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Consideration of Comments on Initial Ballot of PRC-023-1 — Transmission Relay Loadability


Consideration of Comments on Initial Ballot of PRC-023-1 — Transmission Relay Loadability
Summary Consideration:  
Several typographical and editorial changes were made in response to comments; however the changes do not alter the technical content of the standard nor do they change the content or intent of any of the requirements or compliance elements of the standard.  
Some commenters raised issue with regard to the threshold used to define the applicability of facilities subject to the requirements in this standard.  Most stakeholders agreed with the applicability of the proposed standard.  While the SDT acknowledges that the threshold may not be unanimously supported, it is an acceptable “starting point” for the application of this new set of requirements.  If additional research is conducted that leads to a better threshold for identifying the facilities that should be applicable to the standard, then a new SAR can be developed to refine the applicability of the standard.  At this point, the SDT believes that reliability is better protected by moving the standard forward with the proposed applicability – the intent of this set of requirements is to ensure that certain relays are set so they do not contribute to a cascading event such as the August 2003 disturbance.  
Several commenters suggested that the word, “critical” should not be used in the standard.  The SDT deliberately avoided capitalizing the word, “critical” in PRC-023-1 to avoid confusing Requirement R3 in PRC-023 with requirements in the Critical Infrastructure Protection series of standards that do use the NERC-defined term, “Critical Asset”.  When a word is not capitalized, the word has the same meaning as that found in any collegiate dictionary.  
Appeals Process:

If you feel that your comment has been overlooked, please let us know immediately. Our goal is to give every comment serious consideration in this process!  If you feel there has been an error or omission, you can contact the Vice President and Director of Standards, Gerry Adamski, at 609-452-8060 or at gerry.adamski@nerc.net.  In addition, there is a NERC Reliability Standards Appeals Process.

	Entity
	Segment
	Comment

	American Transmission Company, LLC
	1
	The word "critical" should be removed from Requirement 3 because of the confusion it will create with other existing standards. The removal of this word will not impact that substance of the requirement but will clarify that any list developed by the PC only applies to PRC-023. ATC offers the following modification: "The Planning Coordinator shall determine which of the facilities (transmission lines operated at 100 kV to 200 kV and transformers with low voltage terminals connected at 100 kV to 200 kV) in its Planning Coordinator Area should be subject to Requirement 1 and 2 in order to prevent potential cascade tripping that may occur when protective relay settings limit transmission loadability."

	Response: The SDT thanks the commenter for the offered revision. In this instance, the SDT did not use the capitalized form of the word, “critical” - in this standard.  The SDT deliberately avoided capitalizing the word, “critical” in PRC-023-1 to avoid confusing Requirement R3 in PRC-023 with requirements in the Critical Infrastructure Protection series of standards that do use the NERC-defined term, “Critical Asset”.  When a word is not capitalized, the word has the same meaning as that found in any collegiate dictionary.  


	Bonneville Power Administration
	1
	While we agree with the intent of this standard, we believe it is more conservative than necessary in order to meet the goal of preventing a relay action to trip a line under non-fault loading.

	Response: The SDT acknowledges the comment, but cannot provide a specific response absent detailed concerns.  

	FirstEnergy Energy Delivery
	1
	FirstEnergy (FE) appreciates the hard work put forth by NERC’s Relay Loadability Standard Drafting Team. However, at this time, FE is voting NO to the standard as written and asks that NERC consider our following questions, comments, and suggestions. Issues ? 
1. We do not agree with the Violation Severity Levels (VSL) as written. First, we believe the VSLs should be reformatted to match the table format as presented in the NUC-001 and ATC/TTC standards that are presently out for comment. The Relay Loadability team has grouped the VSLs inconsistent with the NUC and ATC standard and we firmly believe that the table format is a much better method of mapping the VSLs with the requirements. 
2. Also, we propose modified wording for the Moderate VSL for R1 in an effort to make the VSL clearer. We have included a proposed table format and red-line on Pg. 2 of these comments. 
3. Regarding Part D, Sec. 1.4 (Additional Compliance Information), we do not agree with the requirement for annual self-certification because it only creates more work for the entities and does not add value to monitoring of reliability. Relay loadability schemes do not change enough to warrant annual certification. We suggest changing the required self-certification to every two years. ? 
4. Page X in Appendix D of the Reference Document seems to mandate a 75% voltage limit for SOTF supervision for newer protection schemes. This reference is under point #2 in the section titled SOTF line loadability considerations. This requirement is not present in the proposed standard and we believe it should not be present in the Reference Document. We propose eliminating the second sentence from point #2 in that section of the Reference Document. ? 
5. There are several references to "critical” facilities in the standard. It is not clear what criteria would be used to determine a “critical” facility in the context of requirements related to relay settings. We believe this term should be modified and should be limited to the CIP standards and not used in this standard. Other Comments/Suggestions ? 
6. Per Part F of the standard regarding the PRC-023 Reference Document “Determination and Application of Practical Relaying Loadability Ratings”, it is FE’s interpretation that this document is strictly a “guide” for use in helping understand how to calculate this data and not enforceable and mandatory, correct? Our interpretation aligns with NERC’s Reliability Standards Development Procedure Version 6.1, on pg.9 under “Supporting References” which states that Standard supplements “are not themselves mandatory”. ? 
7. In Measure M2, “Planning Authority” should be changed to “Planning Coordinator” in accordance with the latest functional model terminology.  

	
	
	R#
	LOWER
	MODERATE
	HIGH
	SEVERE

	
	
	R1
	NA
	| Evidence that relay settings comply with the applicable criteria in R1.1 through 1.13 exists, but is incomplete or incorrect for one or more of the chosen criteria requirements.
	NA
	Relay settings do not comply with any of the requirements in R1.1 through R1.13 OR Evidence does not exist to support that relay settings comply with one of the criteria in R1.1 through R1.13.

	
	
	R2
	Criteria described in R1.6, R1.7. R1.8. R1.9, R1.12, or R.13 was used but evidence does not exist that agreement was obtained in accordance with R2.
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	
	R3 
	NA
	Provided the list of facilities critical to the reliability of the Bulk Electric System to the appropriate Reliability Coordinators, Transmission Owners, Generator Owners, and Distribution Providers between 31 days and 45 days after the list was established or updated.
	Provided the list of facilities critical to the reliability of the Bulk Electric System to the appropriate Reliability Coordinators, Transmission Owners, Generator Owners, and Distribution Providers between 46 days and 60 days after list was established or updated.
	Does not have a process in place to determine facilities that are critical to the reliability of the Bulk Electric System; OR Does not maintain a current list of facilities critical to the reliability of the Bulk Electric System; 
OR 
Did not provide the list of facilities critical to the reliability of the Bulk Electric System to the appropriate Reliability Coordinators, Transmission Owners, Generator Owners, and Distribution Providers, or provided the list more then 60 days after the list was established or updated.

	Response: The SDT acknowledges the comments (numbered for reference) and offers the following responses:
1. The presentation of VSLs in a table format appears to be a workable plan and the drafting team will re-format the VSLs so they are in a table when the standard is posted for its recirculation ballot. 
2. The SDT agrees that the wording for Moderate VSL may be clarified. The standard has been revised as follows: “Evidence that relay settings comply with criteria in R1.1 though 1.13 exists, but evidence is incomplete or incorrect for one or more of the subrequirements.”
3. The SDT points out that annual self-certification is one of several methods available for demonstrating compliance. The Compliance Enforcement Authority ultimately determines the appropriate method.  
4. The reference document is a guide to aid understanding of the requirements in the standard. It imposes no requirements. The drafting team did replace the word “must” in item 2 of Appendix D with “should” to reflect that it is good industry practice.
5. The SDT did not use the capitalized form of the word, “critical” in this standard.  The SDT deliberately avoided capitalizing the word, “critical” in PRC-023-1 to avoid confusing Requirement R3 in PRC-023 with requirements in the Critical Infrastructure Protection series of standards that do use the NERC-defined term, “Critical Asset”.  When a word is not capitalized, the word has the same meaning as that found in any collegiate dictionary.  
6. The commenter is correct; the reference document is a guide to aid understanding of the requirements in the standard. It imposes no requirements. 
7. The commenter is correct. “Planning Authority” has been changed to “Planning Coordinator.” Thank you.

	Hydro One Networks, Inc.
	1, 3
	Hydro One Networks Inc. casts a negative vote on the PRC-023-1 “Transmission Relay Loadability” proposed standard. Although we support the concept and need for the standard and agree with the Requirements and Measures, we have serious concerns about its Applicability section. In support of our negative vote we offer the following comments: Section 4 (Applicability) indicates that the standard applies to every transmission line operated at 200 kV and above and to every transformer with low voltage terminals connected at 200 kV and above. In addition, it extends the applicability to transmission lines operated at 100 kV to 200 kV and to transformers with low voltage terminals connected at 100 kV to 200 kV as designated by the Planning Coordinator as critical to the reliability of the Bulk Electric System. 
1. The words used to define the applicability could lead to the standard extending beyond the Bulk Electric System facilities, which is contrary to the scope and applicability of NERC’s purview. NERC does not currently have the authority to set a Standard to apply to every transmission facility operated at above 200 kV. Although NERC standards apply only to BES facilities, the language in the applicability section should be modified to a clear statement that leaves no room to interpretation regarding the facilities it applies to. 
2. Planning Coordinators do not have the authority to and should not designate facilities operated between 100 kV and 200 kV as critical, unless these facilities are part of the Bulk Power System. 
3. As currently drafted, the Standard is confusing as it might be read to suggest that everything over 200 kV is covered by the Standard and that a Planning Coordinator has the discretion to determine non-Bulk Power (or “Electric”) System facilities as “Critical.” Neither interpretation can be correct. 
4. In an Informational Filing made on June 14, 2007, NERC submitted “regional definitions of “bulk electric system.” i. NERC explained on page 9 of that Filing that NPCC “identifies elements of the bulk-power system using an impact-based methodology, not a voltage based methodology.” 
ii. NPCC defines “bulk power system” to mean: “the interconnected electric systems within northeastern North America comprised of system elements on which faults or disturbances can have a significant adverse impact outside of the local area.” In its June 14 filing, NERC confirmed that in the Northeast an “impact-based”, not “voltage based” methodology would be used to define which facilities are part of the “bulk electric system.” Therefore, in the Northeast not every transmission line operated above 200 kV is considered Bulk Power System and not every transformer with low voltage terminal connected at 200 kV is considered Bulk Power system. This is the case, because not every piece of equipment at that voltage has a “significant adverse impact outside of the local area.” Rather, the language used in Applicability Sections 4.1.2 and 4.1.4( i.e., “critical to the reliability of the Bulk Electric System”( could be employed for classifying all transmission facilities( regardless of voltage. 
5. NERC’s Statement of Compliance Registry Criteria (“Registry Criteria”), which was approved by the Commission in Order No. 693, also supports the view that it is not appropriate to rely on a “bright-line” voltage cut-off for purposes of defining which Transmission Owners, Generation Owners and Distribution Providers are subject to the Standards. See NERC Registry Criteria III. (b), (c) & (d). 
i. The NERC Registry Criteria applies to those Transmission Owners with assets defined as “Bulk Power System.” 
ii. The NERC Registry Criteria applies to those Generator Owners with assets of a certain size or that the Regional Entity deems “material to the reliability of the bulk power system.” It is not based on voltage. 
iii. The NERC Registry Criteria applies to those Distribution Providers that are directly connected to the “bulk power system” or are operated “for the protection of the bulk power system.” It is not based on voltage. FERC endorsed the use of the Registry Criteria as a reasonable means “to ensure that the proper entities are registered and that each knows which Commission-approved Reliability Standard(s) are applicable to it.” See Order 693 at P 689. Therefore, unless a Regional Entity registers an entity per the Registry Criteria, a Reliability Standard cannot be applicable to that entity.

	Response: Comments 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5: The SDT acknowledges the commenter’s point, and agrees that the standard applies only to the BES but it would not add clarity by specifying BES facilities as applicable since it is understood.   Most stakeholders agreed with the applicability of the proposed standard – while the SDT acknowledges that the threshold may not be unanimously supported, it is an acceptable “starting point” for the application of this new set of requirements.  If additional research is conducted that leads to a better threshold for identifying the facilities that should be applicable to the standard, then a new SAR can be developed to refine the applicability of the standard.  At this point, the SDT believes that reliability is better protected by moving the standard forward with the proposed applicability – the intent of this set of requirements is to ensure that certain relays are set so they do not contribute to a cascading event such as the August 2003 disturbance.
NERC is working with the Regional Entities to refine the Compliance Registry to ensure that all entities that should be responsible for compliance with NERC Reliability Standards are identified and registered.   

	Hydro-Quebec TransEnergie
	1
	We (Hydro-Quebec-TransEnergie) reiterate our comment provided during the previous comment periods, where we asked that the Standard be clear on its applicability to the Bulk Power System (BPS). We still consider the Standard is unclear regarding this aspect. This Standard should apply only to the BPS. In NPCC, the BPS elements are determined through an impact based methodology, not a voltage based one. As written, the Standard is applicable to other elements than those of the BPS, at least for NPCC, because a voltage base is used (see 4.1.1 and 4.1.3). At the same time, the Standard seems to allow to be not applicable to a portion of the BPS (see 4.1.2, 4.1.4 and R3) where the BPS includes all elements at 100 kV level and above. In 4.1.2, 4.1.4 and R3, it is asked the Planning Coordinator to determine «critical element» to the reliability of the BES/BPS for voltage between 100 kV and 200 kV. We understand that the purpose of this action is to limit the applicability of the Standard in Region where no methodology is used to determine BPS elements. Are we talking here of «non critical» and «critical» BPS elements? Two types of BPS?

	Response: The SDT acknowledges the commenter’s point, and agrees that the standard applies only to the BES but it would not add clarity by specifying BES facilities as applicable since it is understood. Most stakeholders agreed with the applicability of the proposed standard – while the SDT acknowledges that the threshold may not be unanimously supported, it is an acceptable “starting point” for the application of this new set of requirements.  If additional research is conducted that leads to a better threshold for identifying the facilities that should be applicable to the standard, then a new SAR can be developed to refine the applicability of the standard.  At this point, the SDT believes that reliability is better protected by moving the standard forward with the proposed applicability – the intent of this set of requirements is to ensure that certain relays are set so they do not contribute to a cascading event such as the August 2003 disturbance.  
.  

	Manitoba Hydro
	1
	Standard PRC-023-1 references requirements (R1.2, R1.3, R1.4, R1.7, R1.8, R1.9, R1.10, R1.11, and R1.13) to the application of a 15% relay margin above the circuit/equipment emergency rating. This 15% relay margin is arbitrary and does not consider the technology of the protective relaying equipment (i.e. electromechanical, solid state, microprocessor). For many relays, this margin is unnecessarily high and exposes the system to unnecessary risk. Rather, the relay margin should be based on the accuracy specifications of the protective relays in question. For many relays, this would reduce the relay margin while allowing for 100% of the equipment emergency rating.

	Response: The SDT asserts that the standard appropriately sets the minimum margin in the criteria to account for instrument transformer error, measurement error and relay accuracy. 

	Nebraska Public Power District
	1
	PRC-023 will require many utilities to increase load pick ups and reduce Zone 3 settings. Prior utility practice was to backup all remote substations and the next line terminals. With the approval of PRC-023 we will no longer be able to provide this remote backup. PRC-023 bases max loading on equipment ratings for transformers, line conductors, wavetraps, breakers, etc. Max loading should be based on worse-case load flows and not equipment ratings. In many situations, worse-case load flows will not be able to reach the equipment ratings rendoring the protection ineffective. If PRC-023 was based on worse-case load flows then current load pick ups and Zone 3 settings would be effective. PRC-023 was initially applied to EHV lines only. Then PRC-023 was changed to include 200KV lines and above. Then PRC-023 was changed to add SOTF, transformer loading, Out of Step, 100Kv-200Kv critical lines (with no clear critical criteria) and additional requirements. PRC-023 will continue to change and add additional burden to each utility, add costs, and reduce protection backup at substations.

	Response: The purpose of PRC-023-1 is to ensure that protective relay systems will not limit transmission loadability. Requirements 1.3, 1.4, 1.7, 1.8, and 1.9 provide for the situations the commenter addresses. Maximum power transfer capability and maximum load flow can be used to determine the minimum relay loadability. The NERC SPCTF has published a technical report that is available on the NERC web site that provides guidance on ways to increase line relay loadability without compromising remote backup protection.

	Sacramento Municipal Utility District
	1
	SMUD supports the draft standard but seeks the following improvements/clarifications: 

Item 1: - R3 and D3.2 --> The Planning Coordinator is required to identify lines and transformer facilities in its area “Critical to the reliability of the Bulk Electric System”. This is a duplication of a similar requirement in the standard, CIP-002 (ftp://www.nerc.com/pub/sys/all_updl/standards/rs/CIP-002-1.pdf), on identification of “Critical Assets” (“Critical Asset Identification Method — The Responsible Entity shall identify and document a risk-based assessment methodology to use to identify its Critical Assets. ….(It includes any) assets that support the reliable operation of the Bulk Electric System that the Responsible Entity deems appropriate to include in its assessment.") Consider eliminating portions of the requirements that are being duplicated in PRC-023 and supplement in CIP-002 any additional requirements for determination of critical assets (eg: R3.1, R3.1.1 in PRC-023). 

Item 2: D2.2 -- should be “with any one of the criteria in R1.1 through R1.13”. Also, as written, it appears to duplicate D2.4.2. 

Item 3 Standard should clearly state that it is only applicable to transmission line relays at the generator terminal. If it is applicable to generator protection relays for generators connected to facilities defined in 4.1 through a step up transformer, then it should define the specific generator protection functions or relays it is applicable to, and the criteria that should be used for verification. 

Item 4 5.1.1 describes the effective date. Since this is a new standard, additional time will be needed to perform relay settings calculations, documentation, verification, and implementation in the field (the documentation requirement for meeting NERC Blackout Recommendation #8a are presumed lower than those to meet a sanctionable standard). Recommend that the effective date be at least two quarters after approval by the NERC BOT. Thank you

	Response: Item 1: In this instance the SDT did not use the capitalized form of the word, “critical” in this standard.  The SDT deliberately avoided capitalizing the word, “critical” in PRC-023-1 to avoid confusing in Requirement R3 PRC-023 with requirements in the Critical Infrastructure Protection series of standards that do use the NERC-defined term, “Critical Asset”.  When a word is not capitalized, the word has the same meaning as that found in any collegiate dictionary.  
Item 2: The SDT agrees that the suggested wording for Moderate VSL may be clarified. The standard has been revised accordingly as follows: “Evidence that relay settings comply with criteria in R1.1 though 1.13 exists, but evidence is incomplete or incorrect for one or more of the sub requirements.” 2.2 address incomplete or incorrect evidence where 2.4.2 addresses missing evidence. 

Item 3:  Clause 4.2 in the Applicability section specifically refers to the “facilities defined in 4.1.1 through 4.1.4”. The SDT asserts that this specifically addresses your comment.

Item 4:  The SDT asserts that the first calendar quarter following applicable regulatory approval (as opposed to BOT approval) affords adequate lead time for achieving compliance with this standard.  This standard codifies the technical work that was directed throughout industry by the NERC Planning Committee.  This work was directed to be complete by the middle of 2008 with the exception of approved requests for delayed implementation.  Therefore entities should already be compliant with this standard.



	SaskPower
	1
	1. The following are SaskPower's and the Saskatchewan regulatory Jurisdiction's comments. SaskPower and the Saskatchewan Regulatory Jurisdiction believe that this standard is too prescriptive and that there is a forced assumption of risk. The amount of risk that Saskatchewan is willing to assume is a business/reliability decision that can only be determined from an internal risk analysis. SaskPower and the Saskatchewan Regulatory Jurisdiction do not agree with the prescriptive nature of the standard that protection systems are designed only to remove faults but not to prevent equipment damage, and that operator action is required to protect facilities from overload conditions. This is not how the Saskatchewan system was/is planned, designed, and operated. SaskPower and the Saskatchewan Regulatory Jurisdiction believe that protection systems provide last resort protection to prevent equipment damage when operators do not have sufficient time or fail to correctly respond to overload conditions. Saskatchewan has always used sound engineering judgment as to how much operators are allowed to do versus allowing our protection systems to fail-safe the system. We carefully balance the risk of a having a system outage versus the benefit of having our system fail-safe so that there is no equipment damage and the system can be restored. 
2. Effective Dates: SaskPower and the Saskatchewan Regulatory Jurisdiction understand that the proposed effective dates were revised based on FERC staff comments to reflect that in some jurisdictions, the approval of a standard is tied to BOT adoption and not a separate regulatory approval. The Saskatchewan Regulatory Jurisdiction disagrees with this approach. Regulatory approval or how it is done is an internal Saskatchewan matter that is outside the NERC standards process and the Saskatchewan Regulatory Jurisdiction will inform NERC when standards are effective in Saskatchewan. Recommend using the generic form language of "after applicable regulatory approval". 
3. SaskPower and the Saskatchewan Regulatory Jurisdiction believe that this standard should only apply to the BPS as determined by the Planning Coordinator's specific impact based methodology. There are many instances where 200kV and higher transmission lines do not constitute a BPS facility and the only lines that should be considered are BPS lines determined from an impact based methodology. Presently the standard only has an implicit impact based determined BPS in the 100-200kV class. Recommend changing the applicability to 100kV and above as determined by the Planning Coordinator. 
4. SaskPower and the Saskatchewan Regulatory Jurisdiction believe that the margins listed in the standard should be set by the PC and the TO, otherwise include detailed rationales/justification for their use. The standard should only provide a list of issues to consider in setting the margin, such as done with TRM in the ATC standards. 
5. R1.1 and R1.10: SaskPower and the Saskatchewan Regulatory Jurisdiction believe that these requirements effectively set the Emergency Rating of the facility, as the standard implies operation up to that level. This conflicts with the FAC standards. SaskPower and the Saskatchewan Regulatory Jurisdiction disagree with this approach. 
6. Note 1: SaskPower and the Saskatchewan Regulatory Jurisdiction question why this is part of the standard. This should be removed as it refers to a NERC administrative/compliance process outside the standards process. If it is kept how will it be removed when it finishes? A SAR? 
7. R1.6: SaskPower and the Saskatchewan Regulatory Jurisdiction are familiar with the IEEE paper that the margin is based on, but the paper doesn't explain the basis. 
8. R1.7 to 1.9: SaskPower and the Saskatchewan Regulatory Jurisdiction believe that the use of "any system configuration" is too simplistic and onerous. The language should be changed to something like "any practical configuration as determined by the PC". "Any configuration" is not practical or justified from a operational or planning perspective. 
9. R1.11: SaskPower and the Saskatchewan Regulatory Jurisdiction do not agree with this approach as the Saskatchewan system does not use the standard mandated top oil or winding temperature values. The applicable IEEE standard states what transformers are/were supposed to be designed to under that standard. It does not recommend or mandate operation there. This decision is left up to the equipment owner. This is an equipment capability issue that must be left to the TO and PC. 
10. Section D: SaskPower and the Saskatchewan Regulatory Jurisdiction believe that Compliance Monitor is a more appropriate term than Compliance Enforcement Authority. 
11. Attachment A Note 2: SaskPower and the Saskatchewan Regulatory Jurisdiction question its inclusion in the standard as it does not seem directly related to relay loadability.

	Response: 
1. If facility overload protection is desired, it should be provided by protective elements designed and applied expressly for overload protection incorporating appropriate time delays which permit the operator time to respond.  NERC Standards TOP-001 through TOP-004 require transmission operators to respond to overloaded facilities.  In addition, the amount of risk an individual entity is willing to take must be within the boundaries set to establish a level of reliability needed to preserve the integrity of the interconnected bulk electric system.  
2. The language in the proposed effective date section of the standard was developed to accommodate the varying methods of approving reliability standards that currently exist throughout North America.   
Most stakeholders agreed with the applicability of the proposed standard – while the SDT acknowledges that the threshold may not be unanimously supported, it is an acceptable “starting point” for the application of this new set of requirements.  If additional research is conducted that leads to a better threshold for identifying the facilities that should be applicable to the standard, then a new SAR can be developed to refine the applicability of the standard.  At this point, the SDT believes that reliability is better protected by moving the standard forward with the proposed applicability – the intent of this set of requirements is to ensure that certain relays are set so they do not contribute to a cascading event such as the August 2003 disturbance.   
3. The SDT asserts that the standard appropriately sets the minimum margin in the criteria to account for instrument transformer error, measurement error and relay accuracy.
4. On the contrary, this standard requires that relays be set above the pre-determined emergency Facility Ratings. Only in the case where relays cannot adequately protect the facility if set above the Facility Rating, does this standard require that the Facility Rating be changed to accommodate the relay settings (R1.12.3).
5. Pre-approved temporary exceptions had to be accommodated. Once they have all been mitigated, the note will have no effect on the standard. It can be removed any time after that by any appropriate means.  
6. The SDT assumes the commenter is referring to the paper cited in the Reference Document.  This criterion is taken from IEEE C37.102 Generator Protection Guide which references ANSI C50.13-2005 as well as other citations shown in the Reference Document. 
7. R1.7 through R1.9 are intended to allow planning entities to use engineering studies to determine the maximum load flow through a facility. The SDT developed these requirements to provide sufficient flexibility for determining minimum relay settings.

8. If facility overload protection is desired, it should be provided by protective elements designed and applied expressly for overload protection incorporating appropriate time delays which permit the operator time to respond.  NERC Standards TOP-001 through TOP-004 require transmission operators to respond to overloaded facilities.
9. The Uniform Compliance and Monitoring Program section 3.0 defines the entity Compliance Enforcement Authority in its documentation.  The use here is consistent with that document.
10. Attachment A Item 2 is intended to ensure that facilities are adequately protected for faults. Out-of-step blocking elements may prevent tripping for true faults during extreme loading conditions.

	Sierra Pacific Power Co.
	1
	I am voting affirmative; however, there are still several problems with this Standard. It refers to the entity Planning Coordinator, which does not exist in the NERC registry. 
Second, it specifies that this entity is to determine which facilities constitute BES when this could conflict with the BES determination made by the Region and its RC's. However, these issues were not large enough to warrant a negative vote. They nonetheless need more attention in the implementation of this Standard.

	Response: 

1. Planning Coordinator is a defined function in the NERC Reliability Functional Model, Version 3, approved by the BOT Feb. 13, 2007. In a filing to FERC, NERC clarified that the intent of the Planning Authority and the Planning Coordinator “functions” is the same, and in an Order, FERC accepted NERC’s position on these two “functions.”
2. The SDT acknowledges the commenter’s point.  In the cases where the PC identifies critical facilities that are in conflict with the definition of BES, the applicability will be limited to those facilities that are part of the BES. The standard does not specify that the PC determine which facilities constitute BES.

	Xcel Energy, Inc.
	1, 3, 6
	(1) Xcel Energy believes that Generator Owners and Distribution Providers should be removed from the Applicability list. If an entity that owns generation or distribution facilities also owns transmission facilities at a voltage level of 100 kV or higher as listed in Section 4.1, then by definition that entity is a Transmission Owner. 
(2) Xcel Energy is concerned that this standard could be interpreted as prohibiting use of out-of-step blocking elements associated with reset timers that allow tripping after time delays. In some cases, prohibition of these types of devices could increase rather than decrease the risk of cascading outages. On very long transmission lines that are subject to power swings, Xcel Energy uses out-of-step relays associated with timing devices to allow the system to adjust to power swings that are not associated with a system disturbance. Absent use of such delayed trip blocking systems, major transmission lines could be improperly forced out of service if relays trip in response to a power swing. 
The specific issue of concern to Xcel Energy arises in the language in item 2 of Attachment A, which states that the "standard includes out-of-step blocking schemes which shall be evaluated to ensure that they do not block trip for faults during the loading conditions defined within the requirements." 
This statement could be interpreted as prohibiting use of any type of blocking system that operates within the defined loading conditions. While Xcel Energy agrees that use of simple blocking systems may be inappropriate, blocking systems associated with reset timers are not necessarily fraught with the same issues. Use of reset timers along with a blocking system can allow the system sufficient time (two to four seconds) to adjust to a power swing that might look to a relay like a system disturbance. Disabling such relays at a line terminal could result in it tripping during a stable, recoverable swing condition, which would over-load adjacent lines, and could contribute to a cascading outage, which is what NERC Standard PRC-023-1 is intended to prevent. To address this issue, out of step relays with override timers should be excluded from the application of the standard.

	Response: 
1. Generator Owners and Distribution Providers were included in the Applicability section because they may own relevant facilities as defined in 4.1.1 through 4.1.4.
2. Attachment A Item 2 is intended to ensure that facilities are adequately protected for faults. Out-of-step blocking elements may prevent tripping for true faults during extreme loading conditions. For the conditions you cite, more complex out-of-step blocking schemes may be needed. 

	California ISO
	2
	The purpose of this Standard is to attempt to minimize the probability of cascading outages due to relay action, where the relays were set to operate on phase load currents at levels below Transmission Facility emergency ratings. The Standard has an Attachment A which identifies relay types and / or systems that are subject to this proposed Standard. Attachment A includes typical pilot schemes, i.e. POTT (Permissive Overreaching Transfer Trip), PUTT (Permissive Under Reaching Transfer Trip), DCB (Direction Comparison Blocking) and DCUB (Directional Comparison Unblocking). In general, these pilot schemes will normally not operate only on high load current. Yet the Standard specifically identifies phase distance and over current relays in these schemes. From this, it can be implied that the Standard does not want any of these pilot schemes to arm under high load conditions. The pilot scheme, though, should not misoperate for this condition unless the communications system fails. If this is the concern here, in the CAISO opinion the Standard should be more explicit, and clearly state this concern. There is an exception to the above discussion. In some cases, the relay elements in pilot schemes may operate independent of communications. As an example, the phase distance element in a POTT scheme may be designed to trip in a time delayed fashion if it remains picked up for a pre-determined length of time. It this is the item of concern, the CAISO suggests that the Standard wording be modified. One possibility would be to reword Paragraph 1.5 in Attachment A to state: “1.5 Phase distance and over current relays in communications aided protection schemes, which serve as back up relays and trip independent of pilot communications, including but not limited to: “ Also, this proposed Standard is most unusual in that it contains planning criteria and also action (and severity levels) for the Planning Coordinator. The term Planning Coordinator is not defined in the Standard.

	Response: 
1. The pilot schemes referenced in the comment are susceptible to operation during extreme loading conditions absent communication failure and must comply with this standard.  Such operations have been documented by previous disturbance analysis.
2. Planning Coordinator is a defined function in the NERC Reliability Functional Model, Version 3, approved by the BOT Feb. 13, 2007. 

	ISO New England, Inc.
	2
	ISO New England submits an affirmative ballot with the understanding that irrespective of voltage levels in the standard, FERC stated that the voltages levels specified are only applicable to the BPS, not beyond, per the legislation.

	Response: The SDT acknowledges the commenter’s point, and agrees that the standard applies only to the BES.

	Midwest ISO, Inc.
	2
	While we are voting for this standard, there are some issues that should still be addressed. There should be clarity on whether the critical facility list is somehow different than other critical facility lists in the standards. 
Some of our stakeholders have concerns about the relay settings required in 1.10 and 1.11 for transformers.

	Response: In this instance, the SDT did not use the capitalized form of the word, “critical” in this standard.  The SDT deliberately avoided capitalizing the word, “critical” in PRC-023-1 to avoid confusing Requirement R3 in PRC-023 with requirements in the Critical Infrastructure Protection series of standards that do use the NERC-defined term, “Critical Asset”.  When a word is not capitalized, the word has the same meaning as that found in any collegiate dictionary.  
With respect to transformers, the SDT cannot provide a specific response absent detailed concerns to which to respond.

	New Brunswick System Operator
	2
	Although NBSO agrees with the technical aspects of this proposed Standard the reason for the Negative vote is Standard's applicability. NBSO believes this proposed Standard, as well as all NERC Standards, should apply to all BPS elements. NBSO further believes that the issue is really caused by the multiple definitions of the BPS. The uncertainty around BPS issue has lingered on too long and needs to be resolved. NBSO further believes the BPS should be defined with an impact based methodology and not by selecting an arbitrary voltage level.

	Response: Most stakeholders agreed with the applicability of the proposed standard – while the SDT acknowledges that the voltage threshold may not be unanimously supported, it is an acceptable “starting point” for the application of this new set of requirements.  If additional research is conducted that leads to a better threshold for identifying the facilities that should be applicable to the standard, then a new SAR can be developed to refine the applicability of the standard.  At this point, the SDT believes that reliability is better protected by moving the standard forward with the proposed applicability – the intent of this set of requirements is to ensure that certain relays are set so they do not contribute to a cascading event such as the August 2003 disturbance.  

	Bonneville Power Administration
	3
	While we agree with the intent of this standard, we believe it is more conservative than necessary to meet the goal of preventing a relay action to trip a line under non-fault loading.

	Response: The SDT acknowledges the comment, but cannot provide a specific response absent detailed concerns.

	FirstEnergy Solutions
	3
	FirstEnergy Corp. (FE) appreciates the hard work put forth by NERC’s Relay Loadability Standard Drafting Team. However, at this time, FE is voting NO to the standard as written and asks that NERC consider our following questions, comments, and suggestions. Issues 
1. We do not agree with the Violation Severity Levels (VSL) as written. First, we believe the VSLs should be reformatted to match the table format as presented in the NUC-001 and ATC/TTC standards that are presently out for comment. The Relay Loadability team has grouped the VSLs inconsistent with the NUC and ATC standard and we firmly believe that the table format is a much better method of mapping the VSLs with the requirements. 
2. Also, we propose modified wording for the Moderate VSL for R1 in an effort to make the VSL clearer. We have included a proposed table format and red-line on Pg. 2 of these comments. 
3. Regarding Part D, Sec. 1.4 (Additional Compliance Information), we do not agree with the requirement for annual self-certification because it only creates more work for the entities and does not add value to monitoring of reliability. Relay loadability schemes do not change enough to warrant annual certification. We suggest changing the required self-certification to every two years. 
4. Page X in Appendix D of the Reference Document seems to mandate a 75% voltage limit for SOTF supervision for newer protection schemes. This reference is under point #2 in the section titled SOTF line loadability considerations. This requirement is not present in the proposed standard and we believe it should not be present in the Reference Document. We propose eliminating the second sentence from point #2 in that section of the Reference Document. 
5. There are several references to "critical” facilities in the standard. It is not clear what criteria would be used to determine a “critical” facility in the context of requirements related to relay settings. We believe this term should be modified and should be limited to the CIP standards and not used in this standard. Other Comments/Suggestions 
6. Per Part F of the standard regarding the PRC-023 Reference Document “Determination and Application of Practical Relaying Loadability Ratings”, it is FE’s interpretation that this document is strictly a “guide” for use in helping understand how to calculate this data and not enforceable and mandatory, correct? Our interpretation aligns with NERC’s Reliability Standards Development Procedure Version 6.1, on pg.9 under “Supporting References” which states that Standard supplements “are not themselves mandatory”. 
7. In Measure M2, “Planning Authority” should be changed to “Planning Coordinator” in accordance with the latest functional model terminology. Sincerely, FirstEnergy Corp. FERC Compliance Group Akron, OH

	Response: The SDT acknowledges the comments (numbered for reference) and offers the following responses:

1. The presentation of VSLs in a table format appears to be a workable plan and the drafting team will re-format the VSLs so they are in a table when the standard is posted for its recirculation ballot
2. The SDT agrees that the wording for Moderate VSL was not as clear as desired. . The standard has been revised as follows: “Evidence that relay settings comply with criteria in R1.1 though 1.13 exists, but evidence is incomplete or incorrect for one or more of the sub requirements.”

3. The SDT points out that annual self-certification is one of several methods available for demonstrating compliance. The Compliance Enforcement Authority ultimately determines the appropriate method.  

4. The reference document is a guide to aid understanding of the requirements in the standard. It imposes no requirements. The word “must” in item 2 of Appendix D was replaced with “should” to reflect that it is good industry practice.

5. In this instance the SDT did not use the capitalized form of the word,  “critical”  in this standard.  The SDT deliberately avoided capitalizing the word, “critical” in PRC-023-1 to avoid confusing Requirement R3 in PRC-023 with requirements in the Critical Infrastructure Protection series of standards that do use the NERC-defined term, “Critical Asset”.  When a word is not capitalized, the word has the same meaning as that found in any collegiate dictionary.  
6. The commenter is correct; the reference document is a guide to aid understanding of the requirements in the standard. It imposes no additional requirements beyond the standard itself.

7. The commenter is correct. “Planning Authority” has been changed to “Planning Coordinator.” Thank you.

	Kissimmee Utility Authority
	3
	While this standard is necessary for the future loadability setting sfor the system relays there are a couple of areas in the text that are stil confusing as to what is being required.

	Response: The SDT acknowledges the comment, but cannot provide a specific response absent detailed concerns.

	North Carolina Municipal Power Agency #1
	4
	I believe this standard needs further clarification exempting equipment that does not have a material impact on the BES. The current language in this standard is too vague regarding this issue.

	Response: The SDT acknowledges the comment, but cannot provide a specific response absent detailed concerns.

	Wisconsin Energy Corp.
	4
	The word "critical" should be removed from Requirement 3 because of the confusion it will create with other existing standards. The removal of this word will not impact that substance of the requirement but will clarify that any list developed by the PC only applies to PRC-023. 
We Energies offers the following modification: "The Planning Coordinator shall determine which of the facilities (transmission lines operated at 100 kV to 200 kV and transformers with low voltage terminals connected at 100 kV to 200 kV) in its Planning Coordinator Area should be subject to Requirement 1 and 2 in order to prevent potential cascade tripping that may occur when protective relay settings limit transmission loadability."

	Response: The SDT thanks the commenter for the offered revision. In this instance the SDT did not use the capitalized form of the word, “critical” in this standard.  The SDT deliberately avoided capitalizing the word, “critical” in PRC-023-1 to avoid confusing Requirement R3 in PRC-023 with requirements in the Critical Infrastructure Protection series of standards that do use the NERC-defined term, “Critical Asset”.  When a word is not capitalized, the word has the same meaning as that found in any collegiate dictionary.  

	Bonneville Power Administration
	5
	While we agree with the intent of this standard, we believe it is more conservative than necessary in order to meet the goal of preventing a relay action to trip a line under non-fault loading.

	Response: The SDT acknowledges the comment, but cannot provide a specific response absent detailed concerns.

	City of Tallahassee
	5
	I still feel that this standard is over and above the needs of the BES. However, based on comments submitted, the "industry concesus" appears to be that this needs to happen. The additional expense incurred will provide very little additional benefit to transmission owners and users.

	Response: Thank you for your comment. In addition to industry consensus, analysis of actual disturbances warrants that this standard is needed because relay loadability has historically contributed to system disturbances.

	Constellation Generation Group
	5
	When read 4.4.2 of the proposed standard about applicability to generation and then refer to Appendix A in 3.3.4, it is very confusing as conditions as to which generation should be included or exclused from this new Standard.

	Response: GOs are included in the Applicability section because they may own relevant facilities as defined in 4.1.1 through 4.1.4.

Appendix A section 3.4 excludes generator protective relays susceptible to load from the requirements of this standard.  These relays and other generation protective relays that are responsive to system conditions are under consideration in a separate standard.

	Xcel Energy, Inc.
	5
	I am concerned that this standard as drafted would limit the application of out of step block trip functions for remotely-connected systems.

	Response: Attachment A, Item 2 is intended to ensure that facilities are adequately protected for faults. Out-of-step blocking elements may prevent tripping for true faults during extreme loading conditions. For conditions involving remotely-connected systems, more complex out-of-step blocking schemes may be needed.

	Bonneville Power Administration
	6
	While we agree with the intent of this standard, we believe it is more conservative than necessary in order to meet the goal of preventing a relay action to trip a line under non-fault loading.

	Response: The SDT acknowledges the comment, but cannot provide a specific response absent detailed concerns.

	JDRJC Associates
	8
	More work needs to be done on Violation Severity Limits

	Response: The SDT acknowledges the comment, but cannot provide a specific response absent detailed concerns.

	Midwest Reliability Organization
	10
	MRO is not a user, owner or operator and the risk lies with the individual entities. Assignment of VSL of moderate in section 3 of the compliance for planning coordinators being late with the critical facilities list should be lower

	Response: The SDT acknowledges the comment. The VSL is assigned according to the Violation Severity Level Development Guideline document that is found on the NERC web site.  VSLs are not related to ‘importance’ or ‘reliability-related risk’ – rather VSLs are used to break down non-compliance into various levels to describe a range of performance from the level where an entity is mostly compliant (Lower VSL) to a level where the entity missed most or all of the requirement (Severe VSL).   


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