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	Members
	Reliability Need?
	Acceptable Translation?
	Comments

	Pacific Gas and Electric
	
	
	A3 The purpose should be expanded to preclude the loss of offsite power to nuclear power plants.

	Response: This is not the primary purpose for this reliability standard.

	Individual Members of CCMC
	Yes
	No
	Levels reference PRC-002, should be PRC-022.

	Response: These typographical errors have been corrected.

	Consolodated Edison 
Alan Adamson – NYSRC 

IESO – Ontario

NPCC CP9 RSWG

Kathleen Goodman – ISO-NE

Ed Riley – California ISO

ISO/RTO Council Standards Review Committee
	Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
	No

No

No

No

No

No

No
	The scope of the standard should be limited to systems that can affect the Bulk Electric System.

Simulation of all operations of UVLS seems onerous and it is recommended that simulations should only be performed for reportable incidents.

	Response: This standard is limited to the schemes that impact the BES so there will be very few UVLS systems. Each event involving the operation or misoperation of a UVLS program needs to be investigated because of its actual or potential impact on the BES.
The standard was revised so that a simulation of an event is only required if deemed appropriate by the Regional Reliability Organization.  For most events, analysis of sequence of events (trips) should be sufficient and dynamic simulations may not be needed.

	Cinod Kotecha
	Yes
	No
	The scope of the standard should be limited to systems that can affect the Bulk Power System. The performance of the program should be tested with and without shunt reactor tripping, where necessary.

Simulation of all operations of UVLS seems onerous and it is recommended that simulations should only be performed for reportable incidents.

	Response: This standard is limited to the schemes that impact the BES so there will be very few UVLS systems. Each event involving the operation or misoperation of a UVLS program needs to be investigated because of its actual or potential impact on the BES.
The standard was revised so that a simulation of an event is only required if deemed appropriate by the Regional Reliability Organization.  For most events, analysis of sequence of events (trips) should be sufficient and dynamic simulations may not be needed.

	Michael C. Calimano – NYISO
	Yes
	No 
	Simulatoin of all operations of UVLS seems onerous and it is recommended that simulations should only be performed wherte UVLS operation was not intended. 

	Response: The standard was revised so that a simulation of an event is only required if deemed appropriate by the Regional Reliability Organization.  For most events, analysis of sequence of events (trips) should be sufficient and dynamic simulations may not be needed.

	SPP Transmission  Working Group
	Yes
	No
	This is a planning authority function. 

	Response: The analysis may be done by the Planning Authority (or the Transmission Planner), but it is the facility owner or operator that is responsible for ensuring that the analysis is done. 

	Kansas City Power and Light
	Yes
	No
	This standard should be included as a planning authority function. 

	Response: The analysis may be done by the Planning Authority (or the Transmission Planner), but it is the facility owner or operator that is responsible for ensuring that the analysis is done.

	WECC Reliability Subcommittee
Mohan Kondragunta – Southern California Edison
	
	No

No
	It is not practical to determine all UVLS misoperations and failures because it is not practical to have monitors on all UVLS locations. 

	Response: The scope of the standard was modified to limit applicability to UVLS programs installed to protect the BES.  We will ask the industry if it has the capability of analyzing all UVLS operations and misoperations involving UVLS programs installed to protect the BES. 

	Deborah M. Linke – US Bureau of Reclamation

Rebecca Berdahll – Bonneville Power Administration

Karl Bryan – Corp of Engineers

Jay Sietz – US Bureau of Reclamation

Brenda Anderson
	Yes

Yes
	No

No
	We support comments made by WECC RS “it is not practical to determine all UVLS misoperations and failures because it is not practical to have monitors on al UVLS locations.”

	Response: The scope of the standard was modified to limit applicability to UVLS programs installed to protect the BES.  We will ask the industry if it has the capability of analyzing all UVLS operations and misoperations involving UVLS programs installed to protect the BES.

	Mark Kuras – MAAC
	Yes
	No
	Change …prevent… to …reduce the possibility… Prevent is too strong. If another misoperation occurs, for whatever reason, you are non-compliant with R1.5.

	Response: Agree – the language was modified to support your suggestion. 

	Ronnie Frizzell - Arkansas Electric Coop. Corp.
	Yes
	No
	R1.3 – was not in the original standard and should not be included. The simulation of the event will only be as good as the assumptions used and probably only result in a best guess. 

	Response: The standard was revised so that a simulation of an event is only required if deemed appropriate by the Regional Reliability Organization.  For most events, analysis of sequence of events (trips) should be sufficient and dynamic simulations may not be needed.

	FRCC
	Yes 
	No
	Eliminate R1.3 - The simulation of the event.  While the simulation of some UVLS events may be valuable, simulation of all events should not be a requirement.  For example, there would not be any system reliability benefit in simulating an inadvertent operation of a UVLS that results in a small load loss.

Level 2 and Level 3 of non-compliance are based on the requirements in PRC-002.  It is not appropriate to base non-compliance of this standard on the requirements and measurements of other standards.  The levels of non-compliance should only be based on requirements and measurements contained in this standard.

	Response: The standard was revised so that a simulation of an event is only required if deemed appropriate by the Regional Reliability Organization.  For most events, analysis of sequence of events (trips) should be sufficient and dynamic simulations may not be needed.
The reference to PRC-002 was a typographical error and should have referenced this standard, PRC-022.  This typographical error has been corrected. 

	Joseph D Willson – PJM
	No
	No
	This is an after the fact analysis.  It is something that needs to be done but is not at the level of a reliability standard. 

	Response: Ensuring that UVLS programs that affect the BES are working correctly is a reliability concern and most commenters support this as a standard. 

	Tennessee Valley Authority
	Yes
	No
	TVA suggests clarifying this by defining simulation as including sequence of events analysis as opposed to only computer simulations. The validation of models takes extensive effort and is likely beyond the resources of most if not all entities covered by this standard. 

	Response: The standard was revised so that a simulation of an event is only required if deemed appropriate by the Regional Reliability Organization.  The standard states that, for most events, analysis of sequence of events (trips) may be sufficient and dynamic simulations may not be needed.

	Peter Burke – American Transmission Co. 
	Yes
	Yes
	May need to be revised to address comments on PRC-020 for Regional UVLS program. 

	Response: The drafting team tried to keep the standards in alignment with one another.  

	Gerald Rheault – Manitoba Hydro
	Yes
	Yes
	Purpose: There is no requirement to implement an UVLS program, just to analyze and document operation of the UVLS program if an entity has one.

	Response: Agree.  The purpose statement was revised to more accurately identify the purpose of the standard.  

	John K. Loftis, Jr. – Dominion – Electric Transmission
	Yes
	Yes
	Add the word program to the end of 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4.  There is an omission in Section D (Compliance), Item 1.3 (Data Retention) that needs to be clarified.  Item 1.3 currently reads:  Each Transmission Owner, Transmission Operator, Load Serving Entity and Distribution Provider that owns or operates a UVLS program shall "?" data for two years.

	Response: The word, ‘program’ was added as suggested.  
The Data Retention section was corrected.  As you suggested, some of the text had been truncated.

	Transmission Issues Subcommittee
	Yes
	Yes
	This standard should clarify the scope of UVLS systems covered. This standard should not include localized UVLS schemes.  

R1.3 currently could result in unnecessary ssimulations. 1.3 should be modified to state that simulation of events should be as deemed appropriate by the RRO. 

	Response: The scope of the standard was modified to limit applicability to UVLS programs installed to protect the BES.
The standard was also revised so that a simulation of an event is only required if deemed appropriate by the Regional Reliability Organization.

	Raj Rana – AEP
	Yes
	
	R2 requires 30 days to provide a report on an event.  The standards should allow latitude for events which require more than 30 days to complete an analysis.

	Response: The time to provide a report was changed to 90 days in support of your comment.

	Entergy 

SERC EC Planning Standards Subcommittee (PSS)
	Yes

Yes
	Yes

Yes
	Add the word "program" to the end of 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4

	Response: The word, ‘program’ was added as suggested.  

	Midwest Reliability Organization
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Xcel Energy – Northern States Power
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Dan Griffiths – PA Office of Consumer Advocate 
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Howard Rulf  - WE Energies
	Yes
	yes
	

	Karl Kohlrus - City Water, Light & Power
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Doug Hohbough – First Energy Corp.
	Yes
	Yes
	

	John Horakh – MACC
	Yes
	Yes
	

	NERC System Protection and Controls Task Force
	Yes
	Yes
	No Comments

	Gred Mason – Dynergy Generation
	Yes
	Yes
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