Consideration of Comments on 1st draft of PRC-002-2 — Project 2007-11

1. Are you aware of any regional variances that would be required as a result of the proposed standard? 5y/39n
Summary Consideration:  Commenters were not aware of a variance for this standard at this point of its development. Commenters are reminded that entities are not precluded from developing more stringent criteria.  Establishing a lower cutoff of a proposed NERC standard requirement is simply a variance of that requirement and not appropriate for inclusion in a regional standard. Any region that believes it is appropriate to establish such levels needs to decide whether developing a regional criteria or submitting it as a variance to the SDT best suits their situation.
	Organization
	Yes or No
	Question 14 Comment

	Northeast Power Coordinating Council
	No
	

	IRC Standards Review Committee
	No
	

	SPP System Protection and Control Working Group
	No
	

	Members of the WECC Disturbance Monitoring Work Group
	
	

	Southern Company - Transmission
	No
	No further comment.

	SERC Engineering Committee Planning Standards Subcommittee
	No
	

	SERC Protection and Controls Sub-committee 
	Yes
	See comment on response #1.

	Response:  The comment that the commenter made for Question #1 “But we believe that the regional "Stability" group needs to decide on the locations of the DDR's based on a NERC defined methodology.” Allowing a regional stability group to define the locations is considered a fill in the blank requirement. The SDT formed a task team dedicated to requesting and analyzing transmission system data. The SDT used the task team analysis results to establish revised criteria for locations. INSERT REVISED CRITERIA



	PacifiCorp
	No
	

	Dominion
	Yes
	We support the 200 kV cutoff. However, some regions have indicated the 200kV threshold is not appropriate and indicate a preference for a lower criteria.  We believe that if the regions desire to require more granularity, that criteria should be applied in a regional standard which can be more restrictive and should be supported by a technical basis

	Response:  Entities are not precluded from developing more stringent criteria.  The SDT formed a task team dedicated to requesting and analyzing transmission system data. The SDT used the task team analysis results to establish revised criteria for locations. INSERT REVISED CRITERIA



	Bonneville Power Administration
	No
	

	FirstEnergy
	No
	

	Florida Power & Light
	No
	

	Los Angeles Department of Water & Power
	No
	

	MRO NERC Standards Review Subcommittee
	No
	

	PG&E System Protection 
	No
	

	US Bureau of Reclamation
	Yes
	

	NERC
	No
	For reasons of consistency in the ability to cross-regional or interconnection-wide disturbance analysis, there should be no regional variances.

	Response:  The SDT thanks you for your comment.  


	TransAlta
	
	

	Grant County PUD
	No
	

	NYISO
	No
	

	Tri-State Generation and Transmission Association
	No
	

	Cowlitz County PUD
	No
	Question 14 Comments:

	Response:  


	Portland General Electric
	
	

	Progress Energy Florida
	No
	

	Puget Sound Energy
	
	

	Schneider Electric
	No
	

	Independent Electricity System Operator
	No
	

	American Electric Power
	No
	

	NextEra Energy Resources (formerly FPL Energy)
	No
	

	National Grid
	
	

	Manitoba Hydro
	No
	

	Exelon Generation LLC
	No
	

	NV Energy
	
	As stated previously, the DDR data format differs from region to region and should be standardized.

	Response:  Data file formatting is not the subject of “what” is required by the standard but a matter of “how” processes and procedures are developed and communicated. The standard requires that the data be available; in what format and how communicated is at the discretion of the users.



	DTE Energy/Detroit Edison
	No
	Will regional variances be included in this standard?

	Response:  As of this last posting the SDT had not received any variance requests for this standard. 


	Wisconsin Electric
	No
	

	ITC Transmission, METC
	No
	

	City of Tallahassee (TAL)
	No
	

	PHI (PEPCO Holdings Inc.)
	Yes
	PRC-002-RFC-01, draft 11, requires DM for single generating units 250MVA and above, and/or aggregate plant capacity of 750MVA and above. 

	Response:  Since this NERC DM standard has not been fully developed, RFC can develop and seek approval of its standard in accordance with approved Standard Development Procedures. RFC is encouraged to track the development of this NERC standard and to consider if it wishes to continue to support and justify a more stringent MVA level of the developing NERC proposal and request a variance accordingly. 
The SDT formed a task team dedicated to requesting and analyzing transmission system data. The SDT used the task team analysis results to establish revised criteria for locations. INSERT REVISED CRITERIA

	NV Energy (fka Sierra Pacific Resources)
	No
	

	Salt River Project
	
	

	Pacific Northwest National Laboratory
	
	

	Progress Energy Carolina, Inc.
	No
	

	Hydro-Québec TransEnergie (HQT)
	No
	

	Brazos Electric Power Cooperative, Inc.
	
	

	WECC
	
	

	Entergy Services, Inc
	No
	Not as proposed, but there should be for DDR applications.

	Response:  As of this last posting the SDT had not received any variance requests for this standard. 


	Northeast Utilities
	No
	

	San Diego Gas and Electric Co.
	
	

	New York Independent System Operator
	No
	

	E.ON U.S.
	
	

	Arizona Public Service Co.
	
	

	JEA
	No
	

	Tucson Electric Power
	
	

	Alberta Electric System Operator
	Yes
	

	Response:  


	Beckwith Electric Co
	No
	

	Duke Energy
	No
	

	CenterPoint Energy
	
	

	Xcel Energy
	No
	

	Utility System Efficiencies, Inc.
	
	

	British Columbia Transmission Corporation
	
	

	Kansas City Power & Light
	No
	


1

