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Organization Vote Comments: 

Omaha Public Power District Negative In general, a regional standard is not necessary to support the actual NERC PRC-00601 
Standard.  Per the PRC-006-1 Standard, the PC should create the actual UFLS plan.  For 
example, the MRO RE is not creating a regional standard.  Also, the regional plan directly 
circumvents many of the actual requirements of the PRC-006-1 Standard. 

SDT Response Please refer to the PRC-006-SPP-01 Minority Report. 

Cleco Corporation Affirmative  

Nebraska Public Power District Negative NPPD has not completed evaluation of this Standard on it‟s Nuclear Plant and in that light 
cannot vote affirmative at this time. 

SDT Response Noted. 

Oklahoma Gas and Electric Co. Affirmative  

Arkansas Electric Cooperative 
Corporation 

Negative Draft 7 does not address AECC‟s concerns which have been expressed in prior comments. 

SDT Response Please refer to the PRC-006-SPP-01 Minority Report. 

City Utilities of Springfield, MO Affirmative  

East Texas Electric Cooperative, 
Inc. 

Affirmative  

Southwestern Power 
Administration 

Negative Southwestern feels that giving the Planning Coordinator (PC) the authority to establish what 
entities require UFLS equipment without any clearly defined methodology or requirements (on 
the PC) is of great concern to the Agency.  This standard (as written) in today‟s bulk power 
system will not be applicable to Southwestern.  However, by authorizing the Planning 
Coordinator to decide based on (?? Criteria) what and where new UFLS relays shall be 
installed and that could then make Southwestern responsible for this standard is enough cause 
for concern for the Agency to vote against the standard as written. 

SDT Response The Powertech UFLS study will determine if the current SPP UFLS program is adequate and the study will 
dictate the need for additional UFLS relays. 

Lincoln Electric System Negative LES recognizes the amount of effort the SPP RE, SPP RTO and the SPP membership has put 
into the development of this Regional standard, however LES must vote negative on this 
standard based for the following reasons. (paragraph break) This Regional standard is not 
needed with the NERC BOT adoption of NERC standard PRC-006-1 on October 18, 2010. 
LES believes that a UFLS program should cover the entire SPP RTO (or more specifically the 
Planning Coordinator) footprint, however passing a SPP RE Regional Standard will not 
accomplish this. In only 2 of the 8 NERC RE Regions do the RE boundaries align with the RTO 
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boundaries, thus it makes little sense to develop UFLS programs on a RE footprint basis as is 
required in the current mandatory and enforceable NERC UFLS standard, PRC-006-0 (version 
zero).  NERC recognized this fact and has assigned the responsibility of developing a UFLS 
program to the Planning Coordinator, i.e. the SPP RTO, in the new continent-wide NERC 
standard PRC-006-1. FERC also agrees with this approach as is evident in their NOPR to 
approve PRC-006-1 filed on October 20, 2011 (Docket No. RM11-20-000). Within Paragraph 
46 of this Order FERC states: (paragraph break) Requirement R2.3 allows planning 
coordinators to “adjust the island boundaries to differ from the Regional Entity area boundaries 
by mutual consent where necessary” to preserve contiguous island boundaries that better 
reflect simulations. The Commission agrees that identifying island boundaries based on where 
they are likely to occur due to system characteristics, as opposed to maintaining rigid Regional 
Entity area boundaries, should result in more effective UFLS programs. Accordingly, the 
Commission encourages cooperation among entities to create UFLS programs that set island 
boundaries based on where separations are expected to occur during an underfrequency 
event. (paragraph break) As the SPP RE Standard Drafting Team knows, the PRC-006-1 
NERC standard essentially requires that the Planning Coordinators (the SPP RTO) develop a 
UFLS Program for their Planning Coordinator footprint, and that their UFLS Entities (which 
WOULD include the non SPP RE registered entities) are required to follow that Program. This 
SPP RE regional standard (which was written for the most part by SPP RTO staff) would be 
duplicative, confusing and unnecessary based on the fore mentioned facts. Rather than 
creating another standard to comply with, the SPP RTO and their members (including LES) 
should work toward creating the SPP RTO‟s UFLS program, that will incorporate the ideas 
outlined in the draft SPP RE standards AND meet the requirements written within the NERC 
standard. This SPP RE Standard does not meet the SPP RTO‟s NERC obligations to create a 
UFLS program.  
 
It is important for the SPP RE Board to recognize that this proposed SPP RE standard will not 
apply to the “UFLS entities” outside of the SPP RE footprint, currently in the MRO and SERC 
regions, but could continue to change as the SPP RTO looks to expand its footprint…. and the 
SPP RE footprint will remain unchanged. These “UFLS Entities” outside of the SPP RE are not 
registered in the SPP RE region and are therefore outside of the SPP RE‟s „jurisdiction‟. It 
appears that the draft SPP RE UFLS standards is attempting to pull in these non SPP RE 
UFLS Entities, however this will not be successful unless a change is made to the NERC 
Compliance Registry. In contrast, per the NERC standard PRC-006-1, non SPP RE entities 
would be required to follow the SPP RTO UFLS program, because the regional limitation is 
removed from the standard. (paragraph break) LES looks forward to working with SPP RTO 
staff in creating the SPP RTO‟s (i.e. the Planning Coordinator‟s) NERC required UFLS 
Program which will be mandatory and enforceable in the entire SPP RTO footprint. 

SDT Response Please refer to the PRC-006-SPP-01 Minority Report. 

Grand River Dam Authority Affirmative  

Southwest Power Pool Affirmative  
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Westar Energy, Inc. Affirmative  

American Electric Power  Negative AEP is casting a negative ballot primarily due to the contents of Attachments 1 & 2. These 
attachments should use the curves as provided in the NERC Standards as the performance 
criteria in the Regional Standard. Having two sets of curves in the NERC and SPP standards 
will only cause undue confusion to the industry, without any significant benefit to reliability. 
While it is true that the generator curves in NERC PRC-006-1 are limited to indicating when 
generator under- and over-frequency trip settings should be represented in UFLS 
assessments, these curves are coordinated with NERC draft PRC-024-1 (the generator curves 
in NERC PRC-006-1 Attachment 1 are the same as PRC-024-1 Attachment 1). NERC PRC-
024-1 will require that Generator Owners supply technical justification for any settings within 
the envelope (no trip zone) of the two curves, same as PRC-006-SPP-1 R7 will require for any 
settings between its curves. A uniform continent-wide requirement on generator under- and 
over-frequency tripping really is desirable to avoid confusion. It is also necessary for 
coordination of generator tripping with continent-wide UFLS performance criteria in the now 
NERC Board approved NERC PRC-006-1. Nothing is lost if SPP's curves are made the same 
as draft NERC PRC-024-1. The same non-conforming generator trip settings (perhaps more 
because NERC Attachment is more restrictive) will still be available to the Planning 
Coordinator and the PC can still do what it needs to do under SPP R8, including identifying 
supplementary load shedding, should it find that the UFLS program is degraded. Once NERC 
PRC-024-1 becomes enforceable, SPP R7, R7.1, and R8 (keep R8.1) can be removed with no 
change in what a Generator Owner needs to comply with. For R9, we suggest changing the 
wording so that it is clear that the actionable element of the requirement is that procedures are 
implemented, rather than requiring that load shedding is to occur. AEP suggests the following 
suggestion. "The Generator Owner or other UFLS entity(s) shall provide automatic 
supplementary load shedding capability as required by the Planning Coordinator in accordance 
with R8.1.1." AEP requests that future drafts use redlining to clearly indicate the changes that 
have been made since the previous draft. {This comment field does not allow for cut and paste 
of multiple paragraphs. Please consider modifications to the webpage to allow more 
functionality.} 

SDT Response Attachments 1 and 2 were developed from the results of the Powertech study for the SPP footprint for 
meeting the NERC PRC-006 performance characteristics. 

Sunflower Electric Power 
Corporation 

Affirmative  

Midwest Energy, Inc. Negative 1._Requirement R7 related to generators meeting the performance curve data is poorly 
defined. It would seem that “size matters”. Is the applicability to a 700MW unit the same as a 
7MW or 0.7MW unit?  
 
2._Requirement R3 makes it clear that the UFLS entity can elect, at is option, to implement an 
islanding scheme if it desires. However, in the violation severity level table it is indicated that 
failure to develop an islanding scheme is a severe violation.  
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3._The standard is unclear throughout when data must be provided to the Planning 
Coordinator. In some cases it says data will be provided upon request. In other instances, such 
as the violation severity table, it suggests that data must be provided at some interval following 
a compliance audit. Which is it? If there is a recurring obligation to provide data, what is that 
frequency of data reporting? 

SDT Response According to R7, if a generator can’t meet the performance curves in Attachments 1&2, then it becomes 
the responsibility of the Planning Coordinator to determine if the UFLS program performance is degraded 
due to the removal of the generation.  Therefore the units will be treated on an individual basis and will not 
be treated the same regardless of the size of the unit. 
 
The VSL table entry for R3 wording indicates failure to develop an islanding scheme “per the requirement” 
(ie., R3) is a severe violation.  The intent of the SDT is not to require islanding schemes, they are optional 
per the Requirement as you point out, but rather to set forth criteria that must be met by islanding 
schemes if they are employed in order to coordinate with the UFLS scheme.  Not adhering to these criteria 
“per the requirement” creates the violation for those electing to employ an islanding scheme. 
 
The requirements state when the data must be supplied to the Planning Coordinator (i.e. within 30 
calendar days upon request from the Planning Coordinator).  The Data Retention section of the Standard 
specifies how long data should be kept (i.e. evidence necessary to show compliance since the last 
compliance audit).   

Green Country Operating 
Services, LLC 

Affirmative  

Yoakum Electric Generating 
Cooperative, Inc. 

Affirmative  

Golden Spread Panhandle Wind 
Ranch, LLC 

Affirmative  

Denver City Energy Associates 
(Mustang Station) 

Affirmative  

Tenaska Gateway Partners Ltd Negative Please clarify what is wanted by a Generator in R7; my relay settings were given in R6. 

SDT Response According to R7.1, the Generator Owner shall provide any technical evidence demonstrating that the unit 
cannot operate within the specified range without causing equipment damage or violating manufacturer’s 
published equipment ratings.  This will require more than just the relay settings from R6. 

Mid-Kansas Electric Company, 
LLC 

Affirmative  

Edison Mission Marketing & 
Trading, Inc. 

Negative The term verify is too vague.  I would purpose that the term be verified by review of current 
relay settings. 

SDT Response The SDT doesn’t believe that “verify by review of current relay settings” adds any clarity to the term. 

Southwestern Public Service Co. 
(Xcel Energy) 

Affirmative  

Coffeyville Municipal Light & Affirmative  
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Power 

The Empire District Electric 
Company 

Affirmative  

Carthage Water & Electric Plant Affirmative  

Southwest Arkansas Electric 
Cooperative 

Negative Draft 7 does not address AECC‟s concerns which have been expressed in prior comments. 

SDT Response Please refer to the PRC-006-SPP-01 Minority Report. 

Kansas Electric Power 
Cooperative, Inc. 

Affirmative  

Petit Jean Electric Cooperative Negative Draft 7 does not address AECC‟s concerns which have been expressed in prior comments. 

SDT Response Please refer to the PRC-006-SPP-01 Minority Report. 

Northeast Texas Electric 
Cooperative, Inc. 

Affirmative  

City of Malden – Board of Public 
Works 

Negative  

Poplar Bluff Negative 1) R1.1 and R2.2 can be misinterpreted as specifying the amount of load to be shed both on 
peak and off peak.  
 
2) M1 and M2 do not follow the Reliability Standards Development Procedure by adequately 
identifying to whom the measure applies.  
 
3) The combination of Requirements with Measures does not follow the Template Guide for 
New Standards. 

SDT Response The load to be shed is described as the “load relief as percentage of forecasted peak Load”. 
 
M1 and M2 refer to “UFLS entities” which is defined in the Applicability section of the Standard. 
 
The SPP Standard Drafting Team was encouraged by NERC to convert PRC-006-SPP-01 over to this new 
results-based format. 

Golden Spread Electric 
Cooperative, Inc. 

Affirmative  

Oklahoma Municipal Power 
Authority 

Affirmative  

City Water & Light – Jonesboro, 
Arkansas 

Affirmative  

Carroll Electric Cooperative Negative  

KCPL – Greater Missouri 
Operations 

Negative Kansas City Power & Light Company and KCP&L Greater Missouri Operations Company, both 
subsidiaries of Great Plains Energy Incorporated (collectively, “KCP&L” or the “Company”), 
respectfully submit these comments in response to the proposed SPP Regional Standard, 
PRC-006-SPP-01 Draft 7 issued September 30, 2011. SPP‟s consideration of these comments 
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is appreciated. 
 
General Comments: 
 
1. It is difficult to determine what may or may not be part of the comments contained in the grey 
boxes and what may be intended as part of the Regional Standard. Recommend SPP 
Standard Drafting Team (SDT) consider removing the grey boxes and place the important 
content in the 
requirements and/or the measures and remove the informational content in the grey boxes. 
 
Specific Comments: 
 
1. Requirement R1 
Requirement 1.2 specifies a UFLS time delay of no more than 30 cycles. It is also important for 
UFLS relays to ride through systems under clearing of system fault conditions. Recommend 
the SPP SDT consider what the minimum time delay should be to help to ensure UFLS relays 
do not shed load while the power system responds to clearing of system faults. 
 
2. Requirement R3 
Requirement R3 does not seem to consider the potential change in energy to the SPP region 
under the election of Registered Entities to implement islanding schemes after the initial steps 
of UFLS have been executed. For example, an island that is created may contain 100 MW of 
load and 150 MW of generation. That is a loss of 50 MW to the UFLS effort. Multiplying 
this effect across the SPP region for Registered Entities electing to implement island schemes 
could result in additional regional imbalance of load and generation. As the proposed SPP 
Regional Standard alludes, it is important to provide a delay between the execution of the 
UFLS actions to before implementing island schemes. Two seconds delay may be too 
short a delay to allow the system to settle down before additional configuration actions occur. 
Recommend the SPP SDT consider a longer minimum time delay to allow sufficient time for 
the system to settle down before allowing further changes. 
 
3. Requirement R4 
Requirement R4 is regarding the Planning Coordinator performing technical assessments 
regarding changes that may have an effect on UFLS performance. Recommend the SPP SDT 
consider adding a bullet to include technical considerations after analysis of an actual UFLS 
event which may yield useful observations and result in the need for a technical assessment of 
the observations.  
 
4. Requirement 8.1.1 
The second bulleted item in requirement 8.1.1 stipulates that for any Generator Owner (GO) 
that does not meet the UFLS tripping requirements of the proposed standard and it has been 
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determined from analysis that the UFLS program is degraded due to the loss of the generation 
and the GO does not have the required supplementary load to offset the generation loss, the 
supplementary load must be borne by the other Registered Entities in the Planning Coordinator 
area. It is not acceptable to impose additional customer loss on other Registered Entities 
because of the failure of a Generator Owner in meeting these requirements. Recommend the 
SPP SDT consider modifying this requirement to require those Generator Owners to make the 
necessary facility adjustments to meet the proposed tripping requirements or to enter into 
agreements with other Registered Entities to provide the necessary supplemental load 
reductions. In addition, the accumulative impact of generators that do not meet the tripping 
requirements may be problematic. Requirement 8.1 is not clear enough to indicate the analysis 
by the Planning Coordinator is accumulative of all generators identified from R7. Recommend 
the SPP to modify R8.1 to indicate the analysis is performed under the accumulative impact of 
all generators identified by R7. 
 
5. Section 1.2, Data Retention 
There is no data retention specified for Requirements R8 or R9. 
 
6. Violation Severity Levels – R3 
Recommend the SPP SDT reconsider the VSL for R3. There are many elements regarding the 
implementation of an islanding scheme. A Registered Entity may implement an island scheme 
but fail to implement the correct time delay, or may implement the island scheme above 58.5 
Hz. In addition, the VSL descriptions should clearly indicate for those Registered Entities that 
have elected to implement an islanding scheme(s) 

SDT Response The grey boxes are informational and are intended to provide explanations on the requirements.  The grey 
boxes will be removed before the Standard is approved by NERC and FERC.  The SDT was encouraged by 
NERC to convert the Standard over to this results-based approach. 
 
The SDT believes that a time delay on initiation of islanding for frequencies slightly below the third step of 
load shedding is necessary to allow time for system recovery and to accommodate some frequency to 
overshoot.  The SPP UFLS study, conducted by Powertech, showed that frequency excursions between 
58.5 Hz and 58.0 Hz would recover in less than 2 seconds.  Therefore, having a 2 second time delay may 
avoid islanding.  There is no minimum time delay for frequencies below 58.0 Hz. 
 
NERC PRC-006-1 R12 requires the Planning Coordinator to conduct a UFLS design assessment to 
consider any identified deficiencies from an event assessment.  
 
Please refer to the PRC-006-SPP-01 Minority Report for the SDT’s response to the question about R8.1.1. 
 

Piggott Light & Water Negative  

Tri-County Electric Cooperative Affirmative  

Kansas City Power & Light Negative  
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Company 

Pablo Ruiz (Charles River 
Associates) 

Affirmative  

Dan Hartman (NW Kansas 
Regional Energy Collaborative) 

Affirmative  

Heidt Melson Affirmative  

Rick Bartlett – (Independence 
Power & Light) 

Affirmative  

 


