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There were 68 sets of responses, includingcomments from approximately 183 different people from approximately 117 companies
representing 10 of the Industry Segments as shownin the table on the following pages.

All comments submitted can be reviewed in theiroriginal format on the project page.
If you feel that your comment has been overlooked, please let us know immediately. Ourgoal isto give every comment serious consideration

in this process. If you feel there has beenan error or omission, you can contact the Vice President of Engineeringand Standards, Howard Gugel
(viaemail) or at (404) 446-9693.
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Questions

1. Industry response to the draft SOL Exceedance definition indicated numerous significant concerns. Given this response, the SDT
concluded that creating a definition of SOLExceedance which adequately reflects reliable operating principles could create an
unnecessary compliance burdenif action is not taken to substantially modify the existing TOP and IRO standards. Therefore, the SDT
maintained system performance criteriathrough FAC-011-4 RequirementR6, similarto the approach withinthe currently effective FAC
standards, rather than through an SOL Exceedance definition. Doyou agree with the performance criteriain Requirement R6?

2. If you have any other comments regarding FAC-011-4 that you haven’talready provided, please provide them here.

3. The SDT acknowledges that requirement R6 could alternatively be located withina TOP or IRO standard; however, the Project 2015-09
SAR does not specifically authorize the SDT to modify those standards. The SDT is seeking feedback specificto the content of the
requirementnot where it shouldreside. Proposed Requirement R6 was created to correspond with FAC-011-4 RequirementR6in lieu of
creating a definition for SOL Exceedance. Do you agree with Requirement R6?

4. If you have any other comments regarding FAC-014-3 that you haven’talready provided, please provide them here.

5. The original posting of FAC-015-1 included six requirements. Industry commentsto this original versionindicated significant
concerns. In response to these concerns, the SDT attempted to streamline and clarify the intended interactions between relevant
functional entities and to consolidate the standard into fewerrequirements. To achieve this the SDT:

¢ Consolidated Requirements R1—R5 inthe original postinginto three (R1— R3) requirements,

e Clarified the roles of the Planning Coordinator and Transmission Plannerin Requirements R1— R3, and

e Clarified that Facility Ratings are “owner-provided” in RequirementR1.

The SDT acknowledges that some of the requirementsin FAC-015-1 could alternatively be located within other standards such as TPL,
MOQOD, etc.; however, the Project 2015-09 SAR does not currently authorize the SDT to modify those standards. The SDT is seeking
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feedback specificto the content of the requirementnot where it should reside. Do you support the revised FAC-015-1? Please provide
any other comments regarding FAC-015-1.

6. Discussions within the SDT indicated concerns with eliminating some of the components of the approved SOL definition. While the
industry feedback was largely supportive of the draft SOL definition providedin the informal posting, the SDT modified the proposed
definition toincorporate some of the concepts in the approved version. The SDT believes thatthe revised definition posted for ballot
representsan improvementoverthe definition providedin the informal posting. Reference the SOL rationale document for more
information. Do you agree with the proposed SOL definition?

7. With the retirement of FAC-010, and the elimination of Planning-based SOLs and IROLs, do you agree with the changes to CIP-014, FAC-
003, FAC-013, PRC-002, PRC-023 and PRC-026?

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 — lLarge Electricity End Users
8 — Small Electricity End Users
9 — Federal, State, Provincial Regulatory or other Government Entities

10 — Regional Reliability Organizations, Regional Entities
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Organization  Name Segment(s) Region Group Name
Name

Brandon Brandon FRCC FMPA

McCormick  McCormick

Group
Member
Name

Tim Beyrle

Jim Howard

Javier
Cisneros

Randy Hahn

Don Cuevas

Jeffrey
Partington

Tom Reedy

Steven
Lancaster

Chris Adkins

Group
Member

Organization

City of New

Smyrna Beach

Utilities
Commission

Lakeland
Electric

Fort Pierce
Utilities
Authority

Ocala Utility
Services

Beaches
Energy
Services

KeysEnergy
Services

Florida
Municipal
PowerPool
Beaches

Energy
Services

City of
Leesburg

Group
Member
Segment(s)

4

Group Member

FRCC

FRCC

FRCC

FRCC

FRCC

FRCC

FRCC

FRCC

FRCC
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Exelon Chris 1
Scanlon

Santee Chris 1

Cooper Wagner

Duke Energy Colby 1,3,5,6
Bellville

MRO Dana Klem 1,2,3,4,5,6

Exelon
Utilities

Santee
Cooper

FRCC,RF,SERC Duke Energy

MRO NSRF

Ginny Beigel

Chris Scanlon

John Bee

Rene' Free
Chris Wagner

Anthony
Noisette

Weijian Cong

Debbie
Schneider

Bridget
Coffman

Doug Hils
Lee Schuster

Dale
Goodwine

Greg Cecil

Joseph
DePoorter

Larry Heckert

Amy Casucelli

Cityof Vero 3
Beach

BGE, ComEd, 1
PECOTO's

BGE, ComEd, 3
PECO LSE's

Santee Cooper 1,3,5,6
Santee Cooper 1,3,5,6
Santee Cooper 1,3,5,6

Santee Cooper 1,3,5,6
Santee Cooper 1,3,5,6

Santee Cooper 1,3,5,6

Duke Energy 1
Duke Energy 3
Duke Energy 5

Duke Energy 6

Madison Gas 3,4,5,6
& Electric

AlliantEnergy 4
Xcel Energy 1,3,5,6

FRCC

RF

RF

SERC
SERC
SERC

SERC
SERC

SERC

RF
FRCC
SERC

MRO

MRO
MRO
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Michael
Brytowski

Jodilensen

Kayleigh

Wilkerson

Mahmood
Safi

Brad Parret

Terry Harbour

Tom Breene

JeremyVoll

Kevin Lyons

Mike Morrow

Great River
Energy

Western Area
Power
Administration

Lincoln
Electric
System

Omaha Public
Power District

Minnesota
Powert

MidAmerican
Energy
Company

Wisconsin
PublicService
Corporation

Basin Electric
Power
Cooperative

Central lowa
Power
Cooperative

Midcontinent
ISO

1,3,5,6

1,6

1,3,5,6

1,3,5,6

1,5

1,3

3,5,6

1

1

2

MRO

MRO

MRO

MRO

MRO

MRO

MRO

MRO

MRO

MRO
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PPL - Devin 1,3,5,6 RF,SERC PPLNERC Brenda Truhe PPL Electric 1 RF
Louisville Shines Registered Utilities
Gas and Affiliates Corporation
Electric Co. Charles PPL- Louisville 3 SERC
Freibert Gas and
Electric Co.
JULIE PPL - Louisville 5 SERC
HOSTRANDER Gas and
Electric Co.
Linn Oelker  PPL- Louisville 6 SERC
Gas and
Electric Co.
Seattle City Ginette 1,3,4,5,6 WECC Seattle City Pawel Krupa Seattle City 1 WECC
Light Lacasse Light Ballot Light
Body Hao Li Seattle City 4 WECC
Light
Bud (Charles) Seattle City 6 WECC
Freeman Light
Mike Haynes Seattle City 5 WECC
Light
Michael Seattle City 14 WECC
Watkins Light
Faz Kasraie Seattle City 5 WECC
Light
John Clark Seattle City 6 WECC
Light
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Tuan Tran Seattle City 3 WECC
Light
Laurrie Seattle City 3 WECC
Hammack Light
ACES Power Jodirah 6 NA - Not ACES Shari Heino Brazos Electric 5 Texas RE
Marketing  Green Applicable  Standard Power
Collaborations Cooperative,
Inc.
John Shaver Arizona 1 WECC

Electric Power
Cooperative,
Inc.

JosephSmith Prairie Power 3 SERC

Susan Sosbe Wabash Valley 3 RF
Power
Association

Bob Solomon Hoosier 1 SERC
Energy Rural
Electric
Cooperative,
Inc.

Tara Lightner Sunflower 1 MRO
Electric Power
Corporation

Lincoln Kayleigh 5 Lincoln Kayleigh Lincoln 5 MRO
Electric Wilkerson Electric Wilkerson Electric
System System System
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Manitoba Mike Smith 1 Manitoba
Hydro Hydro
Southern Pamela 1,3,5,6 SERC Southern
Company- Hunter Company
Southern

Company

Services, Inc.

Eric Ruskamp

Jason Fortik

Danny Pudenz

Yuguang Xiao
Karim Abdel-
Hadi

Blair Mukanik

Mike Smith

Katherine
Prewitt

Joel
Dembowski

Lincoln
Electric
System

Lincoln
Electric
System

Lincoln
Electric
System

Manitoba
Hydro

Manitoba
Hydro

Manitoba
Hydro

Manitoba
Hydro

Southern
Company
Services, Inc.

Southern
Company -
Alabama
Power
Company

MRO

MRO

MRO

MRO

MRO

MRO

MRO

SERC

SERC
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Northeast RuidaShu 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10 NPCC RSCno
Power Dominion,
Coordinating Con Ed and
Council NBPower

William D.
Shultz

JenniferG.
Sykes

Guy V.Zito

Randy
MacDonald

Wayne
Sipperly

Glen Smith

Brian
Robinson

Alan Adamson

Southern 5
Company
Generation

Southern 6
Company
Generation

and Energy
Marketing

Northeast 10
Power
Coordinating
Council

New 2
Brunswick
Power

New York 4
Power
Authority

Entergy 4
Services

Utility Services 5

New York 7
State

Reliability
Council

SERC

SERC

NPCC

NPCC

NPCC

NPCC

NPCC

NPCC
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Edward
Bedder

David Burke

Michele
Tondalo

David
Ramkalawan

Helen Lainis

Michael
Schiavone

Michael Jones
Sean Cavote

Kathleen
Goodman

Quintin Lee

Salvatore
Spagnolo

Shivaz Chopra

Orange &
Rockland
Utilities
Orange &
Rockland
Utilities
Ul

Ontario Power
Generation
Inc.

[ESO
National Grid

National Grid
PSEG
ISO-NE

Eversource
Energy

New York
Power
Authority

New York
Power
Authority

=

~ W

NPCC

NPCC

NPCC

NPCC

NPCC

NPCC

NPCC
NPCC
NPCC

NPCC

NPCC

NPCC
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David Kiguel Independent NA-Not NPCC

Applicable
Silvia Mitchell NextEra 6 NPCC
Energy -
FloridaPower
and Light Co.
Paul Hydro One 3 NPCC
Malozewski  Networks, Inc.
Gregory New York 2 NPCC
Campoli Independent
System
Operator
Caroline Hydro Quebec 1 NPCC
Dupuis
Chantal Hydro Quebec 2 NPCC
Mazza
Dominion- Sean 6 Dominion Connie Lowe Dominion- 3 NA - Not Applicable
Dominion Bodkin Dominion
Resources, Resources,
Inc. Inc.
Lou Oberski  Dominion- 5 NA - Not Applicable
Dominion
Resources,
Inc.
Larry Nash Dominion - 1 NA - Not Applicable
Dominion

VirginiaPower
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Southwest Shannon 2 MRO,SPP RE SPP Standards Shannon Southwest 2 MRO
PowerPool, Mickens Review Group Mickens Power Pool
Inc. (RTO) Inc.
Louis Guidry  Cleco 1,3,5,6 SERC
Allan George Sunflower 1 MRO
Elect
Jim Nail City of 5 MRO
Independence,
Powerand
Light
Department
Robert Gray  Board of 3 MRO
PublicUtilities
(BPU)
OGE Energy - Sing Tay 6 SPP RE OKGE Sing Tay OGE Energy- 6 MRO
Oklahoma Oklahoma
Gas ar'md Terri Pyle OGE Energy- 1 MRO
Electric Co. Oklahoma Gas
and Electric
Co.
Donald OGE Energy- 3 MRO
Hargrove Oklahoma Gas
and Electric
Co.
John Rhea OGE Energy- 5 MRO

Oklahoma Gas
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and Electric
Co.
Associated Todd 3 AECI Michael Bax  Central 1 SERC
Electric Bennett Electric Power
Cooperative, Cooperative
Inc. (Missouri)
Adam Weber Central 3 SERC

Electric Power
Cooperative

(Missouri)
Stephen Mand A 3 SERC
Pogue Electric Power

Cooperative
WilliamPrice Mand A 1 SERC

Electric Power
Cooperative

Jeff Neas Sho-Me Power 3 SERC
Electric
Cooperative

Peter Dawson Sho-Me Power 1 SERC
Electric
Cooperative

Mark Ramsey N.W. Electric 1 NPCC
Power
Cooperative,
Inc.
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John Stickley

Ted Hilmes

Walter
Kenyon

Kevin White

Skyler
Wiegmann

Ryan Ziegler

Brian
Ackermann

Brad Haralson

NW Electric
Power
Cooperative,
Inc.

KAMO Electric
Cooperative

KAMO Electric
Cooperative

Northeast
Missouri
Electric Power
Cooperative

Northeast
Missouri
Electric Power
Cooperative

Associated
Electric
Cooperative,
Inc.

Associated
Electric
Cooperative,
Inc.

Associated
Electric
Cooperative,
Inc.

SERC

SERC

SERC

SERC

SERC

SERC

SERC

SERC
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1. Industry response to the draft SOL Exceedance definition indicated numerous significant concerns. Given this response, the SDT
concluded that creating a definition of SOL Exceedance which adequately reflects reliable operating principles could create an unnecessary
compliance burden if action is not taken to substantially modify the existing TOP and IRO standards. Therefore, the SDT maintained system
performance criteria through FAC-011-4 Requirement R6, similar to the approach within the currently effective FAC standards, rather than
through an SOL Exceedance definition. Do you agree with the performance criteria in Requirement R6?

Laura Nelson - IDACORP - Idaho Power Company - 1
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

Requirement R6.3 does not address SOL violations, but only checks against instability, cascading, or uncontrolled separation, even though this
criteriaisbeing used to evaluate performance on additional single or multiple contingency events (R5.2) for use in OPA and Real-time
assessments. This suggests that SOL violations would be allowed for these contingencies.

Likes O
Dislikes O

The SDT appreciates your comments. RequirementR6.2.3 is applicable to stability SOL exceedances, notR6.3. RequirementR6.3 uses
portions of the definition for IROL such that those contingencies which should be monitored/ studied to prevent IROLs have a set criteria
against which they should be measured.

Sandra Shaffer - Berkshire Hathaway - PacifiCorp - 6
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

Consideration of Comments
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The language presentedinthe R6 isunclear and can lead to differentinterpretations. The language in R6 needs furtherclarification.

The drafting team needs to clarify that both actual pre-Contingency state and anticipated pre-Contingency state referredin R6.1 are referring
to a TPL equivalent of PO (system normal) state of the transmission system.

The drafting team should consider rephrasing the language in R6.2.1. Drafting team proposing not to allow usage of Emergency Ratings for
contingency eventsirrespective of presence of operatingplan is in complete variation of the planning standard requirementsthat allows
usage of emergency ratings for contingencies describedinR5.1.1.

The real time pre-Contingency state could be much differentthan the anticipated pre-Contingency state and the operating plan proposed for
the anticipated pre-Contingency state may not be adequate during the real time pre-Contingency state. Under these conditions, not allowing
the operators to use the Emergency ratings is very much disadvantageous and opposite to the intent of PRC-023 where the operator should
be allowedto have flexibility to operate the system under Contingency conditions.

PacifiCorp recommends rephrasing 6.2.1 requirementas below

“Flow through Facilities are within applicable Emergency Ratings. Flow through a Facility must not be above the Facility’s highestavailable
Rating, followingan N-1 contingency.”

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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The SDT appreciates your comments. The drafting team did not include referencestothe PO state in standard TPL-001-4 due to the fact that
in operations, the system iscommonly not in an “all facilitiesin-service state” and, hence, not necessarilyin the defined PO state definedin
Table 1 of TPL-001-4. Instead, the SDT sought on language general language that would work for pre and post-contingent states. The SDT has
revised the language to refer to the pre-contingent state as one with “no Contingencies” and the post-contingent state by evaluating
performance for single Contingencies definedin FAC-011-4.

The SDT made some language revisionsinrequirementR6.2.1, resultingin the following remaininglanguage:

“Steady state post-Contingency flow through Facilities within applicable Emergency Ratings. Steady state post-Contingency
flow through a Facility must not be above the Facility’s highest Emergency Rating.”

The SDT leftthe first sentence so that time constraints in any thermal limits had to be respected (for example, a 4 hour rating could not be
used for more than 4 hours), and retained the sentence you noted withregard to the highestrating use. We believe these edits largely
capture your concern.

Dana Klem - MRO - 1,2,3,4,5,6 - MRO, Group Name MRO NSRF
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

The MRO NSRF supports the efforts of the SDT to clarify for the industry what is considered SOL exceedance in the context of the IRO and TOP
Standards. We appreciate the SDT listeningto the concerns raised by industry regardingthe previously proposed SOL Exceedance definition
and we agree with the SDT's approach to abandon that potential change. We also agree with the SDT's concept that the Reliability
Coordinator's SOL Methodology must address the system performance criteria to ensure consistentidentification of SOLs. However, what is
still not broadly understood is if each Facility must have an associated thermal-based SOL dependent on current systemtopology. In
RequirementR3 it addresses establishment of a voltage-based SOLat each bus, but thereisn’t a similarrequirementfor thermal ratings. Is it
the expectation of the SDT that each Facility has a thermal-based SOL or can a subset (Flowgates?) be used to manage power flow on the
system? This needsto be clearly statedin a requirementsothat everyoneis planningand operating the BES from the same understanding.
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Additionally, it’s not clear if exceeding the Normal Rating or normal System Voltage Limitis considered a SOL exceedance if you have a higher
Emergency Rating or emergency System Voltage Limit for a specified time duration. It could be interpreted to say thereisn’t SOL exceedance
until you’re over the highestvalue of the Emergency Rating. This understanding translatesto compliance expectationsinthe IRO and TOP
Standards for when you must implementyourOperating Plan. If we’re relyingon the SOL whitepaperto clarify, then some entities may
choose not to follow it sayingit’s not mandatory and we’ll continue to have disagreementand confusionin the industry.

In order to support this project, the MRO NSRF needs to understand all the compliance expectationsfor SOL exceedances, includingthose
associated with the IRO/TOP standards. Is everyindication where the FAC-011 R6 performance criteria isexceeded considered a violation of
FAC-014 R6 and/or an inadequate real time Operating Plan? Are current operating protocols, which are agreed upon by the Transmission
Operator and Reliability Coordinatorand allow for temporary exceedances while control actions (such as LMP binding) are being
implemented, now goingto be prohibited and considered violations? As the proposed performance criteria (for post-contingent thermal and
voltage exceedances) does not include any time threshold (in analogy with Tv for IROLs) does that imply the Transmission Operator and
Reliability Coordinator would NOT be given any timeframe (such as 30 minutes) to correct an exceedance (particularly post-contingent
thermal or voltage exceedances), beforeitbecomesa reportable eventand a potential compliance issue? Will the performance criteriabe
identical independently of the system state (i.e.if the systemis in N-1 as opposed to N-4, or even more severe, topology conditions)?Is the
Transmission Operator expected to perform a timing analysis to determine if ramp rates, start-up times and location and amount of load
sheddingare adequate every time it operates above the Normal Rating but below Emergency Rating to verifyits Operating Plan will eliminate
exceedance within the timeframe of the Emergency Rating? Would the proposed performance criteria not allow for any regional differences
evenin cases where a Reliability Coordinatoris not registered asa Transmission Operator, but has criticallyimportant mitigating control
actions under its responsibilities? We do not want to unintentionally approve a standard that creates overly burdensome compliance
demonstration expectations for the industry, while the SER project is actively seeking ways to streamline and reduce these burdens. Since the
SDT cannot answer all these questions, then we request NERC staff to draft a CMEP Practice Guide to inform the industry of the compliance
expectations forSOLs as appliedin the FAC, IRO and TOP standards.

Will entities be forced to create separation between the highest Emergency, Emergency, and Normal ratings if they are currently the

same? An exampleisa conductor limitedtransmissionline with a 10-minute time constant where all three ratings are identical. Does an
entity have to de-rate the line by increments of sag temperature or percentage to create time between ratingsor be inviolation of the FAC-
011-4 timing requirements. Shorttime frames of under 30 minutes could also leadto a violation of FAC-011-4 R6.5. Short time framesunder
30 minutesaren’tsufficienttime for a system operator to consider “all” other available system adjustments before implementing load

shedding.[A1]
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To furtherexplain, we believe the proposed performance criteriain FAC-011-4 Requirement R6 seemsto capture the essence of SOL
exceedance. However, we are concerned the proposed language creates a significantreliability/compliance burden for Transmission
Operators and Reliability Coordinators as follows:

1.

R6.2 - The language mandates evaluation of all contingencies listedin R5.1.1 of FAC-011-4 as part of the Real Time Assessment (RTA)
and the Operational Planning Analysis (OPA) without exception. When coupled with R6.2.3, this language pullsin dynamic analysis of
all of these contingenciesfor both the RTA and OPA. This is an infeasible expectation forthe Transmission Operator and Reliability
Coordinator to include in their RTAs and OPAs, since R5.1.1 contains no caveats to limitthe list of applicable single contingencies.
R6.2.1 - The flows on a transmission element may exceed the applied Emergency Rating during the dynamic time period, but there is
likely norisk to the system. Although the first phrase "applicable Emergency Ratings" might seemto provide the flexibility, this means
an entity must know the "applicable Emergency Rating" for a particular dynamic loadingand time period for each piece of equipment
and each piece of equipmentwould need to be monitoredin a dynamics analysis. It may be that the SDT does notintendto pullin
dynamicsin6.2.2 butitis a logical reading of the standard.

R6.2.3 - As noted above, although this is the desired result, it is infeasible to perform dynamic analyses of all R5.1.1 contingencies as
part of eitheran RTA or an OPA. In fact, it is an extremely expensive proposition to perform any real time dynamic simulations due to
the complexities of maintainingan accurate dynamic model that incorporates traditional transmission equipmentletalone the myriad
of user written or proprietary dynamic modelsin use today for FACTs devices and variable generation.

R6.3 and R6.4 contain the same problemsas noted above. It isinfeasible to run dynamic simulations as part of the RTA and it is very
complexto do so for the OPA. At leastin this case, R5.2 and R5.3 allow the Reliability Coordinatorto provide a very limited list of
contingencies. Still, even with a limited list, the language of R6 and its sub-parts does not limitthe scope of what a Transmission
Operator would be required to run under FAC-014-3 (see R2 of that standard). Rather, FAC-011-4 R6 language impliesthata
Transmission Operator would be required to evaluate all of the contingenciesidentified by a Reliability Coordinator, not just those
that apply to the Transmission Operator's footprint. Note that FAC-014-3 R2 limits the Transmission Operator to identifying SOLs to its
footprint, but it does not limitthe contingencies a Transmission Operator would needto consider.

R6.5 - The standard incorrectly eliminates plannedload shedding from consideration when a RAS or UVLS programs may have
specifically established the need to take such action to maintain system stability for the particular contingencies under consideration.

We offerthe following proposedimprovements to address the comments above:
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e R6.1.1, R6.1.2, R6.2.1 and R6.2.2 could be improved by clarifying that these sub-requirements are only describing steady-state
conditions. Each requirement could have the followingleading statementadded: "Understeady-state analysis:".

e Inaddition, R6.2.1 and R6.2.2 would also benefitfrom adding the word "Anticipated" ahead of the terms "Flow" and "Voltages" in
these requirements, respectively, to make it clear that these are potential system flows and voltages, not real time flows and voltages,
beingevaluated.

Regarding the scope of dynamic simulations, the best location to make modificationsis likely the R5 and R5.1 language, not R6. Proposed
modifications are as follows:

e R5 - Strike "and performing the Operational Planning Analysis (OPAs) and Real-time Assessments (RTAs) for the area under study" since
this language is redundant to the R6 performance criteria language that will require these contingencies to be evaluated as part of the
RTA and OPA. With this removed, R5 is tailored to only describe what contingency events need to be examined forthe identification of
SOLs.

R5.1 - Remove the language regarding "determining stability limits and performing OPAs and RTAs" and add "foruse in determining steady
state SOLs", since the SOL methodology should require examination of all of the single contingencieslisted underR5.1.1 using steady-
state analysis. The contingenciesto examine fordynamics will be a very small list (hopefully) and can be adequately addressed by

modifications to R5.3.

e R5.2 - Remove "foruse in performing Operational Planning Analysis and Real-time Assessments" since, again, thisis adequately
covered by R6, and add in language as follows "foruse in determining steady state SOLs".

R5.3 - Strike the word "additional" from the existing R5.3 language and add the followingtothe end of the requirement: "where the
identified single Contingency events involving the loss of a generator, transmission circuit, transformer, shuntdevice, or single pole
block in a monopolaror bipolar high voltage direct current system must simulate either: (a) Normal Clearing of a single phase to
ground or three phase Fault (whichever is more severe) or (b) tripping without a Fault condition".

e Regarding the Transmission Operator performinga certain set of contingencies, the R6.2, R6.3 and R6.4 language could all be modified
to state: "The evaluation of applicable potential single Contingencies ..." (forR6.2) and "The evaluation of the applicable potential

Contingencies ..." (forR6.3 and R6.4).
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R6.5 could be improved by clarifying that RAS and UVLS actions should be implemented in the stability analysis, as applicable. The SDT should
also recognize that underfrequency load shedding (UFLS) may be a necessary part of system stabilization once a RAS operates if that RAS is
creating a plannedislanded system. As such, UFLS may also be a warranted load shedding componentwhen performingstability analysis. R6.5
language could be modified by adding "planned load shedding, other than Remedial Action Scheme (RAS) or UVLS action, is acceptable ..." and
then addinga new sentence that reads, "The use of UFLS programs should only be simulated when incorporated as part of the system design
to maintain stability (e.g., RAS)."

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciates your comments. Those comments, and those of other Midwestern entities such MISO and MidAmerican Energy Co.,
have providedfocus to the SDT’s efforts since the second posting.

Those efforts have resultedinrevisionsto FAC-011-4, FAC-014-3, TOP-001 and IRO-008 which we believe address the concerns you raise

above, and other commenters have noted. These revisions have been made to accomplish the following:

- Have SOL exceedances determinedinthe appropriate TOP and IRO standards rather than the FAC standards.

- The proposed FAC-011-4 requirement R6 has been revisedintoa framework to be used when determining SOL exceedances, which only
occurs as requiredin the TOP and IRO standards. In addition, numerous wording changes have beenimplemented within requirement R6
in response to comments such as those you have above.

- FAC-011-4 has a new requirementadded (R7) which requires the RC SOL methodologyinclude “a risk-based approach for determining
how SOL exceedancesidentified as part of Real-time monitoring and Real-time Assessments must be communicated and if so, the
timeframe that communications must occur”. This requirementwas added to address theill-defined SOLexceedance communications
included withinthe TOP and IRO standards.

- The measures for a few TOP and IRO standards were revised to betterdescribe a more complete set of potential evidence that may be
suedto show compliance. In addition, the standard rationales have been revised to explain how this evidence may be usedto show
compliance with the standards.
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We believe these changes, which were developed with the support of and feedback with staff from your company and others from within
MISO, should address these commonly heldindustry concerns.

To summarize, the SDT’s standard revisions have sought to provide a common minimum framework for industry to determine SOL
exceedances, where appropriate in the TOP and IRO standards, and have added process to helpimprove the required communications on SOL
exceedances. The SDT has done this while expandingthe list of evidence to minimize any resulting compliance documentation burden. We
look forward to your review of our efforts with our new posting and appreciate any comments you may offer.

In addition to these general comments, let us address some of the specificquestionsyou pose.

The SDT worded requirement R2 such that the RC providesa method for the TOP to determine which facility-owner ratings to use. If the
facility owner provides ratings for all of theirassets, we would expectthey are modeled. To expand uponthe example you offered, if the RC's
SOL methodology states that the RC needsa 10 minute, 1 hour and 24 hour thermal rating. For thisexample, let’sassume the facility-owner
only offersa 24 hour, or normal rating. The RC’s methodology should describe how to use rating sets which do not perfectly match what the
RC seeks. In thisinstance, it is likely the normal rating would be usedfor the 24 hour, 1 hour and 10 minute ratings. The RC would not
require that the facility owner provides other ratings, but the facility ownerwould clearly see what ratings the RC seeksto use with its TOPs.
This would not preclude the use of flowgates, but we believe does setthe expectation that ratings provided would be used to operate.
Likewise, thisrequirementdoes notrequire facility owners to provide amongst the ratings they offer.

Requirement R6.5 from the second posting, whichis now requirementR6.4 in the latest version of FAC-011-4, was not intended to address
what mitigation actions are acceptable for inclusioninan Operating Plan, including RAS or other post-contingency mitigation actions
(includingundervoltage relays that are not specifically part of an overall Under Voltage Load Shed (UVLS) scheme). The SDT did capture that
“planned manual load shedding”, ifincluded in an Operating Plan, should be a measure of last resort. With respect to RAS, requirementR4.6
requiresthat the RC documentin their SOL methodology the “allowed uses of Remedial Action Schemes and other automatic post-
Contingency mitigation actions in establishing stability limits used in operations”. However, R4.7 requires “that the use of underfrequency
load shedding (UFLS) programs and Undervoltage Load Shedding (UVLS) Programs are not allowed in the establishment of stability limits”.
The use of UVLS and UFLS as a safety net and not for performance criteria or in the establishment of a stability limitis consistent with FERC
commissioncomments in FERC Order 818.

Kayleigh Wilkerson - Lincoln Electric System - 5, Group Name Lincoln Electric System

Consideration of Comments
Project 2015-09 Establish and Communicate System Operating Limits | June 2020 24



NERC

NORTH AMERICAN ELECTRIC
RELIABILITY CORPORATION

Answer No
Document Name

Comment
LES supports the comments provided by the MRO NSRF.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Please see response to MRO NSRF.

Don Schmit - Nebraska Public Power District - 5

Answer No

Document Name

Comment
NPPD supports comments submitted by the MRO NSRF.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Please see response to MRO NSRF.

Patti Metro - National Rural Electric Cooperative Association - 3,4

Answer No

Document Name

Comment
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NRECA agrees that it is not necessary to create a definition of SOLExceedance, but still believes the new FAC-011-04 R6 requirement creates
undue compliance burden by prescribingan excessive numberof sub-requirements. The structure of R6 is confusing. Many of the sub-

requirements that are not standalone with references to other requirementsinthe proposed standard.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciates your comment. The SDT has taken comments from numerous entities and attempted to improve the language and
decrease some of the complexity. However, the SDT does not understand how the number of sub requirementsin and of itself creates undue
compliance burden. The sub requirementsinR6 were derived from the existing FAC-011-3 sub requirementsin R2, which are performance
requirements which help determine SOL exceedances. The specificity includedin FAC-011-4 R6 was to remove ambiguity that existsin the
current standard. The referencesto other requirementsin R6 only existto note which sets of contingencies (defined by a specific
requirement) ae applicable to which sets of performance requirements. Managing SOLs is a job each RC / TOP must do, and the SDT agrees
R6 providesclarity in determining SOLexceedances.

Todd Bennett - Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. - 3, Group Name AECI
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

AECI supports comments provided by NRECA.

NRECA agrees that it is not necessary to create a definition of SOLExceedance, but still believes the new FAC-011-04 R6
requirement creates undue compliance burden by prescribing an excessive number of sub-requirements. The structure of R6 is
confusing. Many of the sub- requirementsthat are not standalone with referencesto other requirementsinthe proposed
standard.

Likes O
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Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciates your comment. The SDT has taken comments from numerous entities and attempted to improve the language and
decrease some of the complexity. However, the SDT does not understand how the number of sub requirementsinand of itself creates undue
compliance burden. The sub requirementsin R6 were derived from the existing FAC-011-3 sub requirementsin R2, which are performance
requirements which help determine SOL exceedances. The specificityincludedin FAC-011-4 R6 was to remove ambiguity that existsin the
current standard. The referencesto other requirementsin R6 only existto note which sets of contingencies (defined by a specific
requirement) ae applicable to which sets of performance requirements. Managing SOLs is a job each RC / TOP must do, and the SDT agrees
R6 providesclarity in determining SOLexceedances.

Sean Bodkin - Dominion - Dominion Resources, Inc. - 6, Group Name Dominion
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

The use of the undefined term 'instability' could lead to inconsistent results and resultin additional compliance burdens that add little to no
reliability benefit. Asusedin FAC-011 R6, instabilityis not limited to the BES or wide area but instead, as currently worded, appliesto ANY
instability that has ANY impact to any elementorfacility. R6.1.3 and 6.2.3 should be limited to the interconnection or at the very leastthe
wide-areato prevent misunderstanding.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciates your comments offered. The quoted term (instability) and language was taken from the definition of IROLin the NERC
glossary of terms. The SDT will considerincludingin R6 impact on the BES to limitthe potential scope of instability, peryour comment.

Terry Harbour - Berkshire Hathaway Energy - MidAmerican Energy Co.- 1

Answer No

Consideration of Comments
Project 2015-09 Establish and Communicate System Operating Limits | June 2020 27



NERC

e —)
NORTH AMERICAN ELECTRIC
RELIABILITY CORPORATION

Document Name

Comment

MidAmerican Energy Company (MEC) understands and supports the SDT’s effortsto come up with the broad industry consensus with regard
to definition of SOL and associated definition of SOL Exceedance.

MidAmerican supports the SDT’s proposal to create a definition of SOLexceedance, as long as that definition would NOT cause unintended
consequences in terms of setting unrealistic expectations or imposing additional and undesirable administrative compliance burden on
numerous entities. In this effort, the SDT should carefully assess repercussions on reliability and efficient market operations

We certainly appreciate the SDT’s rational approach of not proceeding with the proposed definition of SOL exceedance havingin mind
significant number of negative comments which were receivedin October, 2017, primarily from MISO and SPP Regions.

Unfortunately, instead of patient continuation of effortsto adjust and improve proposed definition of SOL exceedance, the NERC Standard
Drafting Team decided to take, in our view, inappropriate approach of incorporating that controversial and arguable (although somewhat
modified) definition of SOL Exceedance as a performance criteria in Requirement 6 of FAC-011-4 Standard. We consider this pathway as
potentially worse and more risky in comparison with coming up with definition of SOL Exceedance. The reason for such a characterization
is that by substituting definition of SOL Exceedance via embeddingit as a performance criteria into FAC-011-4, the SDT would expose a
number of TOPs and RCs to risk of directly violating FAC-011-4 (Requirement 6) and associated penalties, if (non-agreed upon in terms of
definition) exceedances of system operating limits occur either in RTA or OPA.

Furthermore, we believe thataddressing a fundamental concept of SOL Exceedance definition needsto be done withinthe framework of IRO
and TOP standards, where it inherently and logically belongs. We do not agree with an approach of moving that cornerstone of reliable
operations from IRO/TOP set of standards to the FAC set of standards. In other words, we believe thatthe present context of defining what
constitutes SOL exceedance and reacting to it by initiating Operating Plan (per IRO-008-2-R2 and TOP-001-4-R14) is far better than directly
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exposinglarge number of entities to the risk of non-compliance without appropriate considerations related to physical constraints that need
to be overcome duringimplementation of Operating Plans, in a timely manner.

Fundamental principles and complexities of real powersystems do not allow for ignoringthe time dimension that always exist when
implementing corrective control actions whentemporary exceedances of SOL occur, especiallyin RTA. That was, unfortunately, overlooked in
proposedversions of FAC-011-4 and FAC-014-3.

The role of SOL exceedance definition (or performance criteria within FAC-0114-R6), in our opinion, should be to clearly and unambiguously
formulate critical operational borderlines of reliable operations, while respecting existing limitations of existing transmission infrastructure
and human resources that operate that infrastructure.

Our quite specificreasonsfor NOT agreeing with the proposed Requirement 6 of FAC-011-4 are:

1. Requirements 6.1.1; 6.1.2 and 6.2.1 use the phrase “when System adjustments to return the flow/voltage within its Normal
Rating/Voltage Limits could be executed and completed within the specified time duration of those Emergency Ratings/Voltage Limits”.

We would like to show our appreciation to the SDT for theirreasonable approach of listeningto the industry’s comments and gradually
improving the definition of SOLexceedance. In this particular case we are pleased that the SDT now considers exceedance of Emergency
(rather than Normal) limits as a reportable event.
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However, there is a problem with using the phrase “could be executed and completed within the specified time duration of those Emergency
Ratings/Voltage Limits” as clearly pointed out by Mr. Terry Volkmann. We completely agree with his comment: “This implies that in order to
use the range between normal and emergency rating for an anticipated contingency, a timing analysis needs to be performed before the
contingency occurs to determine if ramp rates, start-up times and location and amount of load shedding are adequate.... TOP (in MISO and
SPP reliability footprints) cannot perform such analyses, because the RC/market operator has all the data and tools to do the analysis.... This
analysis is best served as an internal control not a compliance obligation.“ MEC agrees with Mr. Volkmann that above mentioned quoted
phrase shall be eliminated from the draft of the standard.

The implementation risk and compliance risk associated with this language is substantial and very concerning. Based on the language, TOP
is expected to perform and document a timing analysis to determine if the adjustments could be executed within the specified time
duration of Emergency Ratings each and every time when TOP performs RTA and find its facilities operating between Normal and
Emergency Rating (eitherin real-time or on a contingency basis). It should be noted that such a timing analysisinreal-time is difficultand
requiressignificanttime and resources. If such timinganalysis cannot be performed (oris not performed due to lack of time or other reasons,
or simply not logged/recorded) that may trigger non-compliance, concerning FAC-011 R6 in conjunction with FAC-014 R6

The second problemis that it is necessary to differentiate between flow exceedances and voltage exceedancesinterms of risk to the
equipmentand the time tolerance.

We recommend the following definition:

e Actual steady state flow on a BES Facility is greater than the Facility’s highest Emergency Rating for any time period.

e Actual steady state flow on a BES Facility is above the Normal Rating but below the next Emergency Rating for longer than the time
frame of the next Emergency Rating.
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e Actual steady state voltage on a BES Facility is greater than the emergency high voltage limit for time frame identified by the TOP.

e Actual steady state voltage on a BES Facilityis less than the defined emergency low voltage limit for time frame identified by the
TOP.

Alternatively, our comments can be formulatedinthe followingred-line (highlightedinyellow changes):

1.

a. Steadystate Flow through Facilities are within Normal Ratings; however, Emergency Ratings may be used only when
System adjustments to return the flow within its Normal Rating can be executed and completed within the specified time

duration of those Emergency Ratings.

b. Steadystate Voltages are within normal System Voltage Limits; however, emergency System Voltage Limits may be used
only when System adjustments to return the voltage within its normal System Voltage Limits can be executed and

completed within the specified time duration of those emergency System Voltage Limits.

1. Requirements 6.1.3 and 6.2.3 refer to preventinginstability, cascading or uncontrolled separation.

e Wefinditinappropriate that the proposed definition does not recognize time-frame associated with exceedances of established
stability limits. If not recognized, this can lead to hundreds of meaningless (nuisance) exceedances (for sake of an example, such as
those that last lessthan 1 minute and have magnitude of lessthan 1%). More importantly, it should be noticed that even present
definition of the IROL violation has associated Tv time threshold (or 30 minutes) before itbecomesa compliance issue. Proposed
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formulation of 6.1.3 and 6.2.3 shouldinclude the time threshold (in analogy with Tv) so that RCs/TOPs would be given specified time
frame to correct exceedance, before itbecomes compliance issue.

We recommend the following definition:

e Any established stability limit (non-IROL) or limit that may cause cascading outages or uncontrolled separation shall not be
exceeded for longer than the 30 minutes, or defined by Operating Plan.

Alternatively, our comments can be formulatedinthe followingred-line (highlighted in yellow changes):

1.
i.
a. Anyestablished stability limit (non-IROL) is mitigated within the time-frame specified in (and in accordance with) the
RC’s SOL methodology and Operating Plan, or with RC’s approved post-contingency action plan.
b. System-wide Instability, Cascading or uncontrolled separation do not occur.
2.

a. Anyestablished stability limit (non-IROL) is mitigated within the time-frame specified in (andin accordance with) the
RC’s SOL methodology and Operating Plan, or with RC’s approved post-contingency action plan.

b. System-wide Instability, Cascading or uncontrolled separation do not occur.
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1. Requirement6.2.1 is of particular importance and probably the single, mostfrequentconcern in presentindustry’s
practice. MidAmerican Energy Company appreciates SDT’s reasonable approach of listeningtothe industry’s comments and gradually
improving the definition of SOLexceedance/performance criteria. However, we would like to draw the SDT’s attention to the following
issueswiththeir presentformulation of the Requirement6.2.1, which states that:

“provided that System adjustments could be executed and completed within the specified time duration of those Emergency Ratings. Flow
through a Facility must not be above the Facility’s highest Emergency Rating.”

We would like to point out several issues with regard to this formulation:

e First, the proposed definition does not recognize time-frame associated with exceedances of the Facility’s highest Emergency
Rating. If not recognized, this can lead to hundreds of meaningless (nuisance) exceedances (for sake of an example, such as those that
last lessthan 1 minute and have magnitude of less than 1%). Others exceedances may last several minutes (5-30 minutes, just for sake
of example) due to time constraints associated with operators’ response to these exceedances and physical reality/timing of
corrective control actions that needto be implemented. More importantly, it should be noticed that even present definition of the
IROL violation has associated Tv time threshold (or 30 minutes) before it becomes a compliance issue. Proposed formulation of 6.2.1
shouldinclude the time threshold (in analogy with Tv) so that RCs/TOPs would be given specified time frame to correct exceedance,
before it becomes complianceissue.

e Second, regardingthe phrase “Flow through a Facility must not be above the Facility’s highest Emergency Rating”, the SDT’s
formulation appears to be based on the Project 2014-03 Whitepaper. We needto draw attention of the SDT that the original version
of the NERC White Paper (from May 2014) was stating that “Post-contingency flow in this range is not acceptable unless Operating
Plan address reliability impact so that it has localized impact”. Subsequentversion of the NERC White Paper (revision of January
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2015) introduced statementthat “Post-contingency flow in this range is not acceptable”. This revision, with a major impact, was
never presented to the industry, never approved by the Industry and, in our opinion, was step in the wrong direction. The most
recently published revision adds clarity and improved formulations, but still departs from the original concept and ignores time
dimension that is necessary to implement corrective control actions, especially for inevitable short term exceedancesin RTA, on a

contingency basis.

e Third, the SDT’s proposed definition of the post-Contingency flow SOL exceedance fails to recognize the important difference
between actual, pre-contingency SOL exceedance and calculated, post-contingency RISK of SOL exceedance. This attempt to include
both of them underthe single, genericterm “performance criteria/SOLexceedance” may easily cause an incorrect expectation that
TOP/RC’s control actions response to these two types of exceedances should be similar, in terms of timing, logging and recording.

e Fourth, itis perfectly clear and understandable that both of these types of exceedances require and should trigger implementation
of a control action from Operating Plan, but they should be treated differently in terms of urgency and severity of mitigating control
actions, as they have differentrepercussions on system reliability.

e Fifth, thereis a problemwith using the phrase “could be executed and completed within the specified time duration of those
Emergency Ratings” as clearly pointed out by Mr. Terry Volkmann. We completely agree with his comment: “This implies that in order
to use the range between normal and emergency rating for an anticipated contingency, a timing analysis needs to be performed before
the contingency occurs to determine if ramp rates, start-up times and location and amount of load shedding are adequate.... TOP (in
MISO and SPP reliability footprints) cannot perform such analyses, because the RC/market operator has all the data and tools to do the
analysis.... This analysis is best served as an internal control not a compliance obligation.“ MEC agrees with Mr. Volkmann that this
phrase shall be eliminated from the draft of the standard.

The implementation risk and compliance risk associated with this language is substantial and very concerning. Based on the language,
TOP is expected to perform and document a timing analysis to determine if the adjustments could be executed within the specified
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time duration of Emergency Ratings each and every time when TOP performs RTA and find its facilities operating between Normal
and Emergency Rating (either in real-time or on a contingency basis)? It should be noted that such a timing analysisinreal-timeis
difficultand requiressignificanttime and resources. If such timinganalysis cannot be performed (or isnot performed due to lack of
time or other reasons, or simply not logged/recorded) that may trigger non-compliance, concerning FAC-011 R6 in conjunction with
FAC-014 R6.

&bull; Sixth, regarding the language in FAC-011-4 (R6.2.1) “Flow through a Facility mustnot be above the Facility’s highest Emergency
Rating”, let’s considerthe followingscenario. TOP operatesin REAL-TIME with one scheduled outage (N-1topology). Then a fault
occurs (single eventsuch as bus faultor similar) and takes out of service two (or more) facilities, thus bringing the systemin real-time
into N-3 topology condition. Now, RTCA starts showingoverloadingfor nextsingle contingency (N-4).

The concern is if the language in the draft of the standard assumesthat the performance criteria are identical, independently of the
system state (i.e.ifthe systemisin N-1as opposedto N-3, or even more severe, topology conditions). We certainly understand that in
OPA such a scheduled outage would not be approved if it causes SOL exceedances. However, what will be applicable performance
criteria if that eventhappensin real-time due to single event? Of course TOP will implementits Operating Plan to correct the
exceedance, butdue to significantly deteriorated topology (for which the system was neverdesigned) it may take longertime period
to eliminate exceedance on a contingency basis. Or, analysis may show that only firm load shedding may eliminate the exceedance.

The issue is that if the same performance criteria are applicable independently of topology conditions, in order to avoid performance
criteria violation (on a contingency basis) the only viable option might be pre-contingentfirmload sheddingto correct contingency
based (notreal-time) exceedance.
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We recommend the following definition for6.2.1:

e Projected post-Contingent loading on a BES Facility is greater than the highest Emergency Rating for longer than 30 minutes with
NO agreed upon Post Contingency Action Plan that would mitigate the condition if the Contingency were to occur.

Alternatively, our comments can be formulatedinthe followingred-line (highlightedinyellow changes):
1.

i. The evaluation of potential single Contingencies listed in Part 5.1.1 for system intact and N-1 operating conditions, against the
actual pre-Contingency state (Real-time monitoring and Real-time Assessments) and anticipated pre-Contingency state
(Operational Planning Analysis) demonstrates the following:

a. Flow through Facilities are within applicable Emergency Ratings, provided that System adjustments can be executed and
completed within the specified time duration of those Emergency Ratings. Post-Contingency flow in this range that is not
mitigated within the time-frame specified in (andin accordance with) the RC’s SOL methodology, or without RC’s
approved post-contingency action plan, constitutes reportable exceedance to RC. The Operating Plan developed and
mutually agreed to by TOP and RC is required to address potential impacts and post-contingent mitigating strategies,
including butnot limited to load shedding, while normal congestion relief control actions are being implemented, to
ensure potential impact is localized. Flow through a Facility must not be above the Facility’s highest Emergency Rating.

b. Voltagesare within emergency System Voltage Limits. Post-Contingency voltage outside of the emergency System
Voltage Limits that is not mitigated within the time-frame specified in (and in accordance with) the RC’s SOL
methodology, or without RC’s approved post-contingency action plan, constitutes reportable exceedance to RC. The
Operating Plan developed and mutually agreed to by TOP and RC is required to address potential impacts and post-
contingent mitigating strategies, including but not limited to load shedding, while normal control actions for
eliminating System voltage exceedance are being implemented, to ensure potential impact is localized..
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Rationale for using Post-contingency action plan concept

e The main difference between ourproposed definitionandthe SDT’s proposed definitionis the concept of post-contingent action
plan. The Post-contingency action plan is the RC’s/TOP’s agreed upon control action to be used while the normal congestion
management processes are attempting to return the projected post contingent flow within longer-term rating. It is very important
to note that the Post-contingency action plans are NOT a vehicle to justify continual operation where the projected post contingent
flowis above Facility’s highest Emergency Rating.

¢ In contrast to this, we believe that the Post-contingency action plan developed by TOP and RC is required to address potential
impacts and post-contingent mitigating strategies, including but not limited to load shedding or generator tripping, while normal
congestion management actions are being implemented, to ensure potential impact is localized and to prevent equipment damage.

e Therefore, we would NOT consider SOL exceedance to exist anytime the Projected post-contingency flow is above Facility’s highest
Emergency Rating, but onlyfor those situations when the Projected post-contingency flow is above the Facility’s highest Emergency
Rating ( Rate C) for longer than 30 minutes WITHOUT associated post-contingency action plan.

e We recognize that there may be situationsinthe system when normal congestion management is not effective or has been
exhausted, and the projected post-contingentloading on a facility remains greater than the highestavailable emergency rating. In this
situation, load shedding may be the sole remainingoption to address the projected post-contingency loading. The TOP and RC may
decide to operate inthis manner and not implementload-shedding pre-contingency if the impacts would be localized. In this case the
SOL exceedance would be reportable, eventhough a post-contingent action plan exists, since normal congestion managementis no
longertaking place.
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e The SDT's concept insists on the concept “highest Emergency Rating”. Our definitionis based on the concept of “post-contingency
action plan”. We do recognize that issuinga new Short Term Emergency rating would be an alternative for the TOP to pursue rather
than agreeing with its RC on a post-contingency action plan. The huge practical obstacle to issuing higher emergency rating (or “Load
Shed Rating”) that the Industry always faced isthat each TOP would have to get manufacturers’ confirmations for using shorter
term Emergency Ratings (such as 10-minute ratings) for every single piece of equipment (breakers, switches, wave traps, CTs
conductors, all pieceson transformers etc). Majority of manufacturers would not be even able nor willingto provide such a data.
Therefore, for practical reasons, it is almost impossible to get such a short-term ratings based on manufacturers’ data and technical
facilities justifications. Consequently, as opposed to being “pushed/forced” to using technically unjustified short-term
emergency/load sheddingratings, each TOP and RC might need to define criteriawithintheir Operating Plan for using post-contingent
action plans. These criteria might be based, for sake of example, on Relay Loadability Limits of transmission facilities.

1. Requirements 6.3 and 6.4:

Our comments can be formulatedinthe followingred-line (highlighted inyellow changes):
1.

i. The evaluation of the potential Contingencies identified in Part 5.2 (which are not mitigated within the time-frame specified in,
and in accordance with, the RC’s SOL methodology) against the actual pre-Contingency state (Real-time monitoring and Real-
time Assessments) and anticipated pre-Contingency state (Operational Planning Analysis) demonstrates that instability,
Cascading, or uncontrolled separation does not occur.

The evaluation of the potential Contingencies identified in Part 5.3, (which are not mitigated within the time-frame specified in, and in
accordance with, the RC’s SOL methodology) demonstrates that instability does not occur.

Likes O
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Dislikes O

The SDT appreciates the comments of MidAmerican Energy Co. and, more so, its participation inthe SDT team’s efforts since the second
posting. Comments such as yours have provided focus to the SDT’s efforts since the second posting.

Those efforts have resultedinrevisionsto FAC-011-4, FAC-014-3, TOP-001 and IRO-008 which we believe address the concerns you raise

above, and other commenters have noted. These revisions have been made to accomplish the following:

- Have SOL exceedances determinedinthe appropriate TOP and IRO standards rather than the FAC standards.

- The proposed FAC-011-4 requirement R6 has beenrevisedintoa frameworkto be used when determining SOL exceedances, which only
occurs as requiredin the TOP and IRO standards. In addition, numerous wording changes have beenimplemented within requirement R6
in response to comments such as those you have above.

- FAC-011-4 has a new requirementadded (R7) which requires the RC SOL methodologyinclude “a risk-based approach for determining
how SOL exceedancesidentified as part of Real-time monitoring and Real-time Assessments must be communicated and if so, the
timeframe that communications must occur”. This requirementwas added to address theill-defined SOLexceedance communications
included within the TOP and IRO standards.

- The measures for a few TOP and IRO standards were revised to betterdescribe a more complete set of potential evidence that may be
suedto show compliance. In addition, the standard rationales have been revised to explain how this evidence may be usedto show
compliance with the standards.

We believe these changes, which were developed with the support of and feedback with staff from your company and others from within
MISO, should address these commonly held industry concerns.

To summarize, the SDT’s standard revisions have sought to provide a common minimum framework for industry to determine SOL
exceedances, where appropriate in the TOP and IRO standards, and have added process to helpimprove the required communications on SOL
exceedances. The SDT has done this while expandingthe list of evidence to minimize any resulting compliance documentation burden. We
look forward to your review of our efforts with our new posting and appreciate any comments you may offer.

Sing Tay - OGE Energy - Oklahoma Gas and Electric Co. - 6, Group Name OKGE

Answer No
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Document Name

Comment
OKGE supports the comments provided by MRO NSRF.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Please see response to MRO NSRF.

Aaron Cavanaugh - Bonneville Power Administration - 1,3,5,6 - WECC

Answer No

Document Name

Comment

Requirement6.2.2 should be modified to mirror 6.2.1:

6.2.2. Voltagesare withinapplicable emergency System Voltage Limits, provided that System adjustments could be executed and completed
withinthe specified time duration of those emergency System Voltage Limits.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciates your comment. Your comment was considered and edits to R6.2.2 were made based upon it.
Anthony Jablonski - ReliabilityFirst - 10

Answer No

Document Name
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Comment

ReliabilityFirst votesinthe negative for the followingtwo reasons.

1. ForrequirementR6 part 6.5, ReliabilityFirst believes not being permittedto planto drop load prior to taking all otheractions seemsis not
technically correct. Here are a few real life scenarios that ReliabilityFirstis aware of: there are Remedial Action Schemes that drop non-firm
load for first contingency events. There isanother Remedial Action Scheme that drops 1/3 of the total station load for a breakerfailure event.

RF recommends the following changesto Part 6.5 for consideration: "In determiningthe System’s response to any Contingencyidentifiedin
Parts 5.1 through 5.3, planned load shedding [non-firm load] is acceptable [and planned shedding of firmload is acceptable] only after all
other available System adjustments have been made [or where pre-approved by state regulators, and the shedding of load with Remedial
Action Schemes.]

2. For RequirementR6 parts 6.1.1, 6.1.2, and 6.2.1, these three statementassume that the ONLY way that flows, voltages can be controlled
within a specified time durationis with system adjustments. There are times whenitisknown that voltages or flows will change without the

operator making any system adjustments. The operator could know that the 2nd shiftat a factory endsin 5 minutes, and that there is no 3rd
shift.

RF recommends the following changesto Part 6.1.1, 6.1.2 and 6.2.1 for consideration:

6.1.1 - Flow through Facilities are within Normal Ratings; however, Emergency Ratings may be used [when flows can be returnedto within
Normal Ratings within the specified time duration of those Emergency Ratings.]

6.1.2 - Voltages are within normal System Voltage Limits; however, emergency System Voltage Limits may be used [when voltage can be
returned to withinits normal System Voltage Limits within the specified time duration of those emergency System Voltage Limits.]

6.2.1 - Flow through Facilities are within applicable Emergency Ratings, [provided that flows can be returnedto within Normal Ratings System
withinthe specified time duration of those Emergency Ratings]. Flow through a Facility must not be above the Facility’s highest Emergency
Rating.

Likes 1 Platte River Power Authority, 5, Archie Tyson
Dislikes 0
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The SDT appreciates your comments. With respectto your first observation, the SDT believes sub requirement6.5in R6 allows automatic
load sheddingas part of a RAS and does not treat that as manual load shedding. This will be describedin the rationale supportingthe
requirement. Therefore, the examplesyou note would be acceptable per to proposed language. With respectto your second observation,
changes were made to the subject sub requirements removing system adjustments or adding “other System changes”, with both changes
beingresponsive to your comment.

Joe O'Brien - NiSource - Northern Indiana Public Service Co. - 6
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

R6 uses the term “performance criteria”. This is the same term usedin R6 in FAC-014-3 (see NIPSCO comments for question 4). Using the
same term in two different standards with different contextis confusing. For FAC-011-4 R6 NIPSCO suggests eliminating the phrase “Bulk

“,n

Electric System performance criteria” and just placing a “:” after the word “following”.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciates your offered comments. The SDT has eliminated the reference to performance criteriain FAC-014-2. In addition, the
SDT has revised R6 and the use of performance criteria withinthe proposed standard. The SDT is retainingthe term due to proposed FAC-
011-4 R6 mappingto FAC-011-3 R2, which isthe requirementin the existing standard which definesthe expectedlevel of system
performance when SOLs are respected.

Andy Fuhrman - Andy Fuhrman On Behalf of: Theresa Allard, Minnkota Power Cooperative Inc., 1; - Andy Fuhrman
Answer No
Document Name

Comment
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See MRO NERC Standards Review Forum comments.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Please see response to MRO NERC Standards Review Forum comments.

Michael Cruz-Montes - CenterPoint Energy Houston Electric, LLC - 1 - Texas RE

Answer No

Document Name

Comment

CenterPoint Energy Houston Electric, LLC (“CenterPoint Energy)” does not agree with the performance criteria in FAC-011-4 RequirementR6
and believes thatthe language is ambiguous and unnecessary. In particular, the use of the term “instability” in Requirements R6.1.3 and
R6.2.3 withoutany qualifiers may broaden the scope of the language, which could lead to inconsistentresults. CenterPoint Energy
recommends that the SDT revise the language in Requirements R6.1.3 and R6.2.3 to clarify that instability thatadversely impacts the
reliability of the BES iswhat is intended.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciates your comments offered. The quoted term (instability) and language was taken from the definition of IROLin the NERC
glossary of terms. The SDT didincludein its R6 impact on the “BES”to limitthe potential scope of instability, peryour comment. The SDT also
made many other revisionsto R6 to improve its clarity.

Oliver Burke - Entergy - Entergy Services, Inc. - 1

Answer No
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Document Name

Comment

Entergy supports comments submitted by MidAmerican Energy Company.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Please see response to MidAmerican Energy Company.

Kelsi Rigby - APS - Arizona Public Service Co. -5

Answer No

Document Name

Comment

AZPS does not have an issue with the performance criteria set forth in FAC-011-4 R6. However, the use of performance criteria could still
resultin ambiguity regarding what qualifiesasa “SOL Exceedance.” For this reason, AZPS recommendsthat the SDT reconsideruse of a
definedtermfor “SOL Exceedance.” Additionally, ifthereisintentto continue to use the term “SOL exceedance” withinthe body of reliability
standards, then both industry and the ERO Enterprise would benefitfrom the clarity that would resultfrom a definition of the term.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciates your comment offered. While the SDT supports your perspective inthe value of an explicit SOLexceedance definition, it
was apparent from prior postings and comments that the industry as a whole did not. Our latest FAC-011-4 revision, withthe proposed R6, is
our attempt at providinga minimum set of performance criteriaacross the industry for establishing SOL exceedances. R6 should be the
minimal basisany RC uses to define SOL exceedances withinitsfootprint. We hope you can understand our rationale and support the
proposed FAC-011-4 language in our next posting.
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Kevin Salsbury - Berkshire Hathaway - NV Energy - 5
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

NV Energy supports the SDT’s proposal to create a definition of SOLexceedance, as long as that definition would NOT cause unintended
consequences in terms of setting unrealistic expectations or imposing additional and undesirable administrative compliance burden on

numerous entities. In this effort, the SDT should carefully assess repercussions on reliability and efficient market operations

NV Energy believe the SDT took an inappropriate approach of incorporating that controversial and arguable (although somewhat modified)
definition of SOL Exceedance as a performance criteria in Requirement 6 of FAC-011-4 Standard. We consider this pathway as potentially
worse and more risky in comparison with coming up with definition of SOL Exceedance. The reason for such a characterization is that by
substituting definition of SOL Exceedance via embedding it as a performance criteria into FAC-011-4, the SDT would expose a number of
TOPs and RCs to risk of directly violating FAC-011-4 (Requirement 6) and associated penalties, if (non-agreed upon in terms of definition)
exceedances of system operating limits occur either in RTA or OPA.

Furthermore, we believe that addressing a fundamental concept of SOL Exceedance definition needs to be done withinthe framework of IRO
and TOP standards, where it inherently and logically belongs. We do not agree with an approach of moving that cornerstone of reliable
operations from IRO/TOP set of standards to the FAC set of standards. In other words, we believe thatthe present context of defining what
constitutes SOL exceedance and reacting to it by initiating Operating Plan (per IRO-008-2-R2 and TOP-001-4-R14) is far better than directly
exposinglarge number of entitiesto the risk of non-compliance without appropriate considerations related to physical constraints that need
to be overcome duringimplementation of Operating Plans, in a timely manner.

Fundamental principles and complexities of real powersystems do not allow for ignoringthe time dimension that always existwhen
implementing corrective control actions whentemporary exceedances of SOL occur, especiallyin RTA. That was, unfortunately, overlooked in

proposedversions of FAC-011-4 and FAC-014-3.

The role of SOL exceedance definition (or performance criteria within FAC-0114-R6), in our opinion, should be to clearly and unambiguously
formulate critical operational borderlines of reliable operations, while respecting existing limitations of existing transmission infrastructure
and human resources that operate that infrastructure.
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We appreciate that the SDT listened to the industry’s comments and gradually improved the definition of SOL exceedance. In particular, we
are pleasedthat the SDT now considers exceedance of Emergency (rather than Normal) limits as a reportable event.

However, thereis a problem with using the phrase “could be executed and completed within the specified time duration of those Emergency
Ratings/Voltage Limits”. We agree with previous commentingof: “This implies that in order to use the range between normal and emergency
rating for an anticipated contingency, a timing analysis needs to be performed before the contingency occurs to determine if ramp rates, start-
up times and location and amount of load shedding are adequate.... This analysis seems to be better served as an internal control not a
compliance obligation.'

The implementation risk and compliance risk associated with this language is substantial and very concerning. Based on the language, TOP
is expected to perform and document a timing analysis to determine if the adjustments could be executed within the specified time
duration of Emergency Ratings each and every time when TOP performs RTA and find its facilities operating between Normal and
Emergency Rating (eitherin real-time or on a contingency basis). It should be noted that such a timing analysisinreal-time is difficultand
requiressignificanttime and resources. If such timinganalysis cannot be performed (oris not performed due to lack of time or other reasons,
or simply not logged/recorded) that may trigger non-compliance, concerning FAC-011 R6 in conjunction with FAC-014 R6

The second problemis that it is necessary to differentiate between flow exceedances and voltage exceedancesinterms of risk to the
equipmentand the time tolerance.

We share the industry recommendation of the following definition:

e Actual steady state flow on a BES Facility is greater than the Facility’s highest Emergency Rating for any time period.

e Actual steady state flow on a BES Facility is above the Normal Rating but below the next Emergency Rating for longer than the time
frame of the next Emergency Rating.

e Actual steady state voltage on a BES Facility is greater than the emergency high voltage limit for time frame identified by the TOP.

e Actual steady state voltage on a BES Facilityis less than the defined emergency low voltage limit for time frame identified by the
TOP.

1. Requirements 6.1.3 and 6.2.3 refer to preventinginstability, cascading or uncontrolled separation.
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e We finditinappropriate that the proposed definition does not recognize time-frame associated with exceedances of established
stability limits. If not recognized, this can lead to hundreds of meaningless (nuisance) exceedances (for sake of an example, such as
those that last lessthan 1 minute and have magnitude of lessthan 1%). More importantly, it should be noticed that even present
definition of the IROL violation has associated Tv time threshold (or 30 minutes) before itbecomesa complianceissue. Proposed
formulation of 6.1.3 and 6.2.3 shouldinclude the time threshold (in analogy with Tv) so that RCs/TOPs would be given specified time

frame to correct exceedance, before it becomes compliance issue.

We recommend the industry discussed following definition:

e Any established stability limit (non-IROL) or limit that may cause cascading outages or uncontrolled separation shall not be
exceeded for longer than the 30 minutes, or defined by Operating Plan.

1. Requirement6.2.1 is of particularimportance and probably the single, mostfrequentconcern in presentindustry’s
practice. MidAmerican Energy Company appreciates SDT's reasonable approach of listeningto the industry’s comments and gradually
improving the definition of SOLexceedance/performance criteria. However, we would like to draw the SDT’s attention to the following

issues with their presentformulation of the Requirement6.2.1, which states that:

“provided that System adjustments could be executed and completed within the specified time duration of those Emergency Ratings. Flow
through a Facility must not be above the Facility’s highest Emergency Rating.”

We would like to point out several issues with regard to this formulation:

e First, the proposed definition does not recognize time-frame associated with exceedances of the Facility’s highest Emergency
Rating. If not recognized, this can lead to hundreds of meaningless (nuisance) exceedances (for sake of an example, such as those that
last lessthan 1 minute and have magnitude of lessthan 1%). Others exceedances may last several minutes(5-30 minutes, just for sake
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of example) due to time constraints associated with operators’ response to these exceedances and physical reality/timing of
corrective control actions that need to be implemented. More importantly, it should be noticed that even present definition of the
IROL violation has associated Tv time threshold (or 30 minutes) before it becomes a compliance issue. Proposed formulation of 6.2.1
shouldinclude the time threshold (in analogy with Tv) so that RCs/TOPs would be given specified time frame to correct exceedance,
before it becomes complianceissue.

e Second, regardingthe phrase “Flow through a Facility must not be above the Facility’s highest Emergency Rating”, the SDT's
formulation appears to be based on the Project 2014-03 Whitepaper. We need to draw attention of the SDT that the original version
of the NERC White Paper (from May 2014) was stating that “Post-contingency flow in this range is not acceptable unless Operating
Plan address reliability impact so that it has localized impact”. Subsequentversion of the NERC White Paper (revision of January
2015) introduced statementthat “Post-contingency flow inthis range is not acceptable” . This revision, with a major impact, was
never presented to the industry, never approved by the Industry and, in our opinion, was step in the wrong direction. The most
recently published revision adds clarity and improved formulations, but still departs from the original concept and ignores time
dimension that is necessary to implement corrective control actions, especially for inevitable short term exceedancesin RTA, on a
contingency basis.

e Third, the SDT’s proposed definition of the post-Contingency flow SOL exceedance fails to recognize the important difference
between actual, pre-contingency SOL exceedance and calculated, post-contingency RISK of SOL exceedance. This attempt to include
both of them underthe single, genericterm “performance criteria/SOLexceedance” may easily cause an incorrect expectation that
TOP/RC’s control actions response to these two types of exceedances should be similar, in terms of timing, logging and recording.

Fourth, itis perfectly clear and understandable that both of these types of exceedancesrequire and should trigger implementation of a
control action from Operating Plan, but they should be treated differently in terms of urgency and severity of mitigating control
actions, as they have differentrepercussions on system reliability.

e The implementation risk and compliance risk associated with this language is substantial and very concerning. Based on the
language, TOP is expected to perform and document a timing analysis to determine if the adjustments could be executed within the
specified time duration of Emergency Ratings each and every time when TOP performs RTA and find its facilities operating between
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Normal and Emergency Rating (eitherin real-time or on a contingency basis)? It should be noted that such a timing analysisinreal-
timeis difficultand requires significant time and resources. If such timinganalysis cannot be performed (or is not performed due to
lack of time or other reasons, or simply not logged/recorded) that may trigger non-compliance, concerning FAC-011 R6 in conjunction

with FAC-014 Ré6.

&bull; Fifth, regarding the language in FAC-011-4 (R6.2.1) “Flow through a Facility mustnot be above the Facility’s highest Emergency
Rating”, let’s considerthe followingscenario. TOP operatesin REAL-TIME with one scheduled outage (N-1topology). Then a fault
occurs (single eventsuch as bus fault or similar) and takes out of service two (or more) facilities, thus bringing the systemin real-time
into N-3 topology condition. Now, RTCA starts showingoverloadingfor nextsingle contingency (N-4).

The concernis if the language in the draft of the standard assumesthat the performance criteria are identical, independently of the
system state (i.e.if the systemisin N-1as opposedto N-3, or even more severe, topology conditions). We certainly understand that
in OPA such a scheduled outage would not be approved if it causes SOL exceedances. However, what will be applicable performance
criteria if that eventhappensin real-time due to single event? Of course TOP will implementits Operating Plan to correct the
exceedance, butdue to significantly deteriorated topology (for which the system was neverdesigned) it may take longertime period
to eliminate exceedance on a contingency basis. Or, analysis may show that only firm load shedding may eliminate the exceedance.

The issue is that if the same performance criteria are applicable independently of topology conditions, in order to avoid performance
criteria violation (on a contingency basis) the only viable option might be pre-contingentfirmload sheddingto correct contingency

based (notreal-time) exceedance
We recommend the followingindustry discussed definitionfor6.2.1:

e Projected post-Contingent loading on a BES Facility is greater than the highest Emergency Rating for longer than 30 minutes with
NO agreed upon Post Contingency Action Plan that would mitigate the condition if the Contingency were to occur.

We believe thereisneedfor usinga Post-contingency action plan concept
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e The main difference between ourproposed definitionandthe SDT’s proposed definitionis the concept of post-contingent action
plan. The Post-contingency action plan is the RC’s/TOP’s agreed upon control action to be used while the normal congestion
management processes are attempting to return the projected post contingent flow within longer-term rating. It is very important
to note that the Post-contingency action plans are NOT a vehicle to justify continual operation where the projected post contingent
flow is above Facility’s highest Emergency Rating.

In contrast to this, we believe that the Post-contingency action plan developed by TOP and RC is required to address potential impacts
and post-contingent mitigating strategies, including but not limited to load shedding or generator tripping, while normal congestion
management actions are being implemented, to ensure potential impact is localized and to prevent equipment damage.

e Therefore, we would NOT consider SOL exceedance to existanytime the Projected post-contingency flow is above Facility’s highest
Emergency Rating, but onlyfor those situations when the Projected post-contingency flow is above the Facility’s highest Emergency
Rating ( Rate C) for longer than 30 minutes WITHOUT associated post-contingency action plan.

e We recognize that there may be situationsinthe system when normal congestion management is not effective or has been
exhausted, and the projected post-contingentloading on a facility remains greater than the highest available emergency rating. In this
situation, load shedding may be the sole remaining option to address the projected post-contingency loading. The TOP and RC may
decide to operate inthis manner and not implementload-shedding pre-contingency if the impacts would be localized. In this case the
SOL exceedance would be reportable, even though a post-contingent action plan exists, since normal congestion managementis no

longertaking place.

e The SDT’s concept insists on the concept “highest Emergency Rating”. Our definitionis based on the concept of “post-contingency
action plan”. We do recognize that issuinga new Short Term Emergency rating would be an alternative for the TOP to pursue rather
than agreeing with its RC on a post-contingency action plan. The huge practical obstacle to issuing higher emergency rating (or “Load
Shed Rating”) that the Industry always faced isthat each TOP would have to get manufacturers’ confirmations for using shorter
term Emergency Ratings (such as 10-minute ratings) for every single piece of equipment (breakers, switches, wave traps, CTs
conductors, all pieces on transformers etc). Majority of manufacturers would not be evenable nor willingto provide such a data.
Therefore, for practical reasons, it is almost impossible to get such a short-term ratings based on manufacturers’ data and technical
facilities justifications. Consequently, as opposed to being “pushed/forced” to using technically unjustified short-term
emergency/load sheddingratings, each TOP and RC might need to define criteriawithintheir Operating Plan for using post-contingent
action plans. These criteria might be based, for sake of example, on Relay Loadability Limits of transmission facilities.
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Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments you offered. The SDT has made changes to RequirementR6 that it believes provides additional clarity.
The SDT believesthisisan important and critical part of creating consistency as to what constitutes an SOL exceedance which provides
uniformity for the industry and a commensurate improvementto reliability. These changesare consistent with the SOL Whitepaper. The SDT
has attempted to address some concerns of unnecessary compliance burden to include addition verbiage in proposed TOP-001-6 M14 as well
as providing FAC-011-4 R7 and corresponding inclusion of the SOL methodology into TOP-001-6 R15.

The SDT has tried to provide clarity in performance requirements captured in R6 such that it is clear that not meeting performance
requirements constitutes an SOL exceedance, which then triggers other requirements to mitigate and communicate such exceedances as
identifiedinthe IRO and TOP standards (e.g.implementation of Operating Plan). SOL exceedance does not equate to a violation of the
requirements and there is no required timeframe to mitigate an SOL exceedance otherthan the subset identified to be IROLs. However, an
entityis required to implementits Operating Plan as identified in TOP-001 R14. So not meeting performance requirements (i.e.SOL
exceedance) does not constitute a violation, but rather a violation would occur onlyif the responsible entity did not fulfill the obligations of
the requirements that surround how to respondto SOL exceedances for example.

Jodirah Green- ACES Power Marketing - 6, Group Name ACES Standard Collaborations
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

We believe the SOL exceedance definition did create an unnecessary compliance burden. However, the approach the SDT took does not
reduce the compliance burden by moving the SOL Exceedance definitiontoa requirement. RequirementR6is overly complicated and
confusing. It has 11 sub-parts and references otherrequirementsfourseparate times. Compliance standards should be clear and should be
able to stand alone withoutthe needto cross reference other requirements.

Likes O
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Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments you offered. The SDT has made changes to RequirementR6 that it believes provides additional clarity.
The SDT believesthisisan important and critical part of creating consistency as to what constitutes an SOL exceedance which provides
uniformity for the industry and a commensurate improvementto reliability. The SDT has attempted to address some concerns of unnecessary
compliance burden to include addition verbiage in proposed TOP-001-6 M14 as well as providing FAC-011-4 R7 and correspondinginclusion of
the SOL methodologyinto TOP-001-6 R15.

Tommy Drea - Dairyland Power Cooperative - 5
Answer No
Document Name

Comment
DPC supports the comments of MRO NSRF.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Please see response to MRO NSRF.

Shannon Mickens - Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (RTO) - 2 - MRO, Group Name SPP Standards Review Group

Answer No

Document Name

Comment
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The SPP Standards Review Group (SSRG) believesthatthe performance criteria as describedin R6 should be simplified and imbedded where
appropriate inthe other requirements of FAC-011-4. For example, performance criteria pertainingto steady state voltage should be included
in R3.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciates your comments. The SDT has revised the language in R6 to simplify it based on comments. However, the SDT believes
separating the performance criteria into the other requirements would make the revised standards more confusing. The proposed FAC-011-4
R6 maps to the existing FAC-011-3 R2, which is a separate set of requirements that establishes performance expectations when meeting SOLs
per the RC’'s SOL methodology. The SDT believes maintaining R6separately minimizes the complexity of a complex topic.

Spencer Tacke - Modesto Irrigation District - 4
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

For Pre-Contingency conditions, emergency limits should not be allowed to be used.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciates your comment. The SDT initially wrote the sub requirementsin R6 just as your comment noted, but subsequent
discussion showed that unexpected real time condition changes, such as variations inload level or transfers, can resultin System changes
which may push thermal or voltage performance beyond normal limits. This led the SDT to include the use of emergency limits potentially for
pre-contingency conditions for non-contingent events and maintain consistency with the SOL white paper.

Colby Bellville - Duke Energy - 1,3,5,6 - FRCC,SERC,RF, Group Name Duke Energy
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Answer No
Document Name

Comment

Duke Energy requests further clarification on the use of “pre-Contingency state” inR6.2. Was it the drafting team’s intent that an RC should
anticipate a “pre-Contingency state”? Was this a typographical error? Should “post-Contingency state” be used instead?

Duke Energy is unclearon the expectationsfor R6.4. Is it the drafting team intent that with the use of the term “demonstrates” in R6.4, that
entities are required to do stability studiesin Real-time? The drafted language appears to be more suitable for Planning Coordinators and
Transmission Planners, not for Operators of the BES in Real-time. We suggest the drafting team considerthe followinglanguage forR6.4:

“The evaluation of the potential Contingencies identified in Part 5.3 demonstrates that the system will be operated within stability limits.”

Should other Time Horizons be considered for R6 as well, (Same Day)?

Likes O
Dislikes O

The SDT appreciates your comments. The SDT has removed the pre-contingency state reference in 6.2 and hopefully provided more clear and
concise language in the proposedrequirement. With respectto your second question, the SDT does not expect operating entities to perform
real time stability analyses. Based on thisand other comments, previously proposed R6.4 has beenremoved. The SDT considered Same Day,
but thought it best to include the furthest out Time Horizon (Operations Planning), recognizingthat SOL exceedances, due to the inclusion of
Real Time Assessments, would be Same Day and Real Time also.

Douglas Webb - Douglas Webb On Behalf of: Allen Klassen, Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Bryan Taggart, Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Derek Brown,
Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Grant Wilkerson, Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Harold Wyble, Great Plains Energy - Kansas City Power and Light Co.,
5, 1, 3, 6; James McBee, Great Plains Energy - Kansas City Power and Light Co., 5, 1, 3, 6; Jennifer Flandermeyer, Great Plains Energy -
Kansas City Power and Light Co., 5, 1, 3, 6; John Carlson, Great Plains Energy - Kansas City Power and Light Co., 5, 1, 3, 6; - Douglas Webb

Answer No
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Document Name

Comment

General Observation

The companies believe reliability and establishing compliance thresholds are betterserved by keeping performance criteria withinthe
performance Standards, e.g. TOP and IRO Standards, and keeping Standards that establish a methodology free from such performance

criteria.

Like the SDT’s statementin Question 3, the companies agree that to address the issue, revisions would likely need to be made withina TOP or
IRO standard and the Project 2015-09 SAR does not specifically authorize the SDT to modify those standards.

Suggestion: Add Flexibility

The companies recognize each Registered Entities’ systemis unique in design, complexity, footprint, and Facilities. To address the differences
between systems across the BES, the companies suggest FAC-011-4 R6 language provide flexibility to accomplish the reliability outcomes
offeredinthe proposedrevisions by leveraging entities’ FAC-008 Facility Rating Methodology and applicable internal documents to guide:

e When Normal and Emergency Ratings/Voltage limits are used under pre or post-contingent conditions, and
¢ The allowable time duration for the applicable condition.
Suggestion: Remove Prescriptive Language

Also, the companies suggest removing prescriptive language to provide entities more flexibility executing Requirement 6. Replacing the NERC
Glossary Terms, “Normal Ratings” and “Emergency Ratings” with the words “applicable ratings” or “applicable voltage limits” will provide the

suggested flexibility without compromising BES reliability.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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The SDT appreciates your comments. The SDT explored revisionstothe TOP and IRO standards to betterincorporate the performance
requirementsand theirimplications with SOL exceedances. After much effort and dialogue within the SDT and with other industry
representatives, the SDTis revising R6 to allow the RC, withinits methodology, to define what constitutes an SOL exceedance, usingas a
starting basis the performance criteria listedina revised version of R6.

With that said, and while recognizing the stated interpretation of the standards, the SDT did not see the TOP and IRO standards with any
obvious location to define System performance criteria. In addition, while the TOP and IROL standards use “SOL exceedance” numerous
times, there is no definition of the term anywhere within the standards. Recognizingthis and past comments on the SDT’s prior postings on
FAC-011, the SDT isrevising FAC-011-4 R6 to allow each RC to define SOL exceedancesintheirmethodology, usingas an initial basis the
performance criteriain R6. This tact should allow each RC the flexibility needed to account for any unique concerns withinits footprint while
allowinga more seamless use of SOL exceedances defined by this methodologyinthe TOP and IRO standards.

With regard to your comments on ratings, the FACT SDT has, over itsthree years of existence, discussed the ratings provided by FAC-008
numerous times, and believesthatthe ratings supplied by the facility owners via FAC-008 should be those used by the TOPs and RCs.
Furthermore, proposed R2 and R3.2 in FAC-011-4 note that owner facility ratings should be respected for thermal and voltage, respectively.

The SDT discussed at length whether Normal / Emergency limits versus “applicable” limits were the better terms to be usedin the proposed
standards. The consensus was that “applicable” ratings was too general a term, and Normal and Emergency limits could accommodate any
ratings / limits provided by the facility owners. The language in R3 already allows numerous methods by whicha TOP can devise a set of
voltage limits for all, or some, of the set of facilities withinits footprintfor the purpose of determining SOLs, which should be responsive to
your comment on using “applicable voltage limits”.

Terry Bllke - Midcontinent ISO, Inc. - 2
Answer No
Document Name

Comment
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Although the current FAC standards include performance criteria, MISO believes thatthey should reside in IRO and TOP standards. The FAC
standard should focus on definingacceptable Operating Limit methodologies. Withrespectto the proposed performance criteria, MISO has

the followingconcerns:

e Revisedstandard and SOL exceedance definition appears to imply that exceedingthe System Operating Limit (SOL) is not allowed. This
makes SOLs more restrictive in management than IROLs, for whichthere isan allowance to exceed the rating as long as the load is
reduced to below the rating prior to exceedingthe Tv of the facility. There is no Tv allowance for SOLs, as the definitionis currently
written.

In particular, the performance criteria as written fail to allow time for the RC or TOP to respond to an event, and readjust the system
withoutimmediately puttingthemin violation of the performance criteria. For example, RTAwill show all elements withintheir
emergency ratings per the criteria, but then a contingency occurs and the next RTA shows one or more elements above the highest
emergency rating.

e Transmissionsystem could be underutilized, if the SOL Exceedance definitionisimplemented as currently written.

e Planningstandards recognize exceedances of operating limits will occur, and require a plan to mitigate those exceedances. This
definition does notallow for the same to occur in Operations

e R6.5 appears to disallow load shedding that may have been specifically designed as part of a RAS or UFLS scheme.

Finally, any change to SOL exceedance inthe IRO and TOP standards needto be clear that exceedinga non-IROL SOL, particularly post
contingency, is not a violation of any operating standard or criteria.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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The SDT appreciatesyour comments. The SDT appreciates the comments you have provided. The SDT has made several editsto
Requirements R4, R5, and R6 and theirsubparts that the SDT believes addresses many of the comments. The SDT has tried to provide clarity
in performance requirements captured in R6 such that it is clear that not meeting performance requirements constitutesan SOL exceedance
which then triggers other requirements to mitigate and communicate such exceedancesas identified in the IRO and TOP standards. So not
meeting performance requirements does not constitute a violation, but rather a violation would occur only if the responsible entity did not
fulfill the obligations of the requirements that surround how to respond to SOL exceedances for example.

RequirementR6.5 from the second posting, whichis now requirement R6.4 inthe latest version of FAC-011-4, was not intended to address
what mitigation actions are acceptable for inclusioninan OperatingPlan, including RAS or other post-contingency mitigation actions
(includingundervoltage relays that are not specifically part of an overall Under Voltage Load Shed (UVLS) scheme). The SDT did capture that
“planned manual load shedding”, ifincluded in an Operating Plan, should be a measure of last resort. With respect to RAS, requirementR4.6
requiresthat the RC documentin their SOL methodology the “allowed uses of Remedial Action Schemes and other automatic post-
Contingency mitigation actions in establishing stability limits used in operations”. However, R4.7 requires “that the use of underfrequency
load shedding (UFLS) programs and Undervoltage Load Shedding (UVLS) Programs are not allowed in the establishment of stability limits”.
The use of UVLS and UFLS as a safety net and not for performance criteria or in the establishment of a stability limitis consistent with FERC
commission comments in FERC Order 818.

Laura McLeod - NB Power Corporation - 5
Answer No
Document Name

Comment
Do not agree with 6.5, too restrictive. Should be allowed to apply non-consequential load loss.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciates your comment.

Consideration of Comments
Project 2015-09 Establish and Communicate System Operating Limits | June 2020 58



NERC

e —)
NORTH AMERICAN ELECTRIC
RELIABILITY CORPORATION

RequirementR6.5 from the second posting, whichis now requirement R6.4 inthe latest version of FAC-011-4, was not intended to address
what mitigation actions are acceptable forinclusioninan Operating Plan, including RAS or other post-contingency mitigation actions
(includingundervoltage relays that are not specifically part of an overall Under Voltage Load Shed (UVLS) scheme). The SDT did capture that
“planned manual load shedding”, ifincludedin an Operating Plan, should be a measure of last resort. With respect to RAS, requirementR4.6
requiresthat the RC documentin their SOL methodology the “allowed uses of Remedial Action Schemes and other automatic post-
Contingency mitigation actions in establishing stability limits used in operations”.

Amy Casuscelli- Amy Casuscelli On Behalf of: Michael Ibold, Xcel Energy, Inc., 3, 1, 5; - Amy Casuscelli
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

The language mandates evaluation of all contingencieslistedinR5.1.1 of FAC-011-4 as part of the Real Time Assessment (RTA) and the
Operational Planning Analysis (OPA) without exception.

R6.2.1 - The flows on transmission element may exceed the applied Emergency Rating during the dynamic time period but there is likely no
risk to the system. Although the first phrase "applicable Emergency Ratings" might seemto provide the flexibility, this means an entity must
know the "applicable Emergency Rating" for a particular dynamicloadingand time period for each piece of equipmentand each piece of
equipmentwould needto be monitoredina dynamics analysis

R6.2.3, thislanguage pullsindynamic analysis of all of these contingenciesforboth the RTA and OPA

6.3. The evaluation of the potential Contingenciesidentifiedin Part 5.2 against the actual pre-Contingency state (Real-time monitoringand
Real-time Assessments) and anticipated pre-Contingency state (Operational Planning Analysis) demonstrates that instability, Cascading, or
uncontrolled separation does not occur.

6.4. The evaluation of the potential Contingenciesidentifiedin Part5.3 demonstratesthat instability does not occur.
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R6.3 and R6.4 contain the same problems. It is infeasible to run dynamicsimulations as part of the RTA and it is very complex to do so for the
OPA. At leastin this case, R5.2 and R5.3 allow the RC to provide a very limited list of contingencies.

6.5. In determiningthe System’s response to any Contingencyidentifiedin Parts 5.1 through 5.3, plannedload sheddingis acceptable only
after all other available System adjustments have been made.

R6.5 - The standard incorrectly eliminates planned load shedding from consideration when RAS or UVLS programs may have specifically
established to take such action to maintain system stability forthe particular contingencies under consideration.

Likes O
Dislikes O

The SDT appreciates your comments. The SDT believes steady state contingency analysis of the System shouldinclude all contingencies
definedinR5.1.1 of FAC-011-4. However, the SDT has revised R4.2 such that onlythose contingencies expected to produce the most severe
stability results need to be examined. This prevents having to test the entire contingency list for stability, as you commentedfor sub
requirement6.2.3.

The SDT included the phrase “steady state” to allow transient flow / voltage conditions to not be applicable to these sub requirements.

R6.3 has beenrewritten and previously proposed R6.4 removed. IT was neverthe intentthat eitherR6.3 or R6.4 require real time stability
analysis. The SDT was silenton the questionin R6 to allow entitiesto continue their present practices, whetherit was using off-line analyses
to establish defined stability limits which are monitored in terms of pre-contingent conditionsin real time or performingreal-time stability
analysis. This will be documentedin the rationale for this requirement.

Finally, with regard to your comment on R6.5, there isno preclusionto using RAS or UVLS programs for load shedding. The sub requirement
speaks only to manual load shedding needingto occur afterall other actions are taken. RAS and UVLS are not manual load shedding. The SDT
has included “manual” to FAC-011-4 R6.4 to clarify that automatic load shedding schemes would not be used to meet performance criteria
and that load shedis a measure of last resort. The use of UVLS as a safety netand not for performance criteria or inthe establishmentofa
stability limitis consistent with FERC commission comments in FERC Order 818.
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Brandon McCormick - Brandon McCormick On Behalf of: Carol Chinn, Florida Municipal Power Agency, 6, 4, 3, 5; Chris Gowder, Florida
Municipal Power Agency, 6, 4, 3, 5; David Owens, Gainesville Regional Utilities, 3, 1, 5; Don Cuevas, Beaches Energy Services, 1, 3; Ginny
Beigel, City of Vero Beach, 3; Joe McKinney, Florida Municipal Power Agency, 6, 4, 3, 5; Ken Simmons, Gainesville Regional Utilities, 3, 1, 5;
Neville Bowen, Ocala Utility Services, 3; Randy Hahn, Ocala Utility Services, 3; Richard Montgomery, Florida Municipal Power Agency, 6, 4,
3, 5; Steven Lancaster, Beaches Energy Services, 1, 3; Tom Reedy, Florida Municipal Power Pool, 6; - Brandon McCormick, Group Name
FMPA

Answer No
Document Name

Comment
FMPA supports the comments submitted by MRO.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Please see response to MRO.

Douglas Johnson - American Transmission Company, LLC - 1

Answer No

Document Name

Comment

American Transmission Company LLC (ATC) supports the efforts of the SDT to clarify for the industry what is considered SOL exceedancein
the context of the IRO and TOP Standards. We appreciate the SDT listeningto the concerns raised by industry regarding the previously
proposed SOL Exceedance definition and we agree with the SDT's approach to abandon that potential change. We believe the proposed
performance criteriain FAC-011-4 Requirement R6 seemsto capture the essence of SOL exceedance. We do agree withthe SDT's concept
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that the Reliability Coordinator's (RC) SOL Methodology must address the system performance criteria to ensure consistentidentification of
SOLs.

However, ATC is concerned the proposed language creates a significant reliability/compliance burden for RCs and Transmission Operators
(TOP) as follows:

e R6.2 - The language mandates evaluation of all contingencieslistedin R5.1.1 of FAC-011-4 as part of the Real Time Assessment (RTA)
and the Operational Planning Analysis (OPA) without exception. When coupled with R6.2.3, this language pullsin dynamic analysis of
all of these contingencies for both the RTA and OPA. This is an infeasible expectation forthe RC and TOP to include in their RTAs and
OPAs, since R5.1.1 contains no caveats to limitthe list of applicable single contingencies.

e R6.2.1 - The flowson a transmission element may exceed the applied Emergency Rating during the dynamic time period, but thereis
likely norisk to the system. Although the first phrase "applicable Emergency Ratings" might seem to provide the flexibility, this means
an entity must know the "applicable Emergency Rating" for a particular dynamic loadingand time period for each piece of equipment
and each piece of equipmentwould need to be monitoredin a dynamics analysis. It may be that the SDT does notintendto pullin
dynamicsin6.2.2 butitis a logical reading of the standard.

e R6.2.3 - As noted above, although this is the desired result, it is infeasible to perform dynamic analyses of all R5.1.1 contingencies as
part of eitheran RTA or an OPA. In fact, it is an extremely expensive proposition to perform any real time dynamic simulations due to
the complexities of maintainingan accurate dynamic model that incorporates traditional transmission equipmentletalone the myriad
of user written or proprietary dynamic modelsin use today for FACTs devices and variable generation.

e R6.3 and R6.4 contain the same problemsas noted above. Itisinfeasible torun dynamic simulations as part of the RTA and itis very
complexto do so for the OPA. At leastin this case, R5.2 and R5.3 allow the RC to provide a very limited list of contingencies. Still, even
with a limited list, the language of R6 and its sub-parts does not limitthe scope of what a TOP would be required to run under FAC-
014-3 (see R2 of that standard). Rather, FAC-011-4 R6 language impliesthata TOP would be required to evaluate all of the
contingenciesidentified by an RC, not just those that apply to the TOP's footprint. Note that FAC-014-3 R2 limits the TOP to identifying
SOLs to itsfootprint, but itdoes not limitthe contingenciesa TOP would need to consider.

e R6.5 - The standard incorrectly eliminates planned load shedding from consideration whena RAS or UVLS programs may have
specifically established the need to take such action to maintain system stability for the particular contingencies under consideration.

ATC offersthe following proposedimprovements to address the comments above:
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e R6.1.1, R6.1.2, R6.2.1 and R6.2.2 could be improved by clarifying that these sub-requirements are only describing steady-state
conditions. Each requirement could have the followingleading statementadded: "Understeady-state analysis:".

e Inaddition, R6.2.1 and R6.2.2 would also benefitfrom adding the word "Anticipated" ahead of the terms "Flow" and "Voltages" in
these requirements, respectively, to make it clear that these are potential system flows and voltages, not real time flows and voltages,
beingevaluated.

Regarding the scope of dynamic simulations, the best location to make modificationsis likely the R5 and R5.1 language, not R6. Proposed
modifications are as follows:

e R5 - Strike "and performing the Operational Planning Analysis (OPAs) and Real-time Assessments (RTAs) for the area under study" since
this language is redundant to the R6 performance criteria language that will require these contingencies to be evaluated as part of the
RTA and OPA. With this removed, R5 is tailored to only describe what contingency events need to be examined forthe identification of

SOLs.

e R5.1 - Remove the language regarding "determining stability limits and performing OPAs and RTAs" and add "foruse in determining
steady state SOLs", since the SOL methodology should require examination of all of the single contingencieslisted underR5.1.1 using
steady-state analysis. The contingencies to examine for dynamics will be a very small list (hopefully) and can be adequately addressed
by modifications to R5.3.should require examination of all of the single contingencieslisted underR5.1.1 using steady-state analysis.
The contingencies to examine fordynamics will be a very small list (hopefully) and can be adequately addressed by modifications to
R5.3.

e R5.2 - Remove "foruse in performing Operational Planning Analysis and Real-time Assessments" since, again, thisis adequately
covered by R6, and add in language as follows "foruse in determining steady state SOLs".

e R5.3 - Strike the word "additional” from the existing R5.3 language and add the followingtothe end of the requirement: "where the
identified single Contingency events involving the loss of a generator, transmission circuit, transformer, shuntdevice, or single pole
block in a monopolaror bipolar high voltage direct current system must simulate either: (a) Normal Clearing of a single phase to
ground or three phase Fault (whichever is more severe) or (b) tripping without a Fault condition".
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e Regarding the TOP performinga certain set of contingencies, the R6.2, R6.3 and R6.4 language could all be modified to state: "The
evaluation of applicable potential single Contingencies ..." (for R6.2) and "The evaluation of the applicable potential Contingencies ..."
(for R6.3 and R6.4).

e R6.5 couldbe improved by clarifying that RAS and UVLS actions should be implementedinthe stability analysis, asapplicable. The SDT
should also recognize that underfrequency load shedding (UFLS) may be a necessary part of system stabilization once a RAS operates if
that RAS iscreating a plannedislanded system. As such, UFLS may also be a warranted load shedding component when performing
stability analysis. R6.5 language could be modified by adding "planned load shedding, other than Remedial Action Scheme (RAS) or
UVLS action, is acceptable ..." and thenadding a new sentence that reads, "The use of UFLS programs should only be simulated when
incorporated as part of the system design to maintain stability (e.g., RAS)."

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciates the comments you have provided. The SDT has made several editsto R4, R5, and R6 and their subparts that the SDT
believesaddresses many of the comments.

The SDT has revised the sub requirementin R4.2 to clarify that a subset of Contingencies may be used that are expected to produce more
severe Systemimpacts on its portion of the BES.

The SDT has revised the sub requirementsin R6 that deal with stability and have tried to remove that text which impliesaneedto perform
real-time stability analysis. Itis not the intent of the SDT to require any entity to perform real-time stability analysis as part of theirReal Time
Assessments.

RequirementR6.5 from the second posting, whichis now requirement R6.4 inthe latest version of FAC-011-4, was not intended to address
what mitigation actions are acceptable for inclusioninan OperatingPlan, including RAS or other post-contingency mitigation actions
(includingundervoltage relays that are not specifically part of an overall Under Voltage Load Shed (UVLS) scheme). The SDT did capture that
“planned manual load shedding”, ifincludedin an Operating Plan, should be a measure of last resort. With respect to RAS, requirementR4.6
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requiresthat the RC documentin their SOL methodology the “allowed uses of Remedial Action Schemes and other automatic post-
Contingency mitigation actions in establishing stability limits used in operations”. However, R4.7 requires “that the use of underfrequency
load shedding (UFLS) programs and Undervoltage Load Shedding (UVLS) Programs are not allowed in the establishment of stability limits”.
The use of UVLS and UFLS as a safety net and not for performance criteria or in the establishment of a stability limitis consistent with FERC
commission comments in FERC Order 818.

David Jendras - Ameren - Ameren Services - 3
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

The criteria given are not clear as written such that they appear to occur in the Real-time horizon and apply to real-time operations rather
than in the Operations Horizon as stated. As a consequence, the criteria do not seemto meeta methodology requirementbut an operating
one. Specifically, the identification of real-time monitoring and assessment as a demonstrationis inappropriate for a FAC methodology
requirementand belongsin TOP and IRO standards relatingto operations. We believe there should notbe an operatingrequirementin FAC-
011 and inour opinionthisis a poor practice and should be shelved. The Standard "families" set certain expectationsand should be respected
because to do otherwise will create risks of inconsistency. If the TOP and IRO standards need amending, thenamend them!

Likes O
Dislikes O

The SDT appreciatesthe comments you have offered. Your comments about applicability of the performance criteria to eitherthe FAC or
TOP/IRO standards is one made by numerous entities. The SDT has discussed this at length, while considering that the existing FAC-011-3 has
performance requirements (R2and sub requirements), no specificity existsin the present TOP and IRO standards regarding thermal, voltage
and stability performance, other than stating that SOLs must be respected and SOLs exceedances acted upon, while not definition of SOL
exceedance exists. Since SOL exceedances (or potential ones) can be determined fromthe Operational Planning Time Horizon up to and
including Real Time, the SDT thought having a single common set of requirements for SOL exceedances made sense. If those existinginthe
TOP and IRO standards for real time, then they would have to existforoutage coordination and operating planninganalyses. Rather than
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include duplicates of language for SOLs throughout the TOP and IRO standards, the FAC SDT sought to include in one location, the RC
methodology, the verbiage used to define SOLexceedances for the entire RC footprint. To a certain extent, that isalready done with existing
R2 in FAC-011-3. The SDT’s revised FAC-011-4 R6 proposesto have the RC define SOL exceedances usinga common initial basis with the
performance criteriain the sub requirements of R6. This application seems consistent with what an SOL methodology should contain, and
currently does for many RCs at present.

The SDT has however proposed modifications to IRO-008 and TOP-001 to coordinate between those two standards and FAC-011-4. The SDT
believesthese modifications bestaddress the noted concerns ina balanced fashion with other comments and feedback while maintaining
some amount of flexibility forthe RC in the SOL methodology.

Neil Swearingen - Salt River Project- 1,3,5,6 - WECC
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

SRP is concerned the language in 6.5 may be too limiting, specifically the phrase “only after all other available System adjustments”. SRP
suggests eitheradjusting the language to state “after other reasonable System adjustments have been made”, or to state “while other system
adjustments are beingmade”. It may be necessary to respond first with load shed while other system adjustments are being made, then
returningthe load. The language should allow entities to use all available tools and determine the best process for maintaining stability of the
system.

Also, SRP recommends retaining some of the language in FAC-011-3 R2.3 and R2.4 explicitly identifying acceptable post-Contingency actions.
Consideration of post-Contingency actions is appropriate in an SOL methodology because the available actions delineate the “specified
System configuration”. Furthermore, includingthe language in the standard and as a resultinthe RC's SOL Methodology, helps ensure the
performance criteriain the Operations Horizon is not more limitingthan the performance criteriaused in the Near-term or Long-term
PlanningHorizons.

Likes O
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Dislikes O

The SDT appreciates your comments. The SDT discussed language choices on proposed R6.5 at length. The first optionyou offered with the
word “reasonable” was thought to be subjective, and not language that should be in a standard. The second option you offered, “while other
system adjustmentsare being made” again seemedto suggest load could be shed when there were otheroptions that could be deployedto
preclude the load shed, for example, dispatch of uneconomicgeneration.

The SDT chose the language it didin the proposed sub requirement to emphasize that manual shedding of load should be done as a matter of
last recourse. This does not include planned RAS or UVLS, which would have been examined with other options by the operatingentities. If
conditions do not allow the application of alternatives, then of course load can be shed to maintain system reliability. Inthis respect, the SDT
agrees with your comment that load may have to be shed before other actions can be taken. Thislanguage removes no tools for maintaining
systemreliability; it merely states that manual load shed should be used only after exhaustingall other options. Additional descriptionis
offeredinthe posted rationale.

With regard to your comment to retaininglanguage from FAC-011-3 R2.3 and R2.4, proposed R6 retains the option to shed load. Existing
R2.3.1 goes without saying exceptfor the final phrase “or by the affected area”; radial or faulted elementsresultinlostload when those
elementsarelost. R2.3.2 is a less specific, more flexible way of stating what the SDT did inR6. The SDT did not believe there wasa needto
describe how an operating entity operates the systemas FAC-011-3 R2.3.3 and R2.4 attempt to do.

Finally, with respectto your comment that performance criteria inthe Operations Horizon is no more limitingthan that in the Planning
Horizons, itisnot the SDT’s opinion that the language proposed in R6, or any other portion of FAC-011-4 supports that position. It isour
understandingthat the RC isthe ultimate authority for operatingcriteria just as the PCis the ultimate authority for planningcriteria, and FAC-
011 is not the mechanism by which to coordinate the two sets of criteria.

Allie Gavin - Allie Gavin On Behalf of: Michael Moltane, International Transmission Company Holdings Corporation, 1; - Allie Gavin
Answer No
Document Name

Comment
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ITC agrees with MEC and believesthataddressingthe fundamental concept of defining SOL Exceedance needsto be done withinthe
framework of IRO and TOP standards, where itinherently and logically belongs. We do not agree with the approach of moving that
cornerstone of reliable operations from IRO/TOP set of standards to the FAC set of standards. In other words, we believe thatthe present
context of defining what constitutes SOL exceedance and reacting to it by initiatingan Operating Plan (per IRO-008-2-R2 and TOP-001-4-R14)
is far better than directly exposing large number of entities tothe risk of non-compliance without appropriate considerations related to
physical constraints that need to be overcome during implementation of Operating Plans, in a timely manner.

The FAC standards should facilitate the creation of SOL’s, not define operatingcriteria. SOL’s should; (1) at a minimum be equal to Facility
thermal or voltage limitsand (2) consider system stability (voltage or transient) limits that may require limits more restrictive than Facility

thermal or voltage limits.

The FAC standards should in no way inferthat dynamic analysis needs to be performed as part of RTAs. RequirementR6 of FAC-011-4 as
currently written could be inferred to require real time dynamic analysis. Specifically, itisunclear if requirements R6.1.3, R6.2.3, R6.3 and
R6.4 require that RTA’s include dynamic analysis to determine if Instability would occur or if operating to the pre-identified SOL’s would
provide this determination.

ITC agrees with MEC that the phrase “could be executed and completed within the specified time duration” throughout requirementR6. This
could be interpreted as requiringa timinganalysis before the contingency occurs to determine if ramp rates, start-up times and location and
amount of load sheddingare adequate. The implementation riskand compliance risk associated with this language is substantial and very
concerning. Based on the language, TOP is expected to performand documenta timinganalysis to determine if the adjustments could be
executed withinthe specified time duration of Emergency Ratings each and every time when TOP performs RTA and find its facilities
operatingbetween Normal and Emergency Rating (eitherinreal-time or on a contingency basis). It should be noted that such a timing
analysisin real-timeis difficultand requires significant time and resources.
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Instability, as used throughout the existing standardsis an undefined term which leaves room for broad interpretation. This term should be
removed or definedto clarify that single unitinstability would not constitute “instability” asit is usedin these proposed standards.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments you have provided. The SDT received similarcomments withregard to wherein the standards to
implementsome form of SOL exceedance definition or determination. While the TOP and IRO standards may seemto be the appropriate
place, the current standards have no standard which requires a uniform method be used between an RC and its TOPs when defining SOL
exceedances. Furthermore, the cited existing requirements (TOP-001-4 R14 and IRO-008-2 R2) merely state merely have an operating planto
use when SOL exceedances are identified with no mention of how those SOL exceedances are determined. The SDT has however proposed
modifications to IRO-008 and TOP-001 to coordinate between those two standards and FAC-011-4. The SDT believes these modifications best
address the noted concerns in a balanced fashion with other comments and feedback while maintaining some amount of flexibility forthe RC
in the SOL methodology.

The SDT, through our three years of discussion and industry consultation, believe itis appropriate that each RC have a defined SOL
exceedance determination methodology for use withinits footprint. In addition, the broad outlines of what may constitute an SOL
exceedance, perthe proposed R6 and its sub requirements, seemed a reasonable place for each RC to use as an initial basis when developing
their SOL exceedance method since the existing FAC-011-3 R2 requires the system to be “within their Facility Ratings and within their
thermal, voltage and stability limits (R2.1)”.

The SDT has revised the sub requirementsin R6 that deal with stability and have tried to remove that text which impliesaneedto perform
real-time stability analysis. Itis not the intent of the SDT to require any entity to perform real-time stability analysis as part of theirReal Time
Assessments.

In addition, the SDT has removed or changed the wording dealing with “the specified time duration” and more generally applied the
appropriate limits forthe condition (thermal or voltage) in question.
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Finally, the SDT used the word “instability” as it is currently used in the definition for IROL as foundin the NERC glossary of terms. The SDT
will consideradding a clarifying phrase to limit the instability consideration to the BES.

Rachel Coyne - Texas Reliability Entity, Inc. - 10
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

Texas RE has concerns with the performance criteria specified in FAC-011-4 Requirement R6. As an initial matter, until FAC-014-3
RequirementR6is read, itisn’tunderstood that the performance criteriain FAC-011-4 R6 is referringto SOL exceedances.

That said, Texas RE is concerned that the way the performance criteria is written, and that an SOL exceedance would not occur until the
highest Emergency Rating is exceeded. Therefore, the RC and TOP may not develop an Operating Plan for exceedances of the Normal Rating
identified through the OPA (TOP-002-4 and IRO-008-2), and would not be required take action to return flow to Normal Ratings when Real-
time flows exceed the Normal Rating (TOP-001-4), since there is no exceedance occurring in the Parts 6.1 and 6.2 scenarios:

e FAC-011-4 Part 6.1 - Operating Plans should be created anytime the anticipated pre-Contingency state (Operational Planning Analysis)
demonstrates flow above the normal Rating or voltage outside of the normal System Voltage Limits. Additionally, Operating Plans
should be initiated when the actual pre-Contingency state (Real-time monitoring) identifies flows or System Voltage Limits exceeding
the normal Rating.

e FAC-011-4 Part 6.2 shouldstill require entities to create an Operating Planthat is available to System Operators if evaluation of
potential single Contingencieslistedin Part 5.1.1 against the anticipated pre-Contingency state (Operational Planning Analysis)
indicates flow above normal Ratings. There is no way to know if System adjustments could be executed within time duration of
Emergency Ratings without creating an Operating Plan to address the issue, and identifying a time-frame in which the Operating Plan
could be executed. Since FAC-014-3 R6 states determination of SOL exceedances duringthe OPA is required to be in accordance with
RC SOL Methodology, this language would not require a the creation of an Operating Plan to mitigate an exceedance of the normal
Rating that isidentified during the OPA.
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e Real-time flows may legitimately exceed Normal Ratings as a result of conditions unanticipated by OPA, initiatingthe use of
Emergency Ratings and their associated time limitsin order to return flows to below Normal Ratings without an Operating Plan. This is
the intended purpose of Emergency Ratings. It is unrealisticto assume that all operating conditions are captured by OPA, as OPAis
based on preconceived contingent states.

e The same doesnot hold true for “anticipated pre-Contingency states” based on OPA. An anticipated pre-Contingency overload beyond
the Normal Rating indicated by OPAis a base case overload which requires mitigating actions or an Operating Plan before the
condition which would cause the overload occurs. Using Emergency Ratings and their associated time limits forthis situationis not
theirintended purpose.

RCs and TOPs should be prepared when flow is outside of Normal Ratings. In order to maintain reliability, Texas RE recommendsimmediate
action through the use of an Operating Planto mitigate any flows or voltages outside the Normal ratings or System Voltage Limits.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT has made several editsto R6 based on industry comments. The SDT has, however, preserved
the understandingidentified in the SOL whitepaperthat pre-contingency flow beyond a Normal Rating but below an Emergency Rating for a
finite period of time less than the associated time with the Emergency Rating (e.g. 2 hours) isacceptable system performance and thus would
not be required to constitute an SOL exceedance. Similarly post contingency flow beyond a Normal Rating but below an Emergency Rating for
which there is reasonable time to address the exceedance before the finite period of time associated with the Emergency Rating (e.g. 2 hours)
is acceptable system performance and thus would not be required to constitute and SOL exceedance. Nothingprecludesan RC from applying
more conservative criteriasuch as that as described by Texas RE’'s comments, however, this standard would not require such performance
criteria.

The SDT understands the comments surroundingthe OPA and Operating Plans and real time conditions, howeverthe SDT isfocusing
responses on the subject matter of FAC standards and not the corresponding IRO/TOP standard requirements and what constitutes an
acceptable OperatingPlan.

Robert Blackney - Edison International - Southern California Edison Company - 1,3,5,6 - WECC
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Answer No
Document Name

Comment

Southern California Edison (SCE) believesthatthe NERC Standard Drafting Team approach of defining SOL Exceedance through a performance
criteriain Requirement 6 of FAC-011-4 is inappropriate. If the Standards Drafting Team decidesto include the undefined term “SOL
Exceedance” within the performance criteria of FAC-011-4, the SDT effectively exposes anumberof TOPs and RCs to the risk of violating FAC-
011-4 (Requirement6) if/when exceedances of system operating limits occur eitherin RTA or OPA. SCE believesthat NERC should mitigate
the regulatory uncertainty of usingthe undefined terminology within the performance criteria of FAC-011-4, and create a standard definition
of SOL Exceedance. SCE is particularly sensitive to thisissue due to Peak RC ceasing operationsin 2019.

Additionally, SCE believes NERCshould create a definition for “SOL Exceedance” by using existing framework of IRO and TOP standards. SCE
believesthatthe present context of definingwhat constitutes SOL exceedance and reacting to it by initiating Operating Plan (per IRO-008-2-
R2 and TOP-001-4-R14) is far better than directly exposinglarge number of entities to the risk of non-compliance without appropriate

considerations related to physical constraints that needto be overcome duringimplementation of Operating Plans, in a timely manner.

Finally, SCE supports the examples presented by MidAmerican and the MRO NSRF that demonstrate the unintended consequences of using
the undefined term “SOL Exceedance” within FAC-011-4 Requirement R6.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT notes your comments, howevera previous attemptto create a definitionfor SOL exceedance
received feedback that a majority of the commenters did not agree the proposed definition and that a definition was notneeded. The SDT
has chosen to use a similarapproach to the current FAC-011-3 which specifies system performance criteria and allows the RC to define what
constitutesan SOL exceedance for its RC Area so long as it meets or exceeds the system performance criteria.
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Randy MacDonald - NB Power Corporation -1
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

Does plannedload sheddinginclude automatic load shedding schemes such as UVLS? Within the operational time frame UVLS should be
allowed.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT has included “manual” to FAC-011-4 R6.4 to clarify that automatic load shedding schemes
would not be used to meet performance criteria and that load shed isa measure of last resort. The use of UVLS as a safety net and not for
performance criteriaor in the establishment of a stability limitis consistent with FERC commission comments in FERC Order 818.

Teresa Cantwell - Lower Colorado River Authority - 5
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

In6.1.1 and 6.1.2, use of emergency ratings and emergency voltage limits seemsinappropriate during pre-contingency states. Recommend
re-phrasing6.1.3 and 6.2.3 to “a state that leads to instability, uncontrolled separation, or Cascading” in order to be more consistent with

existing definitions, such as IROL and Reliable Operation, thatuse the termsinstability, uncontrolled separation, and Cascading.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT has, however, preserved the understandingidentified in the SOL whitepaperthat pre-
contingency flow beyond a Normal Rating but below an Emergency Rating for a finite period of time less than the associated time with the
Emergency Rating (e.g. 2 hours) is acceptable system performance and thus would not be required to constitute an SOL exceedance. Similarly
post contingency flow beyond a Normal Rating but below an Emergency Rating for which there is reasonable time to address the exceedance
before the finite period of time associated with the Emergency Rating (e.g. 2 hours) is acceptable system performance and thus would not be
required to constitute and SOL exceedance. Similarly, many entities may utilize time based emergency voltage limits that allow for graduated
actions to be taken based on the time exceeded. Nothingprecludesan RC from applying more conservative criteria.

The SDT has chosen to include the verbiage as “instability, Cascading or uncontrolled separation that adversely impact the reliability of the
Bulk Electric System do not occur” rather than tyingthe performance criteriato a state rather than the performance itself.

William Sanders - Lower Colorado River Authority - 1
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

In6.1.1 and 6.1.2, use of emergency ratings and emergency voltage limits seemsinappropriate during pre-contingency states. Recommend
re-phrasing6.1.3 and 6.2.3 to “a state that leads to instability, uncontrolled separation, or Cascading” in order to be more consistent with

existing definitions, such as IROL and Reliable Operation, that use the termsinstability, uncontrolled separation, and Cascading.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT has, however, preserved the understandingidentifiedinthe SOL whitepaperthat pre-
contingency flow beyond a Normal Rating but below an Emergency Rating for a finite period of time less than the associated time with the
Emergency Rating (e.g. 2 hours) is acceptable system performance and thus would not be required to constitute an SOL exceedance. Similarly
post contingency flow beyond a Normal Rating but below an Emergency Rating for which there is reasonable time to address the exceedance
before the finite period of time associated with the Emergency Rating (e.g. 2 hours) is acceptable system performance and thus would not be
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required to constitute and SOL exceedance. Similarly, many entities may utilize time based emergency voltage limits that allow for graduated
actions to be taken based on the time exceeded. Nothingprecludesan RC from applying more conservative criteria.

The SDT has chosen to include the verbiage as “instability, Cascading or uncontrolled separation that adversely impact the reliability of the
Bulk Electric System do not occur” rather than tyingthe performance criteriato a state rather than the performanceitself.

Ginette Lacasse - Seattle City Light - 1,3,4,5,6 - WECC, Group Name Seattle City Light Ballot Body
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment
On behalf of our City Light SME: The criteriaseems appropriate and in line with TPL criteria.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
The SDT appreciatesthe comments.

Leonard Kula - Independent Electricity System Operator - 2

Answer Yes

Document Name

Comment

We are in general agreementover the proposed changes as they essentially maintain the system performance criteria, similarto the
approach in the currently effective FACstandards. Our maincomments are:
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e The proposed standards should require the Reliability Coordinator’s (RC) methodology to establish stability limits when those limits
also impact other RC Areas, and that the criteriafor the selection of contingency eventsis defined and applied consistentlyinall the
RC areas, inorder to ensure that all IROLs within a defined scope are detected and properly studied.

e Throughout the standard development processforthe revisions of the IRO/TOP standards the IESO continued to comment on our
serious concern over the proposed retirement of Requirement R4 of TOP-004-2 withouthaving it reinstated in TOP-001-3 or having
some of the requirementsin TOP-001-3 revised to addressingthe reliability need for confirming or reestablishingvalid SOLs/IROLs in
an unknown or unstudied state. We recognized that by virtue of the proposed definition of Operational Planning Analysis (OPA) and
Real-time Assessment (RTA), as well as the new requirementfor TOPs to update their OPA results through the performance of a RTA
every 30 minutes, that the entities will always be assessing the reliability of the BES. However, this falls short of requiringan entity to
determine new/revised limits to begin with. Without knowing the boundaries, performingreal-time analysis every 30 minutes does
not give the entity an indicationif current operations (power flow or voltage levels) exceed the limits that are valid and applicable for
the present conditions. These conditions pose unacceptable risks of instability since the operator does not know whether the next

contingency will resultin system instability.

We recognize that thisissue is not within the scope of this project, but is directly related through the methodology that will be used to
determine operating limits forthese unknown states. In order to better coordinate the development of standards, we recommend
that the scope of future NERC projects should betteridentify relationships between families of standards at the onset, and encourage
potential revisions to related requirements.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Response

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT has added to FAC-011-4 R4.3 the phrase “or other Reliability Coordinator Areas.” The SDT
recognizesthe comments surrounding the retirement of TOP-004-2 R4, howeverthe SDT isfocusing responses on the subject matter of FAC
standards and not the corresponding IRO/TOP standard requirements and would direct the commentersto previous responsesto similar
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comments issues as part of that Project 2014-03 SDT as those comments attempted to address the concerns noted. The SDT reaffirmsits
scope to focus on the SOL methodology and subsequentrequired contentand performance criteria contained within.

Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

GTC agrees withthe SDT’s proposal and has one suggested wording modification the RequirementR6, Part 6.2.1.
6.2.1. Flow through Facilities are within applicable Emergency Ratings, provided
that System adjustments could be executed and completed within the specified time duration of those Emergency Ratings. Flow through a

Facility must not be above the Facility’s highest applicable Emergency Rating.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT modified 6.2.1 to address other comments as well and now reads, “Steady state post-
Contingency flow through Facilities within applicable Emergency Ratings. Steady state post-Contingency flow through a Facility must not be
above the Facility’s highest Emergency Rating.” The use of “applicable” was not chosen as “highest” was intentionally chosento mean the
highest Emergency Rating and is consistent with the SOL whitepaper.

Ruida Shu - Northeast Power Coordinating Council - 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10 - NPCC, Group Name RSC no Dominion, Con Ed and NBPower
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment
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We are in general agreementover the proposed changes as they essentially maintain the system performance criteria, similarto the
approach in the currently effective FACstandards. Our main comments are:

The proposed standards should require the Reliability Coordinator’s (RC) methodology to establish stability limits when those limits also
impact other RC Areas, and that the criteria for the selection of contingency eventsis defined and applied consistentlyinall the RC areas, in
order to ensure that all IROLs withina defined scope are detected and properly studied.

Throughout the standard development process for the revisions of the IRO/TOP standards the IESO continued to comment on our
serious concern over the proposed retirement of Requirement R4 of TOP-004-2 without having it reinstated in TOP-001-3 or having some of
the requirementsin TOP-001-3 revised to addressing the reliability need for confirming or reestablishing valid SOLs/IROLs in an unknown or
unstudied state. We recognized that by virtue of the proposed definition of Operational Planning Analysis (OPA) and Real-time Assessment
(RTA), as well as the new requirement for TOPs to update their OPA results through the performance of an RTA every 30 minutes, that the
entities will always be assessing the reliability of the BES. However, this falls short of requiring an entity to determine new/revised limits to
begin with. Without knowing the boundaries, performingreal-time analysis every 30 minutes does not give the entity an indication if current
operations (powerflow or voltage levels) exceed the limits that are valid and applicable forthe present conditions. These conditions pose
unacceptable risks of instability since the operator does not know whether the next contingency will resultin system instability.

We recognize that thisissue is not within the scope of this project, but is directly related through the methodology that will be used to
determine operating limits forthese unknown states. In order to better coordinate the development of standards, we recommend that the
scope of future NERC projects should betteridentify relationships between families of standards at the onset, and encourage potential
revisionsto related requirements.

Likes O
Dislikes O
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The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT has added to FAC-011-4 R4.3 the phrase “or other Reliability Coordinator Areas.” The SDT
recognizesthe comments surrounding the retirement of TOP-004-2 R4, howeverthe SDT is focusing responses on the subject matter of FAC
standards and not the corresponding IRO/TOP standard requirements and would direct the commentersto previous responsesto similar
comments issues as part of that Project 2014-03 SDT as those comments attempted to address the concerns noted. The SDT reaffirmsits
scope to focus on the SOL methodology and subsequentrequired content and performance criteria contained within.

Jack Stamper - Clark Public Utilities-3
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

RoLynda Shumpert - SCANA - South Carolina Electric and Gas Co. - 1,3,5,6 - SERC
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Scott Downey - Peak Reliability- 1
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Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Richard Jackson - U.S. Bureau of Reclamation - 1
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes O

Mike Smith - Manitoba Hydro - 1, Group Name Manitoba Hydro
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
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Dislikes 0

Devin Shines - PPL - Louisville Gas and Electric Co. - 1,3,5,6 - SERC,RF, Group Name PPL NERC Registered Affiliates

Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Preston Walker - PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. - 2 - SERC,RF
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Chris Wagner - Santee Cooper - 1, Group Name Santee Cooper

Answer Yes
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Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes O

Laurie Williams - PNM Resources - Public Service Company of New Mexico- 1
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Russell Noble - Cowlitz County PUD - 3
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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Kathleen Goodman - Kathleen Goodman On Behalf of: Michael Puscas, ISO New England, Inc., 2; - ISO New England, Inc. - 2 - NPCC
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Quintin Lee - Eversource Energy - 1
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Brandon Gleason - Electric Reliability Council of Texas, Inc. - 2
Answer Yes

Document Name
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Comment

Likes O
Dislikes O

Pamela Hunter - Southern Company - Southern Company Services, Inc. - 1,3,5,6 - SERC, Group Name Southern Company
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Michael Godbout - Hydro-Qu?bec TransEnergie - 1 - NPCC
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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Eric Shaw - Eric Shaw On Behalf of: Lee Maurer, Oncor Electric Delivery, 1; - Eric Shaw
Answer
Document Name

Comment
N/A

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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2. If you have any other comments regarding FAC-011-4 that you haven’t already provided, please provide them here.

Michael Godbout - Hydro-Qu?bec TransEnergie - 1 - NPCC
Answer

Document Name

Comment

We support the FAC revisions.

We have the following comments:
SubrequirementsR7.1andR 7.2

We agree with comments submitted by the NPCC RSC in regards to requirements 7.1 and 7.2. The subrequirements R7.1 and R7.2 require
the identification of SOLthat are IROL and the criteria for identifying SOLviolations thatare IROL. We do not understand the difference and
our compliance departmentdo not see how the evidence of those two subrequirements would be distinct.

RequirementR5.1

We have a minor comment regarding the additionin R5.1 of “Specify the” makes the usein 5.1.1 of “any” more ambiguous than itis inthe
current version. Considerthat R5 now requires

a) identifyinits SOL methodology...
b) Specify the following single contingency event...

c) Loss of “any” of the following.
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Before it clearly “included” the following “list” of single contingency events. It would be better for the language to clearly state in 5.1.1. “Loss
of each of the following” orreturn to language that clearly mandates the inclusion of the loss of all the listed elements.

Requirement9

Also, the last sentence of the Rationale for Requirement R9 for FAC-011-4 should be modified as follows. “(...) mandates provision of the
SOL Methodology to non-adjacent RCs [or to adjacent RCs inanother Interconnection] that have specifically requested(...)”

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comments. With regard to your query on subrequirements R7.1and R7.2, those existin today’s FAC-011-3 as R1.3 and
R3.7. They have beenincluded, unchanged, from the existing FAC-011-3 other than beingrelocated to single common standard (R7). Ifyou
wishto propose a revision, perhaps joiningthe two subrequirements (maybe somethinglike “A description of how to identify the subset of
SOLs that qualify as Interconnection Reliability Operating Limits (IROLs), including the criteria for determiningwhen violatinga SOL qualifies
as an IROL and criteria for developingany associated IROL Tv.”), please do so.

Regarding your question on R5.1 and R5.1.1, the drafting team made the revisions as shown to provide the flexibility for contingency lists
created for stability analysis to not have to examine every single facility contingency when engineering judgement would allow the
contingency list to be distilled down to the likely most limiting. Real time steady state analysis could and should use a contingency listthat
includes most of the single element contingencies, but eventhat list could exclude a subset of contingencies that could not be most limiting,
for example loss of a small load serving transformer or a small generator.

Finally, with regard to requirement9, we included subrequirement 9.1 so that any RC could request an RC’s SOL methodology and
subrequirement9.2.4, which allows any RC to requestanother RC’'s SOL methodology, should there be a reliability based need, before it
becomes effective. These two subrequirements should allow adjacent RCs in another interconnection torequest the appropriate SOL
methodology of theirchoice.

Eric Shaw - Eric Shaw On Behalf of: Lee Maurer, Oncor Electric Delivery, 1; - Eric Shaw

Answer
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Document Name

Comment
N/A

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Teresa Cantwell - Lower Colorado River Authority - 5
Answer
Document Name

Comment
None

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Robert Blackney - Edison International - Southern California Edison Company - 1,3,5,6 - WECC
Answer
Document Name

Comment
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SCE concurs with MidAmerican’s additional comments regarding FAC-011-4.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
See response to MidAmerican.

Randy MacDonald - NB Power Corporation -1

Answer

Document Name

Comment

Regarding R3.3 What is the purpose of this subrequirement? The methodology should not preventor limitthe use of undervoltage

load shedding by the Reliability Coordinatorinthe operational time frame. Suggestchanging the wording to allow for undervoltage load
shedding withinthe operational time frame as longat the reliability coordinatoris aware. The methodology could have the requirement
that the use of UVLS requires RC approval.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

We appreciate your comment. This subrequirement(R3.3) was derived after much draftingteam and observerdiscussion. The consensus
was that while under-voltage load shedding (UVLS) schemes can be useful, they should not be the premise upon which acceptable system
performance issolely based. When there are other operatingactions which can be taken, such as dispatch of generation, those actions
should be taken, while the under-voltage load shedding schemes can act to mitigate unexpected poorsystem performance should it occur.
As an example, if the lowest acceptable post-contingent voltage was 90% of nominal, the UVLS scheme could have an actuation voltage
setting of 89% of nominal.

Brandon Gleason - Electric Reliability Council of Texas, Inc. - 2
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Answer
Document Name

Comment

Numberingtypos existin Measure Nos. M7, M8, and M9. RequirementNos.R7, R8, and R9 should be referenced accordingly.

Revisedlanguage in RequirementR1is notincludedinthe Violation Security Levelstable. Specifically, the term “documented” was added to
RequirementR1. ERCOT suggestsincludingthe terminthe Violation Severity Levels table orderto be consistent.

Similarly, the revised language in RequirementR2 is not includedinthe Violation Security Levelstable. Specifically, “the applicable” was
replaced with “which” and “are” in Requirement R2. ERCOT suggests includingthe same revisionsin the Violation Severity Levels table.

In requirementR9, “and any changes to the SOL Methodology prior to the effective date of the SOL Methodology” was deleted. ERCOT
suggestsaligningthe Violation Severity Levels table to align with this revision and the specificlanguage of the applicable requirements. For
Part 9.1, thereis no distinction between “new or revised” in the wording of the requirement, butit is explicitly stated inthe Violation

Severity Levelstable.

ERCOT suggests capitalizing “methodology” in RequirementR9, Part 9.2.

Likes O
Dislikes O
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Thank you for your comments. We will review the language in measures 7, 8 and 9 and revise accordingly. Similarly, we appreciate your
comments on the Violation Security Levels table and will make the appropriate editorial changes.

Rachel Coyne - Texas Reliability Entity, Inc. - 10
Answer
Document Name

Comment

Texas RE noticed FAC-011-4 Part 3.3 uses the term “under voltage” while the NERC Glossary and other Standards use the term
“undervoltage”.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Thank you for your comment. We will include the appropriate term in the version posted for ballot.

Allie Gavin - Allie Gavin On Behalf of: Michael Moltane, International Transmission Company Holdings Corporation, 1; - Allie Gavin

Answer

Document Name

Comment

RequirementR2 specifically states that the RC “shallinclude in its SOL Methodology the method for Transmission Operators to determine
which owner-provided Facility Ratings are to be usedin operations”. This requirementneedsto be bounded such that the RC is not
specifyinginits methodology how a Transmission Operator and thus a Transmission Owner is required to rate its transmission facilities, up to
and including the use of real time ratings. This would determine the amount of riska Transmission Owner is subjectto for itsfacilities. The
standard should only specify the end objective and not the process to achieve that objective.
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RequirementR8is redundant with IRO-010-2 R1. SOLs are inputsto OPA and RTAs. As such, R1 of IRO-010-2 already requiresthe RC to
maintaina documented specification of the data necessary for it to perform its Operational Planning Analyses, Real-time monitoringand
Real-time Assessments. This requirementincluded requirements for periodicity of providing the data. As such, R8 of proposed FAC-011-4 is
redundant and should be deleted from the proposed standard.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comment. The language in requirement R2 was chosen to allow the RC to describe how it wishesthe TOP to use the
facility-owners ratings to meetthe rating needs of the RC. The RC is allowed to determine what it needs for rating information to function.
By doing so, the RC does not dictate to eitherthe facility ownernow TOP what ratings need to be provided. For example, the RC may state it
wants a normal rating and a 1 hour emergency rating. PerrequirementR2, the RC may instruct the TOPS, through its SOL methodology, that
it wishes to have itsrating set filled with the rating whose time duration most closely approximates the desired duration of the RC’s rating,
with the rating chosen always havinga time duration at least equaling that of the RC’s rating. Therefore, if the facility ownerprovided
ratings for 24 hour, 2 hour and 30 minutes, the TOP would use the 24 hour rating for the normal rating and the 2 hour rating to meetthe
RC’s 1 hour rating. This example illustrates how the RC describing how the facility ratings may be usedto meetthe RC’s rating needs does
not determine how the facility ownerrates equipment.

Brandon McCormick - Brandon McCormick On Behalf of: Carol Chinn, Florida Municipal Power Agency, 6, 4, 3, 5; Chris Gowder, Florida
Municipal Power Agency, 6, 4, 3, 5; David Owens, Gainesville Regional Utilities, 3, 1, 5; Don Cuevas, Beaches Energy Services, 1, 3; Ginny
Beigel, City of Vero Beach, 3; Joe McKinney, Florida Municipal Power Agency, 6, 4, 3, 5; Ken Simmons, Gainesville Regional Utilities, 3, 1, 5;
Neville Bowen, Ocala Utility Services, 3; Randy Hahn, Ocala Utility Services, 3; Richard Montgomery, Florida Municipal Power Agency, 6, 4,
3, 5; Steven Lancaster, Beaches Energy Services, 1, 3; Tom Reedy, Florida Municipal Power Pool, 6; - Brandon McCormick, Group Name
FMPA

Answer
Document Name

Comment
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FMPA isconcerned that Project 2015-09 does not considerthe work done by the MEITF (Methods for Establishing IROLs Task Force). There
are defined terms used in R6 that the MEITF has proposed changes to, and that have beenendorsed by the NERC PCand OC. FMPA asks that
the implementation plan be changed so that FAC-011-4 would only be effective once the new definitions proposed by the MEITF become
effective

Likes O
Dislikes O

We thank you for the comment. The drafting team, in consultation with NERC, have decided that the work, and terms, defined by the MEITF,
as well as the IROL topic, can wait while the FAC standards that are within scope of the drafting team are resolved. Itis the opinion of the
SDT and NERC that the terms defined by the MEITF are not needed torevise FAC-011.

Douglas Johnson - American Transmission Company, LLC - 1
Answer
Document Name

Comment

ATC does have othercomments on FAC-011-4:

e RequirementR3 addressesthe establishment of a voltage-based SOL at each bus. No similarrequirementis given for thermal ratings.
Itis unclearifthe SDT expects each Facility to have a thermal-based SOL. Alternatively, can TOPs and RCs use multi-element or proxy
flowgates to manage power flow on the system? The expectation regardingthermal related SOLs needs to be clearly stated inany
requirement such that entities can fulfill the requirements and all entities are operating the BES from the same understanding.

¢ R3.3 should be improved by clarifyingwhat undervoltage load shedding (UVLS) systems are in view (i.e. owned by the Transmission
Owner, the Distribution Provider, end-use customer). It would seem that R3.3 should not be limited by UVLS relay settings
implemented by a distribution utility oran end-use customer. A suggested editis to clarify these are BES systems as follows: "in-
service BES relay settings for undervoltage load shedding...".
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e Similarto comments providedin question#1 related to R6.5, RequirementR4.7 should be modified to remove the restriction on
using UVLS Programs when setting stability limits. Itis generally accurate to state that UFLS should not be relied uponto maintain
stability, although the SDT needsto recognize that UFLS may be a necessary componentto maintain stability of a portion of a system
deliberatelyislanded by a Remedial Action Scheme. As such, R4.7 should be modified toread, "State that the use of underfrequency
load shedding (UFLS) programs are not allowed in the establishment of stability limits except in specific, documented circumstances
(e.g., Remedial Action Schemes)."

Likes O
Dislikes O

Thank you for your comments. The wording of requirementR2 in FAC-011-4 is such that the RC is settinga method for adoption of ratings
for all elements forwhich the facility-owner provides thermal ratings. This is done with the expectationthat the RC modelsand uses thermal
ratings for each system element with a rating provided. With that said, there isno preclusion that prevents the TOP or RC using a multi-
element or proxy flow gate to assistin maintainingreliability, aslongas the provided ratings are used also, and respectedin at least their
Real-time monitoring, Real-time Assessments, and Operational Planning Analyses.

With respect to your comment on subrequirement R3.3, we have adopted your language suggestion.

Finally, with respectto your comment on using UVLS and UFLS on setting stability ratings, the SDT discussed both at length. With regard to
UVLS, and the setting of traditional stability limits, such as those recognizingangular stability, sheddingload via UVLS will not improve
stability but instead will eitherdo nothing or exacerbate the concern, so UVLS is not a solution to unit/ angular stability nor transient voltage
recovery. The preclusionfor using UFLS has to do with maintainingstability onthe interconnected BES and not disconnectedislands, so the
standards as proposed do not applyto individual islands created as a consequence of system events, and as such, do not speak to UFLS use
withinthose created islands.

Amy Casuscelli- Amy Casuscelli On Behalf of: Michael Ibold, Xcel Energy, Inc., 3, 1, 5; - Amy Casuscelli
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Answer
Document Name

Comment

R3.3 Require that System Voltage Limits are highergreater than or equal to in service relay settings for under voltage load shedding (UVLS)
relay settings systemsand Undervoltage Load Shedding Programs

R3.3 should be improved by clarifyingwhat undervoltage load shedding systems are inview (i.e. owned by the Transmission Owner, the
Distribution Provider, end-use customer). It would seem that R3.3 should not be limited by under voltage load sheddingrelay settings
implemented by a distribution utility oran end-use customer

Likes O
Dislikes O

Thank you for your comment. RequirementR3.3 was written with the thought that System Voltage Limits will not be changed, but instead
the settings should be reviewed and changed to not be in conflict with the System Voltage Limits.

Ruida Shu - Northeast Power Coordinating Council - 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10 - NPCC, Group Name RSC no Dominion, Con Ed and NBPower
Answer
Document Name

Comment

We offerthe following specificcomments:

Sub-RequirementR4.1.3:
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Itis not clear what is meant by “unit” stability. We suggest reverting back to usingthe current term “angular” stabilityas it is a term well
understood by the industry.

Sub-RequirementR4.3:

A main concern is the lack of criteria to define contingencies forthe establishment of IROLs. Today, some RCs respect single contingencies,
while otherrespect double contingencies. Giventhe impact on the Interconnection, itis crucial that criteriafor the selection of contingency
eventsis definedand applied consistentlyinall the RC areas, in order to ensure that all IROLs withina defined scope are detected and
properly studied. We recommend that the followingwordingisadded to Sub-RequirementR4.3 to establish SOLs that impact on the
Interconnection:

“Describe how the Reliability Coordinator establishes stability limits when there is an impact to more than one Transmission Operator in its
Reliability CoordinatorArea or other Reliability CoordinatorAreas in accordance with its SOL Methodology.”

Sub-Requirements R5.2 and R5.3

Sub-Requirements R5.2 and R5.3 require the RC to identify any additional single or multiple Contingency events. We believe that specifying,
at a minimum, which contingencies must be respected (similarto Sub-RequirementR5.1.1. for single Contingencies) would improve
reliability. In particular, to the extentthere isan alignmentin respectingthe same set of contingencies and performance criteria for IROLs.

Furthermore, the loss of small or radial portions of the system should be acceptable provided the performance requirements are not
violated for the remaining bulk powersystem.
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Sub-RequirementR6.2.2

Sub-Requirement R6.2.2 should include the same wording as sub-requirement6.1.2:

“Voltages are within normal System Voltage Limits; however, emergency
System Voltage Limits may be used when System adjustments to return
the voltage within its normal System Voltage Limits could be executed

and completed within the specified time duration of those emergency System Voltage Limits.”

Sub-Requirements R6.3 and R6.4

For consistency purposes, we recommend that Sub-Requirements R6.3 and R6.4 also require to demonstrate that flow through Facilities are
within Normal Ratings, similarto Sub-Requirements6.1.1and 6.2.1:

“Flow through Facilities are within Normal Ratings; however, Emergency

Ratings may be used when System adjustments to return the flow within its Normal Rating could be executed and completed within the
specified time duration of those Emergency Ratings.”

Sub-RequirementsR7.1and 7.2

Sub-requirements R7.1 and R7.2 require to describe how to identify IROLs, and to identify the criteriafor IROLs which is basically the same
thing. We recommend mergingthese sub-requirementsintoone:
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7.1. A description of the criteria to identify the subset of SOLs that qualify as Interconnection Reliability Operating Limits (IROLs) and for
developing any associated IROL Tv.

R3

Sub-Requirement 3.5 combinestwo requirements, (1) require a method for determining...and (2) require common use. Sub-Requirement
3.5 should be re-written as “require a method for determining...” as shown below.

We assume that 3.6 and 3.7 intend to “address coordination” within the “method for determining” the limit. As such, that consideration
should be rolledintothe requirementfor “a method for determining..”

Since System Voltage Limitsare SOLs, it isunnecessary to explicitly require the operation within the restrictions of System Voltage

Limits. Alsoitisinappropriate to place any system operationrequirement (Require the use...) within an operating parameter development
methodology. There are already requirements for the system to always be studied and operated withinthe SOL restrictions of the local
reliability entity as well as the SOL of adjacent reliability entities. All requirements for “require the use of common” should be deleted.

3.5 Provide the method for determiningthe common System Voltage Limits in coordination with adjacent Reliability Coordinators and
Transmission Operators.

R4

What is the point of R4.2? If R5 requiresthat all stability analysisto evaluate the contingencies listedin “5.1. Specify the followingsingle
Contingency events for use in determining stability limits and performing OPAs and RTAs.” How can one violate 5 withoutalso violating
4.2? Isthisnot double jeopardy? The identical requirements are applied to both general SOL stability analysis and OPA/RTA stability
analysis. R4.2 isarequirementto comply withR5.1.
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Sub requirements 5.3 and 5. 4 are double jeopardy and should be deleted. How can there be any contingencies used
“determiningthe stability [imitsto be used in operations” that are not completelyidentical to the contingenciesusedin “determining
stability limits and performing OPAs and RTAs.” Itis impossibletoviolate 5.3 or 5.4 without simultaneouslyviolating 5.2

We suggest the SDT Re-write 4.2 determining the stability limitsto be used in operations as follows and eliminate R5 its entirety.

4.2 Specify the followingsingle Contingency events foruse in determining stability limits

4.2.1. Loss of any of the following either by single phase to ground or three phase Fault (whicheveris more severe) with Normal
Clearing, or without a Fault:

&bull; generator;

&bull; transmission circuit;
&bull; transformer;

&bull; shunt device; or

&bull; Single pole block, with Normal Clearing, in a monopole or bipolar high voltage direct current system.

4.2.2. ldentify any additional single or multiple Contingency events ortypes of Contingency events for use in performing Operational
Planning Analysis and Real-time Assessments.

R5
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What is the point of R5.2? If5.2 requiresthat all stability analysis to evaluate the contingencieslistedin “5.1. Specify the followingsingle
Contingency events for use in determining stability limits and performing OPAs and RTAs.” How can one violate 5.1 withoutalso violating
4.2? |sthisnot double jeopardy? The identical requirements are applied to both general SOL stability analysis and OPA/RTA stability
analysis. R4.2 is arequirementto comply with R5.1.

Sub requirements 5.3 and 5. 4 are double jeopardy and should be deleted. Itisimpossible toviolate 5.3 or 5.4 withoutsimultaneously
violating5.2

Re-write 4.2 as follows and eliminate R5 its entirety.

4.2 Specify the following single Contingency events foruse in determining stability limits

4.2.1. Loss of any of the followingeitherby single phase to ground or three phase Fault (whicheveris more severe) with Normal
Clearing, or without a Fault:

&bull; generator;

&bull; transmission circuit;
&bull; transformer;

&bull; shunt device; or

&bull; Single pole block, with Normal Clearing, in a monopole or bipolar high voltage direct current system.

4.2.2. ldentify any additional single or multiple Contingency events ortypes of Contingency events for use in performing Operational
Planning Analysis and Real-time Assessments.

Likes O
Dislikes O
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Thank you for your comments. We accepted your change and now use “angular” stability.

With regard to your comment on subrequirementR4.3, the parent requirement, R4, states that the “Reliability Coordinatorshallincludein
its SOL methodology the method for determiningthe stability limits to be used in operations. The methodshall:.. . “ which already makes
subrequirement R4.3 subject to the RC's SOL methodology. We believe the suggested textadditionis not necessary in R4.3.

With respect to your suggested additions to subrequirements R5.2 and R5.3, while the topic was discussed, there was not enough consensus
on the topicto include your suggestedin the requirements.

With respect to your suggested revision for subrequirementR6.2.2, the SDT did not think it appropriate to suggest post-contingentvoltages
needto be within normal System Voltage Limits. The SDT agreed that emergency System Voltage Limits are appropriate for use inthe post-
contingentstate. The SDT further recognized that emergency System Voltage Limits make take on a variety of forms, with varying potential
time applicability, and as such, thought the each TOP / RC would use theiremergency System Voltage Limits appropriately as they
transitioned the system to a new pre-contingent state to prepare for the next contingency withoutthe need for further language inthe
standard.

The SDT discussed at length new subrequirements R6.3 and R6.4, including which reliability criteriashould be applicable. The SDT could only
agree that any contingenciesincludedinthe RC’s contingency list per subrequirementR5.2 should only have to demonstrate the
performance describedinsubrequirementR6.3. RCs are not precluded from having more prescriptive criteriafor any contingency they
specify per subrequirementR5.2. In addition, subrequirementR6.2.1 already establishes appropriate thermal performance in the post-
contingentstate and is not required to be restated in subrequirement R6.4.

The SDT has accepted your suggestion of combining subrequirements R7.1 and R7.2 into a single requirement.

The SDT has revised subrequirementR3.5 to only definingthe method to be used to determine voltage limits for the conditions described.
Subrequirements R3.5, R3.6 and R3.7 have been combinedinto a single subrequirement (R3.5). The SDT retained the concept of definingthe
method for determining common System Voltage Limitsfound inthe old and new subrequirements due to multiple participantsin the
drafting process notingit as a real operating concern. There is nothing in the subrequirmentthat mandates the establishment of common
System Voltage Limits, and whatever System Voltage Limits results, the most limiting will be respectedin operatingthe system.
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SubrequirementR4.2 was established due to numerous comments by industry and members of the SDT. The subrequirmentallowsan RC or
TOP to usesthose contingenciesthat produce the more Severe systemimpacts when establishing stability limits. Commenters correctly
pointed out that without such a subrequirement, all contingencies would have to be tested to establish contingency limits, including those
that had no reasonable likelihood of setting a stability [imit. SubrequirementR5.1establishesthe minimum contingency list, and
subrequirement definesthe subset of those contingencies that may be tested to establish stability limits.

SubrequirementR5.3 has beenremoved. Subrequirement has been changed to conform with removing FAC-015 and includinga new
requirementR7 in FAC-014. The SDT does not believe the revised subrequirement R5.3 is “double jeopardy” in any way; instead, the
subrequirementisincluded sothat contingenciesidentified in annual planningassessments causing stability issues can be evaluatedto see if
any additional contingencies should be respectedin operating the system based upon the supplied information. The subrequirement does

not require inclusion of additional contingencies. The subrequirementis based upon information already required for provisionin FAC-014-
2, subrequirements R6.1 and R6.2.

Laura McLeod - NB Power Corporation - 5
Answer
Document Name

Comment
Do not agree with R3.3, too restrictive. Should be allowed to have UVLS relays sethigher then SOL voltage limits.

Likes O
Dislikes O

The SDT appreciates your comment. Your perspective was discussed at length by the SDT with regard to this subrequirement. That
discussion, and resulting comments from observers and drafting team members recognized that allowing UVLS relays to actuate above
System Voltage Limits would potentially allow a TOP to not take all appropriate actions to remain within System Voltage Limits, which was
not believedto be appropriate when operatingthe system. That is the reason why this subrequirement was written with this choice of
language.
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Terry Bllke - Midcontinent ISO, Inc. - 2
Answer
Document Name

Comment

R5.1.1 includesall generators and all shunt devices. There is minimal benefitto attemptingto study the impact of the unavailability of every
shunt device on the transmission system. Defining some criteria on which shunt devices will be studied would be ideal, to avoid creating an
unnecessarily burdensome requirement forstudies being performed.

RCs should specify theircriteria for including these, recognizing the size and potential impact of individual elements, the design of system
protection, and the needs of their area.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comments. The SDT revised requirement R5 to state that “Each Reliability Coordinatorshallidentifyinits SOL
methodology the set of Contingency events for use in determiningstability limits and the set of Contingency events for use in performing
Operational Planning Analysis (OPAs) and Real-time Assessments (RTAs).” These sets of Contingency events, while based upon the
contingency eventslisted in subrequirements R5.1.1, R5.2 and R5.3, may be adjusted to account for concerns such as the one you describe.

Douglas Webb - Douglas Webb On Behalf of: Allen Klassen, Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Bryan Taggart, Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Derek
Brown, Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Grant Wilkerson, Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Harold Wyble, Great Plains Energy - Kansas City Power and
Light Co., 5, 1, 3, 6; James McBee, Great Plains Energy - Kansas City Power and Light Co., 5, 1, 3, 6; Jennifer Flandermeyer, Great Plains
Energy - Kansas City Power and Light Co., 5, 1, 3, 6; John Carlson, Great Plains Energy - Kansas City Power and Light Co., 5, 1, 3, 6; - Douglas
Webb

Answer
Document Name

Comment
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Recommendation: Replace “Instability” with “System instability”

Proposed FAC-011-4. The companies suggestreplacing “instability” with “Systeminstability” to provide contextand boundariesto the
proposed Requirements.

The companiesrecognize the word “instability” is used withouta modifierinthe NERC Reliability Standards and Glossary Terms but equally
so, itisused with a modifierto provide a boundary to the word. For example:

e Glossary Term: ULVS Shedding Program, “...leadingto voltage instability, voltage collapse...”

e Glossary Term: Adverse Reliability Impact, “...an eventthat resultsin frequency-related instability...”
e TPL-001-4 R6, “...system instability...voltage instability...”

e PRC-012-2 R4.1.3, “...angular instability, voltage instability...”

e PRC-024-2 R1, “...instability in power conversion...”

Significant Administrative Burden. The effect of using “instability” withouta modifier will require entitiesto report every single instance of
“instability” developed from a significant number of contingency eventsidentified during the annual Planning Assessments, including unit
instability under TPL-001-4.

Recommendation 1

Replace “instability” with “System instability” throughout the proposed FAC-011-4 revision. “Systeminstability” isalready usedin TPL-001-4.
Replacingthe term provides an effective parameterto reporting by requiring reporting of coordinated instances of instability that
necessitate a Correction Action Plan and, in turn, relieve entities of a time-consumingand overly-burdensome reporting requirement.

Recommendation 2

Requirements 6.1.3 and 6.2.3
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The companies suggest 30-minute time thresholds, Tv, be added to the proposed revisionsto FAC-011-4 R6.1.3 and R6.2.3. This providesRCs
/ TOPs a time certain threshold to correct exceedance fordeterminations of compliance.

R6.1.3 and R6.2.3 refer to preventinginstability, cascading or uncontrolled separation.
e The presentdefinition of IROL Violation hasa Tv time threshold (< 30 minutes) before itbecomesa complianceissue.
e The proposedlanguage does not recognize time-frames associated with exceedances of established stability limits.

e Effect: Without a time-frame, itis conceivable a system could experience asignificantnumber of exceedancesthat possibly lastless
than 1-minute with a magnitude lessthan 1%. In such a case, to report would be an onerous compliance burden.

To mitigate potentially over burdensome reporting of a significant number of di minimis exceedances, the companiesrecommend
establishingaparameter by requiringreporting of only coordinated instances of instability that necessitate a Correction Action Plan.

Likes O
Dislikes O

Thank you for your comments. The SDT, over its existence, has discussed the very edit you suggest — changing “instability” to “system
instability”. Since thissuggested editis linked to the topic of IROLs, and this topic did not lenditself to resolutionin this phase of the SDT’s
efforts, the SDT, as suggested by NERC, is deferring the suggested wording change until the topic of IROLs isdealt with after the SDT revises
the FAC standards within the scope of its SAR. Your suggested wording revision will be seriously considered in the next phase of the SDT’s
work.

The SDT did not include any defined Tv within requirement R6 and its subrequirements. Based upon comments from industry, the SDT
revised FAC-011 and FAC-014 and leftto the TOP and IRO standards the determination of SOL exceedances usingthe framework established
with requirementR6. Instead, the SDT added a new requirementR7 that requiredinclusioninthe SOL methodology “a risk-based approach
for determining how SOL exceedancesidentified as part of Real-time monitoring and Real-time Assessments must be communicated and if
so, the timeframe that communications must occur.” This addition providesstructure around existing TOP and IRO standards which require
communication of SOL exceedance information between RCs and TOPs and allows the RC to determine a single method for communication
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of SOL exceedances, with a defined timeframes. The new requirement R7 establishes minimum requirements for set of SOL exceedancesin
regards to communication, but leaves the remaining details to be determined by the RC.

Shannon Mickens - Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (RTO) - 2 - MRO, Group Name SPP Standards Review Group
Answer
Document Name

Comment

The SPP Standards Review Group (SSRG) recommends that the drafting team consider IROLs in Phase 2 of this project. As discussed at the
September 2018 Planning Committee (PC) Meeting, although this project includes IROLs, the drafting team’s feedback to the PC was to focus
on only the SOL for this commenting period (Phase 1). During Phase I, the drafting team will put more focus on the IROL. This isa reasonable
suggestion given that all relevant materials pertainingto the IROL were approved at that most recent meetingand couldn’t be implemented
in the Phase | comment period.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
The SDT appreciates your comments and agrees with suggestion. The IROL topic will wait until afterthese FAC standards are revised.

Kevin Salsbury - Berkshire Hathaway - NV Energy - 5

Answer

Document Name

Comment

NV Energy understands and supports the SDT’s efforts to come up with the broad industry consensus with regard to definition of SOLand
associated definition of SOLExceedance. However, we believe that addressinga fundamental concept of SOL Exceedance definition needsto
be done within the framework of IRO and TOP standards, where it inherently and logically belongs. Due to reasons that we outlinedin
response to the question 1 (see above) we find it inappropriate to incorporate the definition of SOL Exceedance as a performance criteriain
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Requirement 6 of FAC-011-4 Standard and significantly worse and more risky in comparison with coming up with definition of SOL
Exceedance.

NV Energy shares the industry concern that the proposed changes to Standards FAC-011-4 and FAC-014-3 would cause the following
unintended consequences and repercussion:

e If approved, new versions of the NERC Standards FAC-011-4 and FAC-014-3 would expose a large number of TOPs and RC to the
SIGNIFICANTLY increased compliance risk (direct violation of the FAC-014 R6 in conjunction with FAC-011-4 R6) unless enormous

resources and efforts are added within each TOP’s/RC’s organization.

e If the interpretation is correct that TOP/RC would not violate FAC standards in case of exceeding performance criteria as long as
they implement their Operating Plan (per TOP-001 R14), our above mentioned concern transforms into another concern about
huge administrative, compliance related, burden. Namely, TOP/RC would have to have (as evidence of compliance), loggingand
recording documentationthat itimplementedits Operating Plan in response to each and every instance when projected post-
contingent flow on RTCA exceeds highest emergency rating, even for short time period (such as several minutes).

e Therefore, due to the absence of time-frame considerations forexceedances of projected post-contingent flows or voltages, the new
versions of the NERC Standards FAC-011-4 and FAC-014-3 would cause frequentSOL exceedances (and therefore frequentviolations

of the new FAC-011 performance criteria) and prohibitively costly and time consuming administrative burden.

¢ This definition may decrease reliability as opposed to the SDT’s intention of increasing reliability, because of the overwhelming
pressure on transmission operators and reliability coordinators to record and communicate frequent SOL exceedances as opposed

of being focused on monitoring and implementing control actions to maintain system reliability in real-time.
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e We believe the definition would delay implementation of the Operating Plan in real-time due to logging and documentation
requirements, as this functionality is not a built-in feature of many SCADA systemsin use today.

e We believe thatanother unintended outcome would be operationin an unnecessarily conservative state, as TOP would have to
operate with higher reliability margin from the highest emergency rating, to ensure that following a forced outage or other system
disturbance, that the next execution of real-time contingency analysis would not show any facility beyond its highest emergency

thermal rating or emergency voltage rating

o The proposed standards would significantly constrain the business in the industry as conservative limits would not allow for
many of scheduled outages to proceed withoutrisk of SOL exceedance/performance criteriaviolation.

We re-iterate our recommendation that SDT re-considers adoption of the performance criteria/SOL exceedance per above mentioned
suggestions. We believe that these modifications would provide the following benefits:

o They are more realistic in recognizing reality of existing transmission infrastructure and human resources allocated to operate such an
infrastructure

e They would provide for significantly less administrative burden on numerous Industry’s entities related to providing evidences of
compliance.

e They would provide comparably reliable operation of powersystems.

e They are based on physical limitations of various components of transmission facilities.

e They wouldprevent potentially hugeincrease of cost of market operations.

e They provide more clarity and avoid ambiguity and interpretation issues.

Likes O
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Dislikes O

The SDT appreciates your comments. Your comments on these impacts were made by many industry participants. As such, the SDT listened
and revised the FAC standards. In addition, the SDT is proposing to make changes to the TOP-001 and IRO-008 standards to addressthe
concern you and other industry commenters have raised. Based on the concerns, the SDT revised FAC-011 and made requirement R6 and its
subrequirements aframework for use in determining SOL exceedances. The SDT has made revisionsin TOP-001 and IRO-008 that when SOL
exceedances are determinedinthose standards, the determinationis made usingthe framework established by FAC-011-4 requirement R6.
In addition, recognizing the communication and documentation concerns raised by usingthe SOL exceedance framework and existing
requirementsin TOP-001 and IRO-008, the SDT included a new requirement (R7) in FAC-011-4 which requiredinclusioninthe SOL
methodology “a risk-based approach for determining how SOL exceedancesidentified as part of Real-time monitoringand Real-time
Assessments must be communicated and if so, the timeframe that communications must occur.”. This allowsthe RC and its TOPs to manage
communication of the SOL exceedances usinga method defined by the RC. In addition, the SDT modified some of the measure language in
TOP-001 and IRO-008 such that examples of acceptable documentation have been expanded to demonstrate compliance with those
requirements where communication of SOL exceedancesisrequired. Some of those examplesin electroniccommunications, the Reliability
Coordinator’s SOL methodology, system logs/records showing successfully mitigated SOL exceedancesin conjunction with Operating Plans
(e.g. mutually agreed operating protocols between TOPs and their Reliability Coordinator, Operating Procedures, Operating Processes,
operatingpolicies, generator redispatch logs, equipment settings for automatically switched equipment and reactive power/voltage control
devices, switchingschedules, etc.).

The SDT goal with these changes was to lessenany administrative burden caused by the revised FAC standards and instead allow system
operators focus on operating the system within these new standards and allow reasonable efforts for compliance documentation.

Jodirah Green- ACES Power Marketing - 6, Group Name ACES Standard Collaborations
Answer
Document Name

Comment
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We believe R1should be the only requirementin FAC-011-4. The SDT can accomplish theirgoal by having RequirementR1 that requiresan
entity to cover the performance criteria withina newly created appendix. There are 9 requirements and approximately 34 sub-partsin FAC-

0011 that increases compliance risk without commensurate benefits to reliability.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciates you offeringcomments on our efforts. Much of the conversation regarding FAC-011 and its current form has focused
on inconsistentapplication of the standard across industry. Those comments, combined with the fact that the edityou suggest would have
to be shown to cause no adverse impact on reliable operation of the system on the reliability standard revision process, make your
suggested revision untenable, after SDT review.

Kelsi Rigby - APS - Arizona Public Service Co. -5
Answer
Document Name Proposedtext for FAC-011-4 R5, R6, and R7.docx

Comment

a. Stability Limitshould be capitalized as it is a defined term

b. The wording of FAC-011-4 R5 impliesthat stability studies are required for OPAs and RTAs. This would be a new requirementand does
not correspond with the SDT’s intent. We suggest the editsto R5 shownin the attached WORD document to clarify that stability studies are
not needed for OPAs and RTAs, but, rather, stability limits derived by otherstudies need to be respectedin OPAs and RTAs.

C. Please clarify the need for the word “potential”in R6 as the word is not used in other places, such as the TPL standards, where single
contingencies are alsoreferred to withoutthe word “potential.” We suggest the followinglanguage to R6 and R7.

d. The word “potential”is not used elsewhere to modify contingencies, which are, by their nature, “potential.” For example, inthe TPL
standards, single contingencies are referred to withoutthe word “potential.” For this reason, AZPS recommends that the SDT clarify the need
forinclusion of the word “potential” inR6. If such needisnot identified, AZPS suggests the followinglanguage to R6 and R7. Further, AZPS
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notes that performance criteriais establishedin Requirement 6.1 as well as in FAC-014, requirement R6. For this reason, itsinclusionin
RequirementR6.3 appears redundant. AZPSrecommends deletionasset forth below. Finally, AZPS recommends consistency when referring
to the operation of the BES within SOLs. For thisreason, AZPS recommends replacing “violating” with “exceeding” in Requirement R7.

e. The wordingof FAC-011-4 R6.1.3 and R6.2.3 seemsto implythat dynamicstudiesare required for OPAsand RTAs. This would be a new
requirement and does not correspond with the SDT’s intent. AZPS also suggests adding the word “widespread” underR6.1.3 and R6.2.3 to
exclude local area instability orinstability of a small generator. We suggest the following edits to R6 to clarify that dynamic studies are not

needed for OPAs and RTAs, but, rather, stability limits derived by otherstudies needto be respectedin OPAs and RTAs.

f. As written, FAC-011-4 R6.1.1 and R6.2.1 leavesthe burden of proof on the TOP to be able to demonstrate that the operating actions
can be taken withinthe appropriate time of the Facility Rating whichis a very difficultand extensive task.

g. Regarding R6.2.1, if RTCA showsthat emergency ratings are exceeded, there should be a recognized time frame in which to correct the
problem prior to it becoming a compliance issue. As written, the proposed definition does not recognize a time-frame associated with
exceedances of the facility’s highest emergency rating. If not recognized, this could lead to a large volume of inconsequential exceedances
such as those less than one minute and have magnitude of less than one percent.

h. AZPSsuggestsR6.1, R6.2, and R6.3 be broken into two separate sub-requirements: one related to Real-time monitoringand Real-time
Assessment, and one related to Operational Planning Analysis.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciate the comments you offered on our posting. The SDT did not use the capitalized term Stability Limitin FAC-011 because
the SDT did not believe the definition captured what was intended the intended use for stability limits within the revised FAC-011 standard.
For example, one drafting team member stated that they used a short circuit calculation to determine if additional conventional generation
neededto be committed to allow proper operation of non-conventional generator controls. This “limit” did not fit within any defined limit,
including Stability Limit, and as such, the SDT decided to use instead the more flexible “stability limits” term to capture those limits that
otherwise wouldfitin no other category.
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The wording of requirement R5 has been revised and should no longerimply the need for stability studies for OPAs and RTAs.
The SDT has revised all of requirementR6 and removed the word “potential”.

The SDT has revised requirement R6, and specifically subrequirements R6.1.3 and R6.2.3 and removed the implication that dynamic studies
are needed for OPAsand RTAs.

The SDT had extensive discussioninregardsto the wording in subrequirements R6.1.1 and R6.2.1 with use of emergency limitsand any
specified time duration of those Emergency Ratings. Thisis a current issue and not one created by use of the language in this
subrequirement. Usingthis language inthe subrequirements, though, does make clear that this issue cannot be ignored by the TOP when
using Emergency ratings, which the SDT and many observers felt was appropriate.

With regard to your comments on time frames for SOL exceedance correctionin subrequirementR6.2.1, the SDT did not feel itas
appropriate to include a time frame within the SOL exceedance determination framework within requirement6. Instead, the SDT create a
new requirement 7 which requiredthe SOL methodology include “a risk-based approach for determining how SOL exceedancesidentified as
part of Real-time monitoring and Real-time Assessments must be communicated and if so, the timeframe that communications must occur.”
In addition, subrequirements R7.2 and R7.2.1 state that post-contingency SOL thermal exceedances not mitigated within 30 minutes must be
communicated. In this way, no timeframe was created to dictate whenan SOL exceedance much be mitigated, but this new requirement
does define the maximum amount of time that may be taken to mitigate a post-contingent SOL thermal exceedance beforeitis
communicated per the RC’'s SOL methodology and per appropriate TOP and IRO requirements.

Finally, with respect to your revision suggestion to subrequirements R6.1, R6.2 and R6.3, the SDT believesthatour revisions meet the needs
you have described and no longerwould benefitfrom such a revision.

Laurie Williams - PNM Resources - Public Service Company of New Mexico- 1
Answer
Document Name

Comment
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This standard in its current form allows a single entity the ability to dictate operatingand effectively planningcriteria. PNM believesthatthe
development of the SOL methodology should be a joint effortincluding RCs, TOPs, and PAs.

PNM believes R2 givesthe RC that ability to dictate how an entity usesits own Facility Ratings effectively modifying FAC-008. PNM agrees
the requirementdoes not specifically change, limit, or modify Facility Rating determined by the equipment owner; however, thereis no
point for an entity to establish a Facility rating that can’t be used when operating the system. PNM recommend removal of R2 and revision
of FAC-008-3 to address any concerns regarding the coordination of Facility Ratings.

PNM questions the reliability basis of R3.3. PNM believesthatthere may be reasons to have the UVLS setting higherthan the limitsfor
certain critical contingencies. FERC order No. 818 specifies notusing UVLS for N-1; however, thisrequirement doesn’t have that qualifier. If
the SDT feels this concept should be includedinthe standard that requirement should move under R4.6 and shall clearly specify that it is

only applicable to single contingencies.

Likes O
Dislikes O

The SDT appreciates the comments you have offered on our posting. The SDT discussed your first comment at length. During the discussion
that itis the RCis the entity with the ultimate authority to operate the system. As such, it can clearly establish the criteria used to determine
which system operating limits (SOLs) are used in operations. Similarly, the PCis the entity that has the ultimate authority to plan the system.
As such, the RC can developits SOL methodology on any basis, and is not precluded from discussingany aspect of its SOL methodology with
any other entity, including PCs. However, the SDT saw that effort as not mandatory, but elective, onthe part of the RC as it developsits SOL
methodology.

The SDT appreciates your comment on requirementR2. As we have noted to other similarcommenters, the RC needsto determine, among
many things, the rating set it needs to operate withinitsfootprint. For example, if the RC determinesitneedsa 15 minute,a 4 hour and a
normal, 24 hour thermal rating for each branch inthe network, the asset ownercan determine if they wish to provide those ratings or not.
The RC cannot dictate a facility owner provide a specificrating, but instead can only use the ratings provided withinthe rating setit
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establishes. The SDT feltthis wording of requirement R2 was appropriate giventhe RC’s and asset owners responsibilities. Assuch, since the
RC has the responsibility torespect all limitsincluding thermal, and the SDT believes the RC has the right to determine which ratings it needs
to operate, the SDT will not remove requirement R2.

With respect to your comment on subrequirement R3.3, the System Voltage Limits are only used for post-contingent conditions forthe
contingenciesidentifiedin subrequirementR5.1, per subrequirementR6.2.2. All of the other contingenciesidentifiedin subrequirement
R5.2 only has to meetthe performance framework described subrequirement 6.3, which does not include System Voltage Limits.

Oliver Burke - Entergy - Entergy Services, Inc. - 1
Answer
Document Name

Comment

Entergy supports the comments submitted by MidAmerican Energy Company.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Please see our responsesto Mid American comments.

Preston Walker - PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. - 2 - SERC,RF

Answer

Document Name

Comment

The construct of the current active version, FAC-011-3, makesfor a lengthy RSAW response with respectto Requirements thatlump all SOL
types (thermal, voltage, stability) into a single Requirement. The SDT efforts to splitthese types up into their individual areas, should make
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for a much more consistent, focused & streamlined RSAW, appreciated by both the Applicable Functional Entity, and theirincoming audit
teams alike.

For the SDT’s consideration
In all areas (Standard, Rationale, Mapping, etc.)

e R3.1 “Reliability Coordinators” should be either “Reliability Coordinator” or “Reliability Coordinator’s”; (Note: Given that R3 is talking
about the RC SOL Methodology, one could argue that the full reference to the RC SOL Methodology again in R3.1 is duplicative, and

could be replaced with “Methodology”);

e R5: Repetitive language around determiningstability limits and performing OPA & RTA could be remedied for greater clarity by
splittinginto one requirement focused on stability limitsand one requirementfocused on OPA & RTA. Otherwise, tostick to the
same structure you have for R5.1, R5.2 & R5.3 could be mergedinto one sub-requirement.

e R8: Inconsistency between Standard language. “Reliability Coordinator.” vs “Reliability Coordinator(s).”

e M7, M8, M9: Incorrect referencesto M6, M7 & M8 respectively.

The rationale document for FAC-011-4 has the followingtypos:

e R3.1 “specificall” should be “specifically”
e R6.1.1 “normal rating” should be capitalized “Normal Rating”
e R8 Rationale discussesR7, whenit’'s referringto R8.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comments. We will review our use of “Reliability Coordinators” throughout the document accordingly.
The SDT revised requirementR5 and its subrequirements and eliminated duplicative references to OPA & RTA.

The SDT also corrected the noted referencesin measure M7, M8 and M9 or FAC-011-4.
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Finally, we appreciate your review of the rationale document and will attemptto correct the concerns you have noted.
Michael Cruz-Montes - CenterPoint Energy Houston Electric, LLC - 1 - Texas RE

Answer

Document Name

Comment

No response.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Joe O'Brien - NiSource - Northern Indiana Public Service Co. - 6
Answer
Document Name

Comment

NIPSCOis in MISO and it appears that the prescribed performance criteria here will change the MISO SOL exceedance methodolgy that we
presently operate under for TOP-001 R14 and R15. This may be a concern.

We were triple-booked forthe related 2015-09 informational webinar. We were hoping to view the streamingreplay but neversaw it
posted. We inquired and were told it would soon be posted but neversaw it. Please post promptly nexttime if possible. Thanks.
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Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comments. Your comments, and those or other MISO members have been noted and resultedinthe SDT asking for
observer participation from MISO and MISO members. We were pleased at the level of support offered, and the resultingnew posting
reflects those efforts.

In addition, we have noted your comment regarding the posting of the webinarand have noted it to the appropriate NERC staff.
Andy Fuhrman - Andy Fuhrman On Behalf of: Theresa Allard, Minnkota Power Cooperative Inc., 1; - Andy Fuhrman

Answer

Document Name

Comment

See MRO NERC Standards Review Forum comments.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Please see our responses to the comments of the MRO.

Aaron Cavanaugh - Bonneville Power Administration - 1,3,5,6 - WECC

Answer

Document Name

Comment
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BPA believes Requirement 3.5 should be modified forclarity: change “provide” to “define.” "Require the use of common System Voltage
Limits between the Transmission Operatorand its Reliability Coordinatorand “define” the method for determining the common System

Voltage Limits to be used in Operations.”

BPA believesthatin Requirement4.1.3, the term should remain “angular stability” as thisis industry standard. “Unit stability” isnot a
definedtermand is not as understood as angular stability.

BPA recommends consolidatingrequirements 5.2 and 5.3 and requirements 6.3 and 6.4 to make it so an RC may specify additional single or
multiple Contingency events ortypes of Contingency eventsfor use in determiningstability limits and performing OPAs and RTAs. BPA does
not support the RC beingallowed to specify two additional lists (as allowed by 5.2 and 5.3 when not consolidated) of single or multiple
Contingency events or types of Contingency events because BPA believes this could complicate the RC’s SOL Methodology without benefiting

reliability. If there is a reliability benefit, BPA would like to request the SDT include that in the White Paper.
BPA proposed edits:

5.2. Identify any additional single or multiple Contingency events or types of Contingency events for use in determining stability limitsand
performing OPAs and RTAs.

Delete 5.3

6.3. The evaluation of the potential Contingenciesidentified in Part 5.2 against the actual pre-Contingency state (Real-time monitoringand
Real-time Assessments) and anticipated pre-Contingency state (Operational Planning Analysis) demonstrates that instability, Cascading, or

uncontrolled separation does not occur.

Delete 6.4

Likes O
Dislikes O

Thank you for your comments.
The SDT revised subrequirement R3.5 based upon your replacement word suggestion.
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The SDT retained “angular stability” in subrequirementR4.1.3.

The SDT recognizes your comment for suggested editsin subrequirements R5.2 and R5.3. SubrequirmentR5.3 was removed.
SubrequirementR5.2 was revised and simplified as follows:

5.2.  Specifyadditional single or multiple Contingency events ortypes of Contingency events, if any.

The SDT, based on your comments, those or others, and our discussion, decided to remove the attributions to the contingency’s use. It was
felt that the RC should have discretion on how to apply these added contingencies, especially based upon SDT discussion which noted
examplesthat already exist of RCs applying unique contingency types beyond single contingent events to subsets of reliability criteria (for
example, forestablishmentof IROLs only).

SubrequirementR6.4 from the second posting has beenremoved. Revisionsto requirementR6 and subrequirementR6.3, based upon
comments such as yours, we believe have addressed your concern.

Terry Harbour - Berkshire Hathaway Energy - MidAmerican Energy Co.-1
Answer
Document Name

Comment

MidAmerican Energy Company (MEC) understands and supports the SDT’s effortsto come up with the broad industry consensus with regard
to definition of SOL and associated definition of SOL Exceedance. However, we believe that addressing a fundamental concept of SOL
Exceedance definition needsto be done within the framework of IRO and TOP standards, where it inherently and logically belongs. Due to
reasons that we outlinedinresponse to the question 1 (see above) we find it inappropriate to incorporate the definition of SOL Exceedance
as a performance criteriain Requirement 6 of FAC-011-4 Standard and significantly worse and more risky in comparison with coming up with
definition of SOL Exceedance.
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MidAmerican believesthatthe proposed changes to Standards FAC-011-4 and FAC-014-3 would cause the followingunintended
consequencesand repercussion:

If approved, new versions of the NERC Standards FAC-011-4 and FAC-014-3 would expose a large number of TOPs and RC
to significantincreased compliance risk (direct violation of the FAC-014 R6 in conjunction with FAC-011-4 R6) unless enormous
resources and efforts are added within each TOP’s/RC’s organization.

If the interpretationis correct that a TOP/RC would not violate FAC standards in case of exceeding performance criteriaas long as
they implementtheir Operating Plan (per TOP-001 R14), our above mentioned concern transforms into another concern about huge
administrative, compliance related, burden. Namely, TOP/RCwould have to have (as evidence of compliance), logging and recording
documentationthat itimplementedits OperatingPlanin response to each and everyinstance when projected post-contingent flow
on RTCA exceeds highest emergency rating, evenfor short time period (such as several minutes).

Therefore, due to the absence of time-frame considerations for exceedances of projected post-contingent flows or voltages, the new
versions of the NERC Standards FAC-011-4 and FAC-014-3 would cause frequentSOL exceedances (and therefore frequentviolations

of the new FAC-011 performance criteria) and prohibitively costly and time consuming administrative burden.

This definition may decrease reliability as opposed to the SDT’s intention of increasing reliability, because of the overwhelming
pressure on transmission operators and reliability coordinators to record and communicate frequent SOL exceedances as opposed of
beingfocused on monitoringand implementing control actions to maintain system reliability in real-time.

The definition would delay implementation of the Operating Plan in real-time due to logging and documentation requirements, as
this functionality is not a built-in feature of many SCADA systems in use today.

Anotherunintended outcome would be operation inan unnecessarily conservative state, as TOP would have to operate with higher
reliability margin fromthe highest emergency rating, to ensure that following a forced outage or other system disturbance, that the
nextexecution of real-time contingency analysis would not show any facility beyond its highest emergency thermal rating or

emergency voltage rating

The proposed standards would significantly constrain the businessinthe industry as conservative limits would not allow for many of
scheduled outagesto proceed withoutrisk of SOL exceedance/performance criteriaviolation.
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The SDT should reconsider adoption of the performance criteria/SOL exceedance per above mentioned suggestions, which are in accordance
with current definition of SOL exceedance that is in effect in MISO Reliability footprint. These modifications would provide the following
benefits:

e They are more realistic in recognizing reality of existing transmission infrastructure and human resources allocated to operate such an
infrastructure

e They would provide for significantly less administrative burden on numerous Industry’s entities related to providing evidences of
compliance.

e They would provide comparably reliable operation of power systems.

e They are based on physical limitations of various components of transmission facilities.
e They wouldprevent potentially hugeincrease of cost of market operations.

e They provide more clarity and avoid ambiguity and interpretation issues.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments of MidAmerican Energy Co. and, more so, its participation inthe SDT team’s efforts since the second
posting. Those efforts have resultedin revisionsto FAC-011-4, FAC-014-3, TOP-001 and IRO-008 which we believe address the concerns you
raise above, and other commenters have noted. These revisions have been made to accomplishthe following:

- Have SOL exceedances determinedinthe appropriate TOP and IRO standards rather than the FAC standards.
- The proposed FAC-011-4 requirement R6 has been revisedintoa frameworkto be used when determining SOL exceedances, which only
occurs as requiredin the TOP and IRO standards
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- FAC-011-4 has a new requirementadded (R7) which requires the RC SOL methodology include “a risk-based approach for determining
how SOL exceedancesidentified as part of Real-time monitoring and Real-time Assessments must be communicated and if so, the
timeframe that communications must occur”. This requirementwas added to address theill-defined SOLexceedance communications

included withinthe TOP and IRO standards.
- The measuresfor a few TOP and IRO standards were revised to better describe a more complete set of potential evidence that may be
suedto show compliance. In additional, the standard rationales have been revised to explain how this evidence may be used to show

compliance with the standards.

We believe these changes, which were developed with the support of and feedback from your company and others from within MISO,
should address these commonly held industry concerns.

Sing Tay - OGE Energy - Oklahoma Gas and Electric Co. - 6, Group Name OKGE
Answer
Document Name

Comment

OKGE supports the comments provided by MRO NSRF.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Please see our responsesto the comments of the MRO.

Leonard Kula - Independent Electricity System Operator - 2

Answer
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Document Name

Comment

We offerthe following specific comments:

Sub-Requirement R4.1.3:

It is not clear what is meant by “unit” stability. We suggest reverting back to using the current term “angular” stability as it is a term well
understood by the industry.

Sub-Requirement R4.3:

A main concern is the lack of criteria to define contingencies for the establishment of IROLs. Today, some RCs respect single
contingencies, while other respect double contingencies. Given the impact on the Interconnection, it is crucial that criteria for the
selection of contingency events is defined and applied consistently in all the RC areas, in order to ensure that all IROLs within a defined
scope are detected and properly studied. We recommend that the following wording is added to Sub-Requirement R4.3 to establish SOLs
that impact on the Interconnection:

“Describe how the Reliability Coordinator establishes stability limits when there is an impact to more than one Transmission Operator in
its Reliability Coordinator Area or other Reliability Coordinator Areas in accordance with its SOL Methodology.”

Sub-Requirements R5.2 and R5.3

Sub-Requirements R5.2 and R5.3 require the RC to identify any additional single or multiple Contingency events. We believe that
specifying, at a minimum, which contingencies must be respected (similar to Sub-RequirementR5.1.1. for single Contingencies) would
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improve reliability. In particular, to the extent there is an alignment in respecting the same set of contingencies and performance criteria
for IROLs.

Furthermore, the loss of small or radial portions of the system should be acceptable provided the performance requirements are not
violated for the remaining bulk power system.

Sub-Requirement R6.2.2

Sub-Requirement R6.2.2 should include the same wording as sub-requirement6.1.2:

“Voltages are within normal System Voltage Limits; however, emergency
System Voltage Limits may be used when System adjustments to return
the voltage within its normal System Voltage Limits could be executed

and completed within the specified time duration of those emergency System Voltage Limits.”

Sub-Requirements R6.3 and R6.4

For consistency purposes, we recommend that Sub-RequirementsR6.3 and R6.4 also require to demonstrate that flow through Facilities
are within Normal Ratings, similar to Sub-Requirements 6.1.1 and 6.2.1:

“Flow through Facilities are within Normal Ratings; however, Emergency
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Ratings may be used when System adjustments to return the flow within its Normal Rating could be executed and completed within the
specified time duration of those Emergency Ratings.”

Sub-Requirements R7.1 and 7.2

Sub-requirements R7.1 and R7.2 require to describe how to identify IROLs, and to identify the criteria for IROLs which is basically the
same thing. We recommend merging these sub-requirementsinto one:

7.1. A description of the criteria to identify the subset of SOLs that qualify as Interconnection Reliability Operating Limits (IROLs) and for
developing any associated IROL Tv.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comments. We note the similarities between your offered comments and those of NPCC. As such, we have supplied
essentially the same responses below to those comments also offered by NPCC.

The SDT revised subrequirementR4.1.3 and used “angular stability”.

With regard to your comment on subrequirementR4.3, the parent requirement, R4, states that the “Reliability Coordinatorshall includein
its SOL methodology the method for determiningthe stability limitsto be used in operations. The methodshall:.. . “ which already makes
subrequirementR4.3 subject to the RC’s SOL methodology. We believe the suggested text additionis not necessary in R4.3.

With respect to your suggested changes for subrequirements R5.2 and R5.3, the SDT discussed your concern at length. Based on that
discussion, and an inability to find industry consensus, and otherindustry comments, the SDT combined subrequirements R5.2 and R5.3 into
one subrequirement, and simplifiedit.
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In addition, your point with regard to small portions of the system isduly noted and reasonable, butthe SDT did not find a location within
the standards where this seemed a good fit. As such, it was notincludedinour revised standards.

With respect to your suggested revisionfor subrequirement R6.2.2, the SDT did not thinkit appropriate to suggest post-contingent voltages
needto be within normal System Voltage Limits. The SDT agreed that emergency System Voltage Limits are appropriate for use inthe post-
contingentstate. The SDT further recognized that emergency System Voltage Limits make take on a variety of forms, with varying potential
time applicability, and as such, thought the each TOP / RC would use theiremergency System Voltage Limits appropriately as they
transitioned the system to a new pre-contingent state to prepare for the next contingency withoutthe need for further language in the
standard.

The SDT discussed at length new subrequirements R6.3 and R6.4, including which reliability criteriashould be applicable. The SDT could only
agree that any contingenciesincludedinthe RC’s contingency list per subrequirementR5.2 should only have to demonstrate the
performance describedinsubrequirementR6.3. RCs are not precluded from having more prescriptive criteriafor any contingency they
specify per subrequirementR5.2. In addition, subrequirementR6.2.1 already establishes appropriate thermal performance in the post-
contingent state and is not required to be restated in subrequirement R6.4.

The SDT has accepted your suggestion of combining subrequirements R7.1 and R7.2 into a single requirement.
Todd Bennett - Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. - 3, Group Name AECI

Answer

Document Name

Comment

No

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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Mike Smith - Manitoba Hydro - 1, Group Name Manitoba Hydro
Answer
Document Name

Comment

1. R 4.1.3: why SDT used “unit stability” instead of “angular”? We believeitisbetter to match the language in PRC-26 R1.

2. R.4.7: We would recommend revisingthe requirementR4.7 to state that the use of UFLS and UVLS is not allowedinthe
establishment of stability limits forthe single contingenciesidentifiedin R5.1.1.

Likes O
Dislikes O

Thank you for your comments.
We have replaced “unit” with “angular” in subrequirementR4.1.3, as you have suggested.

The SDT recognizesthe comment you have offered with regard to subrequirementR4.7. The SDT discussed of UVLS and UFLS at length with
regard to stability limitdetermination. The consensus with regard to UVLS use was that, for typical stability concerns, such as angular
stability and transient voltage recovery, UVLS would not typically provide any performance improvement, and actually might exacerbate the
stability concern, so UVLS should not be used to determine stability limits. While UVLS would not be used to establish a stability limit,
modeling UVLS for potential actuation would be useful to determine what the value of the stability [imitshould be. With regard to UFLS and
stability limits, the group consensus was that if a simulation was indicating UFLS actuation within portions of the interconnected system that
was still part of the interconnection and not some smallisland created due to a contingency or RAS action, then UFLS is not an appropriate
relay action to rely upon to “save the system” and establish a stability limit.

Dana Klem - MRO - 1,2,3,4,5,6 - MRO, Group Name MRO NSRF

Answer
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Document Name

Comment

The MRO NSRF does have other comments on FAC-011-4:

¢ R3.3 should be improved by clarifyingwhat undervoltage load shedding (UVLS) systems are in view (i.e. owned by the Transmission
Owner, the Distribution Provider, end-use customer). It would seem that R3.3 should not be limited by UVLS relay settings
implemented by a distribution utility oran end-use customer. A suggested editis to clarify these are BES systems as follows: "in-
service BES relay settings for undervoltage load shedding...".

e Similarto comments providedin question #1 relatedto R6.5, RequirementR4.7 should be modified to remove the restriction on
using UVLS Programs when setting stability limits. Itis generally accurate to state that UFLS should not be relied uponto maintain
stability, although the SDT needsto recognize that UFLS may be a necessary componentto maintain stability of a portion of a system
deliberatelyislanded by a Remedial Action Scheme. As such, R4.7 should be modified toread, "State that the use of underfrequency
load shedding (UFLS) programs are not allowed in the establishment of stability limits except in specific, documented circumstances
(e.g., Remedial Action Schemes)."

We also support the recently developed SAR, submitted as a result of phase 1 of the Standards Efficiency Review project, to retire many
non-essential orredundant requirements. Toreduce the needfor a similareffortin the future, the MRO NSRF requests the SDT to
considerif RequirementR8 is sufficiently covered with the IRO-010-2 Requirements. Inaccordance with IRO-010-2 R1 the Reliability
Coordinator can specify any informationit needsto support its Operational Planning Analyses, Real-time monitoring, and Real-time
Assessments. The primary purpose of these activitiesisto identify SOLexceedances. Therefore, it’s essential that the Reliability
Coordinator would include in its data specifications SOLs from all Transmission Operators, which should remove the needfor R8. If
kept, there may be overlapping compliance obligations with two requirements forthe same activity.

Likes O
Dislikes O

Thank you for your comments.
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The SDT agreed with your point on subrequirementR3.3 and included the phrase “in-service BES” to betterdescribe the subject UVLS relays.
The SDT recognizesthe comment you have offered with regard to subrequirementR4.7. The SDT discussed of UVLS and UFLS at length with
regard to stability limitdetermination. The consensus with regard to UVLS use was that, for typical stability concerns, such as angular
stability and transient voltage recovery, UVLS would not typically provide any performance improvement, and actually might exacerbate the
stability concern, so UVLS should not be used to determine stability limits. If you would like to discuss the particular technical concerns,
please contact the SDT; we would be willingto listen to more detailsto betterunderstand your concern inthis regard

With regard to your comment on IRO-010-2 and requirement 8, the SDT reviewed its potential use withinthe standards considered for the
SDT. The SDT has proposed revisions to FAC-011, FAC-014, TOP-001 and IRO-008 where we attempted to specify the minimum data
expectationsto determine SOLexceedances, and allow that any further RC data needs can indeed be captured per IRO-010 and its
requirements.

Kayleigh Wilkerson - Lincoln Electric System - 5, Group Name Lincoln Electric System
Answer
Document Name

Comment
R3.1 introduces ambiguity and potential inconsistency by allowing the Reliability Coordinatorto decide whetherto require that a BES

bus/station have an associated System Voltage Limit withoutalso requiring any sort of technical rationale or criteria. If the intent of R3.1 is to
address a specificissue, LES recommends the draftingteam clarify theirintent within the requirement.

R3.2 isconfusingand unnecessary with an in-place definition of System Voltage Limit. As written, R3.2 appears to provide two different
methods for an entity to determine voltage limits.

R3.3 should state: “Require that the upper (or higher) System Voltage Limits...” forimproved clarity.
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R3.4 should be removedin consideration that the definition of System Voltage Limit already requires a “minimum steady-state voltage limit”.
Combiningthe language from the definition and R3.4 would essentially read “Identify the lowest allowable minimum steady-state voltage
limit...”

LES is concerned that R2 does not provide adequate assurance that the RC will respect the Facility Ratings established by the TO or the TO’s
FAC-008 methodology. As written, the language is vague and appears to allow the RC to determine the Facility Ratings that a TO must
use. Also, based on the NERC definition of Facility Rating, there is a potential conflict between System Voltage Limits and Facility Ratings as

both could utilize voltage ratings. These conflicts between FAC-011-4 and FAC-008-3 and the definition of Facility Rating need addressed.

Likes O
Dislikes O

Thank you for your comments.

We believe your comment regarding subrequirement R3.1 was unique and not commonly held. The subrequirementwas worded in that
fashionto allow flexibility forthose who wished to specify System Voltage Limits for every stationto do so while allowing otherentities
which used set of voltage limitsfor a selected set of system stationsfor the same purpose. Therefore, we will not choose to act on your
suggestion at this time.

The definition for System Voltage Limits, which pasted ballot on second posting, is shown below:

“The maximum and minimum steady-state voltage limits (both normal and emergency) that provide for acceptable System performance.”
The definition for System Voltage Limit does not make reference voltage-based Facility Ratings, and as such, the SDT believes
subrequirement R3.2 should be retained.

The SDT does not agree with your revision suggestion forsubrequirementR3.3. System Voltage Limits were commonly discussed by the SDT
as ones that have upper and lowerbounds, and with respectto UVLS, or undervoltage load shedding, the low bound, not upper, would be
the applicable and pertinent System Voltage Limit per this subrequirement. Asa result, while appreciated, yoursuggested revisionis not
beingused at this time.
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The SDT has considered your suggestion that subrequirementR3.4 be removed. Itis true that the definition forSystem Voltage Limit
includesthe phrase “minimum steady-state voltage limit”, the “lowestallowable” voltage limitidentified per subrequirement R3.5 may not
be the “minimum steady-state voltage limit. . . that provide(s) acceptable performance”. As such, the SDT has elected to retainthe
subrequirement.

Finally, the SDT appreciates your comment on requirementR2. As we have noted to other similarcommenters, the RC needsto determine,
among many things, the rating set it needsto operate withinits footprint. For example, if the RC determinesitneedsa 15 minute, a 4 hour
and a normal, 24 hour thermal rating for each branch inthe network, the asset ownercan determine if they wish to provide those ratings or
not. The RC cannot dictate a facility owner provide a specificrating, but instead can only use the ratings provided withinthe rating set it
establishes. The SDT feltthis wording of requirement R2 was appropriate giventhe RC’s and asset owners responsibilities. Assuch, since the
RC has the responsibility torespect all limitsincluding thermal, and the SDT believes the RC has the right to determine which ratings it needs
to operate, the SDT will not remove requirementR2.

Sandra Shaffer - Berkshire Hathaway - PacifiCorp - 6
Answer
Document Name

Comment

With respect to R5.4, requiring Reliability Coordinators to identify Contingency eventsto use in determiningstability limitsforthe Near Term
PlanningHorizon (FAC-015-1 R4) which also includes 5-year horizon isadded burden to both Reliability Coordinators and the Planning
Coordinators/Transmission Planners without added benefit. The draftingteam should consider limiting this requirementto 0-1 year period

which would be the most concerningfor the Reliability Coordinators.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
Thank you for your comment.

Richard Jackson - U.S. Bureau of Reclamation - 1
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Answer
Document Name

Comment
None

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Ginette Lacasse - Seattle City Light - 1,3,4,5,6 - WECC, Group Name Seattle City Light Ballot Body
Answer
Document Name

Comment
No further comments

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Laura Nelson - IDACORP - Idaho Power Company -1
Answer
Document Name

Comment
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Itis not clear what other additional single contingency events are there that are not already includedinR5.1.1.

Some guidance/criteriain selecting/identifying multiple contingency events (R5.2) for use in OPAs & Real-time Assessments would not only
be helpful butensure that the set of contingencies that meet basic minimum criteria are being evaluated.

Likes O
Dislikes O

Thank you for your comments. One example of a single contingenteventthat isnotincludedin the current version of subrequirement
R5.1.1 is loss of a single breaker. For certain substation designs, eitherunderall facilitiesin-service orfacility out (breaker out) conditions,
the loss of a single breaker could cause a line end open conditionand cause a post-contingent high voltage condition. The SDT, in
collaboration with the drafting team’s observers, agreed to not expand the single event contingency listdescried in R5.1.1.

With regard to your comment on guidance / criteria in selecting/identifying multiple contingency events, the SDT discussed thisissue at
length. While SDT members offered some of their practices with respect to multiple element contingenciestheyrespectedin theirown
footprints, consensus could not be reached beyond the inclusion of subrequirementR5.2 as worded for the second, and soon to come
posting, neither of which includes such guidance / criteria.

Jack Stamper - Clark Public Utilities-3
Answer
Document Name

Comment

Just a general comment on the use of the term "owner-provided Facility Ratings" usedin FAC-011, FAC-014, and FAC-015. | believe this
referenceisreferringto the FAC-008 Facility Ratings that TOs and GOs are required to determine and make available to various reliability
entities. This may or may not be true. Ifitis true, any ambiguity could be eliminated by changing the reference to "Transmission Owner and

Generator Owner provided Facility Ratings determined inaccordance with FAC-008."
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Please at least addressthe issue in the response to thiscomment especiallyif there is a different owner provided facility rating that these
standards are referringto. Thanks.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comment. You are correct inthat the phrase quoted — “owner-provided Facility Ratings” — are with respectto those
Facility Ratings provided per FAC-008 by Transmission and Generation Owners. The SDT thought the phrase was clear enough, and based

upon your comment beingthe only one to note this specificambiguity, the SDT has leftthe phrasing inthe interest of brevity in the standard
language.
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3. The SDT acknowledges that requirementR6 could alternatively be located within a TOP or IRO standard; however, the Project 2015-09
SAR does not specifically authorize the SDT to modify those standards. The SDT is seeking feedback specific to the content of the
requirement not where it should reside. Proposed Requirement R6 was created to correspond with FAC-011-4 Requirement R6 in lieu of
creating a definition for SOL Exceedance. Do you agree with Requirement R6?

Laura Nelson - IDACORP - Idaho Power Company - 1
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Subjectto previous comments.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Please see responsesto previous questions.

Leonard Kula - Independent Electricity System Operator - 2

Answer Yes

Document Name

Comment

However, we have the same comment as with Question 1:

Throughout the standard development process forthe revisions of the IRO/TOP standards the IESO continued to comment on our serious
concern over the proposed retirement of Requirement R4 of TOP-004-2 without having it reinstated in TOP-001-3 or having some of the
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requirementsin TOP-001-3 revised to addressingthe reliability need for confirming or reestablishing valid SOLs/IROLs in an unknown or
unstudied state.

We recognize that thisissue is not within the scope of this project, but is directly related through the methodology that will be used to
determine operatinglimits forthese unknown states. In order to better coordinate the development of standards, we recommend that the
scope of future NERC projects should betteridentify relationships between families of standards at the onset, and encourage potential
revisions to related requirements.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Thank you for commenting. Please see responsesto concerns in Q1.

Stephen Stafford - Stephen Stafford On Behalf of: Greg Davis, Georgia Transmission Corporation, 1; - Stephen Stafford

Answer Yes

Document Name

Comment
GTC understands this question to refer to FAC-014, RequirementR6.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

That is correct.

Preston Walker - PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. - 2 - SERC,RF
Answer Yes

Document Name
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Comment

Related to Proposed FAC-014-3 Requirement R6, PJM has no additional comment.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Thank you for clarifying.

Russell Noble - Cowlitz County PUD -3

Answer Yes

Document Name

Comment

Cowlitz PUD is not certain which standard requirement corresponds with Requirement R6 (should not be correspondingto itself), but
agrees with detailed discriptions contained ina requirementratherthan ina defined term. We affirm Proposed Requirement R6 created to
correspond with FAC-011-4 (rather than in a TOP or IRO standard) is preferrable to creating a detailed, and complicated SOL Exceedance
NERC Glossary term.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your response. However, after considering feedback from this posting the FAC-011-4 R6 requirement has beenimproved and
the draftingteam is proposing to effectively remove the language from FAC-014-3 R6 previously proposed and add it to both IRO-008 and
TOP-001 such that requirements forwhen SOL exceedances are determined are inthe appropriate TOP and IRO standards rather than the
FAC standards.
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The proposed FAC-011-4 requirementR6 has beenrevisedintoa frameworkto be used when determining SOL exceedances, which only
occurs as requiredin the TOP and IRO standards.

FAC-011-4 has a new requirementadded (R7) which requiresthe RC SOL methodologyinclude “a risk-based approach for determining how
SOL exceedancesidentified as part of Real-time monitoring and Real-time Assessments must be communicated and if so, the timeframe
that communications must occur”. This requirementwas added to address the ill-defined SOLexceedance communicationsincluded within
the TOP and IRO standards.

Pamela Hunter - Southern Company - Southern Company Services, Inc. - 1,3,5,6 - SERC, Group Name Southern Company
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Southern believes that R6 should be a part of an operatingstandard in the IRO standard category.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comments. The previously proposed R6 requirement has beenremoved from FAC-014-3 and effectively added to both
IRO-008 and TOP-001 such that requirements forwhen SOL exceedances are determined are inthe appropriate TOP and IRO standards
rather than the FACstandards.

The proposed FAC-011-4 requirementR6 has beenrevisedintoa frameworkto be used when determining SOL exceedances, which only
occurs as requiredin the TOP and IRO standards.

FAC-011-4 has a new requirementadded (R7) which requiresthe RC SOL methodologyinclude “a risk-based approach for determining how
SOL exceedances identified as part of Real-time monitoring and Real-time Assessments must be communicated and if so, the timeframe
that communications must occur”. This requirementwas added to address the ill-defined SOLexceedance communicationsincluded within
the TOP and IRO standards.
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Ginette Lacasse - Seattle City Light - 1,3,4,5,6 - WECC, Group Name Seattle City Light Ballot Body
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

RoLynda Shumpert - SCANA - South Carolina Electric and Gas Co. - 1,3,5,6 - SERC
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Jack Stamper - Clark Public Utilities-3
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment
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Likes O
Dislikes 0

Scott Downey - Peak Reliability- 1

Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Mike Smith - Manitoba Hydro - 1, Group Name Manitoba Hydro
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Devin Shines - PPL - Louisville Gas and Electric Co. - 1,3,5,6 - SERC,RF, Group Name PPL NERC Registered Affiliates
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Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Laurie Williams - PNM Resources - Public Service Company of New Mexico- 1
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Kathleen Goodman - Kathleen Goodman On Behalf of: Michael Puscas, ISO New England, Inc., 2; - ISO New England, Inc. -2 - NPCC
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
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Dislikes 0

Amy Casuscelli- Amy Casuscelli On Behalf of: Michael Ibold, Xcel Energy, Inc., 3, 1, 5; - Amy Casuscelli

Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Quintin Lee - Eversource Energy - 1
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Brandon Gleason - Electric Reliability Council of Texas, Inc. - 2

Answer Yes
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Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Michael Godbout - Hydro-Qu?bec TransEnergie - 1 - NPCC
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Rachel Coyne - Texas Reliability Entity, Inc. - 10
Answer
Document Name

Comment
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Texas RE agrees this information would be bettersuitedin the TOP and IRO standards. The current approach requires understanding of
how FAC-011-4 and FAC-014-3 fit togetheras they both refer to each other. It isconfusingthat the requirements mustbe read together,
eventhough they reside intwo different standards.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comments. The previously proposed R6 requirementhas been removed from FAC-014-3 and effectively added to both
IRO-008 and TOP-001 such that requirements forwhen SOL exceedances are determined are inthe appropriate TOP and IRO standards
rather than the FACstandards.

The proposed FAC-011-4 requirement R6 has beenrevisedintoa frameworkto be used when determining SOL exceedances, which only
occurs as requiredin the TOP and IRO standards.

FAC-011-4 has a new requirementadded (R7) which requiresthe RC SOL methodologyinclude “a risk-based approach for determining how
SOL exceedances identified as part of Real-time monitoring and Real-time Assessments must be communicated and if so, the timeframe
that communications must occur”. This requirementwasadded to address the ill-defined SOLexceedance communicationsincluded within
the TOP and IRO standards.

Eric Shaw - Eric Shaw On Behalf of: Lee Maurer, Oncor Electric Delivery, 1; - Eric Shaw
Answer
Document Name

Comment
N/A

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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Richard Jackson - U.S. Bureau of Reclamation - 1

Answer No
Document Name

Comment

The wording of FAC-011-4 R6.1.1 and 6.1.2 is unclear. Words appear to be missingin the phrase “may be used when System adjustments to
return the voltage...”. Reclamation recommendsthe SDT review R6.1.1. and R6.1.2 to ensure clarity.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comments. The draftingteam isunclear about which words you believe to be missingand believesthe requirementis
clear. The concept isthat if the steady-state flow through facilities (orthe voltage) exceeds that of normal ratings on the facility, emergency
ratings (for those that allow higherflows/voltages than normal ratings) may only be used so long as the time they are valid for is not
exceeded. Assuch, the system adjustments necessary to return flows/voltagesto below the normal rating but must be complete before the
time the emergencyrating is valid for runs out.

Sandra Shaffer - Berkshire Hathaway - PacifiCorp - 6
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

: PacifiCorp agrees with Requirement R6 except for the comments made in question 1.

Likes O

Consideration of Comments
Project 2015-09 Establish and Communicate System Operating Limits | June 2020 145



NERC

NORTH AMERICAN ELECTRIC
RELIABILITY CORPORATION

Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comments. They will be addressedin Response to those made in Q1.
Thomas Foltz - AEP - 5

Answer No
Document Name

Comment

While AEP supports, ingeneral, the proposed revisionsto FAC-011, we believe additional clarity isneeded within 6.1.3 to make it clear
these obligations are onlyin reference to known stability limitsand do *not* require TOP-provided, dynamic, real-time stability studies.
While there are entities that do perform such real-time stability studies, this requirement should notimpose that sort of analysis on *all*

TOPs. AEP has chosento vote negative on this revised standard driven by the current lack of clarity in thisregard.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comments. The SDT has revised the sub requirementsin R6 that deal with stability and have tried to remove that text
which impliesaneedto performreal-time stability analysis. Itis not the intent of the SDT to require any entity to perform real-time
stability analysis as part of their Real Time Assessments.

Don Schmit - Nebraska Public Power District - 5
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

NPPD supports the comments submitted by the MRO NSRF.
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Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comment. Please see the response provided to the MRO NSRF.

Kayleigh Wilkerson - Lincoln Electric System - 5, Group Name Lincoln Electric System
Answer No
Document Name

Comment
LES supports the comments provided by the MRO NSRF.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Thank you for your comment. Please see the response provided to the MRO NSRF.

Dana Klem - MRO - 1,2,3,4,5,6 - MRO, Group Name MRO NSRF

Answer No

Document Name

Comment

The MRO NSRF is not clear if the questionis addressing FAC-014-3 R6, but we believe itis. Although we understand the SDT's intent of
placing R6 in FAC-014-3, it'sinappropriate to place an operatingrequirement within the FAC family of standards and doing so is contrary to
the improvements being made to the NERC Reliability Standards via various forums, including the Standards Efficiency Review project. More
importantly, we believe that the existingrelevantIRO and TOP standards adequately cover what FAC-014-3 R6 intends to implement. For
example, TOP-001-4 requires an RTA to be performed by the Transmission Operator in requirementR13. The Transmission Operator is
required to examine both the pre-Contingency and post-Contingency states based on the definition of Real Time Assessment. By creating
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FAC-011-3 R5 and R6, the SDT has adequately covered what Contingencies need to be evaluated to identify or monitor SOLs as part of RTAs
and OPAs. Similarly, we believe the language of IRO-008-2 R1 and R4 as well as TOP-001-4 R10 and TOP-002-4 R1 adequately addressthe
SDT's concern and language of proposed FAC-014-3 R6.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comments. The questionisaddressing FAC-014-3 R6; sorry for the confusion. Although TOP-001-4 R10 doesrequire
monitoring for SOL exceedances and R13 does require an RTA to be performed, neitherrequirementties both concepts togetherfor
determining SOL exceedances. Furthermore, TOP-002-4 R1, IRO-008-2 R1 and R4 do not reference how SOL exceedances should be
defined; whichis what the drafting team had attempted in proposed FAC-011-4 R6. Therefore, the drafting team believesthe existing
standards quoted do not sufficiently address the issue of uniformity for proper treatment of SOL exceedances necessary for maintaining BES
reliability.

While the TOP and IROL standards use “SOL exceedance” numeroustimes, there is no definition of the term anywhere within the standards.
Recognizingthis and past comments on the SDT’s prior postings on FAC-011, the proposed FAC-011-4 requirement R6 has beenrevisedinto
a frameworkto be used when determining SOL exceedances, which only occurs as requiredin the TOP and IRO standards. As aresult, the
previously proposed R6 requirement has been removed from FAC-014-3 and effectively added to both IRO-008 and TOP-001 such that
requirements forwhen SOL exceedances are determined are in the appropriate TOP and IRO standards rather than the FAC standards.

the SDT isrevising FAC-011-4 R6 to allow each RC to define SOL exceedancesintheir methodology, usingas an initial basis the performance
criteriainR6. This tact should allow each RC the flexibility needed to account for any unique concerns withinits footprint while allowinga
more seamless use of SOL exceedances defined by this methodology in the TOP and IRO standards.

Furthermore, FAC-011-4 has a new requirementadded (R7) which requires the RC SOL methodologyinclude “a risk-based approach for
determininghow SOL exceedancesidentified as part of Real-time monitoring and Real-time Assessments must be communicated and if so,
the timeframe that communications must occur”. This requirementwas addedto addressthe ill-defined SOLexceedance communications
included withinthe TOP and IRO standards.

Patti Metro - National Rural Electric Cooperative Association - 3,4
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Answer No
Document Name

Comment

As stated, in Q1 NRECA does not agree with the proposed R6. NRECA believesthat the drafting team is not exercisingits due diligence by
not consideringa revised SARfor this project to include a review of the TOP and IRO standards.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comments. The previously proposed R6 requirement has been removed from FAC-014-3 and effectively added to both
IRO-008 and TOP-001 such that requirements forwhen SOL exceedances are determined are in the appropriate TOP and IRO standards
rather than the FACstandards.

The proposed FAC-011-4 requirement R6 has beenrevisedintoa frameworkto be used when determining SOL exceedances, which only
occurs as requiredin the TOP and IRO standards.

FAC-011-4 has a new requirementadded (R7) which requiresthe RC SOL methodology include “a risk-based approach for determining how
SOL exceedancesidentified as part of Real-time monitoringand Real-time Assessments must be communicated and if so, the timeframe
that communications must occur”. This requirementwasadded to address the ill-defined SOLexceedance communicationsincluded within
the TOP and IRO standards.

Todd Bennett - Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. - 3, Group Name AECI
Answer No
Document Name

Comment
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AECI supports comments provided by NRECA.

As stated, in Q1 NRECA does not agree with the proposed R6. NRECA believesthat the drafting team is not exercisingits due
diligence by not consideringa revised SAR for this project to include a review of the TOP and IRO standards.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

. Thank you for your comments. The previously proposed R6 requirementhas beenremoved from FAC-014-3 and effectively added to both
IRO-008 and TOP-001 such that requirements forwhen SOL exceedances are determined are in the appropriate TOP and IRO standards
rather than the FACstandards.

The proposed FAC-011-4 requirement R6 has beenrevisedintoa frameworkto be used when determining SOL exceedances, which only
occurs as requiredin the TOP and IRO standards.

FAC-011-4 has a new requirementadded (R7) which requiresthe RC SOL methodologyinclude “a risk-based approach for determining how
SOL exceedancesidentified as part of Real-time monitoringand Real-time Assessments must be communicated and if so, the timeframe
that communications must occur”. This requirementwasadded to address the ill-defined SOLexceedance communicationsincluded within
the TOP and IRO standards.

Sean Bodkin - Dominion - Dominion Resources, Inc. - 6, Group Name Dominion
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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Aaron Cavanaugh - Bonneville Power Administration - 1,3,5,6 - WECC

Answer No
Document Name

Comment

BPA recommends that FAC-011-4 R6 (6.3 and 6.4) be consolidated. With this edit (see BPA’sresponse to question 2 above) BPA supports
FAC-011-4 R6.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comments. The draftingteam agreesthat FAC-011-4 R6.3 and R6.4 should be consolidated and R6.3 has been revised
accordingly.

Sing Tay - OGE Energy - Oklahoma Gas and Electric Co. - 6, Group Name OKGE
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

OKGE supports the comments provided by MRO NSRF.

Likes O
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Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comment. Please see the response provided to the MRO NSRF.

Terry Harbour - Berkshire Hathaway Energy - MidAmerican Energy Co.- 1
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

Additional, patient efforts by the SDT to develop a flexible definition of SOLexceedance is a superiorapproach versus a FAC-011 and FAC-
014 performance requirement. The language of IRO-008-2 R1 and R4 as well as TOP-001-4 R10, R13 and R14 and TOP-002-4 R1 would be
sufficientand would adequately address the SDT's concerns and industry’s needs.

MidAmerican shares the MRO NSRF position regarding FAC-014-3 R6 that “jt’s inappropriate to place an operating requirement within the
FAC family of standards and doing so is contrary to the improvements being made to the NERC Reliability Standards via various forums”.

General principlesand good utility practice within the industryis to align and coordinate definition of SOL and SOL
exceedance/performance criteriabetween RCand TOP’s withinthe RC’s reliability footprint,. Consequently, all arguments presentedin

answering Questions 1 and 2 would apply and be of a significant concern to the TOPs.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciates your comment offered. While the SDT supports your perspective inthe value of an explicit SOLexceedance definition,
it was apparent from prior postings and comments that the industry as a whole did not. Our latest FAC-011-4 revision, with the proposed
R6, is our attempt at providinga minimum set of performance criteria across the industry for establishing SOLexceedances. R6 should be
the minimal basis any RC usesto define SOLexceedances withinits footprint. Thank you for your comments. The previously proposed R6
requirement has been removed from FAC-014-3 and effectively added to both IRO-008 and TOP-001 such that requirements for when SOL
exceedancesare determined are in the appropriate TOP and IRO standards rather than the FAC standards.
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The proposed FAC-011-4 requirementR6 has beenrevisedintoa frameworkto be used when determining SOL exceedances, which only
occurs as requiredin the TOP and IRO standards.

FAC-011-4 has a new requirementadded (R7) which requiresthe RC SOL methodology include “a risk-based approach for determininghow
SOL exceedancesidentified as part of Real-time monitoring and Real-time Assessments must be communicated and if so, the timeframe

that communications must occur”. This requirementwas added to address the ill-defined SOLexceedance communicationsincluded within
the TOP and IRO standards.

We hope you can understand our rationale and support the proposed FAC-011-4 language in our next posting.

For further responsesto your comments, please see the response provided to the MRO NSRF.

Andy Fuhrman - Andy Fuhrman On Behalf of: Theresa Allard, Minnkota Power Cooperative Inc., 1; - Andy Fuhrman
Answer No

Document Name

Comment

See MRO NERC Standards Review Forum comments.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Thank you for your comment. Please see the response provided to the MRO NSRF.

Joe O'Brien - NiSource - Northern Indiana Public Service Co. - 6

Answer No

Document Name

Comment
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NIPSCOfeelsthat R6 belongsin the TOP and IRO standards. We understand the SDT does not currently have access to these standards but
that should not mean that this requirementis not placed in the appropriate standard. There will needto be a review of the TOP and IRO
standard to place R6 inthe appropriate place.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comments. The previously proposed R6 requirement has been removed from FAC-014-3 and effectively added to both
IRO-008 and TOP-001 such that requirements forwhen SOL exceedances are determined are inthe appropriate TOP and IRO standards
rather than the FACstandards.

The proposed FAC-011-4 requirement R6 has beenrevisedintoa frameworkto be used when determining SOL exceedances, which only
occurs as requiredin the TOP and IRO standards.

FAC-011-4 has a new requirementadded (R7) which requires the RC SOL methodology include “a risk-based approach for determining how
SOL exceedancesidentified as part of Real-time monitoring and Real-time Assessments must be communicated and if so, the timeframe
that communications must occur”. This requirementwasadded to address the ill-defined SOLexceedance communicationsincluded within
the TOP and IRO standards.

Michael Cruz-Montes - CenterPoint Energy Houston Electric, LLC - 1 - Texas RE
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

CenterPoint Energy does not believe thatthe added requirementsin Requirement R6 nor a definition for SOL Exceedance is necessary.
Furthermore, CenterPoint Energy believesthe SDT unnecessarily broadened the scope of the language by usingthe term “SOL
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exceedances” withoutadditional focus on those exceedances that adverselyimpact the reliability of the BES. CenterPoint Energy
recommends that the SDT clarify the intent of Requirement R6.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comments. The draftingteam feelsthe treatment of SOL exceedances both lacks uniformity and is not being performed
as intended by the current set of standards. Therefore, the draftingteam is working to clarify the existing standards by creating a
requirementin FAC-011-4, R6, outliningthe performance criteria minimum framework that each RC footprint must meetin defining
determining SOL exceedancesin lieu of a prescribed SOL Exceedance definition. Without proper treatment of all types of SOL exceedances,
they may need to adverse systemimpacts. As such, and to provide clarity across the industry, the drafting team is tryingto address them
all. The SDT didinclude in its R6 impact on the “BES”to limitthe potential scope of instability, peryourcomment. The SDT also made many
other revisionsto R6 to improve its clarity.

Please also note that the previously proposed R6 requirementin FAC-014-3 has beenremoved and has been effectively added to both IRO-
008 and TOP-001 such that requirementsforwhen SOL exceedances are determinedare in the appropriate TOP and IRO standards rather
than the FAC standards.

Oliver Burke - Entergy - Entergy Services, Inc. - 1
Answer No
Document Name

Comment
Entergy supports the comments submitted by MidAmerican Energy Company.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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Thank you for your comment. Please see the response providedto MidAmerican.
Kelsi Rigby - APS - Arizona Public Service Co. -5

Answer No

Document Name

Comment

No, AZPSis concerned that as proposed, requirement R6 of FAC-014-3 resultsin a redundancy that could resultin ambiguity and
confusion. For thisreason, AZPS recommendsthat “SOL exceedance” be definedin FAC-014-3 R6, or FAC-014-3 R6 refersto FAC-011-4 R6

performance criteriainstead of referencing “SOL exceedance.”

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comments. The previously proposed R6 requirementhasbeen removed from FAC-014-3 and effectively added to both
IRO-008 and TOP-001 with referencesto the RC’'s SOL methodology (FAC-011-4) such that requirementsforwhen SOL exceedances are
determinedarein the appropriate TOP and IRO standards rather than the FAC standards.

Please note the proposed FAC-011-4 requirementR6 has beenrevisedintoa frameworkto be used when determining SOL exceedances,
which only occurs as requiredin the TOP and IRO standards.

Also, FAC-011-4 has a new requirementadded (R7) which requiresthe RC SOL methodologyinclude “a risk-based approach for determining
how SOL exceedancesidentified as part of Real-time monitoringand Real-time Assessments must be communicated and if so, the
timeframe that communications must occur”. This requirementwas added to address theill-defined SOLexceedance communications
included withinthe TOP and IRO standards.

Kevin Salsbury - Berkshire Hathaway - NV Energy - 5
Answer No

Document Name
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Comment

NV Energy shares industry concerns regarding FAC-014-3 R6 that “it’s inappropriate to place an operating requirement within the FAC family
of standards and doing so is contrary to the improvements being made to the NERC Reliability Standards via various forums”.

Furthermore, general principle and good utility practice withinthe industryis to align and coordinate definition of SOL and SOL
exceedance/performance criteriabetween RCand TOP’s withinthe RC’s reliability footprint,. Consequently, all arguments that we
presentedinanswering Questions 1 and 2 would apply (and be of a significant concern) to TOPs. Please see all our comments and
arguments above.

In conclusion, if additional, patient efforts are done by SDT to formulate broad and flexible definition of SOLexceedance, the language of
IRO-008-2 R1 and R4 as well as TOP-001-4 R10, R13 and R14 and TOP-002-4 R1 would be sufficientand would adequately address the SDT's

concerns and industry’s needs.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Thank you for your comment. As it echoesthat of MidAmerican Energy Company please see our response to MidAmerican.

Jodirah Green- ACES Power Marketing - 6, Group Name ACES Standard Collaborations

Answer No

Document Name

Comment

The SDT should consider revisingthe SAR to include modificationsto TOP or IRO standards. The SDT should not go forward with
Requirement R6 until they have reviewed TOP or IRO alternatives.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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The SDT appreciatesyour comments. The previously proposed R6 requirement has beenremoved from FAC-014-3 and effectively added to
both IRO-008 and TOP-001 such that requirementsforwhen SOL exceedances are determined are inthe appropriate TOP and IRO standards
rather than the FACstandards.

The proposed FAC-011-4 requirement R6 has beenrevisedintoa frameworkto be used when determining SOL exceedances, which only
occurs as requiredin the TOP and IRO standards.

FAC-011-4 has a new requirementadded (R7) which requiresthe RC SOL methodology include “a risk-based approach for determining how
SOL exceedancesidentified as part of Real-time monitoringand Real-time Assessments must be communicated and if so, the timeframe
that communications must occur”. This requirementwas added to address the ill-defined SOLexceedance communicationsincluded within
the TOP and IRO standards.

Tommy Drea - Dairyland Power Cooperative - 5
Answer No
Document Name

Comment
DPC supports the comments of MRO NSRF.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comment. Please see the response providedto MRO NSRF

Shannon Mickens - Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (RTO) - 2 - MRO, Group Name SPP Standards Review Group
Answer No

Document Name
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Comment

The SDT appreciates your comment offered. While the SDT supports your perspective inthe value of an explicit SOLexceedance definition,
it was apparent from prior postings and comments that the industry as a whole did not. Our latest FAC-011-4 revision, with the proposed
R6R6, isour attempt at providinga minimum set of performance framework for determining SOLexceedances as required by the TOP and
IRO standards criteriaacross the industry for establishing SOL exceedances. R6 should be the minimal basisany RC uses to define SOL
exceedances withinits footprint. We hope you can understand our rationale and support the proposed FAC-011-4 language in our next

posting.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciates your comment offered. While the SDT supports your perspective inthe value of an explicit SOLexceedance definition,
it was apparent from prior postings and comments that the industry as a whole did not. Our latest FAC-011-4 revision, with the proposed
R6, is our attempt at providinga minimum set of performance criteria across the industry for establishing SOLexceedances. R6 should be
the minimal basis any RC usesto define SOLexceedances withinits footprint. We hope you can understand our rationale and support the
proposed FAC-011-4 language in our next posting.

Spencer Tacke - Modesto Irrigation District - 4
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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Colby Bellville - Duke Energy - 1,3,5,6 - FRCC,SERC,RF, Group Name Duke Energy
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

We acknowledge the draftingteam’s question regarding the substance of R6 for FAC-014-3. We do not have any specificconcerns regarding
the language used. While we understand that the drafting team is not solicitingcomment on where a requirementshould reside, we would
be remiss not to comment that this requirementisindeed out of place as proposed. The proposedR6 is a Real-time performance
requirementsurrounded by other requirements pertaining to methodology, and not the execution of said methodology. We understand
that the SAR does not allow for an alternative approach at thistime, but believe thatthis may needto be revisited at a later date.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
Thank you for your comments. Please see our response to ACES Power Marketing for more details.

Douglas Webb - Douglas Webb On Behalf of: Allen Klassen, Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Bryan Taggart, Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Derek
Brown, Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Grant Wilkerson, Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Harold Wyble, Great Plains Energy - Kansas City Power and
Light Co., 5, 1, 3, 6; James McBee, Great Plains Energy - Kansas City Power and Light Co., 5, 1, 3, 6; Jennifer Flandermeyer, Great Plains
Energy - Kansas City Power and Light Co., 5, 1, 3, 6; John Carlson, Great Plains Energy - Kansas City Power and Light Co., 5, 1, 3, 6; -
Douglas Webb

Answer No
Document Name

Comment

SAR Scope Issue
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The companies believe the proposed revisionsto FAC-014-3 R6 are, for all intents and purposes, incorporated into TOP-001 and TOP-002,
and, as such, creates a potential conflict with Requirements in TOP-001 and TOP-002.

If that is the case, the proposed FAC-011-3 R6 revisions create a challenge tothe SDT by basically requiring revision to TOP-001 and TOP-002
and, as such, the revisions fall outside the scope of the SAR.

Observation: SOL Exceedance Glossary Term

The companies would note, and we are confidentthe SDT isaware, TOP-001 and TOP-002 could be strengthened by a SOL Exceedance
Glossary Term and the proposed R6 revisions do not eliminate the need fora SOL Exceedance Glossary Term.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comments. Regarding your observation, the SDT appreciates your comment offered. While the SDT supports your
perspective inthe value of an explicit SOL exceedance definition, it was apparent from prior postings and comments that the industry as a
whole did not.

Regarding the issue you’ve identified, the previously proposed R6 requirement has been removed from FAC-014-3 and effectively added
to both IRO-008 and TOP-001 such that requirementsforwhen SOL exceedances are determined are in the appropriate TOP and IRO
standards rather than the FAC standards.

The proposed FAC-011-4 requirement R6 has beenrevisedintoa frameworkto be used when determining SOL exceedances, which only
occurs as requiredin the TOP and IRO standards.

FAC-011-4 has a new requirementadded (R7) which requiresthe RC SOL methodology include “a risk-based approach for determining how
SOL exceedancesidentified as part of Real-time monitoring and Real-time Assessments must be communicated and if so, the timeframe

that communications must occur”. This requirementwasadded to address the ill-defined SOLexceedance communicationsincluded within
the TOP and IRO standards.

Terry Bllke - Midcontinent ISO, Inc. - 2
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Answer No
Document Name

Comment

See comments to question 1. Because the SDT is not authorized to make changes to the TOP or IROs is not sufficientreason to place
requirementsinstandards to whichthey don’t belong. The performance criteria shouldrightly be debated and crafted in the context of
system operations by a SDT with appropriate focus and expertise.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comments. Please see our response to your comments in question 1. In addition please note the previously proposed
R6 requirement has been removed from FAC-014-3 and effectively added to both IRO-008 and TOP-001 such that requirements forwhen
SOL exceedances are determined are in the appropriate TOP and IRO standards rather than the FAC standards.

Laura McLeod - NB Power Corporation - 5
Answer No
Document Name

Comment
Do not agree with 6.5, too restrictive. Should be allowed to apply non-consequential load loss.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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RequirementR6.5 from the second posting, whichis now requirement R6.4 inthe latest version of FAC-011-4, was not intended to address
what mitigation actions are acceptable forinclusioninan OperatingPlan, including RAS or other post-contingency mitigation actions
(includingundervoltage relays that are not specifically part of an overall Under Voltage Load Shed (UVLS) scheme). The SDT did capture
that “planned manual load shedding”, ifincludedinan Operating Plan should be a measure of lastresort. With respectto RAS, requirement
R4.6 requiresthat the RC document in their SOL methodology the “allowed uses of Remedial Action Schemes and other automatic post-
Contingency mitigation actions in establishing stability limits used in operations” R4.7 specifically requires however “that the use of
underfrequency load shedding (UFLS) programs and Undervoltage Load Shedding (UVLS) Programs are not allowed inthe establishment of
stability limits”. The use of UVLS and UFLS as a safety netand not for performance criteria or in the establishment of a stability limitis
consistent with FERC commission comments in FERC Order 818.

Ruida Shu - Northeast Power Coordinating Council - 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10 - NPCC, Group Name RSC no Dominion, Con Ed and NBPower
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

However, we have the same comment as with Question 1:

Throughout the standard development process forthe revisions of the IRO/TOP standards the IESO continued to comment on our serious
concern over the proposed retirement of Requirement R4 of TOP-004-2 without having it reinstated in TOP-001-3 or having some of the
requirementsin TOP-001-3 revised to addressingthe reliability need for confirming or reestablishing valid SOLs/IROLs inan unknown or

unstudied state.

We recognize that thisissue is not within the scope of this project, but is directly related through the methodology that will be used to
determine operatinglimits forthese unknown states. In order to better coordinate the development of standards, we recommend that the
scope of future NERC projects should betteridentify relationships between families of standards at the onset, and encourage potential
revisionsto related requirements.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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Thank you for your comment. Please see the response provided under Q1.
Douglas Johnson - American Transmission Company, LLC - 1

Answer No

Document Name

Comment

ATCis not clear if the questionisaddressing FAC-014-3 R6, but we believeitis giventhat the previous question asked for any further
comments on FAC-011-4 and the next question asks for any further comments on FAC-014-3.

Although we understand the SDT’s intent of placing R6 in FAC-014-3, it is inappropriate to place an operating requirement withinthe FAC
family of standards and doing so is contrary to the improvements being made to the NERC Reliability Standards viavarious forums, including
the Standards Efficiency Review project. More importantly, we believe that the existingrelevant|RO and TOP standards adequately cover
what FAC-014-3 R6 intendsto implement. Forexample, TOP-001-4 requires an RTA to be performed by the TOP in requirementR13. The
TOP is required to examine both the pre-Contingency and post-Contingency states based on the definition of Real Time Assessment. By
creating FAC-011-3 R5 and R6, the SDT has adequately covered what Contingencies need to be evaluated to identify or monitor SOLs as part
of RTAs and OPAs. Similarly, we believe the language of IRO-008-2 R1 and R4 as well as TOP-001-4 R10 and TOP-002-4 R1 adequately
address the SDT's concern and language of proposed FAC-014-3 R6.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comment. Please see the response providedto MRO NSRF and MidAmerican Energy Company.

Brandon McCormick - Brandon McCormick On Behalf of: Carol Chinn, Florida Municipal Power Agency, 6, 4, 3, 5; Chris Gowder, Florida
Municipal Power Agency, 6, 4, 3, 5; David Owens, Gainesville Regional Utilities, 3, 1, 5; Don Cuevas, Beaches Energy Services, 1, 3; Ginny
Beigel, City of Vero Beach, 3; Joe McKinney, Florida Municipal Power Agency, 6, 4, 3, 5; Ken Simmons, Gainesville Regional Utilities, 3, 1,
5; Neville Bowen, Ocala Utility Services, 3; Randy Hahn, Ocala Utility Services, 3; Richard Montgomery, Florida Municipal Power Agency,
6, 4, 3, 5; Steven Lancaster, Beaches Energy Services, 1, 3; Tom Reedy, Florida Municipal Power Pool, 6; - Brandon McCormick, Group
Name FMPA
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Answer No
Document Name

Comment

The SDT appreciatesyour comments. The previously proposed R6 requirement has beenremoved from FAC-014-3 and effectivelyaddedto
both IRO-008 and TOP-001 such that requirementsforwhen SOL exceedances are determined are inthe appropriate TOP and IRO standards

rather than the FACstandards.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Thank you for your comment. Please see the response provided to ACES Power Marketing.

David Jendras - Ameren - Ameren Services - 3

Answer No

Document Name

Comment

The criteria given are not clear as written such that they appear to occur in the Real-time horizon and apply to real-time operations rather
than in the Operations Horizon as stated. As a consequence, the criteria do not seemto meeta methodology requirement but an operating
one. Specifically, the identification of real-time monitoringand assessment as a demonstration is inappropriate for a FAC methodology
requirementand belongsin TOP and IRO standards relatingto operations. We believe there should not be an operatingrequirementin FAC-
011 and inour opinionisa poor practice and should be shelved. The Standard "families" set certain expectationsand should be respected
because to do otherwise will create risks of inconsistency. If the TOP and IRO standards need amending, thenamend them!

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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Thank you for your comments. Regarding the issue, you’ve identified, the previously proposed R6 requirement has been removed from
FAC-014-3 and effectively added to both IRO-008 and TOP-001 such that requirements for when SOL exceedances are determined are in the
appropriate TOP and IRO standards rather than the FAC standards.

The proposed FAC-011-4 requirementR6 has beenrevisedintoa frameworkto be used when determining SOL exceedances, which only
occurs as requiredin the TOP and IRO standards.

FAC-011-4 has a new requirementadded (R7) which requiresthe RC SOL methodologyinclude “a risk-based approach for determining how
SOL exceedancesidentified as part of Real-time monitoringand Real-time Assessments must be communicated and if so, the timeframe

that communications must occur”. This requirementwas added to address the ill-defined SOLexceedance communicationsincluded within
the TOP and IRO standards.

Allie Gavin - Allie Gavin On Behalf of: Michael Moltane, International Transmission Company Holdings Corporation, 1; - Allie Gavin
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

ITC agrees with the MRO NSRF that it is not clear if the questionis addressing FAC-014-3 R6, but we believe itis. Although we understand
the SDT’s intent of placing R6 in FAC-014-3, it'sinappropriate to place an operating requirement within the FAC family of standards and
doing so is contrary to the improvements being made to the NERC Reliability Standards via various forums, including the Standards
Efficiency Review project. More importantly, we believe thatthe existingrelevant RO and TOP standards adequately cover what FAC-014-3
R6 intends to implement.

ITC agrees with MEC that if the SDT can formulate a broad and flexible definition of SOLexceedance, the language of IRO-008-2 R1 and R4
as well as TOP-001-4 R10, R13 and R14 and TOP-002-4 R1 would be sufficientand would adequately address the SDT's concerns and
industry’s needs.
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Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comment. Please see the response providedto MEC which also addresses the MRO NSRF’s comments.
Neil Swearingen - Salt River Project - 1,3,5,6 - WECC

Answer No
Document Name

Comment

Without the option of modifying TOP and IRO standards to accommodate a SOL Exceedence definition, itis reasonable to add the
performance criteriato FAC-011-4 R6. However, the language in R6 is unclear. While itis clearin 6.1 that we may exceed the Normal Rating
withouta contingency if we return to Normal withinthe Emergency Rating time duration, it is not clearin 6.2 that the system response (or
anticipated system response) to a single contingency must be within Emergency Ratings. Similarly for 6.3, it is not clear that the criteria is
for the systemresponse to the contingency.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comments. The draftingteam has revised FAC-011-4 R6.2 and R6.3 for clarity around this matter by effectively stating
“System performance” inresponse to those contingencies must meetthose criteria including flows through facilities must be within
Emergency ratings.

Please note that the previously proposed R6 requirement has been removed from FAC-014-3 and effectively added to both IRO-008 and
TOP-001 such that requirements forwhen SOL exceedances are determined are inthe appropriate TOP and IRO standards rather than the
FAC standards.
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The proposed FAC-011-4 requirementR6 has beenrevisedintoa frameworkto be used when determining SOL exceedances, which only
occurs as requiredin the TOP and IRO standards.

FAC-011-4 has a new requirementadded (R7) which requiresthe RC SOL methodologyinclude “a risk-based approach for determininghow
SOL exceedancesidentified as part of Real-time monitoring and Real-time Assessments must be communicated and if so, the timeframe

that communications must occur”. This requirementwas added to address the ill-defined SOLexceedance communicationsincluded within
the TOP and IRO standards.

Gregory Campoli - New York Independent System Operator - 2
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

IRC Standards Review Committee understands that the current Standards Authorization Request (SAR) doesn’t provide the authority to
revise the TPL, MOD, etc. standards that have a potential affiliation with FAC-015. Notwithstanding, the SRC recommends that the drafting
team considerthat FAC-015 data requirements are redundant with other families of standards and, therefore, provide no additional
reliability benefit but add additional compliance burdento responsible entities. Forexample, MOD-32-1 and TPL-001-4 Requirements both
require data provisions that overlap with FAC-015.

Since the SDT for this Project recognized that there might be a better placement of the Project Requirements, yet apparently feltthat a
process to consider addressing Standards other than those in the Project’s SAR was not available, NERC should consider a process to allow
expediting revised SARs that would enable the SDT to address Standards that were not contemplated in the original SAR, while the Projectis
ongoing.

Consideration of Comments
Project 2015-09 Establish and Communicate System Operating Limits | June 2020 168



NERC

NORTH AMERICAN ELECTRIC
RELIABILITY CORPORATION

The IRC would also like to note that the Standard Efficiency Review Project has made similar observations with respect to consolidation of
or bettercoordination of standards. We would suggest that the SDT work with NERC Staff to follow the approach and principles of the SER
team to ensure those efficiencies are realized on this project.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT considered and explored all avenuesto place requirementsin the correct families of Reliability Standards and to limitunnecessary
requirements. Ultimately, through exhaustive discussions/debates with industry and regulatory stakeholders, the decision was made to
retain the notion of coordination of SOL-related performance criteria between planningand operatingentitiesinthe FAC family of
Reliability Standards.

Robert Blackney - Edison International - Southern California Edison Company - 1,3,5,6 - WECC
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

SCE sharesthe opinion of the MRO NSRF regarding FAC-014-3 R6. Specifically, SCE “agrees with the proposed SOL definition. However, as
stated in our (MRO NSRF’s) response to question 1, we need additional clarification on the SOL expectation of the SDT.” Additionally, SCE
believes “it'sinappropriate to place an operating requirement within the FAC family of standards and doing so is contrary to the
improvements being made to the NERC Reliability Standards viavarious forums.” Finally, SCE believesitis good industry practice to align
and coordinate definition of SOL and SOL exceedance/performance criteriabetween RCand TOP’s within the RC’s reliability footprint.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Consideration of Comments
Project 2015-09 Establish and Communicate System Operating Limits | June 2020 169



NERC

NORTH AMERICAN ELECTRIC
RELIABILITY CORPORATION

Thank you for your comments. The previously proposed R6 requirementhas been removed from FAC-014-3 and effectively added to both

IRO-008 and TOP-001 such that requirements forwhen SOL exceedances are determined are in the appropriate TOP and IRO standards
rather than the FACstandards.

The proposed FAC-011-4 requirement R6 has beenrevisedintoa frameworkto be used when determining SOL exceedances, which only
occurs as requiredin the TOP and IRO standards.

FAC-011-4 has a new requirementadded (R7) which requiresthe RC SOL methodologyinclude “a risk-based approach for determining how
SOL exceedancesidentified as part of Real-time monitoringand Real-time Assessments must be communicated and if so, the timeframe
that communications must occur”. This requirementwasadded to address the ill-defined SOLexceedance communicationsincluded within
the TOP and IRO standards.

Randy MacDonald - NB Power Corporation -1
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

Does plannedload sheddinginclude automatic load shedding schemes such as UVLS? Within the operational time frame UVLS should be
allowed.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comment. The drafting teams assumes your comment pertains to FAC-011-4 R6.5. The drafting team has revised R6.5
to clarify the requirementis specifically to prevent manual load shedding before all other System adjustments have been made.

Requirement R6.5 from the second posting, whichis now requirementR6.4 inthe latest version of FAC-011-4, was not intended to address
what mitigation actions are acceptable forinclusioninan Operating Plan, including RAS or other post-contingency mitigation actions
(includingundervoltage relays that are not specifically part of an overall Under Voltage Load Shed (UVLS) scheme). The SDT did capture
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that “planned manual load shedding”, ifincludedinan Operating Plan should be a measure of lastresort. With respectto RAS, requirement
R4.6 requiresthat the RC document in their SOL methodology the “allowed uses of Remedial Action Schemes and other automatic post-
Contingency mitigation actions in establishing stability limits used in operations”. R4.7 specifically requires however “that the use of
underfrequency load shedding (UFLS) programs and Undervoltage Load Shedding (UVLS) Programs are not allowedinthe establishment of
stability limits”. The use of UVLS and UFLS as a safety netand not for performance criteria or in the establishment of a stability limitis
consistent with FERC commission comments in FERC Order 818.

William Sanders - Lower Colorado River Authority - 1
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

See comments in response to question 1.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Thank you for your comment. Please seethe Q1 comment response.

Teresa Cantwell - Lower Colorado River Authority - 5

Answer No

Document Name

Comment
See comments in response to question 1.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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Thank you for your comment. Please see the Q1 comment response.
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4. If you have any other comments regarding FAC-014-3 that you haven’t already provided, please provide them here.

Teresa Cantwell - Lower Colorado River Authority - 5
Answer
Document Name

Comment

None

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Eric Shaw - Eric Shaw On Behalf of: Lee Maurer, Oncor Electric Delivery, 1; - Eric Shaw
Answer
Document Name

Comment
N/A

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Randy MacDonald - NB Power Corporation - 1
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Answer
Document Name

Comment

Regarding R6: The requirementdoes not provide sufficientclarity with regard to how SOL methodologyisincorporated into RTA and real-
time monitoring. For example isthe expectationthat the methodology be implementedin both RTA and real-time monitoring, or can the
real-time monitoring schemes be used to incorporate some aspects of the methodology where the RTA tool lacks capability.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT has updated the proposed FAC-011-4 R6 to clarify that RC’s SOL methodology shallinclude certain performance frameworkin
determining SOL exceedance when performing Real-time monitoring, RTA, and OPA.

The SDT has also proposed TOP-001-5 R25 and IRO-008-3 R7 to require both TOP and RC to utilize the RC’s SOL methodologyindetermining
SOL exceedance when performing Real-time monitoring, RTA, and OPA.

Robert Blackney - Edison International - Southern California Edison Company - 1,3,5,6 - WECC
Answer
Document Name

Comment
SCE concurs with the MRO NSRF’s overall comments regarding FAC-014-3.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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Please see response to the MRO NSRF’s comment.

Rachel Coyne - Texas Reliability Entity, Inc. - 10
Answer
Document Name

Comment

Texas RE recommendsthat a cleanerapproach would be to utilize adefinition of SOL exceedance. Itisconfusing to have FAC-011 and FAC-
014 dependon each other to understand what the RC and TOP should be doing with regards to SOL exceedances.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT has updated the proposed FAC-011-4 R6 to clarify that RC’s SOL methodology shallinclude certain performance frameworkin
determining SOL exceedance when performing Real-time monitoring, RTA, and OPA.

The SDT has also proposed TOP-001-5 R25 and IRO-008-3 R7 to require both TOP and RC to utilize the RC’'s SOL methodologyindetermining
SOL exceedance when performing Real-time monitoring, RTA, and OPA.

Brandon Gleason - Electric Reliability Council of Texas, Inc. - 2
Answer
Document Name

Comment

Under part 1.2, Evidence Retention, Requirements R1 through R8 are referenced. However, there are only six Requirementsinthe
proposed revision. ERCOT suggests aligning the Evidence Retention requirementlanguage with the specificnumber of Requirements.
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The Violation Severity Levelstable provides “the itemslisted in Requirement5, Parts 5.1 through 5.6.” However, there are onlyfive partsin
RequirementR5. ERCOT suggestsaligningthe Violation Severity Levels table to the specificnumber of parts in RequirementR5.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
The SDT has updated the Evidence Retention and Violation Security Level.

Allie Gavin - Allie Gavin On Behalf of: Michael Moltane, International Transmission Company Holdings Corporation, 1; - Allie Gavin
Answer

Document Name

Comment

ITC agrees with MRO NSRF that in order to reduce the need for a future Standards Efficiency Review effort, ITCrequests the SDT to consider
if Requirement R3 is unnecessary and sufficiently covered with the IRO-010-2 Requirements. In accordance with IRO-010-2 R1 the Reliability
Coordinator can specify any information it needsto support its Operational Planning Analyses, Real-time monitoring, and Real-time
Assessments. The primary purpose of these activitiesisto identify SOLexceedances. Therefore, it’s essential that the Reliability Coordinator
wouldinclude in its data specifications SOLs from all Transmission Operators. Once the data specificationis sentto the Transmission
Operators in accordance with IRO-010-2 R2, the Transmission Operators must provide its SOLs to the Reliability Coordinatorto meetthe
obligations of IRO-010-2 R3. This should remove the needfor the proposed FAC-014-3 Requirement R3. If kept, there may be overlapping
compliance obligations with two requirements for the same activity.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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RequirementR3 requires TOPs to provide the SOLs it established (under Requirement R2) to the RC in accordance with the RC’s SOL
methodology.

The SDT recognizes that the provision of SOL information from the TOP to the RC may also be addressed via IRO-010-2. While IRO-010 and
its requirements allow an RC to request SOLs of its TOPs, R3 in FAC-014 setsa common expectation across industry of the minimum actions
any TOP can take when supplying SOLs to theirRC. Itis opinionof the SDT after lengthy review and industry comment that R3 in FAC-014
provides a sound reliability basis that should be expectedinany RC footprint whichis not found anywhere else inthe current set of
standards.

Douglas Johnson - American Transmission Company, LLC - 1
Answer
Document Name

Comment

R5 — This should require providing SOL information to Transmission Planners, not just Planning Coordinators, because thereis no
requirementfor Planning Coordinators to provide thisinformation to Transmission Planners. In addition, in FAC-015-1, Transmission
Planners are required to coordinate with the SOLs established by the Reliability Coordinators and Transmission Operators. As such, the
Transmission Planners should receive SOL information directly from the Reliability Coordinators and Transmission Operators, rather than
second hand information from Planning Coordinators. If the SDT decides to proceed with FAC-015-1 as a standard, FAC-014-3 Part 5.1 and
Part 5.2 should be rewordedto “Each Planning Coordinatorand each Transmission Planner within ... “

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT agrees withthe comment. The SDT has made the changes in R5.1 and R5.2
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Ruida Shu - Northeast Power Coordinating Council - 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10 - NPCC, Group Name RSC no Dominion, Con Ed and NBPower
Answer
Document Name

Comment

RequirementR4:

Similarto our comment on Sub-Requirement 4.3 (FAC-011-4) in Question 2, a main concern is the lack of criteria to define contingencies for
the establishmentof IROLs. Today, some RCs respect single contingencies, while otherrespect double contingencies. Giventhe impact on
the Interconnection, itis crucial that criteriafor the selection of contingency eventsis defined and applied consistentlyinall the RC areas, in
order to ensure that all IROLs within a defined scope are detected and properly studied. We recommend that the followingwordingis
added to Requirement R4 to establish SOLs that impact on the Interconnection:

“Each Reliability Coordinatorshall establish stability limits to be used in operations when the limit impacts more than one Transmission
Operator in its Reliability CoordinatorArea or other Reliability CoordinatorAreas in accordance with its SOL Methodology.”

Sub-RequirementR5.2.5

A description of the associated system conditionsis normallyincludedin the RC's methodology as part of RequirementR4.4 in FAC-011-
4. The sub-requirementR5.2.5 can be removed as it isredundant with RequirementR4.4 in FAC-011-4.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT agrees with regards to FAC-014-3 R4. The SDT has modified R4.

Consideration of Comments
Project 2015-09 Establish and Communicate System Operating Limits | June 2020 178



NERC

NORTH AMERICAN ELECTRIC
RELIABILITY CORPORATION

FAC-011-4 R4.4 is a general requirement for each RC to have inits SOL methodology description how stability limits are determined,
consideringlevels of transfers, Load and generation dispatch, and System conditionsincludingany changes to Systemtopology such as
Facility outages; whereas, FAC-014-3 R5.2.5 is a requirement for RC to communicate the specificsystem condition associated with each of
the stability limitor IROL.

For example under FAC-011-4 R4.4 an RC may require studiesto be performed for both summer and winterseasons considering peak load
condition during summer and high transfer during winter off-peak condition. Itispossible that followingthe study results, an IROLis only
established duringsummerbut not during winter. This conclusion needs to be communicated under FAC-014-3 R5.2.5

Terry Bllke - Midcontinent ISO, Inc. - 2
Answer
Document Name

Comment

MISO believesthatthe TPL-001-4 covers SOLs and IROLs in the long-term planning horizon. Therefore MISO agreesthat the Planning
Coordinator should not be the applicable entity that establishes and communicates SOLs and IROLs. The requirementforthe RC to provide
the PC the SOL and IROLs should reside in FAC-015-1, not FAC-014.

R5 — Share results of Operations assessments with Planning: Operations uses real time assessmentto identify operating limits. This
information has value for Operations assessment, however the value of identifying and sharing these limits with the Planning Coordinator is
anticipated to have minimal value to planningassessments. This is in part due to the variability of the scenarios studied in Operations, and

how closely those will alignto scenarios studied inthe Planning Horizon.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The purpose of FAC-014 isto establishand communicate. The RCis currently have the responsibility to communicate SOL/IROL; and
thereforeitis leftfor FAC-014.
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RequirementR5 Part 5.1 requires the RC to provide the PCs and TPs in its RC Area all SOLs and relevant SOL information at least once every
12 calendar months. This provides the PCs and TPs the relevantinformation necessary for its assessments. It is expected that PCs do not
need more frequent updates as most of theirassessments are performed on an annual cycle. Transmission Service Providers were not
retained as an entity that would have a reliability related need for stability limitand IROL related information. Nothing prohibitsan RC from
sharing such information outside of a NERC Reliability Standard for other non-reliability related purposes.

RequirementR5 Part 5.2 requires the RC to provide the impacted PCs and TPs additional specificinformation (consistent with FAC-014-2
R5.1.1 - R5.1.4) for stability limitsand IROLs at least once every 12 calendar months. It is expected that PCs and TPs do not need more
frequentupdates as most of theirassessments (and theirrespective TPs assessments) are performed on an annual cycle. In addition, it
requiresthe RC to provide the impacted PCs the system conditions associated with the Stability Limitor IROL, for example: “summer peak”,
“winter peak”, “high import” and etc.

Russell Noble - Cowlitz County PUD - 3
Answer
Document Name

Comment

Cowlitz PUD agrees that the establishment of SOLs and IROLs should be consistent for both operational and planningaspects of the

BES. Having a single source for SOL Methodology from the Reliability Coordinator, implementation of the SOL Methodology by the
Transmission Operator, and requiringthe Planning Coordinator and Transmission Plannerto coordinate the Planning Assessments with SOLs
and IROLs provided by the Reliability Coordinator will improve Reliability. However, Cowlitz PUD cautions that IROLs should be carefully
identified such that local isolated limitations remain as SOLs.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT will address IROL in phase |l of this project following direction and guidance from the MEITF
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Douglas Webb - Douglas Webb On Behalf of: Allen Klassen, Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Bryan Taggart, Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Derek
Brown, Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Grant Wilkerson, Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Harold Wyble, Great Plains Energy - Kansas City Power and
Light Co., 5, 1, 3, 6; James McBee, Great Plains Energy - Kansas City Power and Light Co., 5, 1, 3, 6; Jennifer Flandermeyer, Great Plains
Energy - Kansas City Power and Light Co., 5, 1, 3, 6; John Carlson, Great Plains Energy - Kansas City Power and Light Co., 5, 1, 3, 6; -
Douglas Webb

Answer
Document Name

Comment

The companiessuggest FAC-014 would be strengthened ifit better aligned or explicitly addressed the following precepts:
The RC is in the best position to establish guidelines or criteria for determining System voltage limit.

The companiesrecognize each entities’ systemisunique in design, complexity, footprint, and Facilities, asis the RC’s. To address the
differences between systems across the BES, the companies suggest BES reliability will be strengthened by consideringthe uniqueness of
these systemsand lettingthe RC setguidelines or criteria for determining System voltage limits.

The TOP is in the best position to determine limits and avoid conflicts with Facility Ratings.

The revised proposed Glossary Term, while establishing boundaries, may create circumstances that add complexity to determining Facility
Ratings, System Voltage Limits, and stability limits. Generally, adding complexity to Standards adds opportunity for undesired resultsin
operatingthe BES.

To simplify the determination of System Voltage Limits and stability limits, the companies suggest that the TOP determine these valuesto
ensure they do not conflict with Facility Ratings.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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The SDT believesthatthe TOP isthe best position to establish SOL in accordance withthe RC SOL methodology including System voltage
limit. FAC-011 R3.2 does requires that System Voltage Limits respect voltage-based Facility Ratings. In addition, the SDT believesthat TOP is
also the best entity to establish stability limitwhenitonlyimpacts one TOP. These limits could existat the same time and all three limits are
considered SOL that should be respected at all times.

No changes made in the proposed FAC-014 standards

Shannon Mickens - Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (RTO) - 2 - MRO, Group Name SPP Standards Review Group
Answer
Document Name

Comment

The SPP Standards Review Group (SSRG) recommends that the drafting team considerIROLs in Phase Il of this project. As discussed at the
September 2018 Planning Committee (PC) Meeting, although this project includes IROLs, the drafting team’s feedback to the PC was to
focus on only the SOL for this commenting period (Phase |). During Phase I, the drafting team will put more focus on the IROL. Thisisa
reasonable suggestion given that all relevant materials pertainingto the IROL were approved at that most recent meetingand couldn’t be
implementedinthe Phase | comment period.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT will address IROL in phase |l of this project following direction and guidance from the MEITF.

Jodirah Green- ACES Power Marketing - 6, Group Name ACES Standard Collaborations
Answer
Document Name

Comment
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The sub-Requirements of R5.2 are a list of specificcriteriawith the exception of the newlyadded 5.2.5. Sub-part 5.2.5 is unnecessaryand is
too general of a statementand could include a variety of system conditions. It isunclear what the SDT is tryingto accomplish with

5.2.5. Furtherin RequirementR6, OPAsand RTAs are listed as acronyms and have not been previously defined inthe standard. This issue
should also be addressed.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT has also clarified FAC-014-3 R5.2.5 to better describe the intentand how it complement FAC-011-4 R4.4.

FAC-011-4 R4.4 is a general requirement for each RC to have inits SOL methodology description how stability limits are determined,
consideringlevels of transfers, Load and generation dispatch, and System conditionsincludingany changes to Systemtopology such as
Facility outages; whereas, FAC-014-3 R5.2.5 is a requirement for RC to communicate the specificsystem condition associated with each of
the stability limit or IROL.

For example under FAC-011-4 R4.4 an RC may require studiesto be performed for both summer and winterseasons considering peak load
condition during summer and high transfer during winter off-peak condition. Itis possible that followingthe study results,an IROLis only
established duringsummer but not during winter. This conclusion needsto be communicated under FAC-014-3 R5.2.5

With regards to R6, the SDT has updatedthe proposed FAC-011-4 R6 to clarify that RC’s SOL methodology shall include certain performance
framework in determining SOL exceedance when performing Real-time monitoring, RTA, and OPA.

The SDT has also proposed TOP-001-5 R25 and IRO-008-3 R7 to require both TOP and RC to utilize the RC’s SOL methodologyindetermining
SOL exceedance when performing Real-time monitoring, RTA, and OPA.

Laurie Williams - PNM Resources - Public Service Company of New Mexico- 1
Answer

Document Name
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Comment

R4 inits current form givesthe RC the ability to establish stability limits when the limitimpacts more than one TOP. PNM proposesthe
followinglanguage forR4: Each Reliability Coordinator, in conjunction with the impacted Transmission Operations, shall establish stability
limits to be usedin operationswhenthe limitimpacts more than one Transmission Operators in its Reliability Coordinator Areain
accordance with its SOL methodology.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Similarto R1, RC has the authority to establish limits whenitimpacts wide area.

In R4, the RC can establish stability [imit whenitimpacts more than one TOP or whenit impacts other RC. In RequirementR5.3-R5.5, the RC
is requiredto provide all necessaryinformation to impacted TOP so that TOP will have the ability to review RC’s determination of SOL

Kelsi Rigby - APS - Arizona Public Service Co. -5
Answer
Document Name

Comment
None

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Oliver Burke - Entergy - Entergy Services, Inc. - 1
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Answer
Document Name

Comment
Entergy supports the comments submitted by MRO NSRF.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Please see response to the MRO NSRF’'s comment

Preston Walker - PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. - 2 - SERC,RF
Answer
Document Name

Comment

For the SDT’s consideration

R5.2.2: The language for the requirement & rationale have two differentversions. The requirementappearsto be missingthe language
“critical to the derivation of the".

Rationale for R6, inconsistent with R1-R5, leverages an informal interpretation of the R6 standard language.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT has updated the FAC-014-3 R5.2.2 and has also updated the rationale to match the standard language.
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Michael Cruz-Montes - CenterPoint Energy Houston Electric, LLC - 1 - Texas RE
Answer
Document Name

Comment

No response.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Andy Fuhrman - Andy Fuhrman On Behalf of: Theresa Allard, Minnkota Power Cooperative Inc., 1; - Andy Fuhrman
Answer
Document Name

Comment
See MRO NERC Standards Review Forum comments.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Please see response to the MRO NSRF’s comment

Joe O'Brien - NiSource - Northern Indiana Public Service Co. - 6
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Answer
Document Name

Comment

In R6 what is the definition of “performance criteria”? NIPSCO believesthat “performance criteria” is usedin R3 in the establishment of
SOLs. Itisnot somethingseparate from that process. R3 states that the TOP supplies SOLsto the RC according to the RC’s SOL
Methodology. R6 impliesthat “performance criteria” is inaddition to what is used to establish SOLs. NIPSCO believesthat “performance
criteria specified inthe Reliability Coordinator’s SOLMethodology” should be replaced with “SOLs established as part of R3".

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT has updated the proposed FAC-011-4 R6 to clarify that RC’s SOL methodology shallinclude certain performance frameworkin
determining SOL exceedance when performing Real-time monitoring, RTA, and OPA.

The SDT has also proposed TOP-001-5 R25 and IRO-008-3 R7 to require both TOP and RC to utilize the RC’'s SOL methodologyindetermining
SOL exceedance when performing Real-time monitoring, RTA, and OPA.

Aaron Cavanaugh - Bonneville Power Administration - 1,3,5,6 - WECC
Answer
Document Name

Comment
None

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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Sing Tay - OGE Energy - Oklahoma Gas and Electric Co. - 6, Group Name OKGE
Answer
Document Name

Comment

OKGE supports the comments provided by MRO NSRF.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Please see response to the MRO NSRF’s comment

Terry Harbour - Berkshire Hathaway Energy - MidAmerican Energy Co.- 1
Answer
Document Name

Comment
MEC supportsthe MRO NSRF overall comments regarding FAC-014-3.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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Please see response to the MRO NSRF’s comment

Leonard Kula - Independent Electricity System Operator - 2
Answer
Document Name

Comment

Requirement R4:

Similar to our comment on Sub-Requirement 4.3 (FAC-011-4) in Question 2, a main concern is the lack of criteria to define contingencies
for the establishment of IROLs. Today, some RCs respect single contingencies, while other respect double contingencies. Giventhe
impact on the Interconnection, it is crucial that criteria for the selection of contingency events is defined and applied consistently in all
the RC areas, in order to ensure that all IROLs within a defined scope are detected and properly studied. We recommend that the
following wording is added to Requirement R4 to establish SOLs that impact on the Interconnection:

“Each Reliability Coordinator shall establish stability limits to be used in operations when the limit impacts more than one Transmission
Operator in its Reliability Coordinator Area or other Reliability Coordinator Areas in accordance with its SOL Methodology.”

Sub-Requirement R5.2.5

A description of the associated system conditions is normally included in the RC’s methodology as part of Requirement R4.4 in FAC-011-
4. The sub-requirementR5.2.5 can be removed as it is redundant with Requirement R4.4 in FAC-011-4.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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The SDT has revised proposed FAC-011-4 R4 to require RC to establish stability [imitinaccordance to its SOL methodology, whichis required
to include identification of contingency events. The FAC-011-4 R5 also has been updated so that each RC identifyinits SOL methodology
the set of Contingency eventsfor use in determiningstability [imitsand the set of Contingency eventsfor usein OPA and RTA.

The SDT has also clarified FAC-014-3 R5.2.5 to better describe the intentand how it complement FAC-011-4 R4.4.

FAC-011-4 R4.4 is a general requirement for each RC to have inits SOL methodology description how stability limits are determined,
consideringlevels of transfers, Load and generation dispatch, and System conditionsincludingany changes to Systemtopology such as

Facility outages; whereas, FAC-014-3 R5.2.5 is a requirement for RC to communicate the specificsystem condition associated with each of
the stability limit or IROL.

For example under FAC-011-4 R4.4 an RC may require studiesto be performed for both summer and winterseasons considering peak load
condition during summer and high transfer during winter off-peak condition. Itispossible that followingthe study results,an IROLis only
established duringsummer but not during winter. This conclusion needsto be communicated under FAC-014-3 R5.2.5

Todd Bennett - Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. - 3, Group Name AECI
Answer
Document Name

Comment

AECI supports comments provided by NRECA.

Appears that the drafting team meantto include a specificquestion on the revisions to FAC-014-03 prior asking for comments on
the standard that were not already provided.

NRECA believesthe format of R5 and sub-requirement5.2 iscumbersome and suggest the following "bolded" modifications for
consideration to provide clarity.

5.2 Each impacted Planning Coordinator withinits Reliability Coordinator Area, shall provide the followinginformation foreach
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established stability limitand each established IROLat least once every twelve calendar months:

5.2.1 The value of the stability limitor IROL;

5.2.2 Identification of the Facilities that are included in the derivationto determine the stability limit or IROL;

5.2.3 The associated IROL Tv for any IROL,;

5.2.4 The associated Contingency(ies);

5.2.5 A description of the associated system conditions that impacted the determination of the stability limit or IROL; and
5.2.6 The type of limitation represented by the stability limitor IROL (e.g., voltage collapse, angular stability).

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The intentfor R5 is to require the RC to provide various data to the various entities based on impacts and needs:
e R5.1 require each RC to provide SOLs to each PC and TP.
e R5.2 requireseach RC to provide more information, as specified undersub-bullet5.2.1-5.2.6, to impacted PC and impacted TP
e R5.3 requireseach RCto provide informationto impacted TOP
e R5.4 requireseach RCto provide informationto impacted TOP
e R5.5 requireseach RC to provide informationto requesting TOP

The SDT has also clarified FAC-014-3 R5.2.5 to better describe the intentand how it complement FAC-011-4 R4.4.

FAC-011-4 R4.4 is a general requirement for each RC to have inits SOL methodology description how stability limits are determined,
consideringlevels of transfers, Load and generation dispatch, and System conditionsincludingany changes to System topology such as
Facility outages; whereas, FAC-014-3 R5.2.5 is a requirement for RC to communicate the specificsystem condition associated with each of
the stability limit or IROL.

For example under FAC-011-4 R4.4 an RC may require studiesto be performed for both summer and winterseasons considering peak load
condition during summer and high transfer during winter off-peak condition. Itispossible that followingthe study results,an IROLis only
established duringsummer but not during winter. This conclusion needsto be communicated under FAC-014-3 R5.2.5
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Patti Metro - National Rural Electric Cooperative Association - 3,4
Answer
Document Name

Comment

Appears that the drafting team meantto include a specificquestion on the revisionsto FAC-014-03 prior asking for comments on the
standard that were not already provided.

NRECA believesthe format of R5 and sub-requirement5.2 iscumbersome and suggest the following "bolded" modifications for
considerationto provide clarity.

5.2 Each impacted Planning Coordinator withinits Reliability Coordinator Area, shall provide the followinginformation foreach established
stability limitand each established IROLat least once every twelve calendar months:

5.2.1 The value of the stability limit or IROL;
5.2.2 Identification of the Facilities that are included in the derivation to determine the stability limitor IROL;
5.2.3 The associated IROL Tv for any IROL;

5.2.4 The associated Contingency(ies);

5.2.5 A description of the associated system conditions that impacted the determination of the stability limit or IROL; and

5.2.6 The type of limitation represented by the stability limit or IROL (e.g., voltage collapse, angular stability).

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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The intentfor R5 is to require the RC to provide various data to the various entities based on impacts and needs:
e R5.1 require each RC to provide SOLs to each PC and TP.
e R5.2 requireseach RC to provide more information, as specified undersub-bullet5.2.1-5.2.6, to impacted PC and impacted TP
e R5.3 requireseach RC to provide information to impacted TOP
e R5.4 requireseach RCto provide informationto impacted TOP
e R5.5 requireseach RCto provide information to requesting TOP

The SDT has also clarified FAC-014-3 R5.2.5 to better describe the intentand how it complement FAC-011-4 R4.4.

FAC-011-4 R4.4 is a general requirement for each RC to have inits SOL methodology description how stability limits are determined,
consideringlevels of transfers, Load and generation dispatch, and System conditionsincludingany changes to Systemtopology such as
Facility outages; whereas, FAC-014-3 R5.2.5 is a requirement for RC to communicate the specificsystem condition associated with each of
the stability limit or IROL.

For example under FAC-011-4 R4.4 an RC may require studiesto be performed for both summer and winterseasons considering peak load
condition during summer and high transfer during winter off-peak condition. Itispossible that followingthe study results, an IROLis only
established duringsummerbut not during winter. This conclusion needsto be communicated under FAC-014-3 R5.2.5

Dana Klem - MRO - 1,2,3,4,5,6 - MRO, Group Name MRO NSRF
Answer
Document Name

Comment

To reduce the needfor a future Standards Efficiency Review effort, the MRO NSRF requeststhe SDT to considerif RequirementR3 is
unnecessary and sufficiently covered with the IRO-010-2 Requirements. In accordance with IRO-010-2 R1 the Reliability Coordinator can
specify any information it needsto support its Operational Planning Analyses, Real-time monitoring, and Real-time Assessments. The
primary purpose of these activitiesisto identify SOLexceedances. Therefore, it’s essential that the Reliability Coordinator wouldinclude in
its data specifications SOLs from all Transmission Operators. Once the data specificationissentto the Transmission Operators in accordance
with IRO-010-2 R2, the Transmission Operators must provide its SOLs to the Reliability Coordinatorto meet the obligations of IRO-010-2 R3.
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This should remove the need for the proposed FAC-014-3 Requirement R3. If kept, there may be overlapping compliance obligations with
two requirements forthe same activity.

If the SDT decidesto proceed with FAC-015-1; then R1, R2, and R3 obligate each Planning Coordinator and each Transmission Plannerto use
Facility Ratings that are equally limitingor more limitingthan those used by the Reliability Coordinatorinits Operations Planning Horizon
SOLs. Therefore, FAC-014-3 Part 5.1 and Part 5.2 should be rewordedto “Each Planning Coordinator and each Transmission Planner within .

“

R5 — should require providing SOL information to Transmission Planners, not just Planning Coordinators, and not rely on Planning
Coordinators to provide them to applicable Transmission Planners, especially since there is not a requirementfor Planning Coordinators to
do so. However, in FAC-015-1 Transmission Planners are required to coordinate with the Reliability Coordinators and Transmission
Operators SOLs. Our preference isfor the Transmission Planners to get the SOL information directly from the Reliability Coordinators and
Transmission Operators, rather than second hand information from Planning Coordinators.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

RequirementR3 requires TOPs to provide the SOLs it established (under Requirement R2) to the RC in accordance with the RC’s SOL
methodology.

The SDT recognizes that the provision of SOLinformation from the TOP to the RC may also be addressed via IRO-010-2. While IRO-010 and
its requirements allow an RC to request SOLs of its TOPs, R3 in FAC-014 setsa common expectation across industry of the minimum actions
any TOP can take when supplying SOLs to theirRC.

Itis opinion of the SDT after lengthy review and industry comment that R3 in FAC-014 providesa sound reliability basis that should be
expectedinany RC footprintwhich is not found anywhere else in the current set of standards.

With regards to FAC-014-3 Part 5.1 and 5.2, the SDT has made modificationinR5.1 and R5.2
Thomas Foltz- AEP -5
Answer

Document Name
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Comment
AEP believes much of the proposed changes would be beneficial and provide clarity, but would like to provide feedback on some key areas:

While AEP has no objectionsto the proposed changes to R6, and while acknowledgingthat no changes were proposed to R2, we still would
like to again express our concern how the lack clarity in FAC-011 R6.1.3 potentially impacts these requirementsin FAC-014. Once again,
clarity is neededin FAC-011 to make it clear these obligations are onlyin reference to known stability limits and do *not* require TOP-
provided, dynamic, real-time stability studies as part of OPAs, RTAs, and Real-time Monitoring. AEP has chosen to vote negative on this
revised standard driven by the current lack of clarity in this regard.

The text “in accordance with”is subjective, and could be interpretedinconsistently across RE footprints as well as within RE footprints. For
example, would the language from FAC-015-1 “equally limiting or more limitingthan” be considered “in accordance with?”

AEP does not objectto R1 as proposed, we believe that Transmission Operators should be afforded opportunity to provide inputinto the
process, evenif not specifically designated within the standard.

Likes O
Dislikes O

With regards to R6: The SDT has updated the proposed FAC-011-4 R6 to clarify that RC’'s SOL methodology shall include certain performance
framework in determining SOL exceedance when performing Real-time monitoring, RTA, and OPA. The SDT also added a footnote that
states “Stability evaluations and assessments of instability, Cascading, and uncontrolled separation can be performed usingreal-time
stability assessments, predetermined stability limits or other offline analysis techniques”

The SDT has also proposed TOP-001-5 R25 and IRO-008-3 R7 to require both TOP and RC to utilize the RC’s SOL methodologyindetermining
SOL exceedance when performing Real-time monitoring, RTA, and OPA.

With regards to the utilization of the phrase “In accordance with”: The SDT believesthatthe phrase “in accordance with”is commonly used
in the approved NERC Reliability Standard
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With regards to R1: The SDT believesthatinboth R1 and R4, RC has the authority to establish limits when it impacts wide area. In
Requirement R5.3-R5.5, the RC is requiredto provide all necessary information to impacted TOP so that TOP will have the ability to review

RC’s determination of SOL

Richard Jackson - U.S. Bureau of Reclamation - 1
Answer
Document Name

Comment
None

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Laura Nelson - IDACORP - Idaho Power Company - 1
Answer
Document Name

Comment
None

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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5. The original posting of FAC-015-1 included six requirements. Industry comments to this original version indicated significant
concerns. In response to these concerns, the SDT attempted to streamline and clarify the intended interactions between relevant

functional entities and to consolidate the standard into fewer requirements. To achieve this the SDT:
e Consolidated Requirements R1 —R5 in the original posting into three (R1 — R3) requirements,
e Clarified the roles of the Planning Coordinator and Transmission Planner in Requirements R1 — R3, and
o Clarified that Facility Ratings are “owner-provided” in Requirement R1.

The SDT acknowledges that some of the requirements in FAC-015-1 could alternatively be located within other standards such as TPL,
MOD, etc.; however, the Project 2015-09 SAR does not currently authorize the SDT to modify those standards. The SDT is seeking
feedback specific to the content of the requirement not where it should reside. Do you support the revised FAC-015-1? Please provide
any other comments regarding FAC-015-1.

Sandra Shaffer - Berkshire Hathaway - PacifiCorp - 6
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

FAC-015-1 R4 should more specifically state that each Planning Coordinator and Transmission Planner shall communicate any instability,
Cascading or uncontrolled separationidentifiedin eitherits Operational Planning Analysis ora Transfer Capability assessmentinthe
Operations Horizon to each impacted Reliability Coordinator, Transmission Operator, Transmission Ownerand Generation Owner. The
current draft wording may be interpreted as requiring the Planning Coordinator and Transmission Planner to coordinate with the Reliability
Coordinator for results of 5-year planning assessment, which is not only burdensome to TP/PC but also non-beneficial to the RC where RC
focus is on 0-1 year horizon. As an additional comment, any new requirements put on a Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon
assessmentor Transfer Capability assessmentinthe Planning Horizon would more appropriately reside in the respective Standards for
those assessments, TPL-001 and MOD-001, not the new FAC-015-1.

Likes O
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Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. It would not be correct to refer to operational analysis performed by planning entities as this is not
consistent with the requirements of these entities perthe NERC Functional Model. Further, the language posted only requireslevels of
coordination of performance criteria and not the actual assessment.

The SDT has made further changes to withdraw FAC-015 and consolidate the intent of the previous 4 requirementsinto 3 requirementsina
modified version of FAC-014

Don Schmit - Nebraska Public Power District - 5
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

NPPD supports the comments submitted by the MRO NSRF. In addition, NPPD recommends deleting the sub-bullets under FAC-015-1 R2
and R3. Less limiting performance criteria should not be an option.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. See response to MRO comment.

There are viable instances where planning entities may use less limiting criteriaas documented in the posted rationale for this standard.
Further, the standard requiresa documented technical rationale from plannersfor these instances. It is the opinion of the SDT that not
allowingthese exceptions would not be consistent with the NERC Functional Model in that the RC does not have authority overplanning
entities.

Dana Klem - MRO - 1,2,3,4,5,6 - MRO, Group Name MRO NSRF

Answer No
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Document Name

Comment

The MRO NSRF understands the SDT isn’t requestingindustry input on the location of the requirements. However, to reduce the needfor a
future Standards Efficiency Review effort, the MRO NSRF requests the SDT to considerif the proposed FAC-015-1 altogetheris needed or if
its purpose can be fulfilled with existing standards and/or compliance monitoring processes as described below.

The Data Reporting Requirementsin Attachment 1 of MOD-032-1 contains a tabular listing of “information that is required to effectively
model the interconnected transmission system forthe Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon and Long-Term Transmission Planning
Horizon”. It’s also stated in the paragraph above the table “A Planning Coordinator may specify additional information that includes specific
information required for each item in the table below”. Item 4c in the table is ratings (normaland emergency)*. The asterisk refers to a note
that states “(/tems marked with an asterisk indicate data that vary with system operating state or conditions. Those items may have
different data provided for different modeling scenarios). It appears these statementsalong with RequirementR1 of TPL-001-4 establisha
compliance expectation for modelsto “represent projected System conditions”, which should include the most limiting Facility Ratings
applicable to the modelingscenario. Additionally, if Planning Coordinators, Transmission Planners, Transmission Operators and Reliability
Coordinators are not all usingthe same set of Facility Ratings provided by the Transmission Owner in accordance with FAC-008 R8, thenthat
inaccuracy can be addressed viacompliance monitoring for FAC-014, TPL-001 and various IRO/TOP requirements. Duringits webinar
regarding Project 2015-09, the SDT indicated that it would be a very rare occurrence where a Reliability Coordinator would have a more
limiting rating than those already provided by Transmission Owners and available to Planning Coordinators and Transmission Planners.

Therefore, where is the reliability gap that necessitates creation of RequirementR1in FAC-015-1?

In a similarmanner, if the compliance expectationin Requirements R5 and R6 of TPL-001-4 is for the Transmission Plannerand Planning
Coordinator to demonstrate a technically sound rationale for voltage and stability criteria applicable to the modeling scenario, then where
is the reliability gap that necessitates creation of Requirements R2 and R3 in FAC-015-17?

To ensure relevant entities are consideringthe information described in FAC-015-1 Requirement R4, it could be added as sub-requirement
in FAC-011-4 RequirementR4. To ensure those entities can get the information, it could be requested from the Planning Coordinator and
Transmission Plannerin accordance with TPL-001-4 RequirementR8. Therefore, isthere a need for RequirementR4 in FAC-015-17?

Consideration of Comments
Project 2015-09 Establish and Communicate System Operating Limits | June 2020 200



NERC

e —)
NORTH AMERICAN ELECTRIC
RELIABILITY CORPORATION

Anotherconsiderationin lieu of the new FAC-015-1 standard is to develop compliance guidance, which can improve the industry’s
understanding of the importance and value in a consistentapproach to aligning planningand operational limits.

However, If the SDT decides to proceed with FAC-015, thenthe MRO NSRF providesthe following suggestions forimprovement.

Since the FAC-015-1 R1, R2, and R3 obligate each Planning Coordinator and each Transmission Plannerto develop SOLs that are equally
limiting or more limitingthan the Operations Planning Horizon SOLs, then FAC-014-3 Part 5.1 and Part 5.2 should be reworded to “Each
Planning Coordinator and each Transmission Planner within . .. “

The FAC-015-1 title does not match its stated purpose. We suggest “Coordination of System Planning Criteria and Methodologies with
Reliability Coordinator SOL Methodology. The stated purpose of FAC-015-1 isto ensure that Facility Ratings, voltage limits, and stability
criteria are coordinated with the Reliability Coordinator’s SOLmethodology, but R4 is calls for providing selected Planning Assessmentand
Transfer Capability assessment results to Reliability Coordinators and Transmission Operators. We agree with obligating Planning
Coordinators and Transmission Planners to communicate selected assessment results information with Reliability Coordinators and
Transmission Operators, but propose that the obligations be added to the respective FAC-013 and TPL-001 standards, not FAC-015-1.

We believe that purpose of FAC-015 would be betterfulfilledif it required Planning Coordinators and Transmission Plannersto provide their
planning horizon Facility Ratings, voltage limits, stability criteria, and methodologies (i.e. TPL-001-4 R5 and R6) to their applicable Reliability
Coordinators. This would allow Reliability Coordinators to know what criteria and methodologies Planning Coordinators and Transmission
Plannersare usingin Planning Assessments and better understand how their SOL Methodology might be adjusted to achieve better
coordination with the planninghorizon criteria and methodologies.

R1, R2, and R3 — We are skeptical that requiring Planning Coordinator and Transmission Planner system planningcriteria and methodologies
to be equally limitingor more limiting than Facility Ratings, voltage limits, and stability criteria derived from the Reliability Coordinator SOL
methodologiesisan appropriate coordination strategy.

R4 — The requirement calls for the communication of CEll information from Planning Assessments and Transfer Capability assessment to
impacted Transmission Ownersand Generator Owners. This obligation should not be included until itis verified that compliance with the
FERC Standards of Conduct can be guaranteed.

Considerthe followingideas forsub-parts of a requirementto communicate selected Planning Assessmentand Transfer Capability
assessmentresults.
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R4.1 —The MRO NSRF agreeswith includingthe type of identified instability but suggestrevisingthe list of examplesto match those listedin
FAC-011-4 Part4.1 “... (e.g. steady state voltage instability, transient overvoltage or undervoltage instability, unacceptable tie-line phase
angle instability, generating unit loss of synchronism, unacceptable generating unit phase angle damping). Steady state voltage instability
criteria can be a percentage of margin from the expected voltage collapse pointin a P-V analysis. The term “voltage collapse” incorrectly
impliesthatall Planning Coordinators and Transmission Planners choose the voltage collapse point ina P-V analysis as theirvoltage stability
limit. FAC-011-4 changed “angular stability” to “unit stability”. “Transient voltage dip criteria violation” is not a type of instability. If
“transient voltage dip criteria” isto beretained, then itshould beincludedin R4.2, as an example of an “associated stability criteria” for
voltage instability. “Angularinstability” is a very broad type of instability. Consider providingthe Planning Coordinatorand Transmission
Plannerwith more understanding of what types of specificangular instability by mentioning some specificsub-elements of the category like
those suggested above.

R4.2 —Consideradding some stability criteriaexamplesforthe benefit of Planning Coordinators and Transmission Planners, such as steady
state P-V curve criteria, steady state high and low voltage protective relay trip levels, transient voltage dip criteria, transient overvoltage
spike criteria, transient high and low voltage protective relay trip levels, generating unitloss of synchronism criteria, generating unit phase
angle damping criteria.

R4.3 —The MRO NSRF requeststhe SDT consider the following suggestions for clarification:
1.
o Asociated Contingencies and Facilities are two differentitems and should be two separate sub-sections.

o The ContingenciesusedinPlanning Assessments and Transfer Capability assessmentsinclude contingencies beyond the
Contingencies used in Operational Planning Analysis.

o “Facilities critical to. ..” does not have a clear meaning and uses the ‘loaded’ wording of “critical to”. Consider wordinglike,
“The Elements that exceed the system performance criteria”.

R4.4 —No suggested wording change. However after Planning Coordinators and Transmission Planners describe the studied
System conditions, it should explained that the System conditions, which will be used for Operational Planning Analysis, may
be considerably different from the studies System conditions (e.g. different known outages, differentload forecasts,
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interchange with economictransfers, differentgeneration resource dispatches), sothe reliability impactsidentifiedinthe
Operations Planning Horizon may be very differentfromthose based on the Near-Term Planning Horizon System conditions.

R4.5 —The automatic controls and expected system operator actions that are expected to address potential instability,
Cascading, or uncontrolled separationinthe Operations Planning Horizon should be splitinto two sub-bullets or be splitinto
two separate sub-sections.

o A sub-sectionfor automatic control actions could say, “Automatic controls expected to address potential instability,
Cascading, or uncontrolled separation available in the Operations Planning Horizon, such as Remedial Action Schemes (RASs),

undervoltage load shedding (UVLS), underfrequency load shedding (UFLS).

o A sub-sectionfor system operator actions could say, “Operating Procedures expected to address potential instability,
Cascading, or uncontrolled.

R4.6 —We suggestthat the wording be modified slightly to somethinglike “Any Corrective Action Plansintended to mitigate or reduce
identified instability, Cascading or uncontrolled separation.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT, through coordination with industry and regulatory stakeholders, made the determination that
the requirementsinthe posted FAC-015 were necessary to accomplish the goal of retiring FAC-010. This determination was made because
the original intent of FAC-010 and FAC-011 beinga mechanism for planningand operating entities to coordinate SOL-related information
was not properly accomplished. Therefore, it was necessary to modify the construct of the SOL standards to ensure planningand
operations are adequately coordinating the performance criteria that is usedin their respective studies.

Wording suggestions are duly noted. The SDT has consolidated the language contained in FAC-015 into a modified FAC-014.
Kayleigh Wilkerson - Lincoln Electric System - 5, Group Name Lincoln Electric System

Answer No
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Document Name

Comment

LES recommends the following changesto the bulleted listin FAC-015-1 R1.
e Bullet#1: Recommend removingthe firstbulletsinceitis not an exceptionto the RC's SOL Methodology.

e Bullet#2: Recommend revisingthe second bulletas follows to be more general and not associated with variationsin ambient
temperature assumptions only: “Facility Ratings differences are due to variationsin seasonal assumptions such as in ambient
temperature assumptions”.

Additionally, the reference to “Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon” in R1-R3 should only referto the Planning Assessment with the
Near-Term removed. For example, in R1 the required PC/TP process would likely not specify different Facility Ratings between the Near-
Term versus Long-Term planning horizons. Use of the phrase “Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon” in R4 seems appropriate.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. Wording suggestions are duly noted. The SDT has consolidated the language containedin FAC-015 into
a modified FAC-014.

Patti Metro - National Rural Electric Cooperative Association - 3,4
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

NRECA agrees with the consolidation of requirements and the other changes inthe proposed FAC-015-1.
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As stated in Q4, NRECA believes thatthe drafting team is not exercisingits due diligence by not consideringa revised SAR for this project to
not only include the TOP and IRO standards, but to also expand the review to include TPL and MOD standards.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT considered and explored all avenuesto place requirementsinthe correct families of Reliability
Standards. Ultimately, through exhaustive discussions/debates with industry and regulatory stakeholders, the decision was made to retain
the notion of coordination of SOL-related performance criteriabetween planningand operating entitiesinthe FAC family of Reliability
Standards.

Todd Bennett - Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. - 3, Group Name AECI
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

AECI supports comments provided by NRECA.

NRECA agrees with the consolidation of requirements and the other changes inthe proposed FAC-015-1.

As stated in Q4, NRECA believes thatthe drafting team is not exercisingits due diligence by not consideringa revised SAR for
this projectto not onlyinclude the TOP and IRO standards, but to also expand the review to include TPL and MOD standards.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Seeresponse to NRECA comment.
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Sean Bodkin - Dominion - Dominion Resources, Inc. - 6, Group Name Dominion
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

The use of the undefined term 'instability'in R4.4 could lead to inconsistentresults and result in additional compliance burdens that add
little to no reliability benefit. Asusedin FAC-011 R6, instabilityis not limited to the BES or wide area but instead, as currently worded,
appliesto ANY instability that has ANY impact to any elementor facility. R4.4 should be limited to the interconnection or at the very least
the wide-areato prevent misunderstanding.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT has consolidated the language containedin FAC-015 into a modified FAC-014. The use and
scope of instabilityinthe requirementreferencedinthe comment is consistent with the use of the term inthe current IROL definition.

Aaron Cavanaugh - Bonneville Power Administration - 1,3,5,6 - WECC
Answer No
Document Name

Comment
See comments under question 6 for additional rationale. BPA would like to see R4 modified to state:

R4. Each Planning Coordinator and each Transmission Plannershall communicate any

instability, Cascading or uncontrolled separation “that adversely impact the reliability of the interconnection or other Reliability Coordinator
Area(s)”identifiedin eitherits Planning Assessment of the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon or its Transfer Capability assessment
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(Planning Coordinatoronly) to each impacted Reliability Coordinator, Transmission Operator, Transmission Owner, and Generation Owner.
This communication shall include: [Violation Risk Factor: Medium] [Time Horizon: Longterm Planning]

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. Wording suggestions are duly noted. The SDT has consolidated the language containedin FAC-015 into
a modified FAC-014. The inclusion of the terminology suggestedinthe comment has beenimplemented.

Terry Harbour - Berkshire Hathaway Energy - MidAmerican Energy Co.- 1
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

MEC supportsthe MRO NSRF recommendationto SDT “to consider if the proposed FAC-015-0 altogetheris needed”. The general feeling
within numerousindustry’s entitiesisthat there is a risk of “over-regulation” as numerous additional requirements within various families
of NERC Standards attempt to regulate aspects of the industryin a “micro-managing” manner. That leads to duplication and difficulties
regarding interpretation of requirements.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Seeresponse to MRO comment.

Sing Tay - OGE Energy - Oklahoma Gas and Electric Co. - 6, Group Name OKGE

Answer No

Document Name

Comment
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OKGE agrees withthe MRO NSRF recommendationto SDT “to considerif the proposed FAC-015-0 altogetheris needed orifits purpose can
be fulfilled with existing standards and/or compliance monitoring processes”.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Seeresponse to MRO comment.

Joe O'Brien - NiSource - Northern Indiana Public Service Co. - 6

Answer No

Document Name

Comment

See MRO NSRF comments.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Seeresponse to MRO comment.

Andy Fuhrman - Andy Fuhrman On Behalf of: Theresa Allard, Minnkota Power Cooperative Inc., 1; - Andy Fuhrman

Answer No

Document Name

Comment
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See MRO NERC Standards Review Forum comments.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Seeresponse to MRO comment.

Michael Cruz-Montes - CenterPoint Energy Houston Electric, LLC - 1 - Texas RE

Answer No

Document Name

Comment

CenterPoint Energy does not believe FAC-015-1 is necessary and asks the SDT to reconsider whetherthe standard is needed at all.
CenterPoint Energy believes any reliability concernregardingthe proper use of SOLs is addressed by existing standards such as FAC-008,
FAC-014, MOD-032, and TPL-001. Additionally, the propercommunication of SOLS is addressed by existing standards such as IRO-010, IRO-
014, and TOP-003.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciates the comments. The SDT, through coordination with industry and regulatory stakeholders, made the determination that
the requirementsinthe posted FAC-015 were necessary to accomplish the goal of retiring FAC-010. This determination was made because
the original intent of FAC-010 and FAC-011 beinga mechanism for planningand operating entities to coordinate SOL-related information
was not properly accomplished. Therefore, it was necessary to modify the construct of the SOL standards to ensure planningand
operations are adequately coordinating the performance criteria that is usedin their respective studies.
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The SDT has abandoned the proposal for FAC-015 as a separate standard and has consolidated the requirementsintoa modified version of
FAC-014.

Oliver Burke - Entergy - Entergy Services, Inc. - 1
Answer No
Document Name

Comment
Entergy supports the comments submitted by MRO NSRF.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Seeresponse to MRO comment.

Kelsi Rigby - APS - Arizona Public Service Co. -5

Answer No

Document Name

Comment

FAC-015-1 R4.1 should be limited to TPL-001-4 P1-P7 events. Regarding FAC-015-1 R4.5, TPL-001-4 requiresthat studies are run with RAS,
and if no instabilityisfound, then no additional stability studies are run to determine if RAS was needed to maintain the stability. Also,
whena RAS is established, the reason for establishing the RAS (i.e., to address instability orthermal problems) is known. FAC-015-1 R4.5 as
written would require additional studiesin order to determine whetherthe RAS is needed to maintain stability, and there is no justification
for this additional work because the information would not provide any value. Further, TPL-001-4 P1-P7 events do not permit the use of
Under Voltage Load Sheddingand Under Frequency Load Sheddingto addressinstability, cascading, or uncontrolled separation, whichis
referencedin FAC-015-1 R4.5. For thisreason, AZPS recommendsthat those actions not be includedin FAC-015-1 R4.5.
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Each requirement of FAC-015-1 appears to already be included in existing standards, or should be incorporatedinto existing standards as
opposedto creating a new standard. The content of FAC-015-1 R1 should be included in MOD-032. The content of FAC-015-1 R2 and R3
should be included in TPL-001. The Planning Assessmentrequirements referencedin FAC-015-1 R4 should be incorporated into TPL-001-4,
and the Transfer Capability Assessmentrequirements referencedin FAC-015-1 R4 should be incorporated into FAC-013-3 R5. AZPS urges a
change in SAR scope or a new SAR to review all of the affiliated requirements and determine whetherthere is overlap or potential concern
with creating a new standard.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciates the comments. Planning Eventsis the intended focus of the standard proposal. There isno requirementforadditional
studiesto be performed per FAC-015 as the comment suggests.

The SDT considered and explored all avenuesto place requirementsin the correct families of Reliability Standards. Ultimately, through
exhaustive discussions/debates with industry and regulatory stakeholders, the decision was made to retain the notion of coordination of
SOL-related performance criteria between planningand operating entitiesin the FAC family of Reliability Standards.

The SDT has abandoned the proposal for FAC-015 as a separate standard and has consolidated the requirementsintoa modified version of
FAC-014.

Laurie Williams - PNM Resources - Public Service Company of New Mexico- 1
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

PNM believesthatallowingajustified exception will still resultin a gap between planning and operations and considers this standard, as
written, as an additional administrative burden onthe PA without having an impact on reliability. Instead of allowing exceptions, PNM
suggest that the RC, TOP, and PA should jointly develop system performance criteria.
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Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. Through substantial discussions with industry and regulatory stakeholders, the SDT did not pursue a
genericrequirementfor the entitiesto coordinate with each other because of the lack of clarity with such a requirement. Rather, the
coordination of planning performance criteria with operating performance criteria was determined to be a much more appropriate method
to ensure the desired communication occurred. This change removes some of the reliability gapsin the current version of the standards
because it requiresenhanced communication practices between planning and operating entities.

Kevin Salsbury - Berkshire Hathaway - NV Energy - 5
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

NV Energy shares the industry recommendation to SDT “to consider if the proposed FAC-015-0 altogetheris needed”. The general feeling
within numerousindustry’s entitiesisthat there is a risk of “over-regulation” as numerous additional requirements within various families
of NERC Standards attempt to regulate aspects of the industryin a “micro-managing” manner. That leads to duplication and difficulties
regarding interpretation of requirements.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT considered and explored all avenuesto place requirementsinthe correct families of Reliability
Standards and to limitunnecessary requirements. Ultimately, through exhaustive discussions/debates withindustry and regulatory
stakeholders, the decision was made to retain the notion of coordination of SOL-related performance criteria between planningand
operatingentitiesin the FAC family of Reliability Standards.

Consideration of Comments
Project 2015-09 Establish and Communicate System Operating Limits | June 2020 212



NERC

NORTH AMERICAN ELECTRIC
RELIABILITY CORPORATION

The SDT has abandoned the proposal for FAC-015 as a separate standard and has consolidated the requirementsintoa modified version of
FAC-014. Thereis nointentto “micro-manage” the industry. The intentis to ensure that operational and planningstudiesare better
coordinated through the use of complimentary performance criteria.

Jodirah Green- ACES Power Marketing - 6, Group Name ACES Standard Collaborations
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

While we agree with consolidatingrequirements, we disagree with the approach of the SDT to include requirements R1-R3 in FAC-015. The
SDT should consider revisingthe SAR to include modifications to TPL or MOD standards. The SDT should not go forward with FAC-015 until
they have reviewed TPL or MOD alternatives.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT considered and explored all avenuesto place requirementsinthe correct families of Reliability
Standards. Ultimately, through exhaustive discussions/debates with industry and regulatory stakeholders, the decision was made to retain
the notion of coordination of SOL-related performance criteriabetween planningand operating entitiesinthe FAC family of Reliability
Standards.

The SDT has abandoned the proposal for FAC-015 as a separate standard and has consolidated the requirementsintoa modified version of
FAC-014.

Anton Vu - Los Angeles Department of Water and Power - 6
Answer No
Document Name

Comment
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There are duplicate of work between this standard and MOD which creates a confusion.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. Facility Rating informationis part of the steady state data requirements of MOD-032. This datais
provided by the ownerfor use in planningand, ultimately operational models. The intentis for the ratings that are provided by the owner
to be used consistently between planningand operations. For example, an owner may provide several time-limited Emergency Ratings. If
the RC only operatesto a 30-minute Emergency rating, planning should not plan the systemto a 15-minute Emergency Rating. There is no
current provision for this instance in the MOD standards.

Tommy Drea - Dairyland Power Cooperative - 5
Answer No
Document Name

Comment
DPC supports the comments of MRO NSRF.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Seeresponse to MRO comment.

GlennBarry - Los Angeles Department of Water and Power - 5
Answer No

Document Name
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Comment

There are duplicate work between this standard and MOD which creates confusion.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciates the comments. Facility Rating informationis part of the steady state data requirements of MOD-032. This datais
provided by the ownerfor use in planningand, ultimately operational models. The intentis for the ratings that are provided by the owner
to be used consistently between planningand operations. For example, an owner may provide several time-limited Emergency Ratings. If
the RC only operatesto a 30-minute Emergency rating, planningshould not plan the systemto a 15-minute Emergency Rating. There is no
current provision for this instance in the MOD standards.

Shannon Mickens - Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (RTO) - 2 - MRO, Group Name SPP Standards Review Group
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

The SPP Standards Review Group (SSRG) understands that the current Standards Authorization Request (SAR) doesn’t provide the authority
to revise the TPL, MOD, etc. standards that have a potential affiliation with FAC-015. Notwithstanding, the SSRG recommends that the
drafting team consider that FAC-015 data requirements are redundant with other families of standards and, therefore, provide no
additional reliability benefit but add additional compliance risk to responsible entities. Forexample, MOD-32-1 and TPL-001-4 Requirements
both require data provisions that overlap with FAC-015.

Additionally, the SSRG recommends coordinated efforts with the Standards Efficiency Review (SER) Team to see if those particular
standards can be modifiedinthe Phase Il of the SER without havingto revise the current SAR. The SSRG understandsthat Phase Il of the SER
is dedicated to Requirements that could be combined and/or modified. From our perspective, this coordinated effort will provide value and
efficienciesto both projects by identifyingand removing redundancy issues.
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Finally, the SSRG, while recognizingthe IROL is not a part of the current comment period, suggests that during Phase Il of the project the
drafting team re-evaluate the use of references to Planning Assessments of the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon that show results
of “instances of instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled separation.” The SSRGis concerned that the drafting team may have inadvertently
omitted how this reference includes TPL-001-4 Table 1 Extreme Events, as well as Planning Events. The SSRG recommends that the drafting
team eitherclarify that the proposed replacementlanguage for IROLs in associated Reliability Standards, as well as FAC-015-1, is only
referringto TPL-001-4 Table 1 Planning Events, or, explicitly directthe planningentities to document those Extreme Events that cause
instances of instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled separationif they are not specifically identified in Planning Assessments.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT considered and explored all avenuesto place requirementsinthe correct families of Reliability
Standards. Ultimately, through exhaustive discussions/debates with industry and regulatory stakeholders, the decision was made to retain
the notion of coordination of SOL-related performance criteriabetween planning and operating entitiesinthe FAC family of Reliability
Standards.

The intent of the requirementsinthe posted FAC-015 is to include planning events only. Additional wordinghas been addedin current
versions of the SDT’s proposal.

Spencer Tacke - Modesto Irrigation District - 4
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

The planning horizon should be allowed to have more limiting elementratings than the operating horizon, for more reasons than the ones
stated in R1.
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Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT agrees and feelsthe technical rationale referencedin the standard can document these
instances.

Colby Bellville - Duke Energy - 1,3,5,6 - FRCC,SERC,RF, Group Name Duke Energy

Answer No

Document Name

Comment

Duke Energy is unclearon the expectationslisted inthe sub-bulletsforR1. Can a PC or TP use a less limiting Facility Rating with the
justification of one of the sub-bullets, ordo all sub-bullets need to be satisfiedin order to use a less limiting Facility Rating? The use of the
word “or” in the 3rd bulletadds tp the confusion. If the intentis that only one sub-bullet must be satisfied, we suggestthe following:

“The process may allow the use of less limiting Facility Ratings due to one of the following:”

Also, the second sub-bulletis notclear on where the ambient temperature assumptions are coming from. Would this be referencinga
difference between Planningand Operations?

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The source for the confusionisunclear. The word “or” was included to make clear that all bulletsdo
not need to applyfor an instance. Additionally, the technical rationale is at the discretion of the planner and is to be utilized to document
any needed exceptions (including bulleted items orany others the planner deems appropriate).

faranak sarbaz - Los Angeles Department of Water and Power - 1

Answer No
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Document Name

Comment

There are duplicate of work between this standard and MOD which creates a confusion.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciates the comments. Facility Rating informationis part of the steady state data requirements of MOD-032. This datais
provided by the ownerfor use in planningand, ultimately operational models. The intentis for the ratings that are provided by the owner
to be used consistently between planningand operations. For example, an owner may provide several time-limited Emergency Ratings. If
the RC only operatesto a 30-minute Emergency rating, planningshould not plan the systemto a 15-minute Emergency Rating. There is no
current provision for this instance in the MOD standards.

Ruida Shu - Northeast Power Coordinating Council - 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10 - NPCC, Group Name RSC no Dominion, Con Ed and NBPower
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

Requirement 1

The intent of Requirement 1 stated in the Rationale for FAC-015-1 “is notto change, limit, or modify Facility Ratings determined by the
equipment owner per FAC-008. The intent is to utilize those owner-provided Facility Ratings such thatthe Systemis planned to supportthe
reliable operation of that System.” Requiring the Planning Coordinatorto changeratings to whatis provided to the Reliability Coordinatoris
contrary to established NERC criteria.

The requirement as written would require planning to use different ratings than whatis provided for the purposes of planning under MOD-
032-1 and FAC-008-3 which is contrary to the stated purpose of the standard. As the Transmission Owners are already obligated to provide
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planning and operating ratings under FAC-008-3 and MOD-032-1, the burden of establishing a technical justification for potentially different
ratings used in planning and operations should be placed upon Functional Entities who own facilities (such as Transmission or Generation).

Requirement2

The rationale provided for Requirement #2 has strong tiesto NERC TPL-001. The intentof this requirementisto try and ensure that
Planningis fulfillingitsrole to determine potential reliability deficiencies of the future planned systemand to develop Corrective Action
Plans to resolve the reliability concerns. This requirementisviewed asa supplement of TPL-001-4 R5.

The voltage requirements stated in TPL-001-4 R5 essentially state that Planning TPL assessments need to have criteria (and document that
criteria) for:

Acceptable system steady state voltage limits
Post-contingency voltage deviations
Transient voltage response

o For thiscriteria at minimum the criteria needto specifica low voltage level and maximum length of time that the transientvoltages may
remain below that level.

The ideato implement R2 would be to state our requirements as exactly what is put forward in the RC SOL methodology. In reviewingthe
criteria for the RC SOL methodology, the above criteria for the TPL standard are all achieved with the exception of post-contingency voltage
deviation.
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Our recommendation would be that FAC-011-4 R4 listinclude criteriafor post-contingency voltage deviation.

Requirement3

While the rationale provided for Requirement #3 attemptsto have ties to NERC TPL-001, no specificrequirement of the TPL standard is
identified (like thereisin FAC-015-1 R2’s rationale).

Requirement4

The rationale for R4 does not provide justification forthe inclusion of Transfer Capability Assessments to be includedin this

requirement. NERC should clarify as to how referencingto FAC-013 plays a role in the requested communicationin FAC-015 R4. Further, if
the Transfer Capability Assessment respects known SOLS (R1.2) there would be no reportingin FAC-015 regarding Transfers. Further FAC-
015 R4.6 requires discussion of corrective action plans which are not required as part of the Assessment of Transfer Capability.

It seemsthat theirargument for rationalizing this standard is circular to existing standards. For example, the rationale states, “the details
required by Requirement R4 will supplementthe severe system conditionsidentified in Requirements R4 Parts 4.4 and 45 of the TPL-001-
4”. The TPL standard requiresthat entities evaluate the events that may produce the more severe systemimpacts. It isunclear about how
reporting thisinformation per the FAC-015 standard will improve the TPL assessments. Itisalso unclear how this informationinthe near-
term planning horizon will benefitthe entities to which this informationis provided. Instead, when violations are observedin the Planning
Horizon, corrective Action Plans should be developed which resolve the violation.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. Regardingthe comment on Facility Ratings: The SDT proposal does not change the requirements for
ownersto provide Facility Ratings per FAC-008 and does not change the PC and TP responsibilities per MOD-032. The intentis for
performance criteriabetween planningand operationsto be better coordinated. For example, an owner may provide several time-limited
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Emergency Ratings. If the RC only operatesto a 30-minute Emergency rating, planningshould not plan the systemto a 15-minute
Emergency Rating. There is no current provision for this instance in the MOD standards.

Laura McLeod - NB Power Corporation - 5
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

Disagree with the RC methodologyin FAC-014-3 and therefore by extension disagree withthe TP and PC using the proposed RC
methodology.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
The SDT appreciatesthe comments.

Brandon McCormick - Brandon McCormick On Behalf of: Carol Chinn, Florida Municipal Power Agency, 6, 4, 3, 5; Chris Gowder, Florida
Municipal Power Agency, 6, 4, 3, 5; David Owens, Gainesville Regional Utilities, 3, 1, 5; Don Cuevas, Beaches Energy Services, 1, 3; Ginny
Beigel, City of Vero Beach, 3; Joe McKinney, Florida Municipal Power Agency, 6, 4, 3, 5; Ken Simmons, Gainesville Regional Utilities, 3, 1,
5; Neville Bowen, Ocala Utility Services, 3; Randy Hahn, Ocala Utility Services, 3; Richard Montgomery, Florida Municipal Power Agency,
6, 4, 3, 5; Steven Lancaster, Beaches Energy Services, 1, 3; Tom Reedy, Florida Municipal Power Pool, 6; - Brandon McCormick, Group
Name FMPA

Answer No
Document Name

Comment

While we appreciate the constraints the SAR places on the SDT, FMPA cannot support FAC-015-1. FMPA still questionsif R1-R3 of the
proposed FAC-015-1 is even necessary. From the previous comment period: “We question what the value of R1-R3 is and if the
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requirements are even needed. R1-R3 are really dealing with TPL-001-4 and there shouldn’t be three additional requirementsin FAC-015-1
to deal with the uncommon occurrence of a PC using less limiting Facility Ratings, System steady-state voltage limits, or stability
performance criteria. It certainly shouldn’trequire a technical justification, it should only require coordination”

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciates the comments. The SDT considered and explored all avenuesto place requirementsinthe correct families of Reliability
Standards and to limitunnecessary requirements. Ultimately, through exhaustive discussions/debates with industry and regulatory
stakeholders, the decision was made to retain the notion of coordination of SOL-related performance criteria between planningand
operatingentitiesin the FAC family of Reliability Standards.

Douglas Johnson - American Transmission Company, LLC - 1
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

The FAC-015-1 title does not match its stated purpose. We suggest “Coordination of System Planning Criteria and Methodologies with
Reliability Coordinator SOL Methodology.

The stated purpose of FAC-015-1 is to ensure that Facility Ratings, voltage limits, and stability criteriaare coordinated with RC SOL
Methodology, but R4 is calls for providing selected Planning Assessment and Transfer Capability assessmentresults to RCs and TOPs. We
agree with obligating PCs and TPs to communicate selected assessment resultsinformation with RCs and TOPs, but propose that the
obligations be added to the respective FAC-013 and TPL-001 standards, not FAC-015-1.

We believe that purpose of FAC-015 would be betterfulfilled ifitrequired PCs and TPs to provide theirplanning horizon Facility Ratings,
voltage limits, stability criteria, and methodologies (i.e. TPL-001-4 R5 and R6) to theirapplicable RCs. This would allow RCs to know what
criteria and methodologies PCsand TPs are usingin Planning Assessments and better understand how their SOL Methodology might be
adjusted to achieve better coordination with the planninghorizon criteria and methodologies.
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R1, R2, and R3 — We are skeptical that requiring PC and TP system planningcriteria and methodologies to be equally limitingor more
limiting than Facility Ratings, voltage limits, and stability criteria derived from RC SOL Methodologiesisan appropriate coordination
strategy.

In addition, for R2 and R3, note that edits are neededto these requirementsif they will be retained. Specifically, the "stability performance’
and "System steady-state voltage" language in each of the sub-bullets of R2 and R3 are reversed (i.e. "stability performance" should appear
in R3 and "System stead-state voltage" should appearin R2).

R4 — The requirement calls for the communication of CEll information from Planning Assessments and Transfer Capability assessment to
impacted Transmission Ownersand Generator Owners. This obligation should not be included until itis verified that compliance with the
FERC Standards of Conduct can be guaranteed.

Considerthe followingideas forsub-parts of a requirementto communicate selected Planning Assessmentand Transfer Capability
assessmentresults.

4.1 We agree with including the type of identified instability but suggest revising the list of examplesto match those listedin FAC-011-4 Part
4.1“. .. (e.g.steady state voltage instability, transient voltage response instability, unitinstability, System damping). Steady state voltage
instability criteria can be a percentage of margin from the expected voltage collapse pointin a P-V analysis. The term “voltage collapse”
incorrectly implies that all PCs and TPs choose the voltage collapse pointin a P-V analysis as their voltage stability limit. FAC-011-4 changed
“angular stability” to “unit stability”. “Transient voltage dip criteria violation” is not a type of instability, but rather a reference to a type of
criteria, which should be cited in Part 4.2.

4.2 Consideradding some stability criteriaexamplesforthe benefit of PCs and TPS, such as steady state P-V curve criteria, steady state high
and low voltage protective relay trip levels, transient voltage dip criteria, transient overvoltage spike criteria, transient high and low voltage

protective relay trip levels, generating unitloss of synchronism criteria, generating unit phase angle damping criteria.
4.3 Considerthe following suggestions:
- Associated Contingencies and Associated Facilities are two differentitems and should be splitinto two separate sub-sections.

- The Contingencies usedin Planning Assessments and Transfer Capability assessmentsinclude contingencies beyond the Contingencies
usedin Operational Planning Analysis.
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- “Facilities critical to . . .” does not have a clear meaning and uses the ‘loaded’ wording of “critical to”. Considerwordinglike, “The Elements
that exceedthe system performance criteria”.

4.4 No suggested wording change. However after PCs and TPs describe the studied System conditions, it should explained that the System
conditions, which will be used for Operational Planning Analysis, may be considerably different from the studies System conditions (e.g.
different known outages, different load forecasts, interchange with economic transfers, different generation resource dispatches), so the
reliabilityimpactsidentifiedinthe Operations Planning Horizon may be very differentfromthose based on the Near-Term PlanningHorizon
System conditions.

4.5 The automatic controls and expected system operator actions that are expected to address potential instability, Cascading, or
uncontrolled separationin the Operations Planning Horizon should be splitintotwo sub-bullets or be splitinto two separate sub-sections.

- A sub-section for automatic control actions could say, “Automatic controls expected to address potential instability, Cascading, or
uncontrolled separation available in the Operations Planning Horizon, such as Remedial Action Schemes (RASs), undervoltage load shedding
(UVLS), underfrequency load shedding (UFLS).

- A sub-section for system operator actions could say, “Operating Procedures expected to address potential instability, Cascading, or
uncontrolled.

4.6 We suggestthat the wording be modified slightly to somethinglike “Any Corrective Action Plansintended to mitigate or reduce
identified instability, Cascading or uncontrolled separation.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciates the comments. The SDT has consolidated the requirementsinthe posted FAC-015 intoa modified FAC-014. There are
several supplemental changes to other Reliability Standards that may address some of the other above comments.

David Jendras - Ameren - Ameren Services - 3
Answer No

Document Name
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Comment

We agree that transmission owner-provided Facility (thermal) Ratings should be usedin R1 and that the ratings of existing facilities should
be coordinated betweenRC, PC, and TP entitiesto ensure system model accuracy. Thermal ratings of future facilities planned forthe near-
term planning horizon would not be coordinated with the RC as these facilities do not existinthe operating horizon.

As proposed, the use of System Voltage Limits described in R2 and stability performance criteria describedin R3 would not require
coordination between entities, but would be based on the RC methodology and not on local TO planning criteria, which has been filed with
FERC and the States. The use of more stringent limits set by the RC would provide the means to unilaterally drive the planningassessment
results developed by the PC and TP and could force significant future system expansion above existing plannedlevels. Inour opinion, the
language inR2 and R3 needsto be changed to require a more collaborative use of PC and TP existingplanningcriteriawiththe RC
methodology.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciates the comments. The SDT understands the issue of planned Facilities and theirratings not being includedin operational

assumptions. This is obviously an allowable exception to the requirementsin the standard as stated inthe requirementand associated
rationale.

TO planningcriteriais unclear. The Transmission Owner is not a planning entityinthe NERC Functional Model.
Neil Swearingen - Salt River Project - 1,3,5,6 - WECC

Answer No

Document Name

Comment
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SRP agrees with the clarification of “owner-provided” Facility Ratings and restructuring of the requirements. However, SRP has concerns
withthe language foundin R1, R2 and R3. In each of these requirements, the Transmission Planner or Planning Coordinator may use less
limiting criteria, limits or ratings if they provide technical rationale to affected Transmission Planners, Planning Coordinators or Reliability
Coordinators. SRP is concerned because there is no requirement for the affected entities to agree with the technical rationale. In addition,
technical rationale isnot a NERC definedtermso SRP is concerned with what will be considered technical rationale and what will not. What
happensif thereis a disagreementbetween the Transmission Plannerand the affected entity as to the technical rationale that was used?

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The entitiesthe technical rationale is distributed to do not have authority over the planningentities per
the NERC Functional Model so it would not be appropriate to allow for an approval of the rationale. The technical rationale does not have
to be a NERC defined termand is up to the discretion of the entity creating the document.

Allie Gavin - Allie Gavin On Behalf of: Michael Moltane, International Transmission Company Holdings Corporation, 1; - Allie Gavin
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

ITC agrees with MEC and the MRO NSRF recommendationsto SDT “to consider if the proposed FAC-015-0 altogetherisneeded”. The
general feelingwithin numerousindustry’s entitiesis that there is a risk of “over-regulation” as numerous additional requirements within
various families of NERC Standards attempt to regulate aspects of the industry in a “micro-managing” manner. That leads to duplicationand
difficulties regardinginterpretation of requirements.

The Data Reporting Requirementsin Attachment 1 of MOD-032-1 contains a tabular listing of “information that is required to effectively
model the interconnected transmission system forthe Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon and Long-Term Transmission Planning
Horizon”. It’s also stated in the paragraph above the table “A Planning Coordinator may specify additional information that includes specific
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information required for each item in the table below”. ltem 4c in the table is ratings (normaland emergency)*. The asterisk refers to a note
that states “(/tems marked with an asterisk indicate data that vary with system operating state or conditions. Those items may have
different data provided for different modeling scenarios). It appears these statements along with Requirement R1 of TPL-001-4 establisha
compliance expectation for modelsto “represent projected System conditions”, which should include the most limiting Facility Ratings
applicable to the modeling scenario. Additionally, if Planning Coordinators, Transmission Planners, Transmission Operators and Reliability
Coordinators are not all usingthe same set of Facility Ratings provided by the Transmission Owner in accordance with FAC-008 R8, thenthat
inaccuracy can be addressed viacompliance monitoring for FAC-014, TPL-001 and various IRO/TOP requirements. Duringits webinar
regarding Project 2015-09, the SDT indicated that it would be a very rare occurrence where a Reliability Coordinator would have a more
limiting rating than those already provided by Transmission Owners and available to Planning Coordinators and Transmission Planners.
Therefore, where is the reliability gap that necessitates creation of RequirementR1in FAC-015-1?

In a similarmanner, if the compliance expectationin Requirements R5 and R6 of TPL-001-4 is for the Transmission Plannerand Planning
Coordinator to demonstrate a technically sound rationale for voltage and stability criteria applicable to the modeling scenario, then where
is the reliability gap that necessitates creation of Requirements R2 and R3 in FAC-015-1?

R1, R2, and R3 — We are skeptical that requiring Planning Coordinators and Transmission Planners system planningcriteriaand
methodologiesto be equally limiting or more limiting than Facility Ratings, voltage limits, and stability criteriaderived from the Reliability
Coordinator SOL methodologiesisanappropriate coordination strategy. Theyalso require a documentation burden that may ultimately be
eliminatedina later NERC Standards Efficiency Review.

Requirement4 should not be includedin a FAC standard. The TPL standard already provides a provision for anyone with a reliability need to
obtain the TPL Assessment. Any of these entities must requestthe TPL Assessmentfrom the PC or TP and identify the reliability need. They
must also demonstrate that they can maintain that the communication of CEll informationis not outside the bounds of the FERC Standards
of Conduct. R4 providesfar too much of an openended|list of information on the transmission system and does not guarantee the required
confidentiality.
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Finally, ITC, while recognizingthe IROL is not a part of the current comment period, suggests that during Phase Il of the project the drafting
team re-evaluate the use of referencesto Planning Assessments of the Near Term Transmission Planning Horizon that show results of
“instances of instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled separation.” ITC is concerned that the drafting team may have inadvertently omitted
how this reference includes TPL-001-4 Table 1 Extreme Events, as well as Planning Events. ITC recommends that the drafting team either
clarify that the proposed replacementlanguage for IROLs in associated Reliability Standards, as well as FAC-015-1, is only referringto TPL-
001-4 Table 1 PlanningEvents. If itwere to explicitly have the planningentitiesinclude and document those Extreme Events that cause
instances of instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled separationif they are not specifically identified in Planning Assessments, this list would
most likely be extremely long and cause issues forplanning entitiesin theircompletion of all associated studies.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Seeresponse to MRO comment.

Rachel Coyne - Texas Reliability Entity, Inc. - 10

Answer No

Document Name

Comment

Texas RE is concerned with the use of a technical rationale to use less limiting Facility Ratings (R1), less limiting System Voltage Limits (R2),
and lesslimited stability performance criteria(R3). Thereis nothing that states what should go into the technical rationale, who should
determine whetheror not the technical rational providesa valid reason for not using the most limiting factor, and what shall occur if the
technical rationale is not valid. As written, an entity could put any reason whatsoever for not using the most limiting factorand have no

consequence ifitis not a valid reason.

Consideration of Comments
Project 2015-09 Establish and Communicate System Operating Limits | June 2020 228



NERC

NORTH AMERICAN ELECTRIC
RELIABILITY CORPORATION

Texas RE strongly recommends there be some sort of criteria for a technical rationale, it go through an approval process, and, if not
approved, it be sent back to the entity who submitted the technical rationale. Atthe very least, the technical rationale should explain how

reliabilityis oris not impacted.
Texas RE has the followingadditional comments regarding RequirementR1:

e PCsand TPs shouldrequestfacility ownersto provide ratings based on the ambienttemperature assumptionsin the Planning
Assessments, and for each ambienttemperature assumptionin the Planning Assessment, the PCs and TPs should not be able to use

a rating whichis less limiting than the corresponding owner-provided Facility Rating.

e Higher Facility Ratings for a planned upgrade or addition should only be allowed to be utilized in studiesthe year the upgrade or
additionis expectedtobe in service and for followingyears. Facility Rating increases that are only proposed as part of a Corrective
Action Planshould not be usedin the analysis performed to determine if the System meets performance requirementsin Table 1 of
TPL-001-4, but may be used to address deficienciesidentified as part of the analysis.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The NERC Functional Model does not indicate operating entities having authority over planning
entities. Therefore, the notion of approval is not supported by the NERC Functional Model inthe opinion of the SDT.

Gregory Campoli - New York Independent System Operator - 2

Answer No

Document Name

Comment

IRC Standards Review Committee understands that the current Standards Authorization Request (SAR) doesn’t provide the authority to

revise the TPL, MOD, etc. standards that have a potential affiliation with FAC-015. Notwithstanding, the SRC recommends that the drafting
team considerthat FAC-015 data requirements are redundant with other families of standards and, therefore, provide no additional
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reliability benefit butadd additional compliance burdento responsible entities. Forexample, MOD-32-1 and TPL-001-4 Requirements both
require data provisions that overlap with FAC-015.

Since the SDT for this Project recognized that there might be a better placement of the Project Requirements, yet apparently feltthat a
process to consider addressing Standards other than those in the Project’s SAR was not available, NERC should consider a process to allow
expediting revised SARs that would enable the SDT to address Standards that were not contemplated in the original SAR, while the Projectis
ongoing.

The IRC would also like to note that the Standard Efficiency Review Project has made similarobservations with respect to consolidation of
or bettercoordination of standards. We would suggest that the SDT work with NERC Staff to follow the approach and principles of the SER
team to ensure those efficiencies are realized on this project.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT considered and explored all avenuesto place requirementsinthe correct families of Reliability
Standards and to limitunnecessary requirements. Ultimately, through exhaustive discussions/debates with industry and regulatory
stakeholders, the decision was made to retain the notion of coordination of SOL-related performance criteria between planningand
operatingentitiesinthe FAC family of Reliability Standards.

Robert Blackney - Edison International - Southern California Edison Company - 1,3,5,6 - WECC
Answer No
Document Name

Comment
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SCE agreeswith the MRO NSRF (and MidAmerican) recommendation for the SDT “to consider if the proposed FAC-015-0 altogetheris
needed”. The general feelingwithin numerousindustry’s entitiesis that there is a risk of “over-regulation” as several NERC Standards
attempt to regulate aspects of the industryin a “micro-managing,” or duplicative manner.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Seeresponse to MRO comment.

William Sanders - Lower Colorado River Authority - 1

Answer No

Document Name

Comment

FAC-015 creates a sort of double jeopardy for the Transmission Planner by placingthe requirement of establishinga process on top of the
requirements set out in FAC-001, FAC-007, FAC-011, FAC-014, MOD-032 and MOD-033 to establish and communicate the limitsand should
not be applicable to entities thatalready have the requirementto produce and use this data in analysis required by other NERC Reliability
Requirements such at TPL-001.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. It is unclearhow FAC-001 and MOD-033 isapplicable.
FAC-007 is not subject to current or future enforcement.

FAC-011 appliesto the RC.
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FAC-014 is being coordinated with the changes to FAC-010, FAC-011, and FAC-015. The updated plan is to consolidate the requirementsin
the posted FAC-015 intoa modified FAC-014.

Regarding the MOD-032 comment: The SDT proposal does not change the requirementsforowners to provide Facility Ratings per FAC-008
and does not change the PC and TP responsibilities per MOD-032. The intentis for performance criteria between planning and operations
to be better coordinated. For example, an owner may provide several time-limited Emergency Ratings. Ifthe RC only operatesto a 30-
minute Emergency rating, planningshould not plan the systemto a 15-minute Emergency Rating. There is no current provision for this
instance in the MOD standards.

Eric Shaw - Eric Shaw On Behalf of: Lee Maurer, Oncor Electric Delivery, 1; - Eric Shaw
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

The purpose of the FAC-015 standard is to ensure the Facility Ratings, steady-state voltage limits, and stability criteria used in the
Planning Assessments are coordinated with the RC’s SOL Methodology.

Requirement R4 in FAC-015-1 requires Transmission Planner to communicate its Stability Assessment results to the impacted Reliability
Coordinator, Transmission Operator, Transmission Owner, and Generation Owner. We agree that Transmission Planner should
communicate their Stability Assessment results to impacted entities, but we believe that this requirement belongs to TPL-001 standard

and should not be a part of FAC-015 standard.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT considered and explored all avenuesto place requirementsinthe correct families of Reliability
Standards and to limitunnecessary requirements. Ultimately, through exhaustive discussions/debates with industry and regulatory
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stakeholders, the decision was made to retain the notion of coordination of SOL-related performance criteria between planningand
operatingentitiesin the FAC family of Reliability Standards.

Teresa Cantwell - Lower Colorado River Authority - 5
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

FAC-015 creates a sort of double jeopardy for the Transmission Planner by placingthe requirement of establishing a process on top of the
requirementssetout in FAC-001, FAC-007, FAC-011, FAC-014, MOD-032 and MOD-033 to establish and communicate the limitsand should
not be applicable to entities thatalready have the requirementto produce and use this data in analysis required by other NERC Reliability
Requirements such at TPL-001.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. It is unclearhow FAC-001 and MOD-033 isapplicable.
FAC-007 is not subject to current or future enforcement.
FAC-011 appliesto the RC.

FAC-014 is being coordinated with the changes to FAC-010, FAC-011, and FAC-015. The updated plan is to consolidate the requirementsin
the posted FAC-015 intoa modified FAC-014.

Regarding the MOD-032 comment: The SDT proposal does not change the requirementsforowners to provide Facility Ratings per FAC-008
and does not change the PC and TP responsibilities per MOD-032. The intentis for performance criteria between planning and operations
to be better coordinated. For example, an owner may provide several time-limited Emergency Ratings. Ifthe RC only operatesto a 30-
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minute Emergency rating, planningshould not plan the systemto a 15-minute Emergency Rating. There is no current provision for this
instance in the MOD standards.

Ginette Lacasse - Seattle City Light - 1,3,4,5,6 - WECC, Group Name Seattle City Light Ballot Body
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment
On behalf of our City Light SME: The standard is much improved from the previous draft. No comments on the content.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT has updated its proposal to consolidate the requirementsin FAC-015 into a modified FAC-014.
Mike Smith - Manitoba Hydro - 1, Group Name Manitoba Hydro

Answer Yes

Document Name

Comment

Correction: in both firstand second bullet points of requirement R3, the “steady-state voltage limits” should be corrected as “stability
limit”.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT has updated its proposal to consolidate the requirementsin FAC-015 into a modified FAC-014.
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Stephen Stafford - Stephen Stafford On Behalf of: Greg Davis, Georgia Transmission Corporation, 1; - Stephen Stafford
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

GTC isin agreementwiththe SDT’s proposed FAC-015-1. The coordination of limits between planningand operationsis an improvement
over the current construct of having separate SOL methodologiesforthe planningand operations horizons. GTC is in agreementthat some
requirementsin FAC-015-1 could alternatively be located within other standards such as TPL, MOD, etc. but recognizesthe limits of the
Project 2015-09 SAR.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT has updated its proposal to consolidate the requirementsin FAC-015 into a modified FAC-014.

Douglas Webb - Douglas Webb On Behalf of: Allen Klassen, Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Bryan Taggart, Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Derek
Brown, Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Grant Wilkerson, Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Harold Wyble, Great Plains Energy - Kansas City Power and
Light Co., 5, 1, 3, 6; James McBee, Great Plains Energy - Kansas City Power and Light Co., 5, 1, 3, 6; Jennifer Flandermeyer, Great Plains
Energy - Kansas City Power and Light Co., 5, 1, 3, 6; John Carlson, Great Plains Energy - Kansas City Power and Light Co., 5, 1, 3, 6; -
Douglas Webb

Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment
The companiessupport revised FAC-015-1.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT has updated its proposal to consolidate the requirementsin FAC-015 into a modified FAC-014.
Russell Noble - Cowlitz County PUD -3

Answer Yes

Document Name

Comment
See related comment providedin Question 4.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT has updated its proposal to consolidate the requirementsin FAC-015 into a modified FAC-014.
Terry Bllke - Midcontinent ISO, Inc. - 2

Answer Yes

Document Name

Comment

We believe itwould be acceptable for the PC to use the RC’s SOL methodology or develop theirown methodology that does not conflict
with the RC’s approach.

Once this standard is approvedin final form, FAC-008 should be checked for interoperability and conformity with FAC-015 such that all
ratings are covered(i.e., thermal, voltage, stability).

Likes O
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Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT has updated its proposal to consolidate the requirementsin FAC-015 into a modified FAC-014.

Brandon Gleason - Electric Reliability Council of Texas, Inc. - 2
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

RequirementR1 referencesapplicationto “[e]ach Planning Coordinator and each of its Transmission Planners.” However, Measure M1 only
refersto the “Planning Coordinator.” The same issue exists withrespectto Requirements R2 and R3. ERCOT suggests aligning Measures
M1, M2, and M3, with RequirementsR1, R2, and R3 so that “Transmission Planners” are included inthe Measures.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT has updated its proposal to consolidate the requirementsin FAC-015 into a modified FAC-014.
The measures will be updated.

Michael Godbout - Hydro-Qu?bec TransEnergie - 1 - NPCC
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Measures M1, M2 and M3 must be revised toinclude the Transmission Planner.

Alsowe support NYISO’s comment in regards to R1 and the conditions for using less limiting Facility Ratings. We support the first clause
(“The Facility has higher Facility Ratings as a result...”). Allowingforlessrestrictive Facility Ratings because of differencesintemperature
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seemsinappropriate. If a differenttemperature is used by a planner, they should obtain the Facility Rating for that temperature. As for the
possibility of submitting technical rationales to other entities, the requirementdoes notrequire buy-in by the receiving entities. Since the
objective of this requirementisto align planningand operations, we respectfully submit that the Facility Ratings should be consistentin
planningand operating models. Where there is disagreement, the more conservative value should be retained. This follows the approach in

other standards where, in disagreement, the more conservative optionis retained (forexample, IRO-014).

The same comment appliesto R2 and R3 - that is, we considerthat the receivingentity, in particular whenitis the RC, should be able to
enforce the use of the more conservative assumption. However, for those two requirements we note that a "planned upgrade, addition, or
Corrective Action Plans" (like in R1) are not explicitly included as reasons to modify the limits. They should be included like in R1.

We reiterate that the most conservative rating, limit should be used. However, we agree that facility upgrades or additions do not need to
be referredto the RC for its confirmation.

The VSL for R4, with its concern with the number of missing characteristics, does not make sense. If a PC or TP were to incorrectly
communicate an instability - but only incorrect in one characteristic - thiswould be a lowerVSL, but it could, if that error was important,
make the communication uselessand put the system at risk. The VSL should be severe, unlessthe error without consequence from an
operational point of view. That is, if the RC was able to take correct actions as a consequence, then the error is without consequence. If the
RC's actions were incorrect as a consequence of the error, then itshould be Severe.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT has updated its proposal to consolidate the requirementsin FAC-015 into a modified FAC-014.

Seeresponse to NYISO comment

Jack Stamper - Clark Public Utilities-3
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment
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Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT has updated its proposal to consolidate the requirementsin FAC-015 into a modified FAC-014.

RoLynda Shumpert - SCANA - South Carolina Electric and Gas Co. - 1,3,5,6 - SERC
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT has updated its proposal to consolidate the requirementsin FAC-015 into a modified FAC-014.

Laura Nelson - IDACORP - Idaho Power Company - 1
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT has updated its proposal to consolidate the requirementsin FAC-015 into a modified FAC-014.

Scott Downey - Peak Reliability- 1
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT has updated its proposal to consolidate the requirementsin FAC-015 into a modified FAC-014.

Richard Jackson - U.S. Bureau of Reclamation - 1
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciates the comments. The SDT has updated its proposal to consolidate the requirementsin FAC-015 into a modified FAC-014.

Thomas Foltz - AEP -5
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Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT has updated its proposal to consolidate the requirementsin FAC-015 into a modified FAC-014.

Leonard Kula - Independent Electricity System Operator - 2
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT has updated its proposal to consolidate the requirementsin FAC-015 into a modified FAC-014.

Chris Wagner - Santee Cooper - 1, Group Name Santee Cooper
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment
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Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT has updated its proposal to consolidate the requirementsin FAC-015 into a modified FAC-014.
Devin Shines - PPL - Louisville Gas and Electric Co. - 1,3,5,6 - SERC,RF, Group Name PPL NERC Registered Affiliates

Answer Yes

Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT has updated its proposal to consolidate the requirementsin FAC-015 into a modified FAC-014.

Preston Walker - PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. - 2 - SERC,RF
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Consideration of Comments
Project 2015-09 Establish and Communicate System Operating Limits | June 2020 242



NERC

NORTH AMERICAN ELECTRIC
RELIABILITY CORPORATION

The SDT appreciates the comments. The SDT has updated its proposal to consolidate the requirementsin FAC-015 into a modified FAC-014.
Kathleen Goodman - Kathleen Goodman On Behalf of: Michael Puscas, ISO New England, Inc., 2; - ISO New England, Inc. -2 - NPCC
Answer Yes

Document Name

Comment

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
The SDT appreciates the comments. The SDT has updated its proposal to consolidate the requirementsin FAC-015 into a modified FAC-014.
Amy Casuscelli- Amy Casuscelli On Behalf of: Michael Ibold, Xcel Energy, Inc., 3, 1, 5; - Amy Casuscelli

Answer Yes

Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT has updated its proposal to consolidate the requirementsin FAC-015 into a modified FAC-014.

Quintin Lee - Eversource Energy - 1
Answer Yes

Document Name
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Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT has updated its proposal to consolidate the requirementsin FAC-015 into a modified FAC-014.

Pamela Hunter - Southern Company - Southern Company Services, Inc. - 1,3,5,6 - SERC, Group Name Southern Company
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT appreciatesthe comments. The SDT has updated its proposal to consolidate the requirementsin FAC-015 into a modified FAC-014.
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6. Discussions within the SDT indicated concerns with eliminating some of the components of the approved SOL definition. While the
industry feedback was largely supportive of the draft SOL definition provided in the informal posting, the SDT modified the proposed
definitionto incorporate some of the concepts in the approved version. The SDT believes that the revised definition posted for ballot
represents an improvement over the definition provided in the informal posting. Reference the SOL rationale document for more
information. Do you agree with the proposed SOL definition?

Teresa Cantwell - Lower Colorado River Authority - 5
Answer No
Document Name

Comment
“All” should be “The”

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your feedback. The use of the word “all” versus the word “the” was discussed at lengthin the development of the definition.
The drafting team concluded that the use of the word “all” was a more accurate word selection because it eliminates any confusion of the
inclusive nature of the term. It isimportant that the definition convey the notion that all Facility Ratings, System Voltage Limits, and stability
limits are always SOLs at all times

William Sanders - Lower Colorado River Authority - 1
Answer No
Document Name

Comment
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“All” should be “The”

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your feedback. The use of the word “all” versus the word “the” was discussed at lengthin the development of the definition.
The drafting team concluded that the use of the word “all” was a more accurate word selection because it eliminates any confusion of the
inclusive nature of the term. It isimportant that the definition convey the notion that all Facility Ratings, System Voltage Limits, and stability
limits are always SOLs at all times.

Neil Swearingen - Salt River Project - 1,3,5,6 - WECC
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

SRP generally agrees with the proposed definition. However, whenread separately from the technical rationale, the phrase “specified
System configuration” is ambiguous and does not add clarity to the definition. SRP recommends adjusting the proposed definition to more

completely explainthe relationship between limits and specified System configurations.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Response:

Thank you for your feedback. The draftingteam discussed this issue at length and determinedthatitis important to retain the “specified
System configuration” language in the revised definition. The rationale document specifically addresses the reasoning for this position: The
SDT proposes to retain the reference to “specified system configuration” due to the factthat stability limits in particular are typically
dependenton system configuration. While Facility Ratings and System Voltage Limits are not typically dependent upon system configuration,
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there may be times where they may be dependent on System configuration. For example, if a transmission line is connected by two circuit
breakers at one end of the line, and one of those two circuit breakers is open, the value of the Facility Rating for line could be reduced due to
current carrying capability of the remaining in-service circuit breaker.

David Jendras - Ameren - Ameren Services - 3
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

While the proposed definitionisindeed avast improvementover the existing, ambiguityisintroduced when specifying "facility ratings" if
the current definition of IROL (which relies on the definition of SOL) is kept. The singular of facility implies one facility butin practice, IROLs
are often established acombination flows not specificto one facility but aggregations of facilities. These IROL MW flow limits may not
trigger voltage or stability concerns. The definition should be modified to reflect this concept eitherby replacing "facility" with "facility(ies)"
or by addinga dependent clause such as "facility ratings, eitherindividually ortaken in combinations, systemvoltage..."

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your feedback. Perthe proposed revised definition, a Facility Rating isan SOL. While IROLs may be monitored as a sum of
flows on several Facilities, this does not change the fact that a Facility Rating isan SOL. Phase two of the project will address IROLs and may
include a revision of the IROL definition. The draftingteam will keep your comments under consideration for that future work.

Terry Bllke - Midcontinent ISO, Inc. - 2
Answer No
Document Name

Comment
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While the definitionis cleaner, the rationale document needs to be clear that exceedinga non-IROLSOL, particularly post contingency, is
not a violation of any operating standard or criteria.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your feedback. Thiscomment, however, does not address the definition, but rather addresses compliance with operating
Reliability Standards.

Kelsi Rigby - APS - Arizona Public Service Co. -5

Answer No
Document Name Proposed definition of SOL.docx
Comment

As written, it appears that an entity would need to provide multiple Facility Ratings, system voltage limits, and Stability Limits. AZPS
recommends amending the proposed definition as shown in the attached WORD document to clarify that multiple limits are not required
but may be providedif needed.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your feedback. While the drafting team agrees that the additional language (the second sentence in APS’ proposed definition)
is true, we do not believesthatit substantially enhances the definition.

Joe O'Brien - NiSource - Northern Indiana Public Service Co. - 6
Answer No

Document Name
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Comment

NIPSCO believesthatthe start of the definition should read “SOL is the most limiting of”, as all limits should not be considered a System
OperatingLimit. We believe only the most limiting of the limits on a facility should be considered a System Operating Limit. If “all” ratings
needto be monitored this would presenta problem for many software platforms as there is no way to insert more than 3 or 4 ratings intoa
facility record.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your feedback. The draftingteam discussed this issue at length and determinedthatthe “most limiting of” language is
inconsistent with the essence of the revision. Page 7 of the rationale document addressesthisissue at length.

Aaron Cavanaugh - Bonneville Power Administration - 1,3,5,6 - WECC
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

“Monitoring and assessing” impliesthe processthat is gone through to develop and use an SOL. This definition should focus on what an SOL
is, not the process by which SOLs are found or how SOLs are used.

BPA suggested definition:
All Facility Ratings, System Voltage Limits, and stability limits, applicable to specified System configurations, to ensure reliable operation of

the Bulk Electric System in both the pre- and post-Contingency operating states.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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Thank you for your feedback. While the drafting team generally agrees with your comments, the monitoringand assessinglanguage was
added at the specificrequest of FERC staff. The proposed definitionis problematicbecause of the use of the “to ensure reliable operation
of” language.

Robert Blackney - Edison International - Southern California Edison Company - 1,3,5,6 - WECC
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

SCE supports the SDT’s revised definition of SOL. The proposed definitionimproves clarity and eliminates ambiguity that was presentin the
previous definition. Furthermore, iteliminates several items the definitions that were subject to interpretation.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Thank you for your feedback.

Allie Gavin - Allie Gavin On Behalf of: Michael Moltane, International Transmission Company Holdings Corporation, 1; - Allie Gavin
Answer Yes

Document Name

Comment

ITC agrees with MEC and supports the SDT’s revised definition of SOL. The proposed definitionimproves clarity, and eliminates ambiguity
that was presentin previous definition. Furthermore, iteliminates several items from previous definitions that were subject to
interpretation.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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Thank you for your feedback.
Ruida Shu - Northeast Power Coordinating Council - 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10 - NPCC, Group Name RSC no Dominion, Con Ed and NBPower

Answer Yes

Document Name

Comment

We agree with the proposed SOL definition. A minor comment isto change the singularterm SOL to plural SOLs to align with the plural
form for limitsin the proposed definition.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Response
Thank you for your feedback. The draftingteam agrees with your suggestion.

Douglas Webb - Douglas Webb On Behalf of: Allen Klassen, Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Bryan Taggart, Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Derek
Brown, Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Grant Wilkerson, Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Harold Wyble, Great Plains Energy - Kansas City Power and
Light Co., 5, 1, 3, 6; James McBee, Great Plains Energy - Kansas City Power and Light Co., 5, 1, 3, 6; Jennifer Flandermeyer, Great Plains
Energy - Kansas City Power and Light Co., 5, 1, 3, 6; John Carlson, Great Plains Energy - Kansas City Power and Light Co., 5, 1, 3, 6; -
Douglas Webb

Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

The companiessupport the revised definition.

Consideration of Comments
Project 2015-09 Establish and Communicate System Operating Limits | June 2020 251



NERC

NORTH AMERICAN ELECTRIC
RELIABILITY CORPORATION

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your feedback.

Jodirah Green- ACES Power Marketing - 6, Group Name ACES Standard Collaborations
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

The proposed definitionisan improvement. [t removes the redundancy of pre-and post-Contingency operating states.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Thank you for your feedback.

Kevin Salsbury - Berkshire Hathaway - NV Energy - 5

Answer Yes

Document Name

Comment

The proposed definitionimproves clarity, and eliminates ambiguity that was presentin previous definition. Furthermore, it eliminates
several items from previous definitions that were subject to interpretation.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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Thank you for your feedback.

Oliver Burke - Entergy - Entergy Services, Inc. - 1
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment
Entergy supports the comments submitted by MRO NSRF.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your feedback.

Michael Cruz-Montes - CenterPoint Energy Houston Electric, LLC - 1 - Texas RE
Answer Yes

Document Name

Comment
No response.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Andy Fuhrman - Andy Fuhrman On Behalf of: Theresa Allard, Minnkota Power Cooperative Inc., 1; - Andy Fuhrman
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Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment
See MRO NERC Standards Review Forum comments.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Thank you for your feedback. Please reference the MRO response.

Leonard Kula - Independent Electricity System Operator - 2

Answer Yes

Document Name

Comment

We agree with the proposed SOL definition. A minor comment is to change the singular term SOL to plural SOLs to align with the plural
form for limits in the proposed definition.

Likes O

Dislikes O

Thank you for your feedback. The draftingteam agrees with your suggestion.
Dana Klem - MRO - 1,2,3,4,5,6 - MRO, Group Name MRO NSRF

Answer Yes

Document Name
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Comment

The MRO NSRF agrees withthe proposed SOL definition. However, as stated in our response to question 1, we need additional clarification
on the SOL expectation of the SDT. Is it your intent that each Facility has a thermal-based SOL or can a subset (Flowgates) be used to
manage power flow on the system? This needs to be clearly stated in a requirement so that everyone is planningand operating the BES
from the same understanding. Additionally, it’s not clear if Normal Ratings and normal System Voltage Limits are considered SOLs, if you
have higher Emergency Ratings or emergency System Voltage Limits for the Facilities. It could be interpreted to say Normal Ratings and
normal System Voltage Limits aren’t SOLs if you have higher Emergency Ratings and emergency System Voltage Limits. This understanding
translates to compliance expectationsinthe IRO and TOP Standards for exceedances and when you must implementyour Operating Plan. If
we’re relyingon the SOL whitepaperto clarify, then some entities may choose not to follow it saying it’s not mandatory. Since the SDT may
not be able to answer compliance questions, we request NERC staff to draft a CMEP Practice Guide to inform the industry of the compliance
expectations for SOLs as appliedin the FAC, IRO and TOP standards.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your feedback. Each Facility has Facility Ratings, which are comprised of both a Normal Rating and one or more Emergency
Ratings. For a given Facility, the full set of Facility Ratings, both the Normal Rating and all Emergency Ratings are SOLs at all times. Flowgates
can certainly be used as a mechanism to manage power flow on the system; however, by definition, flowgate limits are not SOLs unless the
flowgate defines astability limit. Normal System Voltage Limits and Emergency System Voltage Limits are SOLs. All of these are SOLs all the
time. The drafting team will communicate your recommendationto draft a CMEP Practice Guide as suggested.

Ginette Lacasse - Seattle City Light - 1,3,4,5,6 - WECC, Group Name Seattle City Light Ballot Body
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

On behalf of our City Light SME: City Light agrees with the definition.

Consideration of Comments
Project 2015-09 Establish and Communicate System Operating Limits | June 2020 255



NERC

NORTH AMERICAN ELECTRIC
RELIABILITY CORPORATION

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your feedback.
Michael Godbout - Hydro-Qu?bec TransEnergie - 1 - NPCC

Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Eric Shaw - Eric Shaw On Behalf of: Lee Maurer, Oncor Electric Delivery, 1; - Eric Shaw
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Randy MacDonald - NB Power Corporation - 1
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Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Pamela Hunter - Southern Company - Southern Company Services, Inc. - 1,3,5,6 - SERC, Group Name Southern Company
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Rachel Coyne - Texas Reliability Entity, Inc. - 10
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
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Dislikes 0

Brandon Gleason - Electric Reliability Council of Texas, Inc. - 2

Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Douglas Johnson - American Transmission Company, LLC - 1
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Brandon McCormick - Brandon McCormick On Behalf of: Carol Chinn, Florida Municipal Power Agency, 6, 4, 3, 5; Chris Gowder, Florida
Municipal Power Agency, 6, 4, 3, 5; David Owens, Gainesville Regional Utilities, 3, 1, 5; Don Cuevas, Beaches Energy Services, 1, 3; Ginny
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Beigel, City of Vero Beach, 3; Joe McKinney, Florida Municipal Power Agency, 6, 4, 3, 5; Ken Simmons, Gainesville Regional Utilities, 3, 1,
5; Neville Bowen, Ocala Utility Services, 3; Randy Hahn, Ocala Utility Services, 3; Richard Montgomery, Florida Municipal Power Agency,
6, 4, 3, 5; Steven Lancaster, Beaches Energy Services, 1, 3; Tom Reedy, Florida Municipal Power Pool, 6; - Brandon McCormick, Group
Name FMPA

Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Quintin Lee - Eversource Energy - 1
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Laura McLeod - NB Power Corporation - 5
Answer Yes

Document Name
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Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Amy Casuscelli- Amy Casuscelli On Behalf of: Michael Ibold, Xcel Energy, Inc., 3, 1, 5; - Amy Casuscelli
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

faranak sarbaz - Los Angeles Department of Water and Power- 1
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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Kathleen Goodman - Kathleen Goodman On Behalf of: Michael Puscas, ISO New England, Inc., 2; - ISO New England, Inc. -2 - NPCC
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Russell Noble - Cowlitz County PUD -3
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Colby Bellville - Duke Energy - 1,3,5,6 - FRCC,SERC,RF, Group Name Duke Energy
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment
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Likes O
Dislikes 0

GlennBarry - Los Angeles Department of Water and Power -5
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Tommy Drea - Dairyland Power Cooperative - 5
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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Anton Vu - Los Angeles Department of Water and Power - 6
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Laurie Williams - PNM Resources - Public Service Company of New Mexico- 1
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Preston Walker - PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. - 2 - SERC,RF
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment
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Likes O
Dislikes 0

Devin Shines - PPL - Louisville Gas and Electric Co. - 1,3,5,6 - SERC,RF, Group Name PPL NERC Registered Affiliates

Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Chris Wagner - Santee Cooper - 1, Group Name Santee Cooper
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Stephen Stafford - Stephen Stafford On Behalf of: Greg Davis, Georgia Transmission Corporation, 1; - Stephen Stafford
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Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Sing Tay - OGE Energy - Oklahoma Gas and Electric Co. - 6, Group Name OKGE
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Terry Harbour - Berkshire Hathaway Energy - MidAmerican Energy Co.- 1
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
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Dislikes 0

Sean Bodkin - Dominion - Dominion Resources, Inc. - 6, Group Name Dominion

Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Mike Smith - Manitoba Hydro - 1, Group Name Manitoba Hydro
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Todd Bennett - Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. - 3, Group Name AECI

Answer Yes
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Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Patti Metro - National Rural Electric Cooperative Association - 3,4
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Kayleigh Wilkerson - Lincoln Electric System - 5, Group Name Lincoln Electric System
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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Don Schmit - Nebraska Public Power District - 5
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thomas Foltz - AEP -5
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Sandra Shaffer - Berkshire Hathaway - PacifiCorp - 6
Answer Yes

Document Name
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Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Richard Jackson - U.S. Bureau of Reclamation - 1
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Scott Downey - Peak Reliability- 1
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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Laura Nelson - IDACORP - Idaho Power Company - 1
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

RoLynda Shumpert - SCANA - South Carolina Electric and Gas Co. - 1,3,5,6 - SERC
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Jack Stamper - Clark Public Utilities-3
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment
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Likes O

Dislikes 0
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7. With the retirement of FAC-010, and the elimination of Planning-based SOLs and IROLs, do you agree with the changes to CIP-014,
FAC-003, FAC-013, PRC-002, PRC-023 and PRC-026?

Ginette Lacasse - Seattle City Light - 1,3,4,5,6 - WECC, Group Name Seattle City Light Ballot Body
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

On behalf of our City Light SME: There is confusionabout why the terms “SOL” and “IROL” need to be removed from some of these
standards. In FAC-003, for example, shouldn’tany elementidentified as part of a currently effective IROLbe considered under the
applicability section, notjust thingsidentified inthe Planning Assessment?

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The term SOL and IROL as labelsinthe planninghorizon are beingretired, replaced by the concepts in the revised TPL 001 standard. As
such any standard that used the term SOL or IROL as an identified facility from the Planning horizon needed a new method of identifying
those importantfacilities. Standards that use the SOL or IROL from the Operating Horizon did not have the term removed.

Sandra Shaffer - Berkshire Hathaway - PacifiCorp - 6
Answer No
Document Name

Comment
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FAC-003-5 should be revised toalign withthe comments to FAC-015-1 in #5 above. Any requirements associated witha Near-Term Planning
Assessmentshould align with the specificrequirementsinthe approved TPL-001 Standard eitherthe Operations Horizon or to a specific

requirementwithinthe TPL-001 Standard —R3.5 and R4.2.

Comments specifically for CIP-014-3: Applicability 4.1.1.3 should simply be removed. The proposed wording change causes confusion with
the actual CIP-014 assessment, the whole purpose of which isto identify those Transmission substations that if rendered inoperable or
damaged as a result of a physical attach could resultin instability, Cascading or uncontrolled separation. The new proposed 4.1.1.3 would
eithercreate a circular argument or could inadvertently be interpreted to expand the scopes of TPL-001 and MOD-001. Any revisionsto the
requirements of the assessmentsin TPL-001 and MOD-001 should be made in those Standards, not through CIP-014.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The drafting team believes the language offered in FAC-003 regarding a facility that if lostor degraded are expected toresult ininstances of
instability, Cascading or uncontrolled separation does align with the TPL standard including the requirements that you referenced. The
language offeredin CIP-014 by the drafting team used similarlanguage to FAC-003 and aligns with the analysis already done as part of the
TPL 001 standard. The draftingteam does not believe thatit would create a circular argument, since it places no direct burden on the
Planning Coordinator beyond communication. The team isassuming by MOD-001 you actually meet FAC-013, since MOD-001 address the
determination of Available Transfer Capability and is not referencedin the standard.

Thomas Foltz - AEP -5
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

While AEP has no objectionsto the proposed changes to CIP-014, FAC-013, PRC-002, PRC-023 and PRC-026, we do have concerns regarding
4.2.2, Transmission Facilities, within FAC-003. We believe additional textis needed here toensure no lines are unintentionally excluded by
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a) the timing of their being identified as part of an IROL and b) the timing of any facilities identified, which could lead to instability,
Cascading, or uncontrolled separation within associated planning assessments. AEP recommends that this section be clarifiedinthe
following manner...

“Each overhead transmission line operated below 200kV, identified by the Planning Coordinator or Transmission Planner, per its Planning
Assessment of the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon or its Transfer Capability Assessment (Planning Coordinatoronly) as a Facility
that if lost or degraded are expected to result in instances of instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled separation or overhead transmission line
operated below 200kV that have been established as part of an IROL by the Reliability Coordinator per IRO-014-3 R1.”

AEP has chosen to vote negative on the proposed revisions to FAC-003, driven by the concerns expressedinthisresponse.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The drafting team believesthat FAC-003 in addressing vegetation managementappliesto alonger period of time. As such the drafting
team does not believe the designation of an IROL by the RC should be includedin4.2.2 since such a designation may be temporary or
transitory in nature. The designation would not resultin immediate vegetation management, and so it could be months or years before the
vegetation management caught up with the designation, providing no practical benefit. If the RC does have an IROL below 200 kV that is
expectedto remainin place long enough that they would like it captured under FAC-003, they can coordinate with the Planning Coordinator
or Transmission Plannerto make sure it is captured in theirstudy. Keepin mindthisis onlyfor facilities below 200 kV, all facilities above
200 kV Are captured by the standard.

Don Schmit - Nebraska Public Power District - 5
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

FAC-003-5 should have an implementation period once a study identifies anew Facility below 200 kV (Applicability Section) that could lead
to instability, Cascading or uncontrolled separation. An entity needsthe time to get that new Facility into it’s vegetation plan and meetthe
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clearences. The way the current FAC-003-4 and proposed Standard FAC-003-5 is written an entityis out of compliance once the new
studied Facility isidentified ifit does not meet clearences and the entity would then needto selfreport. NPPD recommendsan
implementation period of up to 24 monthsto allow for the newlyidentified facility to be incorporated intoit’s vegetation planand for
clearencesto be met.

For the other Standards NPPD supports the comments submitted by the MRO NSRF.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The Implementation plan for FAC-003 standards allows for at least 12 months after the line is designated, changing that duration is not
withinthe scope of this SDT.

Dana Klem - MRO - 1,2,3,4,5,6 - MRO, Group Name MRO NSRF
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

The MRO NSRF supports the effort of the SDT to eliminate planning-based SOLs and IROLs, but to ensure clarity of expectationsthe
revisions to these standards need to directly map to the applicable TPL-001-4 contingency results that indicate unacceptable instances of
instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled separation. As currently proposed, every instance of instability or tripping of multiple elements could
be consideredinscope for IROLs. Additionally, the SDT should consider that requirements to perform transfer capability studies were
determined by the Standards Efficiency Review projectto be for commercial purposes and proposed for retirementin the phase 1 SAR.

Even though we realize the changes to CIP-002-6 are not in scope for this question and the modificationsto the standard were givento the
CIP SDT, the 2015-09 SDT isthe one who understandsthe concept of IROLs. Therefore, we would appreciate the SDT passingthe following
concerns to the CIP SDT. The changes to CIP-002-6 criterion 2.6 and 2.9 do not add clarity. Unfortunately, the proposed changes to criterion
2.9 would bringin most SPS/RAS in the country because these systems are typically designed to avoid instability ora cascading outage
scenario. Similarly, the proposed changes to criterion 2.6 substantially expandsthe scope of analysis. The current CIP-002-5.1 criterion 2.6
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language isvery clear and narrow because it limits the evaluation tothose Facilities that have been shown to impact a large area of the
system (i.e. what it means to be an IROL). With the proposed changes, many more Facilities will need to be evaluated for instability, but the
end resultwill still be very few Facilities onthe list (and those that make it on the list probably have an SPS/RAS to mitigate the concern).
This appears to be an unneeded expansion of the criterion whereas the current language is precise. The SDT should keep in mind that IROLs

will still existunderthe proposed FAC standard revisions forthe operating horizon and, therefore, no change is needed to R2.6 or R2.9.

We are not opposed to removingthe Planning Coordinator in PRC-002 as an applicable functional entity and having the Reliability
Coordinator as the only applicable regional function entity. However, we propose that the Time Horizon of all the Requirements be changed
from “Long-term Planning” to “Operations Planning”, to be consistent with the directand indirectapplicability of the Requirements to the
Reliability Coordinator.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The current drafts discussfacilitiesthatif lost or degraded are expectedtoresult ininstances of instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled
separationthat adversely impact the reliability of the Bulk Electric System. So as drafted the TP and PC would be identifyingthose facilities
from their study that they believe meets that criteria, which may or may not include everyinstance of instability or tripping of elementsif
they do not adversely impact the reliability of the Bulk Electric System. The drafting team isaware of the effortto remove the FAC-013
transfer capability studies but until such time as they are actually removed the team must address them.

Time Horizon: The drafting believes thatthese requirements are longterm planning (1 year or greater) because whenthereis a violation
thereis a window of time to recover from the violation. The Time Horizon is the period of time to mitigate a violation, as such certainly
some of the Reliability Coordinatorfunctions are in the Operations Planning horizon, but data recordingequipmentissuesare not a
violation that has to be resolved within a day or even within the current season, nor can they be resolved that quickly dependingonthe
leadtime on the equipment. Because this equipmentisfor after the fact analysis, and not the real time prevention of an issue, the longer
time horizon continuesto be appropriate.

Kayleigh Wilkerson - Lincoln Electric System - 5, Group Name Lincoln Electric System

Answer No
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Document Name

Comment
LES supports the comments provided by the MRO NSRF.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Please see the response to MRO NSRF.

Leonard Kula - Independent Electricity System Operator - 2

Answer No

Document Name

Comment

We agree with changes to reflect the elimination of Planning-based SOLs and IROLs for CIP-014, FAC-003, FAC-013, PRC-002, and PRC-
023.

However, we do not agree with the change to the PRC-026 standard. The Planning Coordinator requires the Reliability Coordinator to

provide those SOLS that are based on angular stability in order to assess Criteria 1 and 2 of Requirement R1. We suggest revising
Requirement R1 to require the Reliability Coordinator provide the Planning Coordinator with those SOLs that are based on angular

stability.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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Thank you for the support on CIP-014, FAC-003, FAC-013, PRC-002, and PRC-023. For PRC-026 the responsibilityis placed on the Planning
Coordinator in the existing standard to provide the information to the Generator Owner and Transmission Ownerand the drafting team
maintained that requirement just moving away from the SOL and IROL language to better match the proposed paradigm. If the current
practice in your area isthat the Reliability Coordinator provides thisinformationto the Planning Coordinator to fulfill this function than
nothingin the revised standard would preclude that action.

Aaron Cavanaugh - Bonneville Power Administration - 1,3,5,6 - WECC
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

BPA recommends that CIP-014, FAC-003, FAC-015, PRC-023 and any other standards that reference “instability, uncontrolled separation, or
Cascading” withthe intent of replacingthe term IROL be modifiedtoinclude the qualifying phrase “that adversely impact the reliability of
either the interconnection or other Reliability CoordinatorArea(s).” This change aligns with the current NERC definitions forIROL and IROL
Tv.

NERC definitions:

Interconnection Reliability Operating Limit (IROL): A System Operating Limitthat, if violated, could lead to instability, uncontrolled
separation, or Cascading outages that adversely impact the reliability of the Bulk Electric System.

Interconnection Reliability Operating Limit Tv (IROL Tv): The maximum time that an Interconnection Reliability Operating Limit can be
violated before the risk to the interconnection or other Reliability CoordinatorArea(s) becomes greater than acceptable. Each
Interconnection Reliability Operating Limit’s Tvshall be lessthan or equal to 30 minutes.

BPA believesthatthe two NERC definitions workin conjunctionto define when IROLs should be declared. The IROL definitionidentifiesthe
BES, while the IROL Tv definitionidentifiesan IROL Tv is used to protect the interconnection as a whole or other RC areas.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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The team revised the language to include the phrase as listedin the definition of IROL, “instability, uncontrolled separation, or Cascading
outages that adversely impact the reliability of the Bulk Electric System”.

Terry Harbour - Berkshire Hathaway Energy - MidAmerican Energy Co.- 1
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

Replacement of IROLs with vague unbounded terminology of “instability, uncontrolled separation, and cascading" isn't appropriate and is
inferiorto the current IROL approach. If IROLs aren't maintained, at a minimum, instability should be quantified with terms such as wide-
area or a MW threshold such as the loss of 1,000 MW. The benefitof IROLs isthe understanding of an impact threshold clearly understood

and outlinedin current IROL methodologies.

Vague terminologyin zero defect standards resultsin unnecessary violations, interpretations, and compliance guidance.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The team revised the language to include the phrase as listedin the definition of IROL, “instability, uncontrolled separation, or Cascading
outages that adversely impact the reliability of the Bulk Electric System”.

Sing Tay - OGE Energy - Oklahoma Gas and Electric Co. - 6, Group Name OKGE
Answer No
Document Name

Comment
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OKGE supports the comments provided by MRO NSRF. In addition, The SER Phase 1 project has already proposed that all the requirements
in FAC-013-2 be retired. So, we don’t see why this standard needsto be revised any further. We suggestthat the SDT coordinate with the

NERC SER team to discuss further.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Please see the response to MRO NSRF. The team discussed the FAC013-2 retirementwith NERC SER and NERC Staff. Until the FAC 13’s
retirementis officially approved by FERC the drafting team must modify the standard as if it’s going to continue.

Joe O'Brien - NiSource - Northern Indiana Public Service Co. - 6
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

Until the core standards of this project are settled NIPSCO is not ready to vote on these "dependent" standards and will likely Abstain at this
time.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comment.

Andy Fuhrman - Andy Fuhrman On Behalf of: Theresa Allard, Minnkota Power Cooperative Inc., 1; - Andy Fuhrman

Answer No
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Document Name

Comment
See MRO NERC Standards Review Forum comments.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Please see the MRO NERC Standards Review Forumresponse.

Michael Cruz-Montes - CenterPoint Energy Houston Electric, LLC - 1 - Texas RE

Answer No

Document Name

Comment

CenterPoint Energy supports the elimination of Planning-based SOLs and IROLs; however, CenterPoint Energy does not agree with the
changes to the standards listed above. By not incorporating language such as “that adversely impact the reliability of the BES” or some
equivalentlimiting phrasinginto the proposed language used to replace IROL in these standards, the SDT may have expanded the scope of
the applicability orrequirement. Not all instances of instability rise to the level of adversely impactingthe reliability of the BES, and these

should not be consideredin scope for the standards above.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The team agrees and revised the language to include the phrase as listed in the definition of IROL, “instability, uncontrolled separation, or
Cascading outages that adverselyimpact the reliability of the Bulk Electric System”.
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Chris Wagner - Santee Cooper - 1, Group Name Santee Cooper
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

The proposed responsibility shiftin RequirementR5 from Responsible Entity (Planning Coordinator, where presently applicable) to
Reliability Coordinatoris outside of the scope of Project 2015-09 set forth by the SAR and does not align with the Long-term Planning Time
Horizon of PRC-002, as the RCis responsible forreal-time operating reliability of its area.

Additionally, Santee Cooper has concerns over shifting the responsibilities of Requirement R5from the Responsibility Entity (Planning
Coordinator) to the Reliability Coordinator at this stage in the existing PRC-002-2 implementation plan.

e The initialimplementation deadline for RequirementR5has past. Capital expenditure decisions have already been made based on

the initial identification by the Responsible Entity of BES Elements for which DDR data isrequired per the prescriptive requirements
of the standard.

e Changingthe evaluatorand spreading the minimum DDR coverage requirement overthe Reliability Coordinator’s historical

simultaneous peak System Demand vs. the Responsible Entity could potentially change the results of the evaluation, and could
potentially require additional equipment from an entity that is unbudgeted at this point.

Furthermore, there isa gap inthe Implementation Planfor Project 2015-09 withregard to PRC-002-3.

e Inthe elementslisted thatshall remain applicable tothe Implementation of PRC-002-3 R2, R3, R4, R6, R7, R8, R9, R10, R11, the
Implementation Planfor Project 2015-09 does not address compliance requirementsfora re-evaluated list from RequirementR1 or
R5. The original PRC-002-2 gives entitiesthree (3) years to be 100 percent compliant with a re-evaluated listfrom R1 or R5, allowing
entitiestime to budget, design and commission any additional equipmentthat may be neededto comply. This omission createsa
gap inthe Implementation Plan, as R1 and R5 include mandatory re-evaluation at least once every five (5) years.

Multiple references to PRC-002-2 within the text of the draft standard have not beenredlined, and should be replaced with PRC-002-3.

Multiple references to PRC-023-4 within the text of the draft standard have not beenredlined, and should be replaced with PRC-023-5.
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Multiple references to PRC-026-1 withinthe text of the draft standard have not beenredlined, and should be replaced with PRC-026-2.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT believes placing responsibility solely on the Reliability Coordinator adds clarity and consistency for the task of identifying the BES
Elements for which Dynamic Disturbance Recording (DDR) isrequired. The RC and TOP are the entities thatidentifies and monitors
SOLs/IROLs withinreal time operations. Furthermore the RC is responsible forleadingany investigationinto events that would use this
data. The TP and PC may assist in these efforts or even effectively lead them, but the standards and processes assign the responsibility to
the RC. We have addressed the time window for implementationinthe PRC-002 implementation plan and updated the standard
referencesinall the documents.

Oliver Burke - Entergy - Entergy Services, Inc. - 1
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

With the elimination of Planning—based SOLs and IROLs, the Standards drafting team has attempted to come up with alternate means of
identification of facilities to fill the void, such as under Applicability Criterion 4.1.1.3 in CIP-014-3. The concern is that the use of terms like
“instances of instability,” “Cascading,” and “uncontrolled separation” in place of IROL definition, isvery vaguely definedin existing NERC
standards and is highly subjective to individual entity’s interpretation and application methodology. Further, there are no thresholds
suggestedthat can be appliedto derive these facilities from Near Term Transmission Planning Assessments. Such a list of facilities could
vary considerably even between the Planning Coordinator’s Assessmentand the Transmission Planner’s Assessment. Use of such vaguely
defined criteriawill subject entities to undue burden of evaluatinglot more facilities underall of the above standards (CIP-014, FAC-003,

Consideration of Comments
Project 2015-09 Establish and Communicate System Operating Limits | June 2020 283



NERC

NORTH AMERICAN ELECTRIC
RELIABILITY CORPORATION

FAC-013, PRC-002, PRC-023 and PRC-026) withincreased risk of additional cost to be incurred. Suggest the standard draftingteam come up
with more specificmethodologyin place of IROL or delete this Criterionin CIP-014-3 and otherapplicable standards.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The team agrees and revised the language to include the phrase as listed in the definition of IROL, “instability, uncontrolled separation, or
Cascading outages that adversely impact the reliability of the Bulk Electric System”.

Kelsi Rigby - APS - Arizona Public Service Co. -5

Answer No

Document Name

Comment

AZPS requests clarification on what contingencies are includedin:
“Facilitiesthat if lost or degraded” in CIP-014 and FAC-003;

“Planning Assessments that identify instances of instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled separation” in B2 of AttachmentB in PRC-023;
and

“Elements associated with angular instability identified in Planning Assessments.”
AZPS suggests the following changesto FAC-013-3:

Remove R3
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Remove “Reserved for future use” in R1.2 and update numberingaccordingly

Additionally, Planning Assessments, completed through TPL-001-4, include multiple categories of contingencies (P0O-P7) and Extreme Events
as detailedinTable 1 of TPL-001-4. Extreme Events referencedin TPL-001-4 should be excluded fromthose addressed through CIP-014,
FAC-003, FAC-013, PRC-023 and PRC-026. To fail to do so could result in double-counting of contingencies. Further, to fail to do so could
resultin local impact contingencies beingconsidered as a result of other contingency evaluations. For example, evaluation of Extreme
Events under CIP-014 can bringin low impact substations despite the fact that the instability identified would only have a very small impact
that isconfined to a local area. Such identified local instability does notand should not resultin required hardeningunder CIP-014. For this
reason, only Planning Events from Table 1 of TPL-001-4 should be included. AZPSis further concerned that studies that have previously
been completed would needto be restudied inaccordance with the new standard in order to satisfy the 12 month timeline in the
implementation plan evenif the timeline prescribed in the existingrequirementhas a longertimeframe. For example, CIP-014-2 R1
requires studies every 30 calendar months. AZPS does not support doingan additional study for CIP-014-2 R1 before the 30 month deadline
that we will have already created a scheduled for in order to be compliant with the new standard before the 12 month implementation
date.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for the comments. The contingenciesthat apply would be any contingencies studied underthe TPL 001 that resultedin the
described phenomena.

For FAC-013 the draftingteam made the minimum amount of changes since thereis alsoan effortunderway to retire FAC-013.

To helpclarify the types of system responses that could resultin facility identification the team expanded the language to include “that
adversely impact the reliability of the Bulk Electric System” so it better matches the current IROL. Given this caveat the team believesthat
all contingencies from the TPL assessmentwould be included unless they are excluded by the language in the particular standard. The
“double counting” is a moot pointsince listing the same facility more than once would not result inany more burden than listingit a single
time.
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Laurie Williams - PNM Resources - Public Service Company of New Mexico- 1
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

The changes for PRC-002 seems unrelatedto the proposed FAC changes.

The proposed changes for CIP-014, PRC-023, and FAC-003 the replacementlanguage is too broad. The Planning Assessmentlooks at
extreme events which have low probability of occurring and for which corrective actions are not required. It doesn’tseem reasonable that
extreme events which resultin instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled separation are now pulledinto scope for CIP-014, PRC-023, and FAC-

003 when CAP are not required by the TPL-001.

The proposed change to FAC-013 R1.3 seems unrelated to the proposed FAC change.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The SDT believes placing responsibility solely on the Reliability Coordinator adds clarity and consistency for the task of identifying the BES
Elements for which Dynamic Disturbance Recording (DDR) isrequired. The RC and TOP are the entities thatidentifies and monitors
SOLs/IROLs withinreal time operations. Furthermore the RC is responsible forleadingany investigationinto events that would use this
data. The TP and PC may assist in these efforts or even effectively lead them, but the standards and processes assign the responsibility to
the RC. We have addressed the time window for implementationinthe PRC-002 implementation planand updated the standard
referencesinall the documents.

The team agrees that the language was too broad and revised the language to include the phrase as listed inthe definition of IROL,
“instability, uncontrolled separation, or Cascading outages that adversely impact the reliability of the Bulk Electric System”.

The change to FAC-013 was to remove the SOL language and to clarify in 1.3 that the assumptions should be consistent with the Planning
Coordinator’s Planning Assessment whichis a specificset, versus planning practices whichis a broader term.
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Kevin Salsbury - Berkshire Hathaway - NV Energy - 5
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

NV Energy believesthereisinconsistency with the language used in the CIP-002-6 Draft of the impact of instability, Cascading, or
uncontrolled separation. NV Energy would request that the SDT include "Wide Area Impacts" to the language revisionsin CIP-014, FAC-003,

and PRC-023:

CIP-014 Applicability 4.1.1.3 should read:

4.1.1.3 Transmission Facilities at a single station or substation location that are identified by the Planning Coordinator or Transmission
Planner, per its Planning Assessment of the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon or its Transfer Capability Assessment (Planning
Coordinatoronly), as Facilities that if lost or degraded are expected to result instances of Wide Area impacts such as instability, Cascading,
or uncontrolled separation.

FAC-003-5 Applicability 4.2.2 and 4.3.1.2 should read:

4.2.2. Each overhead transmission line, operated below 200kV, identified by the Planning Coordinatoror Transmission Planner, per its
Planning Assessment of the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon or its Transfer Capability Assessment (Planning Coordinator only), as
Facilities that if lost or degraded are expected to result in instances of Wide Area impacts such as instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled

separation.

4.3.1.2. Operated below 200kV and are identified by the Planning Coordinatoror Transmission Planner, per its Planning Assessment of the
Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon or its Transfer Capability Assessment (Planning Coordinatoronly), as Facilities that if lost or
degraded are expected to result in instances of Wide Area impacts such as instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled separation; or ...

PRC-023-5 Attachment B (Criterion 2) should read:
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B2. The circuit is selected by the Planning Coordinator based on Planning Assessments that identify instances of Wide Area impacts such as
instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled separation.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The team agrees in principle to your suggestion, and revised the language to include the phrase as listed in the definition of IROL,
“instability, uncontrolled separation, or Cascading outages that adverselyimpact the reliability of the Bulk Electric System”.

Tommy Drea - Dairyland Power Cooperative - 5
Answer No
Document Name

Comment
DPC supports the comments of MRO NSRF.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Seeresponse to MRO NSRF

Chris Scanlon - Exelon - 1, Group Name Exelon Utilities

Answer No

Document Name

Comment
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Comments: Anadministrative revision to PRC-023-5 is recommended to carry forward the approved implementation timinglanguage from
the PRC-023-3 Implementation Plan and the Errata to the Implementation Plan forthe Revised Definition of “Remedial Action Scheme”
(whichincluded the PRC-023-4 revision). This non-substantive change to bring the current standard underrevisionintoline withthe
currently approved version (and implementation notes) is necessary to avoid possible future errata revisions. A suggestedrevisionisto
include a footnote for the relevantsectionsin Section 4.2 Circuits (Sections4.2.1.2, 4.2.1.3, 4.2.1.5, and 4.2.1.6) as follows:

4.2.1.2 Transmission lines operated at 100 kV to 200 kV selected by the Planning Coordinator in accordance with RequirementR®6. 1

4.2.1.3 Transmission lines operated below 100 kV that are part of the BES and selected by the Planning Coordinator in accordance with
RequirementR6.1

4.2.1.5 Transformers with low voltage terminals connected at 100 kV to 200 kV selected by the Planning Coordinatorin accordance with
RequirementRe6. 1

4.2.1.6 Transformers with low voltage terminals connected below 100 kV that are part of the BES and selected by the Planning Coordinator
in accordance with RequirementR6. 1

Footnote 1 suggested language:

1. Circuitsidentified by the Planning Coordinator in accordance with Requirement R6 shall be compliantthe later of the first day of the first
calendar quarter 39 months following notification by the Planning Coordinator of a circuit’s inclusion on a list of circuits per application of
Attachment B, or the first day of the first calendar year in which any criterionin Attachment B applies, unless the Planning Coordinator

removes the circuit from the listbefore the applicable effective date.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comments, please review our changes to PRC-023 and the revised implementation plan, we think that we have
addressed your concerns.

Spencer Tacke - Modesto Irrigation District - 4
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Answer No
Document Name

Comment

For CIP-014, FAC-003, PRC-023, and PRC-026, | thinkthere needsto be arevisonto every proposed redline change, that states "perits
Planning Assessment of the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon or its Transfer Capability Assessment as Facilities that if lost or
degraded are expectedtoresult ininstances of instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled separation." To those proposed change statements, |
believe we need to add at the end of each one in all the referenced above Standards, the simple phrase ", or other Study." | believe thisis
needed because the TPL Assessments or Transfer Capability Assessmentsin themselves, don't necessarily require the type of extreme
contingenciesto be studied that would cause instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled separation. Hence to demonstrate the impact of these
type of extreme contingencies (such as was done for the CIP-014 analysis), studies otherthan the Annual TPL Assessmentor Transfer
Capabilty Assessments might need to be completed.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comment. The drafting team had discussed this extensively and while we agree that such conditions might be identified
in other studies, the team did not want to include language in the standard that could create a shadow requirement for the Planning
Coordinator or Transmission Plannerto run additional studies beyondthose requiredin TPL 001. The Planning Coordinator could provide
those additional studies forthe other party to use on a voluntary basis or the Planning Coordinator could insure that the nextyears TPL-001
includesthe conditions that would trigger the event, and thereby be able to communicate it in a bindingfashion.

Colby Bellville - Duke Energy - 1,3,5,6 - FRCC,SERC,RF, Group Name Duke Energy
Answer No
Document Name

Comment
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Duke Energy has concerns with the language proposed as a replacementto the IROL language inthese standards. The language, “per its
Planning Assessment of the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon or its Transfer Capability Assessment (Planning Coordinator only) as
Facilities that if lost or degraded are expected to result in instances of instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled separation,” is too broad as
written, and appears to bring TPL-001-4 Extreme Events into scope and other single & multiple contingency events well beyond the scope of
the original single contingencies specified in R2 of FAC-010/011 and specifiedinR5.1.1 of the proposed FAC-011-4 to identify SOL’s and
IROI’s. We believe more limitinglanguage is appropriate.

CIP-014- Duke Energy feelsthat the draft language is too broad (see above).

FAC-003- As stated above, we have concerns with the appearance of an expansion of scope. This would be in conflict with the original intent
of the standard which did not include such events. We believe more limitinglanguage is appropriate. Also, there appears to be inconsistent
use of Planning Coordinator or Transmission Planner (as used in the Applicability section), and Categories 1A-4B which referencesthe
Planning Coordinator only. Was it the draftingteam’s intent that only the Planning Coordinator apply to those Categories?

PRC-002- Duke Energy does not support the change from Responsible Entity to Reliability Coordinatorin R5. This would be a significant
departure from current industry practices since the RC does not currently have assess operationin the Long Term PlanningHorizon. This
would prompt the need for Reliability Coordinators to revise current processes, and include stepsto reach out to entitiesinits RC Area for

this information. We fail to see the reliability benefit of transferring historically planning related activities to the Reliability Coordinator.
PRC-023- Duke Energy feelsthat the draft language istoo broad (see above). We believe more limiting language is appropriate.

PRC-026- Duke Energy feelsthat the draft language istoo broad (see above). We believe more limiting language is appropriate. Also, there
appears to be a grammatical error in R1. Considerremovingthe “a” before “limitingthe output of a generator”.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

IROL Replacementlanguage: The team agrees and revised the language to include the phrase as listed in the definition of IROL, “instability,
uncontrolled separation, or Cascading outages that adversely impact the reliability of the Bulk Electric System”.
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CIP-014: See revisedreplacementlanguage above, in addition CIP-014

FAC-003: The team feltit was best to have a single entity responsible in those criteria.

PRC-002: The SDT believes placing responsibility solely on the Reliability Coordinatoradds clarity and consistency for the task of identifying
the BES Elements for which Dynamic Disturbance Recording (DDR) is required. The RC and TOP are the entities that identifies and monitors
SOLs/IROLs within real time operations. Furthermore the RC is responsible forleadingany investigationinto events that would use this
data. The TP and PC may assist in these efforts or even effectively lead them, but the standards and processes assign the responsibility to
the RC. We have addressedthe time window for implementationinthe PRC-002 implementation plan and updated the standard
referencesinall the documents.

PRC-023: Please seeif our revised language addresses your concern.

PRC-026: Please seeif our revised language addressesyour concern.

Douglas Webb - Douglas Webb On Behalf of: Allen Klassen, Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Bryan Taggart, Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Derek
Brown, Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Grant Wilkerson, Westar Energy, 6, 3, 1, 5; Harold Wyble, Great Plains Energy - Kansas City Power and
Light Co., 5, 1, 3, 6; James McBee, Great Plains Energy - Kansas City Power and Light Co., 5, 1, 3, 6; Jennifer Flandermeyer, Great Plains
Energy - Kansas City Power and Light Co., 5, 1, 3, 6; John Carlson, Great Plains Energy - Kansas City Power and Light Co., 5, 1, 3, 6; -
Douglas Webb

Answer No
Document Name

Comment

FAC-013-3

The companiesrecommend keeping FAC-013-3 R1.3 without revision and preserve the words “planning practices.”
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The proposed R1.3 revisions, replacing “planning practices” with the NERC Glossary term, “Planning Assessments,” effectively assigns TPL
assessmentcriteria and requirements to FAC-013. Such an outcome is inconsistent with the FAC-013 purpose to “...reliably transfer energy
in the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon.”

Also, by effectively assigning TPL assessment criteriaand requirements to FAC-013, assessments are duplicated and establish similar
compliance obligations over multiple Standards.

Furthermore, by having similar compliance obligations over multiple Standards creates a compliance conundrum when either Standards
yield a similarissue of noncompliance.

CIP-014 FAC-003 PRC-002 PRC-023 and PRC-026

The companiessupport the proposed revisions.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comments. The SDT believes thatleavingthe language “planning practice” in place istoo broad and unclear as to what
planning practice, when, should be used inthe FAC-013 study. Keepin mind 1.3 onlyrequires a statement that the assumptionsand

criteria used are consistent withthe Planning Assessment, butthey don’trequire them to be identical. 1.4 then providesthe opportunity
for the Planning Coordinator to explain what they are doing.

Ruth Miller - Exelon -5
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

Exelon GO agrees with commenets filed by Exelon TO

Likes O
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Dislikes 0

Please see the response to the Exelon TO comments.

John Bee - Exelon-3
Answer No
Document Name

Comment
Exelon LSE supports Exelon TO comments.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Please see the response to the Exelon TO comments.
Becky Webb - Exelon- 6

Answer No

Document Name

Comment
Exelon MKT suports Exelon TO comments.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Please see the response to the Exelon TO comments.
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John Pearson - John Pearson On Behalf of: Michael Puscas, ISO New England, Inc., 2; - John Pearson
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

The proposedredline changes in CIP-014 and FAC-003 limitthe application of facility identification that may resultin instances of instability,
Cascading or uncontrolled separation to only Planning Coordinator’s Planning Assessments of the near-term Planning Horizon and transfer
assessments. This proposed change might be read to reduce the potential sources of information / analysis which entities use to today to
make such identifications. The FAC-013 and PRC-002 changes are acceptable. With regard to PRC-023, the changes made to Criterion B2
have made itvery unclear. The language “is selected by” infersthat there is some sort of optional or judgement, but there is no indication
of what that should be based on. Additionally, referringto Planning Assessmentistoo vague. Planning Assessmentsinclude consideration
of extreme events, butthese seeminappropriate for considerationin PRC-023. If the decisionis made to keep B2 similarto what has been
drafted, please change “Planning Assessments” to “assessments”, as this would allow for consideration of any available inputs. Proposed
language isshown below. Similarly, for PRC-026, R1 criterion 2 is too restrictive by usingthe term “Planning Assessments”. This should be
changed to “technical assessment” as shown below. Also in PRC-026, page numbersshould be added to the Guidelines and Technical Basis
section.

PRC-023 Criterion B2 further modification in bold below:
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The circuit is selected identified by the Planning Coordinator based on assessments of PO — P7 Planning Events that identify instances of
instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled separation.

Additional revision for PRC-026, R1 criterion 2 in bold below:

Elements associated with angular instability identified in technical assessments including but not limited to Planning Assessments.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

For CIP-014, FAC-003, PRC-023 and PRC-026 the drafting team believes thatspecifyingthe Planning Coordinator TPL 001 Planning
Assessmentisthe correct study to pointat. The team discussed allowingother studies and assessments as well, but ultimately believed
that leavingthisto broad could have unintended consequences, such as implying that the Planning Coordinator should have these other
studies and make them available. Ifthe Planning Coordinator findsissuesthat need to be addressed through otherstudies, those can
always beincorporated in to the nextyears TPL 001 Planningassessment Requiringthemto bein the Planning Assessment also means that
the itemsidentified by the Planning Coordinator may also be triggering a corrective action plan.

Thank you for your support on FAC-013 and PRC-002

For PRC-023 the drafting team furtherlimited the events to the near term horizon and planning events.

Terry Bllke - Midcontinent ISO, Inc. - 2
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Answer No
Document Name

Comment

MISO agrees with retiring FAC-010.

With regard to PRC-026_R1, the first sub-bulletappearsto eitherhave a grammatical error or itshould be revised for clarity. “Generator(s)
where an angular stability constraint exists that isaddressed by a limitingthe output of a generator or RAS...”. Suggestionis to remove the
words “...addressed by a...”.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your support. The drafting team adjusted the wordingin PRC-026_R1 to remove a stray “A” and that should help with the
grammatical error.

Kathleen Goodman - Kathleen Goodman On Behalf of: Michael Puscas, ISO New England, Inc., 2; - ISO New England, Inc. - 2 - NPCC
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

The Standard Drafting Team needsto address whetherthe proposedredlinesin Projects 2016-02 and 2015-09 are meant to clarify existing
practices for identifying BES assets, or are intended to modify current approaches, specifically with regard to identifying generation
resources under CIP-002.
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The proposedredline changes in CIP-002 and CIP-014 limitthe application of facility identification that may resultin instances of instability,
Cascading or uncontrolled separation to only Planning Coordinator’s Planning Assessments of the near-term Planning Horizon and transfer
assessments. This proposed change might be read to reduce the potential sources of information / analysis which entities use to today to
make such identifications.

Lastly, the Project 2016-02 Standard Drafting Team must coordinate with the Project 2015-09 Standard Drafting Team since these redlines
appear not only for modificationsto CIP-002 but also to CIP-014, and the requisite and primary technical expertise tounderstand IROLs is in
the Project 2015-09 SDT.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

For CIP-002 please forward questionstothe CIP team.

The team discussed extensively usinglanguage that allowed the Planning Coordinator and Transmission Plannerto bring in other studiesor
assessmentsinadditionto theirPlanning Assessment. Howeverultimately the team decided that the required Assessmentthat places
requirement on the Planning Coordinator and Transmission Plannerwas the only study that should be referenced. Firstof all because itisa
study where the Planning Coordinator and Transmission Plannerare required to do something with the results and second to avoid creating
questionsregarding “what other studies/assessments”. There is nothingthat would preclude a Planning Coordinator or Transmission
Plannerfrom identifyingsomethingin studies or assessments through the year, and then including that study/assessmentin theirannual
Planning Assessment—thereby passing the information on to the end user in the context of the standard.

faranak sarbaz - Los Angeles Department of Water and Power- 1
Answer No
Document Name

Comment
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The questionisnot clear. We do not have the same positionin all the standards listed here.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comment.

Ruida Shu - Northeast Power Coordinating Council - 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10 - NPCC, Group Name RSC no Dominion, Con Ed and NBPower
Answer No

Document Name

Comment

Itis our understandingthat ‘Planning Assessment’ in the proposed change from referringto IROLs to “..., perits Planning Assessment of the
Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon or its Transfer Capability Assessment (Planning Coordinator only) as Facilities thatif lostor
degraded are expectedtoresult ininstances of instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled separation” refers to studies performed for the Near-
Term Transmission Planning Horizon per NERC Reliability Standard TPL-001-4. The term Planning Assessmentisin the NERC ‘Glossary of
Terms Used in NERC Reliability Standards’ defined as “Documented evaluation of future Transmission System performance and Corrective
Action Plansto remedyidentified deficiencies.” To reduce the risk of continuedinconsistency, we propose to add “technical analyses such
as its” to the textreplacingthe previous reference to IROLs as well asa minor editorial change to the reference to Transfer Capability
assessmentin all applicable NERC Reliability Standards listed in Project 2015-09 as well as, if approved, to NERC Reliability Standard CIP-
006-2. Hence, we proposed the textreplacing the reference to IROLs to read “..., per technical analysessuch as its Planning Assessment of
the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon or the Planning Coordinator’s Transfer Capability assessment, as Facilities, that, if lost or
degraded are expectedtoresult ininstances of instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled separation.”

We agree with changes to reflect the elimination of Planning-based SOLs and IROLs for CIP-014, FAC-003, FAC-013, PRC-002, and PRC-023.
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However, we do not agree with the change to the PRC-026 standard. The Planning Coordinator requires the Reliability Coordinatorto
provide those SOLS that are based on angular stabilityin order to assess Criterial and 2 of RequirementR1. We suggest revising
RequirementR1to require the Reliability Coordinator provide the Planning Coordinator with those SOLs that are based on angular stability.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The team discussed extensively using language that allowed the Planning Coordinator and Transmission Plannerto bring in other studies or
assessmentsinadditionto theirPlanning Assessment. Howeverultimately the team decided that the required Assessmentthat places
requirementon the Planning Coordinator and Transmission Planner was the only study that should be referenced. Firstof all because itisa
study where the Planning Coordinator and Transmission Plannerare required to do something with the results and second to avoid creating
questionsregarding “what other studies/assessments”. There is nothingthat would preclude a Planning Coordinator or Transmission
Plannerfrom identifyingsomethingin studies or assessments through the year, and then including that study/assessmentin theirannual
Planning Assessment—thereby passing the information on to the end user in the context of the standard.

Thank you for your support on CIP-014, FAC-003, FAC-013, PRC-002, and PRC-023.

For PRC-026 the current standard does not require the Planning Coordinator to getthis information from the Reliability Coordinator, if that
is your current practice nothingin the changes would preclude the Reliability Coordinator from continuingto give the informationto the
Planning Coordinator.

Quintin Lee - Eversource Energy - 1
Answer No
Document Name

Comment
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Replacingthe term IROL with the IROL definition may lead to inconsistentdeterminations by different Entities.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The Drafting team used the full definition of IROL instead of the partial definition used earlier, and leavingthe term IROL in place would be
ineffective since the draftingteam isretiring FAC-010 and thereby the usage of the term IROL within planning space.

Brandon McCormick - Brandon McCormick On Behalf of: Carol Chinn, Florida Municipal Power Agency, 6, 4, 3, 5; Chris Gowder, Florida
Municipal Power Agency, 6, 4, 3, 5; David Owens, Gainesville Regional Utilities, 3, 1, 5; Don Cuevas, Beaches Energy Services, 1, 3; Ginny
Beigel, City of Vero Beach, 3; Joe McKinney, Florida Municipal Power Agency, 6, 4, 3, 5; Ken Simmons, Gainesville Regional Utilities, 3, 1,
5; Neville Bowen, Ocala Utility Services, 3; Randy Hahn, Ocala Utility Services, 3; Richard Montgomery, Florida Municipal Power Agency,
6, 4, 3, 5; Steven Lancaster, Beaches Energy Services, 1, 3; Tom Reedy, Florida Municipal Power Pool, 6; - Brandon McCormick, Group
Name FMPA

Answer No
Document Name

Comment

FMPA is concerned that the language being proposedto replace defined termsis too broad and creates too many questionsregarding how
to comply with the standards.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The team agrees and revised the language to include the phrase as listed in the definition of IROL, “instability, uncontrolled separation, or
Cascading outages that adverselyimpact the reliability of the Bulk Electric System”.

Brandon Gleason - Electric Reliability Council of Texas, Inc. - 2
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Answer No
Document Name

Comment

CIP-014:

The SDT proposed the followinglanguage for CIP-014-3 Applicability 4.1.1.3:

Transmission Facilities at a single station or substation location that are identified by the Planning Coordinator or Transmission Planner, per
its Planning Assessment of the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon or its Transfer Capability Assessment (Planning Coordinator only)
as Facilitiesthat if lost or degraded are expected to resultin instances of instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled separation.

ERCOT proposesthat “instability” be changed to “system instability.”

ERCOT believesthe use of the term “instability” istoo broad and could be interpretedto include localized instability events that do not have
a widespread impact. This suggestionis consistent with the concern notedin the NERC Methods for Establishing IROLs Task Force (MEITF)
report at p. vii:

Specifically, the PRR acknowledged that the use of the word “instability” inthe IROL definitionis particularly problematicas this term can be
interpretedto include any and every instance of instability that spans the entire spectrum of consequences and severity of impact—ranging
from one extreme where instability resultsinthe loss of a single small unitto the other extreme where instability resultsin widespread
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outage of a major portion of an RC area or beyond. The PRR contended that localized, contained instances of instability that affect a small
amount of load have little to no impact on the reliability of the BES and do not warrant IROL establishment.

The MEITF report defines the term “system instability” as:

The inability of the Bulk Power System,* for a giveninitial operating condition, to regain a state of operating equilibrium afterbeing
subjected to a Disturbance.

*Refers to the remaining portion of the interconnected Bulk Power System, with the exception of the Elements disconnected as a result of
the Disturbance.

ERCOT agrees that not all instances of instability warrant IROL establishment. For thisreason, and to remain consistent with the MEITF
report, ERCOT recommends that the proposed language for CIP-014-3 Applicability 4.1.1.3 be modified to include “system instability” rather
than “instability.”

ERCOT notes there are other instances invarious Requirements where the use of “system instability” may be more appropriate than
“instability.”

FAC-003: None
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FAC-013: None

FAC-015:

It appears there may be a copy/paste typo. ERCOT suggests using “steady-state voltage,” instead of “stability.”

PRC-002: None

PRC-023: None

PRC-026:

ERCOT is concerned that the phrase, “Elements associated with angular instability identified in Planning Assessments” in R2, Criteria No. 2
creates ambiguity and an unintended expansioninthe scope of PRC-026.

ERCOT suggests deletingthe current draft Criteria 1 & 2 and replacing them with the followingin orderto more closelyalign withthe intent
of both PRC-026 and Project 2015-09:
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1. Generator(s) where an angular stability constraint exists that is addressed by limiting the output of the generatoror by a Remedial
Action Scheme (RAS), and those Elements terminating at the Transmission station associated with the generator(s).

2. Elementsthat are monitoredin order to enforce an existingangular stability constraint.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

CIP-014 The team agrees and revised the language to include the phrase as listed in the definition of IROL, “instability, uncontrolled
separation, or Cascading outages that adversely impact the reliability of the Bulk Electric System”.

FAC-003, FAC-013, PRC-002, PRC-023: Thank you for your support.

PRC-026: The draftingteam made some revisionsto the language that hopefully has addressed your concerns?

Neil Swearingen - Salt River Project - 1,3,5,6 - WECC
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

SRP identifies the following adjustments that must be made to avoid confusion to the Reliability Standards:

FAC-003-5: (references made to redline version)

-Page 10 — Delete the reference to R2
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-Page 13 R1 VSLshouldreference FAC-003-5 Table 2 not FAC-003-4

-Page 24-25 — Delete all referencestoR2

PRC-026 (referencesinthe Redline)

-Entire document: change the referencesto PRC-026-1 Attachment A & B to PRC-026-1 Attachment A&B

PRC-023-5 (referencesredline document)

-Entire Document: Adjust the referencesto PRC-023-4 to PRC-023-5

Likes O
Dislikes 0

For PRC-026 thank you for your feedback, the team has made some changes based on your comments.

For PRC-023-5 the changes suggested have been made.

Allie Gavin - Allie Gavin On Behalf of: Michael Moltane, International Transmission Company Holdings Corporation, 1; - Allie Gavin
Answer No

Document Name

Comment

CIP-014-3: Perthe CIP-014 Guidance, ITC believesthe CIP-014 Applicability4.1.1.1to 4.1.1.4 should mirror the CIP-002-5.1a Attachment 1
criterion 2.4-2.7. The proposed changes for CIP-014 Applicability 4.1.1.3 do match the proposed (Project 2016-02 Modificationsto CIP
Standards) changes for CIP-002-5.1a Attachment 1 criterion 2.6. However, ITC believes any discussion pertainingto CIP-014 Applicabilityis
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bettersuited for “Project 2016-02 Modificationsto CIP Standards. In addition, ITC remains concern that the originating changes from FAC
Reliability standards diminish the need for a process to ensure the RC/PC/TO entities are including for evaluation facilities and assets to
support the intent of the NERC CIP standards. ”

PRC-002-3: Changes made do not affectITC’s current PRC-002 process.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Thank you for your comment on CIP-014, the SDT has been working with the Project 2016-02 on the changes.

Pamela Hunter - Southern Company - Southern Company Services, Inc. - 1,3,5,6 - SERC, Group Name Southern Company

Answer No

Document Name

Comment

Regarding 4.1.1.3 in the Functional Entities section of CIP-014-3, Southern believesthatthe verbiage “would adversely affect reliability of
the Bulk Electric System” should be added to the proposed wording to ensure that the changes are more in line with the current definition
of an IROL (see below):

4.1.1.3 Transmission Facilities at a single station or substation location that are identified by the Planning Coordinator or Transmission
Planner, perits Planning Assessment of the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon or its Transfer Capability Assessment (Planning
Coordinator only) as Facilities that if lost or degraded are expectedto resultin instances of instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled separation
would adversely affect reliability of the Bulk Electric System.
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Regarding 4.2.2 inthe Functional Entities section of FAC-003-5, Southern believes thatthe verbiage “would adversely affect reliability of
the Bulk Electric System” should be added to the proposed wording to ensure that the changes are more in line with the current definition
of an IROL.

4.2.2. Each overhead transmission line operated below 200kV, identified by the Planning Coordinator or Transmission Planner, per its
Planning Assessment of the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon or its Transfer Capability Assessment (Planning Coordinatoronly) as a
Facility that if lost or degraded are expectedtoresult ininstances of instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled separation would adversely
affect reliability of the Bulk Electric System.

Regarding B2 in the Criteria section of PRC-023-5, Southern believesthatthe verbiage “would adversely affect reliability of the Bulk Electric
System” should be added to the proposed wordingto ensure that the changes are more in line with the current definition of an IROL (see
below):

B2. The circuit isselected by the Planning Coordinator based on Planning Assessments that identify instances of instability, Cascading, or
uncontrolled separation that would adversely affect reliability of the Bulk Electric System.

Regarding PRC-002-3, Southern does not believe that the Responsible Entity (under Functional Entities 4.1) should be changed.

Southern Company’s main concern with the proposed changes is not the substitution of the IROL term with the three outcomes —
instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled separation— our main concern is the prescriptive nature of naming Planning Coordinator studies
which is beyond existingIROLmethodologies, and the use of the unbounded term “instability”. For example, compliance with present TPL-
001-4 standard for Planning (P) events (and proposed TPL-001-5) requiresthat any future instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled separation
circumstances to be identified and mitigated as per the Corrective Action Plan. While instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled separation do
not have to be mitigated for Extreme Events in TPL-001-4/(future 5), as the name implies, Extreme Events are rare events.

Southern Company, like many other companies, has an IROL methodology that islargely based in RC and PC stability input. This
methodology identifies SOLs and any subset of the identified SOLs that should be elevated to IROLs. As such, we suggest that referencesto
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specificcompliance-based studies such as TPL-001 and FAC-013 be removed and allow the use of in-place proven study methodologies to
determine and communicate scenarios that are realistic potential instances of instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled separation. (reference
CIP-014, FAC-003, PRC-023 and PRC-026).

Likes O
Dislikes 0

CIP-014 & PRC-023: The team agrees and revised the language to include the phrase as listedin the definition of IROL, “instability,
uncontrolled separation, or Cascading outages that adversely impact the reliability of the Bulk Electric System”.

PRC-002: The SDT believes placing responsibility solely on the Reliability Coordinatoradds clarity and consistency for the task of identifying
the BES Elements forwhich Dynamic Disturbance Recording (DDR) is required. The RC and TOP are the entities that identifies and monitors
SOLs/IROLs within real time operations. Furthermore the RC is responsible forleadingany investigation into events that would use this
data. The TP and PC may assist in these efforts or even effectively lead them, but the standards and processes assign the responsibility to
the RC. We have addressedthe time window for implementationinthe PRC-002 implementation plan and updated the standard
referencesinall the documents.

The team discussed extensively using language that allowed the Planning Coordinator and Transmission Plannerto bring in other studiesor
assessmentsinadditionto theirPlanning Assessment. However ultimately the team decided that the TPL Assessmentwas the best
reference point. Using variations on the expression “studies, assessments” withoutthe term Planning Assessment could allow a Planning
Coordinator or Transmission Planerto not do any studies and thereby not pass any data. Referencingotherstudiesin additionto the
Planning Assessment would than raise questions on what other studies were the Planning Coordinator and Transmission Plannerexpected
to perform. There is nothingthat would preclude a Planning Coordinator or Transmission Plannerfrom identifying somethingin studies or
assessments through the year, and then including that study/assessmentin theirannual Planning Assessment—thereby passing the
information on to the end userinthe context of the standard.

Randy MacDonald - NB Power Corporation -1
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Answer No
Document Name

Comment

Looking at FAC-003-5 as an example:

The application of the text "Facility that if lost or degraded are expected to resultin instances of instability Cascading, or uncontrolled
separation", while used to identify those lines (under 200 kV) that are applicable to FAC-003-5, appears too discretionary. Isthe intentto
identify those elements thatif lost/degraded and in combination with a contingency is expectedto resultin instances of ....?

Likes O
Dislikes 0

The team agrees and revised the language to include the phrase as listed in the definition of IROL, “instability, uncontrolled separation, or

Cascading outages that adversely impactthe reliability of the Bulk Electric System”. As for which facility, the facility that is lost or
degraded would be the contingency facility.

William Sanders - Lower Colorado River Authority - 1
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

See comments above.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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Eric Shaw - Eric Shaw On Behalf of: Lee Maurer, Oncor Electric Delivery, 1; - Eric Shaw
Answer No
Document Name

Comment

CIP-014:

e The applicability section4.1.1.3 in CIP-014-3 specifies thatif instances of instability, Cascading or uncontrolled separation occurred
due to the loss of a facility in the Near-term planningassessment, it would be applicable to the CIP-014 analysis.

e The term “instances of instability” is not clear and needs to be defined clearly to eliminate confusion of what qualifies afacility to be
assessedin CIP-014.

FAC-003:
e ViolationSeverity Levels (Table 1) (pgs. 13-16)

e Since R2 was removed from the table on pg. 14, thereis no documentation of the severitylevelsforlinesabove 200 kV that are not
“identified by the Planning Coordinator, perits Planning Assessment of the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon or its Transfer
Capability Assessment (Planning Coordinator only) as Facilities thatif lost or degraded are expectedtoresult ininstances of
instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled separation”

e FAC-003 1.4 Additional Compliance Information (pg. 10)

o There appears to be a typo regarding the footnote that isreferenced:
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= “PeriodicData Submittal: The applicable Transmission Owner and applicable Generator Owner will submita quarterly
report to its Regional Entity, or the Regional Entity’s designee, identifying all Sustained Outages of applicable lines
operated withintheir Rating and all Rated Electrical Operating Conditions as determined by the applicable
Transmission Owner or applicable Generator Owner to have been caused by vegetation, exceptas excludedin

footnote 2, and includingas a minimum the following:”

*= Shouldthis be changed to “footnote 4”? This typo has beenin FAC-003-3 & FAC-003-4 versions.

*= This change will ensure we are not required to submittree related outages that are “beyond our control”.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

CIP-014: The team agrees and revised the language to include the phrase as listed in the definition of IROL, “instability, uncontrolled
separation, or Cascading outages that adversely impact the reliability of the Bulk Electric System”.

FAC-003: The comments regarding R2 were applied to the standard. Footnote 4 was also corrected.
Teresa Cantwell - Lower Colorado River Authority - 5
Answer No

Document Name

Comment
See comments above.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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Please see response above.

Michael Godbout - Hydro-Qu?bec TransEnergie - 1 - NPCC
Answer No

Document Name

Comment

The modifications to the standards are not consistent.
We note three key differences:

1. In PRC-002-2, the PC function isremoved leavingthe RC function, whereas inthe other standards (e.g. CIP-014-3), the RC functionis
removed, leavingthe PC function. We disagree with this change.

When PRC-002-2 was beingdeveloped, the Drafting Team was aware that different Functional Entities across the continent would be the
appropriate partiesto be responsible forthe Standard’s requirements. This was presented to industry inthe Requestfor Comments posted
November1, 2013 through December 16, 2013. The Responsible Entity was defined in Section 4 of the Introductionin PRC-002-2
accordingly. Nothingin section R5 supposes that the SOL are planning SOL; the PC can obtain the relevant SOL for their determination per
requirementR5 of FAC-014-3.

2. In the CIP-013 and FAC-003, the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon of the Planning Assessmentis specified, whereasitis not
specifiedinfor the two PRC standards. The two PRC standards should use the same approach. In particular, issuesinthe long-term horizon
of the Planning Assessment should not be relevantto the application of the PRC-023 and PRC-026 standards.

3. In PRC-023, the text “that identify instances of instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled separation” is different than the text “Facilities that
if lost or degraded are expectedto resultin instances of instability, Cascading, or uncontrolled separation” usedin the other standards. The
use of differenttextimplies differencesthatare hard to interpret. We support that the same text should be usedin these different
standards.
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Also, we pointout a minor typo in PRC-026-2 :
R1- (...
Criteria:

1. Generator(s) where an angular stability constraint exists that isaddressed by [a] limitingthe output of a generator(...)

Likes O
Dislikes 0

PRC-002: The SDT believes placing responsibility solely on the Reliability Coordinatoradds clarity and consistency for the task of identifying
the BES Elements for which Dynamic Disturbance Recording (DDR) is required. The RC and TOP are the entities that identifiesand monitors
SOLs/IROLs withinreal time operations. Furthermore the RC is responsible forleadingany investigationinto events thatwould use this
data. The TP and PC may assist in these efforts or even effectively lead them, but the standards and processes assign the responsibility to
the RC. We have addressedthe time window for implementationinthe PRC-002 implementation plan and updated the standard
referencesinall the documents.

PRC-023: The drafting team revised the language to be more consistent with the other standards and to be limitedto planningevents. The
language allowsthe Planning Coordinator or Transmission Plannerto selectcircuits that meetthose criteria, but doesn’trequire the PC or
TP to selecteverycircuit that meets the criteria, since not every circuit that meets that criteria may be a good candidate for PRC-023.

PRC-026: Thank you the typo was addressed.
Patti Metro - National Rural Electric Cooperative Association - 3,4

Answer Yes
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Document Name

Comment
NRECA agrees with the changes to CIP-014, FAC-003, FAC-013, PRC-002, PRC-023 and PRC-026.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Thank you for your comment.

Todd Bennett - Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. - 3, Group Name AECI

Answer Yes

Document Name

Comment

AECI supports comments provided by NRECA.

NRECA agrees with the changes to CIP-014, FAC-003, FAC-013, PRC-002, PRC-023 and PRC-026.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Thank you for your comment.

Mike Smith - Manitoba Hydro - 1, Group Name Manitoba Hydro

Answer Yes

Document Name

Comment
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Recommend adding the word "Facility" to the below applicability item from FAC-003-5. With the current wording, radial linesthat are
200kV or higherare in-scope of FAC-003-5. This modificaiton allows the radial line exclusion to be utilized, but should not otherwise impact

the scope of FAC-003.

4.2.1. Each overhead transmission line Facility operated at 200kV or higher.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for the comment, the draftingteam discussed makingthis change but ultimately did not since it was not within our scope and we
didn’t believe the addition of the word substantially changed the meaning of the requirement sub part.

Anthony Jablonski - ReliabilityFirst - 10
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment
ReliabilityFirst Votesinthe Affirmative but provides the following commentfor consideration.

For PRC-026-2, R1. Criteria 1, ReliabilityFirstcommenton the following proposed language:
“Generator(s) where an angular stability constraint exists that is addressed by a limitingthe output of a generator or a Remedial Action
Scheme (RAS), and those Elements terminating at the Transmission station associated with the generator(s).”

The “a” between “by” and “limiting” seems out of place and ReliabilityFirstrecommends removal.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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Thank you for your comment, we addressed the stray A

Stephen Stafford - Stephen Stafford On Behalf of: Greg Davis, Georgia Transmission Corporation, 1; - Stephen Stafford
Answer Yes

Document Name

Comment

GTC agrees withthe modifications to the standards impacted by the retirement of FAC-010. Further GTC notes the following:

e The removal of the Planning Coordinator as an entity responsible for Requirement5in PRC-002 represents a material change to the
Applicability section of the standard. GTC agrees with this change and the SDT’s rationale that “placing responsibility solely on the
Reliability Coordinatoradds clarity and consistency for the task of identifyingthe BES Elementsforwhich dynamic Disturbance
recording (DDR) data is Required.”

e The proposed modificationto FAC-013 isan improvementto this standard.
e The streamlinedlanguage in the proposal for FAC-003 is a much needed improvement.

e The other modificationsrepresentan appropriate replacementfor the planning SOL/IROLs.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Thank you for your support.

Devin Shines - PPL - Louisville Gas and Electric Co. - 1,3,5,6 - SERC,RF, Group Name PPL NERC Registered Affiliates

Answer Yes

Document Name

Comment
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e We believe the proposed language FAC-003, 4.2.2 should be revised for clarity. The proposed R 4.2.2 identifiesaline to which the
standard isapplicable, “Each overhead transmission line operated below 200kV, identified by the Planning Coordinator or
Transmission Planner, per its Planning Assessment of the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon or its Transfer Capability
Assessment (Planning Coordinatoronly) as a Facility that if lostor degraded are expected toresultininstances of instability,
Cascading, or uncontrolled separation.”

Based on recent planningassessments and studies related to transfer capability, the PC would not ever add such facilities. If aloss of a
single line (whetherornot below 200kV) would resultin cascading, that would resultin the utility failing to comply with TPL-001. Sincea PC
would have to be compliant with TPL-001-4, the PC would ensure such a sub-200kV line would neverbe added to the system, resultingina
null set for such lines, rendering 4.2.2 meaningless.

e We also recommend addingthe language: “that adversely impact the reliability of the Bulk Electric system” following references to

“uncontrolled separation.” This addition would bring the language in alignmentwith the Glossary of terms definition of IROL.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for your comment. There may be a window of time between whenthe PCidentified the facility and when a corrective action
plan or other project was in place to address the issue where FAC-003 could be applied. We also expanded the language to include
“adversely impact the reliability of the Bulk Electric System for planning events.”

Preston Walker - PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. - 2 - SERC,RF
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Clarifyinglanguage should be added to PRC-026 RequirementR1 Criteria 1 to indicate that the Reliability Coordinator will provide the
information concerning angular stability constraints to the Planning Coordinator. This would be in alignmentwiththe intent of revised FAC-
014 R5.2 and its sub-requirements.
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Likes O
Dislikes 0

The Drafting team discussed this and did not believe it was necessary to prescribe that the Planning Coordinator receive those constraints
from the Reliability Coordinator. The standard is written as the Planning Coordinator is responsible foreither developingthose limits or
gathering those limits from the Reliability Coordinatorand passing themon. Given that PRC-026 involvesrelay protection, whichis a long
term investment, it’s appropriate that it be based on longer term problemsthat the Planning Coordinator studies.

Jodirah Green- ACES Power Marketing - 6, Group Name ACES Standard Collaborations
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

We agree withthe changes as they are applied consistently throughout the standards. However, if the SDT changes the approach as stated
in the previous comments, these areas will need to be revisited. Interms of FAC-003-5 and CIP-014-3, there may be an un-intended
consequence of potentially pullingin facilities below 200 kV for compliance with both standards. The language is also not consistentin the

FAC-003-5 applicability section, and the Sustained Outage categories beginning on page 10.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Thank you for your support and the comment on Page 10, the drafting team has addressed the inconsistency.
Shannon Mickens - Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (RTO) - 2 - MRO, Group Name SPP Standards Review Group

Answer Yes
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Document Name

Comment

The SPP Standards Review Group (SSRG) recommends that the drafting team considerIROLs in Phase 2 of this Project 2015-09. As
discussed at the September 2018 Planning Committee (PC) Meeting, although this project includes IROLs, the drafting team’s feedback to
the PC was to focus on only the SOL for this commenting period (Phase ). During Phase ll, the draftingteam will put more focus on the
IROL. This is a reasonable suggestion given that all relevant materials pertaining to the IROL were approved at that most recent meetingand

couldn’tbe implementedinthe Phase | comment period.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Thank you for your comment, the drafting team agrees that IROL’s are not within scope for this phase.

Rachel Coyne - Texas Reliability Entity, Inc. - 10

Answer Yes

Document Name

Comment

Texas RE appreciatesthe SDT reviewingthe standards to identify those impacted by the retirement of FAC-010.

Regarding the Implementation Plan, under General Considerations, it states that for PRC-002-3, PRC-023-4, and PRC-005-3, the elements of
the prior implementations plans shall remain applicable and are incorporated herein by reference. Texas RE’s understandingis that
although the effective date of the new proposed versions of these standards is “the first day of the firstcalendar quarter that is twelve
calendar months after the effective date of the applicable governmental authority’s order approving the standards”, the prior versions of
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the implementation plansindicated in the general considerations section remains in place. If this isthe case, it may be more clear to listout
those exactdates that remainin place for the prior versions of the standards.

Texas RE alsorecommends including a question about the implementation plan on each comment form going forward to encourage
stakeholdersto review the implementation plans.

Likes O

Dislikes 0

Response
Thank you for the comments, we have gone through and revised the implementation plans which will hopefully address your concerns.

Jack Stamper - Clark Public Utilities- 3

Answer Yes

Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

RoLynda Shumpert - SCANA - South Carolina Electric and Gas Co. - 1,3,5,6 - SERC
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
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Dislikes 0

Laura Nelson - IDACORP - Idaho Power Company - 1

Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Scott Downey - Peak Reliability- 1
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Richard Jackson - U.S. Bureau of Reclamation - 1

Answer Yes
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Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Sean Bodkin - Dominion - Dominion Resources, Inc. - 6, Group Name Dominion
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Russell Noble - Cowlitz County PUD -3
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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Amy Casuscelli- Amy Casuscelli On Behalf of: Michael Ibold, Xcel Energy, Inc., 3, 1, 5; - Amy Casuscelli
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Laura McLeod - NB Power Corporation - 5
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

David Jendras - Ameren - Ameren Services - 3
Answer Yes

Document Name
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Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Robert Blackney - Edison International - Southern California Edison Company - 1,3,5,6 - WECC
Answer Yes
Document Name

Comment

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Anton Vu - Los Angeles Department of Water and Power - 6
Answer
Document Name

Comment
The questionisnot clear. We do not have the same positionin all the standards listed here.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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Thank you for the feedback, on future comment forms feel free to address each standard individually in yourcomment.
GlennBarry - Los Angeles Department of Water and Power - 5

Answer

Document Name

Comment
The questionisnot clear. We do not have the same position on all the standards listed here.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for the feedback, on future comment forms feel free to address each standard individually inyour comment.
Douglas Johnson - American Transmission Company, LLC - 1

Answer

Document Name

Comment

ATC is not opposed to removing the Planning Coordinator in PRC-002 as an applicable functional entity and havingthe Reliability
Coordinator as the only applicable regional functional entity. However, ATC proposes that the Time Horizon for all the Requirements be
revised from "Long-term Planning" to "Operations Planning," to be consistent with the direct and indirectapplicability of the Requirements

to the Reliability Coordinator.

Likes O
Dislikes 0
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Time Horizon: The drafting believes thatthese requirements are longterm planning (1 year or greater) because whenthereis a violation
thereis a window of time to recover from the violation. The Time Horizon is the period of time to mitigate a violation, as such certainly
some of the Reliability Coordinatorfunctions are in the Operations Planning horizon, but data recordingequipmentissuesare not a
violation that has to be resolved within a day or even within the current season, nor can they be resolvedthat quickly dependingonthe

leadtime on the equipment. Because this equipmentisfor after the fact analysis, and not the real time prevention of an issue, the longer
time horizon continuesto be appropriate.

Oshani Pathirane - Oshani Pathirane On Behalf of: Paul Malozewski, Hydro One Networks, Inc., 1, 3; - Oshani Pathirane
Answer
Document Name

Comment

While Hydro Oneis in general agreement with the proposed retirements and modifications, we recommend the addition of “identified by
the Transmission Planner” as follows to the phrase that isto replace occurrences of SOL/IROL:

“Facilitiesidentified by the Transmission Plannerthat if lost or degraded are expectedto resultin instances of instability, Cascading, or
uncontrolled separation”

This change would clarify that it is the TPs that are expected toidentify these facilities forthe TOs and TOPs.

Likes O
Dislikes 0

Thank you for the comment. The SDT revised the wordingin all these standards and hopefully the revised wording address your concern.
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