115 kV transformation
at each end (substation A and substation D). Automatic under-voltage load shedding
is in place at substations B and C, the UVLS relays at each substation making load
trip decisions based on local voltage (i.e. independent operation). If one end of the
115 kV line trips and 115 kV voltage is below allowable levels at both substations X
and Y, then the total load tripped by UVLS will be X+Y. Does the X+Y value count
towards the 25 MW and 75 MW thresholds or are X and Y counted separately?
What if X load is dropped for one contingency and Y load is dropped for a different
contingency, is the total load counted X+Y or each load separately?
RECOMMENDATION: In TPL-002-1c, the last sentence in Table | footnote ‘b’ could
read “In no case can the planned Firm Demand interruption under footnote ‘b’
exceed 75 MW for any single contingency.” Similar language could be added in
Attachment 1 Section lll in regards to the 25 MW and 75 MW thresholds and in TPL-
001-2a as well. This would explain much more clearly what is counted towards the
two thresholds and decrease confusion.

(3) If non-consequential load loss is planned at multiple bulk delivery points in close
proximity to mitigate different contingencies should the total load loss count
towards the 25 MW and 75 MW thresholds or should the loads be compared
individually? For example, there are two load serving substations (X load at
substation B and Y load at substation C) on a networked 115 kV line with 230/115
kV transformation at both ends (substation A and substation D). Automatic under-
voltage load shedding is in place at substations B and C that would trip X amount of
load if one end of the 115 kV line tripped and 115 kV voltage was below allowable
levels, and would trip Y amount of load if the other end of the 115 kV line tripped
and 115 kV voltage was below allowable levels. Does the X+Y value count towards
the 25 MW and 75 MW thresholds or are X and Y counted separately? In addition to
the aforementioned contingencies, if the 115 kV line between substations B and C
opens, both loads X and Y will trip. Now does the X+Y value count towards the 25
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MW and 75 MW thresholds?

(4) In Attachment 1, if UVLS relaying is programmed at a sub to trip the load in
stages at multiple voltage setpoints, such that only a fraction of the load is tripped
for a given contingency, is the entirety of the load still counted towards the 25 MW
and 75 MW thresholds? EXAMPLE: Substation B has X load that will trip if the BES
voltage gets t0 0.92 p.u. and Y that will trip if the BES voltage gets to 0.88 p.u. If only
X amount of load is required to mitigate a single contingency in the near-term TPL
assessment, is X load counted towards the 25 MW and 75 MW thresholds or is X+Y
load counted? Is there a difference if the Y load is at a different, nearby substation
with both loads having the aforementioned tripping logic? RECOMMENDATION: In
TPL-002-1c, the last sentence in Table | footnote ‘b’ could read “In no case can the
planned Firm Demand interruption under footnote ‘b’ (as demonstrated in the near-
term horizon analysis) exceed 75 MW.” Similar language could be added in
Attachment 1 Section lll in regards to the 25 MW and 75 MW thresholds and in TPL-
001-2a as well. This would explain much more clearly what is counted towards the
two thresholds and decrease confusion

Minnkota Power Cooperative No 1. MPC QUESTION: In Attachment 1 Section lll, what is the definition of “applicable
regulatory authority or governing body”? a. Is this the state Public Service
Commission or Public Utilities Commission, the Regional Reliability Organization
(RRO), and/or the Reliability Coordinator (RC)? b. RECOMMENDATION: Depending
on the answer to the above question, define “applicable regulatory authority or
governing body” more precisely. The language could read “applicable regulatory
authority or governing body responsible for retail electric service such as the state
Public Services Commission or Public Utilities Commission”. A clearly defined
statement allows the Transmission Planner and Planning Coordinator to identify the
appropriate parties to be included in every instance Attachment 1 is used.

Otter Tail Power Company

2. MPC QUESTION: In Attachment 1, if non-consequential load loss is planned at
multiple bulk delivery points to mitigate the same contingency should the total load
loss count towards the 25 MW and 75 MW thresholds or should the loads be
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counted individually? a. EXAMPLE: There are two load serving substations (X load at
substation B and Y load at substation C) on a long 115 kV line with 230/115 kV
transformation at each end (substation A and substation D). Automatic under-
voltage load shedding is in place at substations B and C, the UVLS relays at each
substation making load trip decisions based on local voltage (i.e. independent
operation). If one end of the 115 kV line trips and 115 kV voltage is below allowable
levels at both substations X and Y, then the total load tripped by UVLS will be X+Y.i.
Does the X+Y value count towards the 25 MW and 75 MW thresholds or are X and Y
counted separately? ii. What if X load is dropped for one contingency and Y load is
dropped for a different contingency, is the total load counted X+Y or each load
separately? b. RECOMMENDATION: In TPL-002-1c, the last sentence in Table |
footnote ‘b’ could read “In no case can the planned Firm Demand interruption
under footnote ‘b’ exceed 75 MW for any single contingency.” Similar language
could be added in Attachment 1 Section Il in regards to the 25 MW and 75 MW
thresholds and in TPL-001-2a as well. This clarification would explain much more
clearly what is counted towards the two thresholds and decrease confusion.

3. MPC QUESTION: In Attachment 1, if UVLS relaying is programmed at a sub to trip
the load in stages at multiple voltage setpoints, such that only a fraction of the load
is tripped for a given contingency, is the entirety of the load still counted towards
the 25 MW and 75 MW thresholds? a. EXAMPLE: Substation B has X load that will
trip if the BES voltage gets to 0.92 p.u. and Y that will trip if the BES voltage gets to
0.88 p.u. i. If only X amount of load is required to mitigate a single contingency in
the near-term TPL assessment, is X load counted towards the 25 MW and 75 MW
thresholds or is X+Y load counted? ii. Is there a difference if the Y load is at a
different, nearby substation with both loads having the aforementioned tripping
logic? b. RECOMMENDATION: In TPL-002-1c, the last sentence in Table | footnote ‘b’
could read “In no case can the planned Firm Demand interruption under footnote
‘b’ (as demonstrated in the near-term horizon analysis) exceed 75 MW at a single
substation.” Similar language could be added in Attachment 1 Section Il in regards
to the 25 MW and 75 MW thresholds and in TPL-001-2a as well. This would explain
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much more clearly what is counted towards the two thresholds and decrease
confusion.

Response: (1) The SDT believes that any attempt to more specifically enumerate regulatory bodies will result in the exact opposite
effect of what is stated in that inevitably there will be a one-off situation that doesn’t fit the statement. The SDT believes that the

entity will know who needs to be involved and will take the appropriate steps to make certain that the correct parties are involved.
No change made.

(2) Footnote ‘b’ only applies to single Contingencies so the SDT believes that adding the suggested words would be redundant. In the
specific example cited, if the actions taken are the result of the same single Contingency, then the total value of the Load shed would
be applicable. No change made.

(3) If the Load shed is the result of different Contingencies, the proximity doesn’t matter and the Load would be counted separately.

(4) The SDT believes that the suggested wording would be redundant. Only Load shed due to a single Contingency is applicable here.
No change made.

ACES Power Marketing Standards | No (1) We disagree with the threshold of 75 MW, as mentioned above.
Collaborators

Response: The remand order from FERC requested that a Section 1600 data request be made to provide data on the actual usage of
footnote ‘b’ by planners. This data was then to be utilized by the SDT as part of its consideration in arriving at a maximum value for
the amount of Load that could be planned to be shed under footnote ‘b’. The SDT believes that any deviation from the threshold
derived from the actual data may be viewed as a non-acceptable least common denominator approach. No change made.

Southern California Edison No As applied to SCE’s service territory, Section Ill of Attachment 1 appears to require
Company written acknowledgement and approval by the CPUC of each and every Firm
Demand interruption authorized by the CAISO’s annual transmission plan. In
California, the CPUC is notified of and invited to every CAISO meeting on
transmission planning, but the CPUC generally does not provide specific written
assurances or agreement on detailed elements of the CAISO transmission plan. SCE
believes that a general approval of the overall plan from the regulatory body should
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be adequate.

Response: The SDT disagrees that formal approval is required for every instance of Firm Demand interruption as Section Il only
applies for Load over 25 MW. Obtaining assurance from regulators that they do not object will undoubtedly occur in different ways.
Some regulators may provide written assurances or agreement but that is not required by the standard. No change made.

Bonneville Power Administration

No

For use of Non-Consequential Load Loss in Year One of the Planning Assessment,
BPA believes that assurance received from the applicable regulatory authority or
governing body responsible for retail electric service issues is adequate and
submission to the ERO for a determination of adverse impact is unnecessary. The
local utility and regulators are better positioned to determine adverse impacts on
an individual system, whereas the ERO would have to develop a process and criteria
for assessing adverse impacts.

Response: The remand Order made it clear that oversight was required for instances where use of footnote ‘b’ was proposed. The
ERO is aware of the proposed responsibility and has accepted this role if the industry approves. No change made.

Tri-State Generation &
Transmission Association

No

How would section Il of “Attachment 1” be applied to entities that only deliver
wholesale electric service and no retail electric service?

Response: The SDT believes that the wholesale customer will be one of the stakeholders included in the process and any use of the
footnote must go through the stakeholder process. No change made.

Modesto Irrigation District

No

I am voting NO because there is no technical basis for use of the 75 and 25 MW
absolute threshold values, regardless of the size of the utility's load, referenced in
the proposed standard. WECC's past experience with implementation of arbitrary
magnitudes for requirements (e.g., the 5% and 7% arbitrary magnitude contingency
reserve requirements), has proved to be problematic. | would suggest investigating
a technical basis for using a relative requirement, such as percentage of the utility's
load, maybe 5% and 2.5%, respectively, and that it be based on technical
requirements similar to those found in Table 1 of the WECC Criteria TPL-001-WECC-
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CRT-2.Thank you.

Response: The remand order from FERC requested that a Section 1600 data request be made to provide data on the actual usage of
footnote ‘b’ by planners. This data was then to be utilized by the SDT as part of its consideration in arriving at a maximum value for
the amount of Load that could be planned to be shed under footnote ‘b’. Utilizing a percentage of an entity’s Load may be
problematic — when dealing with a small entity it could be a small value but still of rather large import and if dealing with a large
entity could result in significant amounts of Load shed being planned. And, the FERC Order states that a percentage approach would
not be appropriate for the aforementioned reasons. The SDT believes that any deviation from the threshold derived from the actual
data may be viewed as a non-acceptable least common denominator approach. No change made.

Electric Reliability Council of No
Texas, Inc.

If non-consequential load shedding is allowed for single contingency conditions, as
discussed above, it should be based on objective critieria. As such, there is no need
for the proposed stakeholder process, including the Section lll instances requiring
regulatory review.

Furthermore, establishing approval roles in planning processes for entities other
than the relevant functional entities conflicts with the appropriate roles, and
appropriate separation of those roles, of the relevant entities (i.e. the planning
authority and the state regulatory body and NERC RE). Typically a functional entity
performs the functional activity, and others relevant to the proposed process in the
standard perform compliance and regulatory oversight of the functional
performance. This is a practical concern, and also potentially raises conflicts
between governing authorities that create the separation of roles, where, typically,
the relevant authorities establish a functional entity as the planning entity, and
NERC and its REs and state regulators (as relevant - e.g. in ERCOT) are charged with
compliance and regulatory oversight. As with the other stakeholder process
sections, that section should be eliminated.

Response: The SDT used the Board of Trustees approved standard as a starting point for this draft. FERC remanded the standard; not
because it contained a stakeholder process, but because the process was not well defined, did not include quantitative and
qualitative criteria for allowing curtailment of Firm Demand and did not assure that BES reliability would be maintained. The balloted
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draft added detail and specificity to the already approved approach. No change made.

The SDT believes that the role provided to regulatory bodies is consistent with current practices in the industry today. While formal
approval may not be provided by some regulatory bodies as pointed out in other comments, Section Il does not require formal
approval but rather a lack of dissent. No change made.

National Association of No It appears that the 25 MW minimum value is merely a reflection of antidotal
Regulatory Utility Commissioners information from a small number of data request responders and as such is not
technically justified. NARUC is not poised to offer an alternative; given that the
State/local regulator is consulted in this process, States should be appraised if any
load is anticipated to be shed under any planning criteria. Thus, no mimimum value
should be set.

Response: The data request is not anecdotal information. All of the Transmission Planners in the continental United States supplied
their data in response to the data request. The SDT believes it is unrealistic to consider the allowable usage of footnote ‘b’ in the
planning process without a cap on the amount of Load planned to be shed. The SDT also believes that such a position is consistent
with the wording in the Order. Absent any alternative suggestion and given the participation of appropriate regulatory bodies in
both Sections | and lll, the SDT believes that the current threshold is the best possible solution. No change made.

Xcel Energy No It does not appear that an entity has any options if the applicable regulatory
authority or governing body objects to the use of NCLL in year one. This could
potentially occur as a result of load patterns and generation issues submitted by an
LSE not necessarily having BES elements and the only solution is to implement NCLL.
In year one, it is too late to build any necessary and NCLL may be the only
alternative.

Response: While the requirement is not mandatory until Year One, the SDT believes that it would be a good practice to move
forward as soon as an entity knows it is contemplating usage of the footnote. That way, alternatives can be openly discussed before
time becomes an overriding concern. The instance described above points to the need for the stakeholder process as this process
will facilitate closer coordination with the Load-Serving Entities providing the information and the applicable regulators. No change
made.
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MidAmerican Energy Company No

Item Il of Attachment | should be deleted completely. Non ERO regulatory review is
not necessary. Applicable regulatory authority or governing bodies responsible for
retail electric service issues are stakeholders which may participate in the
stakeholder process. Further, there are concerns compliance may not be possible
because item Il makes non-NERC applicable regulatory authorities or governing
bodies responsible for retail electric service issues part of a NERC mandatory
compliance without consequence to the said non-NERC governing bodies. Non-
NERC entities are not constrained by NERC mandatory laws and penalties and aren't
compelled to perform actions to meet NERC compliance. This opens a risk to any
NERC regulated entities governed by such regulatory or governing bodies that do
not or may not feel compelled to have a process for the NERC regulatory review
specified in item IIl of attachment I.

Response: The SDT believes that the role provided to regulatory bodies is consistent with current practices in the industry today.
While formal approval may not be provided by some regulatory bodies as pointed out in other comments, Section Il does not
require formal approval but rather a lack of dissent. No change made.

New England States Committee No
on Electricity (NESCOE)

NESCOE is concerned that the 25 MW minimum value for regulatory review lacks
sufficient technical justification. NESCOE understands that the SDT used responses
to data requests to establish this 25 MW value, which is based on the average
number of MWs that entities applying footnote “b” reported using in transmission
planning. This may be a good starting point, but additional analysis is warranted.
Specifically, the analysis should consider a more direct nexus to the system, such as
substation design criteria.

Additionally, as detailed above, Attachment 1 should provide clarity regarding the
meaning of “applicable regulatory authorities.” Moreover, clarification is required
regarding the initial triggering factor for regulatory review.

Section Il states that the regulatory review process is required before the footnote
can be utilized in “Year One” of the planning horizon. Does this mean that such
regulatory review only applies to year one or does it apply to year one and beyond?
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If the former, NERC needs to provide a clear rationale for restricting such review
when limiting factors are already applied (i.e., voltages greater than 300 kV or a 25
MW minimum threshold value).

Response: The remand order from FERC requested that a Section 1600 data request be made to provide data on the actual usage of
footnote ‘b’ by planners. This data was then to be utilized by the SDT as part of its consideration in arriving at a maximum value for
the amount of Load that could be planned to be shed under footnote ‘b’. Other considerations can be a point of reference or sanity
check but in and of themselves are not sufficient for setting a threshold in this matter. The SDT believes that any deviation from the
threshold derived from the actual data may be viewed as a non-acceptable least common denominator approach and that no further
research is required. No change made.

The SDT believes that any attempt to more specifically enumerate regulatory bodies will result in the exact opposite effect of what is
stated in that inevitably there will be a one-off situation that doesn’t fit the statement. The SDT believes that the entity will know
who needs to be involved and will take the appropriate steps to make certain that the correct parties are involved. The only
mandated trigger for review is the need to have met the stipulations of the footnote and attachment prior to utilizing Load shed for
single Contingencies in a Corrective Action Plan in Year One. While the requirement is not mandatory until Year One, the SDT
believes that it would be a good practice to move forward as soon as an entity knows it is contemplating usage of the footnote. That
way, alternatives can be openly discussed before time becomes an overriding concern. No change made.

As stated, the review is only required prior to utilizing the footnote in a Corrective Action Plan in Year One. The SDT believes this
terminology is clear and understood. No change made.

Independent Electricity System No No. The process presented in Section Il is overly prescriptive and requires

Operator information not necessary to the intended purpose.As state in Q1, we disagree with
prescribing a fixed MW threshold for Non-Consequential Load Loss in a continent-
wide standard, and propose alternate language as stated in Q1 comments.If this
section must deal with a review of the use of footnote ‘b’/’12’ to ensure that there
are no adverse reliability impacts on the bulk power system, then it should be
limited to the information required for that purpose. Provided there is local support
for the use of Non-Consequential Load Loss under footnote ‘b’/’12’, only
information items 6 and 8 from section Il are relevant for this assessment-the
remainder are not required for this section and should be deleted.
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As stated in Q2 above, the use of footnote ‘b’/’12’ shouldn not be limited to the
Near-Term Planning Horizon. We propose that the words “in Year One of the
Planning Assesssment”be deleted.ltems 1 and 2 complicate this section and are
unneccesary. They should be replaced by a phrase such as “for those planning
events where the use of footnote ‘b’/’12’ is referenced”.

We disagree with the need to submit to the ERO for a determination of whether
there are any adverse reliability impacts caused by the use of Non-Consequential
Load Loss. This will introduce a new type of review at the ERO that will create
uneccesary delays and burden, and is inconsistent with and not required for all of
the other performance requirements in the TPL standards. Submitting the analysis
to the adjacent Planning Coordinators and Tranmission Planners, and any functional
entity that requests it, as called for in requirement R8 of TPLO01-2 should be

sufficient.

Response: Please see the response to question 1.

Please see the response to question 2.

The remand Order made it clear that oversight was required for instances where use of footnote ‘b’ was proposed. The ERO is aware
of the proposed responsibility and has accepted this role if the industry approves. The SDT believes that Requirement R8 of
proposed TPL-001-2a is an important concept for sharing information and potentially resolving local differences, but it does not
necessarily provide the wider area view that the ERO could provide. No change made.

Midwest Independent No No. MISO objects to a stakeholder process as outlined in Attachment 1. See our
Transmission System Operator, comments under Question 5.
Inc.

Response: Please see response to question 5.

Southwest Power Pool Reliability | No Section Il is superfluous if the regulatory bodies are attending the open stakeholder
Standards Development Team process. This section should be removed due to the fact that if there is an issue or
guestion on these events they should be addressed in the open stakeholder
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meeting.

Not sure why the team decided to add the ERO as an entity to check after the
regulatory body has approved the use.

We feel like if there needs to bee coordination between affected entities that they
could participate in the open stakeholder process as well. You could add that they
include possible affected entities to the invite list of the open meeting to discuss
these footnote applications under section 1.

Response: The invitees to the stakeholder process should include all applicable entities and would be expected to include applicable
regulatory bodies as shown. However, there is existing protocol for relationships between functional entities and regulatory bodies
that goes beyond the extent of Section | and that is out of the purview of the SDT. That difference as well as the difference in Load
levels between Sections | and Il is what drove the SDT to produce the draft as posted. No change made.

The remand Order made it clear that oversight was required for instances where use of footnote ‘b’ was proposed. The ERO is aware
of the proposed responsibility and has accepted this role if the industry approves. No change made.

The invitees to the stakeholder process should include all applicable entities and would be expected to include applicable regulatory
bodies as shown. However, there is existing protocol for relationships between functional entities and regulatory bodies that goes
beyond the extent of Section | and that is out of the purview of the SDT. That difference as well as the difference in Load levels
between Sections | and Ill is what drove the SDT to produce the draft as posted. No change made.

Western Area Power No See answer to Question 1.
Administration

Platte River Power Authority No See answer to Question 1.

Florida Municipal Power Agency | No See FMPA Comments regarding the 75 MW threshold of Question 1.
Lakeland Electric

Gainesville Regional Utilities
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Response: Please see response to question 1.

NBSO No See our comments under Q2 and Q3, above.

Response: Please see responses to questions 2 and 3.

Massachusetts Attorney General | No The 75 MW and 25 MW limits do not belong there. It would be best if the limits
were established by stakeholder consensus and by state rulemakings.

Response: The remand order from FERC requested that a Section 1600 data request be made to provide data on the actual usage of
footnote ‘b’ by planners. This data was then to be utilized by the SDT as part of its consideration in arriving at a maximum value for
the amount of Load that could be planned to be shed under footnote ‘b’. The SDT believes that any deviation from the threshold
derived from the actual data may be viewed as a non-acceptable least common denominator approach. No change made.

National Grid No The current document includes the language: 2. The planned Non-Consequential
Load Loss under footnote 12 is greater than or equal to 25 MW.This gives no
concept of how long customers could expect to be out of service and hence
whether this would be an appropriate approach. Suggest using a value that is based
on energy, i.e., MWh. A value of 600MWh would represent 25 MW out for 24
hours, or could be 60 MW out for 10 hours, etc. This would seem to provide a more
valuable understanding the true impact to customers in assessing the health, safety
and welfare.

It is also expected that if Demand Resources are being used that they would be
excluded from the term “non-consequencial” load, and that the value being
discussed is only that in addition to any Demand Resources being used.

Response: The Section 1600 data request showed that entities were reporting footnote ‘b’ usage strictly in terms of MW. Therefore,
the SDT decided to stay with existing terminology in this regard. In addition, duration is one of the factors required in Section Il so
the time element will be known to process participants. No change made.

Upon reviewing the comments, the SDT has seen that Demand that is not included as Firm Demand for footnote ‘b’ could be clarified
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as shown below.

TPL-002-1c: footnote b) - Hisrecognized-thatFirm- For purposes of this footnote, the following are not counted as Firm
Demand-will-be-interrupted-ifitis: (1) Demand directly served by the Elements removed from service as a result of the
Contipgency, erand (2) Interruptible Demand or Demand-Side Management Load.

Hydro One Networks Inc. No The process presented in Section Ill is overly prescriptive and duplicates information
not necessary for its intended purpose.As stated in Q1, we disagree with prescribing
a fixed MW threshold for Non-Consequential Load Loss in a continent-wide
standard, and propose alternate language in our response to Q1.If this section is
required to address a review of the use of footnote 12 to ensure that there are no
wide-spread adverse reliability impacts on the bulk power system, then it should be
limited to the information required for that purpose. Provided there is local support
for the use of Non-Consequential Load Loss under footnote 12, only information
items 6 and 8 from section Il are relevant for this assessment-the remainder are not
required for this section and should be deleted.

Iltems 1 and 2 complicate this section and are unneccesary. They should be replaced
by a phrase such as “for those planning events where the use of footnote 12 is
referenced.”

We disagree with the need to submit this information to the ERO for a
determination of whether there are any Adverse Reliability impacts caused by the
use of Non-Consequential Load Loss. This will introduce a new type of review at the
ERO that will create uneccesary delays and burden, and is inconsistent with (and not
required for) all of the other performance requirements in the TPL standards.
Submitting the analysis to the adjacent Planning Coordinators and Tranmission
Planners, and any functional entity that requests it, as called for in requirement R8
of TPL-001-2 should be sufficient.

Response: Please see the response to question 1.

Iltems 1 and 2 place the constraints in the process that separate the less restrictive procedure outlined in Section | from the more
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restrictive procedure in Section lll. The suggested change would require the same level of review for any use of the footnote. The
SDT does not believe that this is where the industry wants to go based on comments received. No change made.

The remand Order made it clear that oversight was required for instances where use of footnote ‘b’ was proposed. The ERO is aware
of the proposed responsibility and has accepted this role if the industry approves. Therefore, the SDT believes that there will not be
any undue delays. The SDT believes that Requirement R8 of proposed TPL-001-2a is an important concept for sharing information
and potentially resolving local differences, but it does not necessarily provide the wider area view that the ERO could provide. No
change made.

Ameren No The responses to the data request indicate that 33% of the respondents that use
footnote “b” would drop 20 MW or less for single contingency events. Based on the
data, we believe that the threshold for reporting should be 20 MW instead of 25
MW,

As noted above in the response to item 1, we also believe that an upper limit of 40
MW should be established, again based on the responses to the data request.

We find this proposed stakeholder process unique because we are inviting retail
regulatory authorities to become involved in the compliance process for a handful
of utilities now, but potentially for more in the future. We are unaware of any other
standards where a state governmental agency is needed to grant permission for
utilities to utilize certain aspects of the standard. We believe that this proposed
process would potentially set a bad precedent, is not good policy for either the
regulators or the transmission planners, and does not belong in a NERC standard.

Response: The SDT believes that the threshold selected is consistent with the data supplied in the data request within reasonable
limits. No change made.

Please see response to question 1.

The SDT believes that the role provided to regulatory bodies is consistent with current practices in the industry today. While formal
approval may not be provided by some regulatory bodies as pointed out in other comments, Section Il does not require formal
approval but rather a lack of dissent. No change made.
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Arizona Public Service Company No The threshold of 25 MW in item 2 of section lll is too low. It should be same as the
maximum allowed value in foot note b.

In addition, AZPS does not agree that no objection assurance by the Regional Entity
should be required. Once the process has been fully vetted by the stakeholders,
including the regulatory authority for retail service, there is absolutely no need for
Regional Entity involvement. There would be no adverse affect of non-
consequential load tripping on the BES. Hence no reason for Regional Entity
involvement is needed.

Response: The remand order from FERC requested that a Section 1600 data request be made to provide data on the actual usage of
footnote ‘b’ by planners. This data was then to be utilized by the SDT as part of its consideration in arriving at a maximum value for
the amount of Load that could be planned to be shed under footnote ‘b’. The SDT believes that any deviation from the threshold
derived from the actual data may be viewed as a least common denominator approach and would thus be rejected. No change
made.

The remand Order made it clear that oversight was required for instances where use of footnote ‘b’ was proposed. The ERO has
been proposed as the best choice to provide such oversight. No change made.

Manitoba Hydro No The word ‘assure’ should be ‘ensure’ in the opening paragraph of lll. Instances for
which Regulatory Review of Non-Consequential Load Loss under Footnote 12 is
Required.

Response: The SDT agrees and has made the change suggested.

Section lll, first paragraph: Before a Firm Demand interruption under footnote ‘b’ is allowed as an element of a Corrective
Actior Plan in Year One of the Planning Assessment, the Transmission Planner or Planning Coordinator must assure-ensure that
the applicable regulatory autherity-authorities or governing bedybodies responsible for retail electric service issues does not
object to the use of Firm Demand interruption under footnote ‘b’ if either:

ISO New England No This provision violates both the federal and state jurisdictional split over
transmission facilities, and would violate several FERC orders directing the

Consideration of Comments: Project 2010-11 93



Organization Yes or No

Question 4 Comment

independence of RTOs in the regional system planning process. Said another way,
the determinations of a federal transmission planning entity may not be required
through an ERO standard to be subject to non-jurisdictional review and approval by
state entities. Further, the provision violates Section 215 of the Federal Power Act,
as the ERO cannot require the review of a particular transmission system plan by
state entities. The following language should therefore be deleted from Section llI
of Attachment 1: “Before a Non-Consequential Load Loss under footnote 12 is
allowed as an element of a Corrective Action Plan in Year One of the Planning
Assessment, the Transmission Planner or Planning Coordinator must assure that the
applicable regulatory authority or governing body responsible for retail electric
service issues does not object to the use of Non-Consequential Load Loss under
footnote 12... ."

Overall, the order of Section Il is also notable. During year, two through ten of the
overall planning horizon the standard allows for Non-Consequential Load Loss
without state approval. In the first year of the assessment, approval becomes
required for Non-Consequential Load Loss. In year one, even if mandating state
participation and decisional authority in a federal planning process was legally
permissible, it is too late to allow for any other alternative as transmission planning,
siting and construction of non-load loss alternatives would not be completed in the
needed period. If there were non-load loss alternatives available, the use of non-
consequential load loss would not be necessary, but it would also not be part of a
transmission plan. The Regional Entities with NERC oversight perform periodic
audits and require self-certification of the planning process. By virtue of the audit
and self-certification process, NERC has the ability to monitor the use of Non-
Consequential Load Loss in planning assessments.

In addition to being notable for the year one timing, Section Il seems incomplete.
In the case where there is objection to Non-Consequential Load Shedding, the
process appears to end without resolution. The submission to the ERO “for a
determination of whether there are any Adverse Reliability Impacts caused by the
request to utilize footnote 12 for Non-Consequential Load Loss” conflcts with
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federal law and orders of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. As noted
above, the ERO is not a planning entity and does not have authority to displace the
reliability planning performed by planning entities. Transmission planning entities
are those directed by FERC to make the determinations regarding adverse reliability
impacts. If any entity wishes to challenge those determinations, it may do so before
FERC under Section 215 of the Federal Power Act. Further, this provision would
conflict with orders of the FERC regarding the independence of RTOs to conduct the
regional transmission planning process. A reliability standard may not change the
scope or meaning of federal statutes nor may it contradict or collaterally attack
orders of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. For these reasons, this
provision should be removed from the attachment to the proposed standard.

Response: The SDT believes that the role provided to regulatory bodies is consistent with current practices in the industry today. The
SDT does not believe that the footnote violates any regulations concerning transmission planning. The proposed process simply
brings stakeholders including local regulators to the table in an open and transparent manner. No change made.

While the requirement is not mandatory for use in a Corrective Action Plan until Year One, the SDT believes that it would be a good
practice to move forward as soon as an entity knows it is contemplating usage of the footnote. And nothing in the document
precludes such action. Since the applicable regulator would be at the table and would therefore see potential uses of the footnote
prior to Year One, the stakeholder process provides the opportunity to get any potential timing issues out before they become a
impediment. Furthermore, the remand Order made it clear that oversight was required for instances where use of footnote ‘b’ was
proposed. This would imply that FERC does not believe that audit and self-certification is sufficient in this matter. No change made.

The ERO is not participating in the planning process. The role of the ERO is restricted to a determination of whether the planned
utilization of footnote ‘b” will cause an Adverse Reliability Impact to the BES. The ERO has no further role in the transmission
planning process beyond that determination. No change made.

TVA Transmission Reliability No TVA believes that the requirements of 25 MW as well as any Bulk contingency over
Engineering and Controls 300-kV is much too burdensome. TVA believes that only larger load drops (such as
50 MW and above) should require ERO review.

Response: The SDT believes that the threshold selected is consistent with the data supplied in the data request. Increasing the
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threshold to 50 MW is not consistent with the data supplied and the SDT believes that such an action would be viewed as a non-
acceptable least common denominator approach. No change made.

Iberdrola USA No Why would a retail service regulator approve a 300 kV and above performance
issue?

Response: The voltage level is not the significant issue; the significant issue is making certain that the regulator understands that the
transmission plan is to shed Load for a single Contingency so that they can understand the implications of the proposed actions and
properly evaluate other available alternatives.

LCRA Transmission Service No
Corporation

NB Power Transmission No

Response: Without specific comments, the SDT is unable to respond.

Texas Reliability Entity Yes 1. TRE requests clarification whether the 25 MW limit of Non-consequential Load
Loss (Section 11l (2)) applies to a single contingency event for a specific Transmission
Planner’s region or to the entire Planning Coordinator area. For example, if a single
contingency requires multiple Transmisson Planners to shed load, is each
Transmission Planner allowed to drop up to 25 MW of load before requiring
regulatory review? Or did the SDT intend to require the Transmission
Planners/Planning Coordinator to submit the plan for regulatory review if the total
load shed for the single contingency equals or exceeds 25 MW?

2. TRE feels that the requirement in Section Ill that the Planning Coordinator or
Transmission Planner must submit information to the ERO for a determination of
whether there are “any Adverse Reliability Impacts” is overly burdensome to
industry, assuming that this refers to the new definition of “Adverse Reliability
Impact” (limited to Instability and Cascading). It is extremely unlikely that any such
impacts will result from application of this footnote, and any that might occur will
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be identified in the stakeholder process. If the ERO determination step is retained,
then a timeline should be included for completion of the ERO determination

process.

Response: The footnote is written on a single Contingency basis so the latter instance of the comment is correct — the plan should be
submitted if the total Load shed is greater than or equal to 25 MW.
Such a determination may be considered unlikely but the SDT believes that the remand Order made it clear that oversight was

required for instances where use of footnote ‘b’ was proposed. The ERO is aware of the proposed responsibility and has accepted
this role if the industry approves. Therefore, the SDT does not believe that a timeline is required. No change made.

California Independent System Yes Despite a public consultation process that includes the regulator(s), the standard
Operator then calls for notification to the regulator(s) and only moving forward once the
regulator indicates that it does not oppose the shedding of load (“once assurance
has been received that...”). This is still requiring the regulator to do something, and
could be problematic if no response is provided by the regulator. How would one
address silence on the part of the regulator?

Response: The SDT believes that Sections | and Il represent two separate and distinct instances of the process. In Section |, the
regulator is just one of perhaps many interested and applicable parties. However, in Section Ill, where larger values of Load are
involved, there is a more formal role for regulators to play. Each local situation is unique — in some there may be formal approval
provided, in others just a lack of dissent. If the regulator is silent on the proposal, the entity can move forward with the plan. No

change made.

Lincoln Electric System Yes While supportive of Section lll, LES believes the language in the last paragraph could
be further enhanced with the following changes [located in brackets] to ensure a
complete and accurate record is provided to the ERO."Once [written] assurance has
been received that the applicable regulatory authority or governing body
responsible for retail electric service issues does not object to the use of Non-
Consequential Load Loss under footnote 'b’, the Planning Coordinator or
Transmission Planner must submit the [written assurance and] information outlined
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in items 1.1 through 11.8 above to the ERO...”.

Response: The SDT does not believe it is appropriate to add ‘written assurance’ as the requirement only involves lack of dissent. No
change made.

Duke Energy Yes

SERC EC Planning Standards Yes
Subcommittee

Associated Electric Cooperative

Southern Company Yes
American Electric Power Yes
Seminole Electric Cooperative, Yes
Inc.

Deseret Generation & Yes

Transmission

American Transmission Company | Yes

Public Service Company of New Yes

Mexico

Idaho Power Company Yes
SCE&G Yes
Georgia Transmission Corp Yes
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Response: Thank you for your support.
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5. If you have any other comments on this Standard that you haven’t already mentioned above, please provide them here:

Summary Consideration: The comments supplied for question 5 are basically repetitive of what was stated for previous questions.
Responses are provided consistent to what was stated above.

The following changes have been made due to industry comments:

TPL 002-1c: ootnote b) - Hisrecognized-thatFirm- For purposes of this footnote, the following are not counted as Firm Demand-wit-be
: : (1) Demand directly served by the Elements removed from service as a result of the Contingency, erand (2)
Interruptible Demand or Demand-Side Management Load.

Organization Question 5 Comment

Independent Electricity System (1) We'd like to reiterate our support for allowing load interruption for a singlecontingency
Operator with sufficient review/oversight and under acceptable conditions, including no adverse impact on
the reliability of the interconnected bulk power system. The reliability aspects (BES performance
requirements) should be reviewed for acceptability by the adjacent Planning Coordinators and
Transmission Planners. However, issues pertaining to economics or externalities which may not be
directly reliability-related are always available for review and debate by the stakeholders via the
regulatory processes and subject to approval by the regulatory authority of each jurisdiction
(including those in Canada and Mexico).

(2) Furthermore, we request that Table 1 of TPL-001-3 (previous TPL-001-2 approved by NERC
BOT) be corrected for EHV contingencies in P2, P4 and P5 categories to allow the application of
footnote ‘b’/’12’ that is allowed for the P1 events. Events in P2, P4, and P5 can involve more
elements and can be more onerous and stressful to the system than the P1 events, and if use of
footnote ‘b’/’12’ is permitted in the less stressful P1 events, it should also be permitted in P2, P4
and P5 events.

(3) We suggest that NERC Standards and their requirements should focus on what is the
anticipated outcome rather than how to achieve it. Accordingly, we believe that the focus of
footnote ‘b’, and footnote 12 should be that interruption of load must not have an adverse impact
on the reliability of the interconnected bulk power system. A continent-wide standard should
not concern itself with the reliability of supply or supply continuity for local load, as that is the
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responsibility of the applicable regulatory authority or its agencies responsible for local
transmission and retail service over the load to be curtailed.As mentioned above, NERC Standards
and their requirements should focus on what is the anticipated outcome rather than how to
achieve it. In this regard, we believe that Attachment 1 is not necessary because it prescribes a
process which goes beyond the outcome of the standard and dictates how stakeholdering must be
carried out. The individual jurisdiction should establish the process for ensuring compliance with
the standard and decide to what extent a stakeholdering process is necessary to establish the
acceptable level of load rejection for the area in a manner consistent with local transmission
established service levels.

Hydro One Networks Inc. (1) We'd like to reiterate our support for allowing load interruption for a single contingency with
sufficient review/oversight and under acceptable conditions, including no adverse impact on the
reliability of the bulk electric system. The reliability aspects (BES performance requirements)
should be reviewed for acceptability by the adjacent Planning Coordinators and Transmission
Planners. However, issues pertaining to economics or externalities which may not be directly
reliability-related are always available for review and debate by the stakeholders via the
regulatory processes and subject to approval by the regulatory authority of each jurisdiction
(particularly those in Canada and Mexico).

(2) Furthermore, we request that Table 1 of TPL-001-2a (previous TPL-001-2 approved by the NERC
BOT) be corrected for EHV contingencies in P2, P4 and P5 categories to allow the application of
footnote 12 that is allowed for the P1 events. If a load is allowed to be interrupted for a single EHV
transmission line contingency (Category P1), it should be allowed to interrupt the same load if the
primary breaker fails (the event becomes category P4) and the fault is cleared by other breakers.
Similarly, if the same breaker has an internal fault or there is a fault on the same bus section
(Category P2) or there is a failure of a relay (Category P5), which results in the loss of the same
EHV transmission line, it should be allowed to interrupt the same load. Events in P2, P4, and P5
can involve more elements and can be more onerouse and stressful to the system than the P1
events, and if use of footnote 12 is permitted in the less stressful P1 events, it must also be
permitted in P2, P4 and P5 events. This issue has been raised by many entities in previous
occasions and we believe the STD has not provided a convincing response.
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(3) We suggest that NERC Standards and their requirements should focus on what is the
anticipated outcome rather than how to achieve them. Accordingly, we believe that the focus of
foot note ‘b’, and footnote 12 should be that interruption of load must not have a widespread,
adverse impact on the reliability of the interconnected BES. A continent-wide reliability standard
should not concern itself with the reliability of supply or supply continuity for local load, as that is
the responsibility of the applicable regulatory authority or its agencies responsible for local
transmission and retail service over the load to be curtailed. If NERC and/or FERC believe that MW
threshold needs to be addressed within NERC Standard for US registered entities then the
standard must clearly state that the requirement is for US registered entities only.

made.

(3) FERC remanded the standard; n
would be maintained. The balloted

regulations. Nothing has changed i

Response: (1) Thank you for your support.

(2) Such discussion is out of scope for this project since TPL-001-2 has been approved by the industry through the standards
development process and by the NERC Board of Trustees. Nothing in this project affects where footnote 12 is applied within Table 1.
The only change being proposed is to the details of how to utilize footnote 12 as shown in the proposed Attachment 1. No change

ot because it contained a stakeholder process, but because the process was not well defined, did

not include quantitative and qualitative criteria for allowing curtailment of Firm Demand, and did not assure that BES reliability

draft added detail and specificity to the already approved approach. Canadian entities are

allowed to adopt ERO Reliability Standards, reject them outright, or adapt them for their own use within the confines of provincial

n that regard with this proposed standard. No change made.

Manitoba Hydro

(1) Effective Date section 5: The language used in the revision that was made is fine, however,
where the language has been placed in the section is confusing. The language has been added to
the end of the sentence that starts ‘in those jurisdictions where regulatory approval is not
required’ and lumped those two concepts together. In our mind, there should be 3 separate
concepts 1) where regulatory approval required 2) where regulatory approval not required and 3)
as may otherwise be approved by applicable laws.

(2) Corresponding changes do not appear to have been made, TPL 1 and TPL 2 are not consistent
in terms of the language used in the Effective Date section or the Attachment 1 (the sections to
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which changes were made since last circulation).

Response: (1) The language used in the effective date section is provided by NERC Legal and was designed to take into account the
situations raised in the comment. No change made.

(2) The SDT wishes to point out that the language may be slightly different due to the specific circumstances regarding definitions,
etc., in the timeframe relevant to the two standards. However, the SDT believes that the language used in the two standards is
consistent. Without specific references the SDT is unable to respond further. No change made.

ACES Power Marketing
Standards Collaborators

(1) The SDT needs to consider the connection between the developing standards to maintain and
improve reliability with the costs required to meet those standards. We believe there is an
imbalance of the costs associated with meeting compliance for the current draft standard with
proposed benefit of maintaining reliability of the BPS. This standard is a good candidate for the
CEAP initiative to determine the cost benefits of reliability.

(2) The standard needs to allow more flexibility regarding the use of planned load shed to address
transmission performance issues in the planning horizon. It needs to recognize that these planned
load shedding events may only be preliminary decisions for addressing problems that are several
years away. If there is little chance that the planned shed load will ever be relied upon in the
operating time horizon, there should be much less stringent requirements. For instance, if a PC or
TP relies on planned load shed for year five of the planning horizon but year one does not utilize
the planned load shed, they have four years to develop another solution. Why should an entity
expend great effort and resources for year five when another solution will likely be developed
within that time period?

(3) What does “materially changed” mean and what degree of a change would be considered
material in the Attachment 1 stakeholder process? The SDT should clarify specific conditions in
Section Il that would constitute a material change.

(4) Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Response: (1) Cost factors are one of the elements in the list of criteria in Section Il. Costs of different alternatives will be part of the
information provided and rationales for selection or non-selection of alternatives should include consideration of costs. The CEAP
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initiative is still a work in progress and will not be ready for use in the timeframe of this project. No change made.

(2) The SDT agrees that more flexibility is needed in the longer term; therefore, in the Long-Term Transmission Planning Horizon the
stakeholder process is not required, and its use is limited to the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon. However, the SDT
believes that it is appropriate for planners to share future information in Section Il so stakeholders are aware of any potential Load
shed. No change made.

(3) The SDT believes that the planning entity has the best understanding of when a change would become material. With the large
range of design philosophies and geographic difference between the entities within NERC, it is not practical to adopt a single one size
fits all approach. In addition, since the use of footnote ‘b’ will be a part of the entity’s Corrective Action Plans, interested
stakeholders will have the opportunity to question the continued use of footnote ‘b’. No change made.

Sacramento Municipal Utility 1) The decision of necessary infrastructure addition versus a determination of load shed in lieu of
District costly transmission should be determined at the Public Utility Commission or Local Board of
Directors not through a laod level limitation.

2) There are no impacts to the BES for load shedding actions where it is determined that it is
confined to a set boundaryand demonstrate to not lead to cascading, uncrontrolled separation or
blackout.

3) Where a concern that a stakeholder process be "gamed" to allow the unscrupulous entity to
claim notification of affected stakeholders was followed should not dictate a continent-wide
standard direction for other stakeholders.

Response: 1) FERC remanded the standard; not because it contained a stakeholder process, but because the process was not well
defined, did not include quantitative and qualitative criteria for allowing curtailment of Firm Demand and did not assure that BES
reliability would be maintained. The balloted draft added detail and specificity to the already approved approach. No change made.

2) The use of Footnote ‘b’ as proposed provides assurance that there is no Adverse Reliability Impact. No change made.

3) The conditions placed on the stakeholder process will provide consistency in the application of footnote ‘b’ on a continent-wide
basis. No change made.

Tri-State G&T 1. It is not clear how transmission projects with long lead times (such as T-lines) would be handled

Consideration of Comments: Project 2010-11 104




Organization Question 5 Comment

by “Footnote b”. In other words, it is not clear if it is acceptable for a TP to plan for shedding Firm
Demand in the Near Term Planning Horizon without meeting the conditions shown in “Attachment
1” when a mitigating project is planned that cannot be constructed in the Near Term Planning
Horizon.

2. NERC Functional Model definitions for Planning Authorities and Transmission Planners do not
include the types of activities being proposed in “Attachment 1.” As written, this standard
mandates functions on functional entities that are outside those defined by the NERC Functional
Model.

3. In the NERC Glossary of Terms, Interruptible Demand is defined as “Demand that the end-use
customer makes available to its Load-Serving Entity via contract or agreement for curtailment.”
The process described in Attachment 1 creates an agreement between stakeholders (aka “end-use
customers”) and their transmission providers for shedding Demand. Thus, if the process described
in Attachment 1 is followed, the “Firm Demand” referenced in “Footnote b” would be reclassified
as “Interruptible Demand.” In essence, Firm Demand would not be interrupted. If this was the
intention of FERC, NERC, and the Drafting Team, the standard should just state “Interruption of
Firm Demand is not allowed.”

4. It is not clear how section Il of “Attachment 1” would be applied to entities that only deliver
wholesale electric service and not retail electric service.

Response: 1. Any instance of proposed Load shed for a single Contingency situation in a Planning Assessment must meet the
conditions of footnote ‘b’. No change made.

2. The NERC Functional Model is a guideline for activities required of cited functional entities. It is periodically updated as conditions
change. While the activities mentioned in the standard may not be explicitly spelled out in the NERC Functional Model, the SDT does
not believe that they are out of scope for either a Planning Coordinator or a Transmission Planner. No change made.

3. Upon reviewing the comments, the SDT has seen that Demand that is not included as Firm Demand for footnote ‘b’ could be
clarified as shown below.

TPL—TZ—IC: footnote b) - H-is+recognized-thatFirm- For purposes of this footnote, the following are not counted as Firm

Demand-will-be-interrupted-ifitis: (1) Demand directly served by the Elements removed from service as a result of the
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Contipgency, erand (2) Interruptible Demand or Demand-Side Management Load.

4. The SDT believes that the wholesale customer will be one of the stakeholders included in the process and any use of the footnote
must go through the stakeholder process. No change made.

MRO NSRF 1. In TPL-002-1c Table | and TPL-001-2a Table 1 can “Firm Demand interruption” or “Non-
Consequential Load Loss” be initiated by a manual event such as operator action or does it need to
be automatic? RECOMMENDATION: In TPL-002-1c Table | footnote ‘b’ add a sentence stating
MidAmerican Energy Company “Acceptable methods to enact Firm Demand Interruption may include manual or automatic
processes that can be initiated within a reasonable timeframe”

USACE

Minnkota Power Cooperative 1. MPC QUESTION: In TPL-002-1c Table | and TPL-001-2a Table 1 can “Firm Demand interruption”
or “Non-Consequential Load Loss” be initiated by a manual event, such as operator action, or does
it need to be automatic, such as Under Voltage Load Shedding? a. RECOMMENDATION: In TPL-
002-1c Table | footnote ‘b’, add a sentence stating “Acceptable methods to enact Firm Demand
Interruption may include manual or automatic processes that can be initiated within a reasonable

Otter Tail Power Company

timeframe”

Response: Whether an action is automatic or manual is of no concern with regard to footnote ‘b’ as long as manual actions are
executable within the time duration applicable to the Facility Ratings. No change made.

California Independent System A concern with the new TPL-001-2 standard is what we see as being the elimination of the existing
Operator footnote c, the footnote that qualified Category C load shedding as “may be necessary”. The
wording under the new TPL-001-2 appears that load shedding is the unqualified expectation of the
criteria for C contingencies.

Response: The SDT clarified the expectations for the former Category ‘C’ Contingencies when it developed proposed TPL-001-2. TPL-
001-2 was approved by the industry through the standards development process and by the NERC Board of Trustees. Nothing in this
project affects where footnote 12 is applied within Table 1. The only change being proposed is to the details of how to utilize
footnote 12 as shown in the proposed Attachment 1. Any discussions concerning the application of the footnote within the
performance table are therefore out of scope for this project. No change made.
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Iberdrola USA

Question 5 Comment

A one-paragraph footnote encompassing a 2-page attachment is cumbersome for a Reliability
Standard.

Response: The SDT made every effort to make the revisions required to be as simple as possible while meeting the requirements of
the remand Order. No change made.

BC Hydro and Power Authority

BC Hydro appreciates the efforts of the SDT in revising standards TPL-002-1c - System
Performance Following Loss of a Single BES Element (footnote b) and TPL-001-2a - Transmission
System Planning Performance Requirements (footnote 12). BC Hydro votes YES in support of this
ballot and wishes to provide the following two comments:1.At this time BC Hydro has concerns
about the level of stakeholder consultation that might be required as a result of the
implementation of this standard and will bring this concern to the attention of our regulator if
necessary.

2.At this time BC Hydro has concerns about the instances for which regulatory review of non-
consequential load loss under footnote 12 is required and will discuss those with our regulator if
necessary.

Response: 1. and 2. The SDT understands your situation and comment and appreciates your overall support.

Hydro QuA©bec TransA%onergie

Even if the SDT said it is not in its scope, the following difficulty with the application of note 12
needs to be addressed by NERC. There are no limit on non-consequential load loss for Single
Contingency P2-2. and P2-3. (HV only), multiple Contingencies P4 and P5 (HV only), and P6 and P7.
The note 12 allows limited non-consequential load loss for single contingency P1, Multiple
Contingency P3. Non-consequential load loss is not allowed for P2-2 and P2-3. (EHV), and P4 and
P5 (EHV). Considering the EHV Facilities, it is not reasonable to accept some non-consequential
load loss for single contingency P1 and P2-3, and then deny it for Multiple Contingency categories
P4 and P5 which are statistically less frequent than the former. Also, the Multiple Contingency P7
(for which there is no limit on non-consequential load loss) is more frequent than P2-3, P4 and P5.
This technical irregularity must be reviewed and addressed.
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Northeast Power Coordinating
Council

Question 5 Comment

There are no limits on non-consequential load loss for Single Contingency P2-2 and P2-3 (HV only),
multiple Contingencies P4 and P5 (HV only), and P6 and P7. Footnote 12 allows limited non-
consequential load loss for single contingency P1, Multiple Contingency P3. Non-consequential
load loss is not allowed for P2-2 and P2-3 (EHV), and P4 and P5 (EHV). Considering the EHV
Facilities, it is not reasonable to accept some non-consequential load loss for single contingency
P1 and P2-3, and then deny it for Multiple Contingency categories P4 and P5 which are statistically
less frequent than the former. Also, the Multiple Contingency P7 (for which there is no limit on
non-consequential load loss) is more frequent than P2-3, P4 and P5. This technical irregularity
must be reviewed and addressed.

Response: TPL-001-2 was approved by the industry through the standards development process and by the NERC Board of Trustees.
Nothing in this project affects where footnote 12 is applied within Table 1. The only change being proposed is to the details of how
to utilize footnote 12 as shown in the proposed Attachment 1. No change made.

Southern California Edison
Company

Footnote “b”/Footnote 12 as currently written does not provide for an exemption to allow for the
use of Firm Demand interruption as a short-term solution to transmission problems. Many entities
would benefit from being allowed to use Footnote “b”/Footnote 12 as a temporary solution in
response to construction delays until facilities to mitigate an N-1 contingency identified in a
Planning Assessment can be installed. Under the current proposal, the stakeholder process will
provide very little value in attempting to resolve such a problem. In fact, the current Footnote
“b”/Footnote 12 could result in a stakeholder process that may actually slow the implementation
of mitigation measures for the system.

Response: The SDT does not agree
solution to transmission problems.

that the footnote does not provide for the use of Firm Demand interruption as a short-term
That has always been the point of the footnote and nothing in this project has changed that

intent. The only changes are to the method in which the footnote is invoked. No change made.

ISO New England

In summary, the main footnote is unobjectionable, but this standard as proposed has misplaced
jurisdictional authority under Section 215 of the Federal Power Act for both states and the ERO
through several of the process points and conditions set out in the attachment to the stardard.
The removal of references is required for the standard to comport with the law. These revisions to
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the standard can be made, which would then allow the draft standard to comply with FERC's
further guidance and the other legal limitations described above.

Question 5 Comment

Response: The SDT believes that the role provided to regulatory bodies is consistent with current practices in the industry today. The
SDT does not believe that the footnote violates any regulations concerning transmission planning. The proposed process simply
brings stakeholders including local regulators to the table in an open and transparent manner while setting criteria for when footnote
‘b’ can potentially be utilized. The ERO is not participating in the planning process. The role of the ERO is restricted to a
determination of whether the planned utilization of footnote ‘b’ will cause an Adverse Reliability Impact to the BES. The ERO has no
further role in the transmission planning process beyond that determination. No change made.

Ameren

It might be helpful to probe further with the respondents who have no planned upgrades
identified to address the dropping of non-consequential load to see what relevant system
upgrades might entail, and the estimated costs associated with such upgrades, to address such

situations.

project. No change made.

Response: The SDT used the Section 1600 data request process to the best of its ability within the limited timeframe afforded to this

LCRA Transmission Service
Corporation

LCRA TSC disagrees with the October 2012 revision of TPL Table 1 Steady State & Stability
Performance Footnotes (TPL-002-1c, footnote ‘b’ and TPL-001-2a footnote 12). The proposed
stakeholder process required to be conducted during each Planning Assessment is overly
burdensome. Further, it is not clear from the proposed process that a key concern expressed by
the Commission with respect to use of Firm Demand load shedding is addressed - Notice to Firm

Demand Customers.

In addition, the proposed stakeholder process introduces several questions that need to be further
clarified. For example:

1) Who defines the processes and procedures to be used?
2) Who is/are the decision maker(s)?

3) Who determines if the processes and procedures were followed?
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4) Who carries out the administrative tasks (such as notice, securing meeting space,....)?

5) Who can participate? Does someone need to demonstrate a material interest in order to
participate?

6) What are the means of participation (accepted forms of communication, timelines...)?
7) What are the criteria for decision-making?
8) What is the process for dispute resolution?

How would does an Attachment become part of a NERC Standard? Should Attachment 1 be a
requirement?

In addition, support is needed for the bright-line 25 MW level.

Lastly, the statement, “Before a Firm Demand interruption under footnote ‘b’ is allowed to be
utilized as an element of a Corrective Action Plan in Year One of the Planning Assessment,” implies
that Firm Demand interruption may be used for years two through five of the Planning Assessment
without the stakeholder process.

Response: Stakeholders representing the interests of Firm Demand customers would certainly be among the parties involved in
Section | of the stakeholder process. No change made.

1) through 81 There is not a one-size-fits-all response to these questions for a continent-wide standard. The SDT provided the key
components of an open and transparent stakeholder process while allowing variations that may be required due to differing structures
and frameworks across the continent. Therefore, the answers to these questions may be different for each individual stakeholder
process.

Attachments have been used in the past in other standards and are an accepted part of a standard.

The remand order from FERC requested that a Section 1600 data request be made to provide data on the actual usage of footnote ‘b’
by planners. This data was then to be utilized by the SDT as part of its consideration in arriving at a maximum value for the amount of
Load that could be planned to be shed under footnote ‘b’. The 25 MW threshold was directly derived from this data. The SDT believes
that any deviation from the threshold derived from the actual data may be viewed as a non-acceptable least common denominator
approach. No change made.
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The SDT disagrees with the statement made by the commenter. Firm Demand interruption must go through the process for any year
in the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon as is clearly stated in the main body of the footnote. No change made.

TVA Transmission Reliability Please see responses to question #2,3, and 4. TVA believes that only load drops of higher
Engineering and Controls magnitudes go thru the Stakeholder and regulatory review.

Response: Please see responses to questions 2, 3, and 4.

Public Utility District No.1 of Public Utility District No.1 of Snohomish County generally disagrees with the October 2012
Snohomish County revision of TPL Table 1 Steady State & Stability Performance Footnotes (Planning Events and
MEAG Power Extreme Events). “Footnote b) An objective of the planning process is to minimize the likelihood
and magnitude of interruption of firm transfers or Firm Demand following Contingency events.
City of Austin Curtailment of firm transfers is allowed when achieved through the appropriate re-dispatch of
Clark Public Utilities resources obligated to re-dispatch, where it can be demonstrated that Facilities, internal and

external to the Transmission Planner’s planning region, remain within applicable Facility Ratings
and the re-dispatch does not result in the shedding of any Firm Demand. It is recognized that Firm
Demand will be interrupted if it is: (1) directly served by the Elements removed from service as a
result of the Contingency, or (2) Interruptible Demand or Demand-Side Management Load. In
limited circumstances, Firm Demand may be interrupted throughout the planning horizon to
ensure that BES performance requirements are met. However, when interruption of Firm Demand
is utilized within the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon to address BES performance
requirements, such interruption is limited to circumstances where the use of Firm Demand
interruption meets the conditions shown in Attachment 1. In no case can the planned Firm
Demand interruption under footnote ‘b’ exceed 75 MW.””Footnote 12. An objective of the
planning process is to minimize the likelihood and magnitude of Non-Consequential Load Loss
following Contingency events. In limited circumstances, Non-Consequential Load Loss may be
needed throughout the planning horizon to ensure that BES performance requirements are met.
However, when Non-Consequential Load Loss is utilized within the Near-Term Transmission
Planning Horizon to address BES performance requirements, such interruption is limited to
circumstances where the Non-Consequential Load Loss meets the conditions shown in Attachment
1. In no case can the planned Non-Consequential Load Loss under footnote 12 exceed ‘75" MW.”
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The proposed revisions require that a Transmission Planner or Planning Coordinator provide
assurance that the applicable regulatory authority or governing body responsible for retail electric
service issues does not object to the interruptions of firm demand under TPL-002 footnote ‘b’ or
TPL-001 footnote ‘12’ if the voltage level of the contingency is greater than 300 kV with certain
sub-conditions or if the planned interruption of firm demand under these footnotes is greater than
25 MVA. In addition, under no case can planned Non-Consequential Load Loss exceed 75 MW.The
magnitude and duration of load loss is a Level of Service (“LOS”) or Customer Service issue that is
the jurisdiction of Public Utility Commissions and Local Electric Utility and Municipality boards.
The boards and commissions represent their customers which often have diverse service and rate
expectations that often are a result of local industry requirements, geography, urban/rural
characteristics, and other factors of the particular service territory. Boards and commissions hold
public meetings seeking input on various utility matters that often address services and rates. The
rate impacts for customers are important; often more important than the service levels depending
on the particular customer or customer class. Local boards and commissions are very close to
these issues and weigh the input provided through public testimony to best represent their
customer needs over the region they represent and have jurisdiction under state and local codes
to address.The 75 MW Non-Consequential Load Loss threshold and the required NERC process do
not resolve or address a reliability issue. The TPL footnotes address service requirements and
should not be part of a NERC Reliability Standard any more than mandating specific System
Average Interruption Frequency Index ("SAIFI") and System Average Interruption Duration Index
("SAIDI"). The Non-Consequential Load Loss requirement is an economic driven threshold that is
not consistent throughout North America due to diverse customer needs and expectations. For
instance, in some areas it may make economic sense and receive local approval to fund a $100
million system reinforcement to mitigate 1 in 20 year (5 percent chance of occurring) 76 MW Non-
Consequential Load Loss exposure. However there are many communities that could not justify or
support multi-million facilities to mitigate a 1 in 20 year event that may cause the Non-
Consequential Load Loss of 76 MW of load. Public Utility District No.1 of Snohomish County
supports removing the Non-Consequential Load Loss thresholds from the TPL Reliability Standards
and allow the local boards and commissions to continue to address Customer Service Level issues
as they are closest to the customers’ needs and have jurisdiction over this issue.
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Response: The SDT used the Board
because it contained a stakeholder
qualitative criteria for allowing curt

Question 5 Comment

of Trustees approved standard as a starting point for this draft. FERC remanded the standard; not
process, but because the process was not well defined, did not include quantitative and
ailment of Firm Demand and did not assure that BES reliability would be maintained. The balloted

draft added detail and specificity to the already approved approach. The proposed standards include the local regulatory bodies at

every step in the process. This will

allow those bodies to have input at every step. The SDT believes that the proposed changes to

the standards are in alignment with the charge that was given to it. No change made.

Xcel Energy

Setting limits on the amount of NCLL only sets the stage for failure in the compliance of NERC
standards and fails to take note of what is really the issue; the planning of a transmission system
that is both reliable and economically viable for all stakeholders and customers. It should be
emphasized that the use NCLL in a “planning process” is only assuming the conditions set in the
study will exist and in no way reflects the conditions seen during the day to day operation of the
transmission system.

Xcel Energy is concerned about the previous ability on loss of load in anticipation of the next
outage (previously C3 now P6). For TPL-003, loss of load in anticipation of the next system outage
was covered under footnote B. Footnote 9 now states, “...the re-dispatch does not result in any
Non-Consequential Load Loss. “ This is a large increase in requirements of the transmission
system to operate. As written, it appears that footnote 12 is NOT applicable to P6 contingencies.
Please clarify is this is the intent.

Response: The SDT does not believe that it needs to add language emphasizing that there is a difference between planning and

operations when these standards a

The SDT disagrees that there was a

re clearly planning standards. No change made.

previous ability to shed Load in anticipation of the next Contingency. Footnote ‘b’ only allowed

curtailment of firm transfers in preparation for the next Contingency. In addition, footnote 12 is not applicable for P6 planning
events since Non-Consequential Load loss is allowed. No change made.

Arizona Public Service Company

The following comment relates to Table 1. It is not clear why footnote 12 applies only to P2-1. The
events P2-2, P2-3, P4, P5 are much less probable and the footnote 12 should be applicable to all
these events. Why is that loss of non-consequential load is allowed for line tripping without fault
but not for a bus fault which is much less likely and could result into same line trip. Similar
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arguments apply to other scenarios listed above.

Response: TPL-001-2 was approved by the industry through the standards development process and by the NERC Board of Trustees.
Nothing in this project affects where footnote 12 is applied within Table 1. The only change being proposed is to the details of how
to utilize footnote 12 as shown in the proposed Attachment 1. Any discussions concerning the application of the footnote within the
performance table are therefore out of scope for this project. No change made.

Electric Reliability Council of
Texas, Inc.

The SDT is not required to utilize the stakeholder approach by Order 762 or any other relevant
FERC orders. FERC merely provided guidance as to how the rejected proposal could be improved.
However, if the SDT elects to pursue an exception process, such exceptions should be based on
objective criteria, and the process should be external to the NERC Reliability Standards (e.g. in the
Rules of Procedure).In Order 693, FERC directed NERC to clarify footnote (b) to prohibit shedding
firm load except for consequential load loss (Order 693 at PP 1773, 1794 and 1797}. In a related
compliance order, FERC reaffirmed its position. (130 FERC 61,200 (March 18, 2010) at PP 8-10
(Compliance Order)) In a subsequent order, FERC clarified that its Order 693 directive did not
preclude consideration of specific comments related to planning the system based on load
shedding at the “fringes" of a system. (131 FERC 61,231 (June 11, 2010) at P 21 (Clarification
Order)) FERC held that regional variances for case-specific circumstances or a case-specific
exception process to plan for the loss of firm service “at the fringes of various systems" would be
acceptable. (131 FERC 61,231 (June 11, 2010) at P 21 (Clarification Order)) However, FERC also
stated that it viewed the basis for such exceptions as economic, not reliability, with the
justification being that it was not economic to invest in the bulk electric system to serve all non-
consequential load customers under some single contingency conditions. (Order 693 at P 1792)
FERC made clear that any such regional differences or case specific exception processes cannot
reflect the lowest common denominator, and, they must be technically justified, and such
justification must be strong. (Clarification Order at P 21, See also Order 693 at P 1794) This is

consistent with FERC's position that this is a matter of "fundamental issue of transmission service".

(Order 693 at P 1793) In recognizing that meeting firm demand under single contingency
conditions is fundamental to transmission service, FERC noted that NERC's definition of firm
transmission service is the "highest quality (priority) service offered to customers ... that
anticipates no planned interruption." (Order 693 at P 1793)Against this background, NERC filed
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revisions to footnote b that allowed transmission plans to shed non-consequential load under
single contingency conditions, provided appropriate process applied to such planning
determinations/outcomes. In Order No. 762, {139 FERC 11 61,060 (April 19, 2012)) FERC rejected
the approach proposed by NERC and provided guidance on acceptable approaches to footnote b.
However, FERC did not endorse or mandate any particular approach. Rather, it merely urged
"NERC to develop in a timely manner an appropriate modification that is responsive to the
Commission's directives in Order No. 693 and our concerns set forth in this Final Rule." (Order 762
at P21) FERC stated that in order for any such proposal to have merit, it must be technically
justified and must not reflect the lowest common denominator.As discussed, the proposed
stakeholder approach is not appropriate for NERC Reliability Standards. The SDT should abandon
that approach and consider simple revisions to footnote b that reference a case by case exception
process based on objective criteria that is external to the NERC Reliability Standards (e.g. Rules of
Procedure). Alternatively, it should develop revisions to the continent-wide standards that clarify
that non-consequential load shedding is not generally permitted for single contingency conditions,
but, consistent with FERC's orders, exceptions could be established pursuant to regional rules
based on the need/appropriateness in a particular region.Consistent with the above discussion, if
the SDT elects to pursue revisions that accommodate shedding non-consequential load in
transmission planning for single contingency conditions, it should abandon the stakeholder
process approach. The establishment of exceptions is better suited for regional rules or pursuant
to a process outside of the reliability standards - e.g. via the Rules of Procedure, because such a
process is not suited for a continent-wide reliability standard. Regardless of whether the issue is
addressed via an external process, or left to regional variances, this issue needs to be addressed in
a relatively timely manner because the uncertainty is affecting planning processes.

Response: FERC remanded the standard; not because it contained a stakeholder process, but because the process was not well
defined, did not include quantitative and qualitative criteria for allowing curtailment of Firm Demand and did not assure that BES
reliability would be maintained. The balloted draft added detail and specificity to the already approved approach. The SDT has set up
criteria for consideration in the potential usage of footnote ‘b’ for planning purposes in Attachment 1, Section I, Bullets 1 through 8.
The criteria described are objective. The process described does not tell a entity how to go about its business but only describes
what must be done to allow for the usage of footnote ‘b’ in the planning process. The SDT believes that the referenced exception
process is what is being proposed. The proposed process sets up an open and transparent process for allowing such Load shed in
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specific conditions and with specific limitations. Any future revisions to footnote 12 will be accomplished through the approved
standards development process and any discussion on changing threshold values would be part of that process. No change made.

Midwest Independent We do not support using a stakeholder process to determine if Non-consegeuntial Load Loss is
Transmission System Operator, appropriate following a single contingency event as a means to satisfy the standard. Stakeholder
Inc. processes will nearly always result in disagreements. The parties that may be responsible for

payment of upgrade costs will not necessarily line up with the parties adversely impacted by the
alternative load loss. If the stakeholder process includes all stakeholders, there may be many
more stakeholders impacted by upgrade costs based on broader benefits and/or cost sharing than
stakeholders impacted by the alternative load loss. This will result in the majority decision of a
stakeholder body to most often be one that supports load shed (until it is their turn to be the load
that is shed). On the other hand, if the stakeholder process is limited to only the stakeholders
directly impacted by the proposed load shed, to the extent those stakeholders pay only a small
part of the upgrade costs, they will always select a potentially costly upgrade to avoid load shed.
The point is, we do not believe that it possible to have a fair and impartial stakeholder process to
correctly determine if and when load shed is acceptable to assist in satisfying a single contingency
standard. Since the general intents of the existing TPL-002-1 standard and proposed TPL-001-2
standard are not to rely on any shedding of non-consequenital load to meet a single contingency
event, in the event that footnote b of TPL 002-1 or footnote 12 of TPL 001-2 is not eliminated, we
believe that it should be narrowly focused only on those situations for which the original footnote
was developed: interruption of service to radial customers or some local Network customers,
connected to or supplied by the Faulted element or by the affected area, where the overall
reliability of the interconnected transmission system is not impacted. We propose that footnote b
and footnote 12 be modified as follows to ensure it is not misapplied:”An objective of the planning
process is to avoid Non-Consequential Load Loss following Contingency events. In limited
circumstances, Non-Consequential Load Loss may be needed within the planning horizon to
ensure that BES performance requirements are satisfied. However, Non-consequential Load Loss
cannot be used to avoid cascading outages or to maintain system stability. Non-consequential
Load Loss also cannot be used to avoid a thermal loading or voltage limit violation on an EHV
facility. When Non-Consequential Load Loss is utilized within the planning horizon to address BES
performance requirements, such interruption cannot exceed 75 MW and is limited to the
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following circumstances: o Non-consequential Load Loss is allowed for load served by a radial
transmission line to avoid voltage limit violations on the radial transmission line following a single
contingency event anywhere on the system.. o Non-consequential load shed is allowed for load
within a local area served by not more than two transmission lines and/or transformers to avoid a
thermal loading issue or voltage issue in the local area, including the transmission lines and/or
transformers supplying the area, for a loss of one of the transmission lines or transformers
supplying the area, so long as there are no thermal loading or voltage violations outside the local
area.”We believe the language above maintains acceptable reliability on the bulk electric system
by limiting load shed and violations that require load shed to radial areas or areas that would be
served radially following the single contingency. We therefore highly recommend that
Attachment | be eliminated entirely and that the footnotes either be eliminated or replaced with
the modified version above.

Response: FERC remanded the standard; not because it contained a stakeholder process, but because the process was not well
defined, did not include quantitative and qualitative criteria for allowing curtailment of Firm Demand and did not assure that BES
reliability would be maintained. The balloted draft added detail and specificity to the already approved approach. No change made.

SCE&G

While the current revisions improve the processes described, we have concerns regarding the
revisions to TPLO02-1 b. SCE&G has significant concern with the proposed revision to TPL Table 1,
Footnote B. The current Footnote B states “Planned or controlled interruption of electric supply
to radial customers or some 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”. The phrase “without impacting the overall
reliability of the interconnected transmission systems” is important to the TPL standards to ensure
that ERO standards do not dictate the level of service to specific customers. Service to specific
customers and load pockets is jurisdictional to State Commissions. ERO standards should not
compromise this jurisdiction. SCE&G believes that any proposed revisions to Footnote B must
maintain the concept that planned or controlled interruption of electric supply to customers,
whether they are radial or network, is allowed as long as it does not impact the overall reliability
of the interconnected transmission systems. The proposed revision eliminates this concept
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Response: The SDT believes that the suggested wording is redundant as the quoted statement is the basis for standards activities.
No change made.

END OF REPORT
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