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I.  INTRODUCTION
 

The North American Electric Reliability Corporation (“NERC”)1 submits its third quarter 

2008 report on the analysis of voting results for Reliability Standards.  This filing is submitted in 

response to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (“FERC” or the “Commission”) 

January 18, 2007 Order2 that requires NERC to closely monitor and report to the Commission 

the voting results for NERC Reliability Standards each quarter during the next three years.  This 

third quarter 2008 report covers balloting results during July 1, 2008 – September 30, 2008 and 

includes NERC’s analysis of the voting results, including trends and patterns of stakeholder 

approval of NERC Reliability Standards.   

II. NOTICES AND COMMUNICATIONS
 

Notices and communications with respect to this filing may be addressed to: 

 
Rick Sergel 
President and Chief Executive Officer 
David N. Cook* 
Vice President and General Counsel 
North American Electric Reliability 
Corporation 
116-390 Village Boulevard 
Princeton, NJ 08540-5731 
(609) 452-8060 
(609) 452-9550 – facsimile 
david.cook@nerc.net 
 
*Persons to be included on the 
Commission’s official service list. 

Rebecca J. Michael* 
Assistant General Counsel 
North American Electric Reliability Corporation 
1120 G Street, N.W., Suite 990 
Washington, D.C. 20005-3801 
(202) 393-3998 
(202) 393-3955 – facsimile 
rebecca.michael@nerc.net 

 

                                                 
1 NERC has been certified by the Commission as the electric reliability organization (“ERO”) authorized by Section 
215 of the Federal Power Act.  The Commission certified NERC as the ERO in its order issued July 20, 2006 in 
Docket No. RR06-1-000.  Order Certifying North American Electric Reliability Corporation as the Electric 
Reliability Organization and Ordering Compliance Filing,116 FERC ¶ 61,062 (2006). 
2 Order on Compliance Filing, 118 FERC ¶ 61,030 at P 18 (2007). 
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III.  BACKGROUND

NERC develops Reliability Standards in accordance with Section 300 of its Rules of 

Procedure and the NERC Reliability Standards Development Procedure, which is Appendix 3A 

to the Rules of Procedure.3  In order for an entity or individual to vote on a proposed Reliability 

Standard, the individual or entity must join the registered ballot body, which includes all entities 

or individuals that qualify for one of ten stakeholder segments and have registered with NERC as 

potential voting participants.  Each member of the registered ballot body is eligible to participate 

in the voting process and ballot pool for each standard action.  The ten stakeholder segments are: 

• Transmission Owners 

• Regional Transmission Organizations (“RTOs”) and Independent System Operators 
(“ISOs”) 

• Load-Serving Entities (“LSEs”) 

• Transmission Dependent Utilities (“TDUs”) 

• Electric Generators 

• Electricity Brokers, Aggregators, and Marketers 

• Large Electricity End Users 

• Small Electricity Users 

• Federal, State, and Provincial Regulatory or other Government Entities 

• Regional Reliability Organizations and Regional Entities 

 
Each standard action has its own ballot pool, populated by interested members of the 

registered ballot body.  The individuals who join a ballot pool respond to a pre-ballot e-mail 

announcement associated with each Reliability Standard ballot action.  The ballot pool votes to 

approve or reject each standard action.  Specifically, the ballot pool votes determine: first, the 

need for and technical merits of a proposed standard action; and second, that appropriate 

consideration of views and objections received during the development process was undertaken.   

The Reliability Standards Development Process includes three types of ballots: an initial 

ballot, a recirculation ballot, and a re-ballot.  If an initial ballot achieves a quorum but includes 

                                                 
3 Version 6.1 of the Reliability Standards Development Procedure is the latest Commission-approved version. 
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any negative ballots submitted with comments on the proposed standard action, then a 

recirculation ballot must be conducted.  If an initial ballot does not achieve a quorum, then a re-

ballot is conducted using the same ballot pool, but with an extended ballot window. 

Approval of a standard action requires both: 

• A quorum, which is established by at least 75% of the members of the ballot pool for 
the standard action submitting a response with an affirmative vote, a negative vote, or 
an abstention; and 

• A two-thirds majority of the weighted segment votes cast must be affirmative.  The 
number of votes cast is the sum of affirmative and negative votes, excluding 
abstentions and non-responses. 

 
The following process is used to determine if there are sufficient affirmative votes: 

• The number of affirmative votes cast in each segment is divided by the sum of 
affirmative and negative votes cast to determine the fractional affirmative vote for 
each segment.  Abstentions and non-responses are not counted for the purposes of 
determining the fractional affirmative vote for a segment. 

• If there are less than ten entities that vote in a segment, the vote weight of that 
segment is proportionally reduced.  Each voter within that segment voting affirmative 
or negative receives a weight of 10% of the segment vote.  For segments with ten or 
more voters, the regular voting procedures are followed. 

• The sum of the fractional affirmative votes from all segments divided by the number 
of segments voting4 is used to determine if a two-thirds majority affirmative vote has 
been achieved.  (A segment is considered as “voting” if any member of the segment 
in the ballot pool casts either an affirmative or a negative vote.) 

• A standard is approved if the sum of fractional affirmative votes from all segments 
divided by the number of voting segments is greater than two-thirds. 

IV.  SUMMARY OF BALLOTS DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT

NERC conducted 24 ballots from July 1, 2008 – September 30, 2008, each undertaken 

using the NERC Reliability Standards Development Procedure.  These 24 ballots can be grouped 

into 10 distinct groups of ballot events as follows: 

• Interpretation of EOP-001-0 Requirement 1 (for Regional Entity Compliance 
Managers) – One (1) Initial Ballot 

• Interpretation of TPL-002-0 and TPL-003-0 Requirements R1.3.2 and R1.3.12 (for 
Midwest Independent System Operator (“MISO”)) – One (1) Recirculation Ballot  

                                                 
4 When less than ten entities vote in a segment, the total weight for that segment is determined as one tenth per entity 
voting. 



-4- 

                                                

• Interpretation of TPL-002-0 and TPL-003-0 Requirements R1.3.2 and R1.3.12 (for 
Ameren Corporation (“Ameren”)) – One (1) Recirculation Ballot 

• Available Transfer Capability (“ATC”) Standards – Five (5) Initial Ballots and Five 
(5) Recirculation Ballots 

• IRO-008-1, IRO-009-1, and IRO-010-1 – Three (3) Initial Ballots and Three (3) 
Recirculation Ballots 

• Interpretation of CIP-006-1 Requirement 1.1 (for Progress Energy) – One (1) Initial 
Ballot 

• Interpretation of VAR-002-1a (for ICF Consulting) – One (1) Initial Ballot  

• MOD-004-1 Capacity Benefit Margin (ATC related) – One (1) Initial Ballot 

• INT-005-3, INT-006-3, and INT-008-3 – One (1) Initial Ballot 

• Interpretation of EOP-002-2 Requirements R6.3 and R7.1 (for Brookfield Power) – 
One (1) Initial Ballot 

All but one ballot event (the interpretation of EOP-002-2 for Brookfield Power) achieved 

a quorum, and all but one of the initial ballots (INT-005-3, INT-006-3 and INT-008-3) received 

at least one negative ballot with comments, initiating the need for a recirculation ballot.  The 

recirculation ballots for two interpretations and the MOD-004-1 standard were not completed 

during the third quarter 2008.  The interpretation for Progress Energy for CIP-006-1 will not be 

forwarded for recirculation ballot due to the overwhelming negative response.  The interpretation 

for Brookfield Power of EOP-002-2, which did not reach quorum, will be re-balloted in the 

fourth quarter.  The initial ballot for INT-005-3, INT-006-3 and INT-008-3 passed with a 100 

percent approval, the first instance of unanimous approval.   

With the exception of the ATC-related standards, no instance occurred where a proposed 

Reliability Standard or interpretation was disapproved by the ballot pool and thereafter a less 

stringent version of the Reliability Standard was approved in a subsequent ballot.  For the ATC-

related standards, there were two instances where this occurred.  In the first instance, several of 

the Violation Risk Factors (“VRFs”) in the standards were reduced from “Medium” to “Lower” 

based on significant industry feedback received during the first initial ballot.5  At the request of 

 
5 Violation Risk Factors are elements related to the administration of compliance enforcement and, as such, changes 
to the factors do not change in any way the core requirements in the standards.  On this basis, the Reliability 
Standard itself was not made less stringent. 
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the NERC’s Board of Trustees, NERC staff is currently reviewing these VRFs to determine their 

appropriateness before their filing with the Commission.  In the second instance, the Capacity 

Benefit Margin (“CBM”) standard was made less prescriptive (and therefore less stringent) 

following the first initial ballot.  The initial draft was focused on driving the industry toward a 

single procedure, but comments submitted with the initial ballot correctly pointed out that the 

reliability goals of CBM can be met in many different ways.  NERC believes this change to the 

standard, while technically making the standard less stringent than the one balloted initially, is 

appropriate. 

The discussion of the detailed ballot results for each ballot event in the third quarter 2008 

is contained in Exhibit A to this filing.   

 

       Respectfully submitted, 

Rick Sergel 
President and Chief Executive Officer 
David N. Cook 
Vice President and General Counsel 
North American Electric Reliability Council 
116-390 Village Boulevard 
Princeton, NJ 08540-5721 
(609) 452-8060 
(609) 452-9550 – facsimile 
david.cook@nerc.net 

/s/  Rebecca J. Michael                               
Rebecca J. Michael 
Assistant General Counsel 
North American Electric Reliability      
Corporation 
1120 G Street, N.W., Suite 990 
Washington, D.C. 20005-3801 
(202) 393-3998 
(202) 393-3955 – facsimile 
rebecca.michael@nerc.net 
 

 



 

116-390 Village Blvd. 
Princeton, NJ 08540 

609.452.8060 | www.nerc.com 

                                                

 
 

EXHIBIT A: 
 

Analysis of 3rd Quarter 2008 Reliability Standards Balloting Results 
 
Introduction 
 
On January 18, 2007, the Commission issued its Order on Compliance Filing (“January 18 
Order”),6 acting on a compliance filing by the North American Electric Reliability Corporation 
(“NERC”) in response to the Commission’s Order certifying NERC as the nation’s Electric 
Reliability Organization (“ERO”) under Section 215 of the Federal Power Act.7  The January 18 
Order requires NERC to closely monitor the voting results for reliability standards and to report 
to the Commission quarterly for the next three years NERC’s analysis of the voting results, 
including trends and patterns that may signal a need for improvement in the voting process.  In 
its compliance filing in response to the January 18 Order, NERC stated it would file its initial 
quarterly report with the Commission for the first quarter of 2007 and would submit subsequent 
quarterly filings for the next three years.  This is the third quarterly report for 2008 on the 
analysis of voting results for reliability standards. 
 
Background 
 
The NERC Reliability Standards Development Process is administered by action of the NERC 
Standards Committee.  The Standards Committee officially approves the scope and purpose of 
standards authorization requests, appoints standard drafting teams to develop standards, 
authorizes field tests of proposed standards when necessary, and approves the proposed 
standards for ballot.  The goal of the Reliability Standards Development Process is to gain 
industry consensus on the need for, and technical sufficiency of, proposed standards.  Consensus 
is primarily established through various formal industry comment periods designed to obtain 
stakeholder input on the proposed standards.   
 
The members of the registered ballot body, comprising entities or individuals registered in one of 
ten stakeholder segments, must specifically request to be included in the ballot pool for a 
standard ballot event.  Any entity or interested individual may become a member of the 
registered ballot body, but only the ballot pool members are allowed to vote on the proposed 
standard once the balloting begins.  If the ballot pool approves a proposed standard as described 
below, the standard is presented to the NERC Board of Trustees for its approval and subsequent 
filing with the Commission and regulatory authorities in Canada. 
 
The NERC Reliability Standards Development Procedure provides for three different types of 
ballots — an initial ballot, a recirculation ballot and a re-ballot.  To “pass,” a ballot must achieve 
a quorum (at least 75% of the members of the ballot pool must return a ballot) and must receive 

 
6 Order on Compliance Filing, 118 FERC ¶ 61,030 (2007). 
7 North American Electric Reliability Council and North American Electric Reliability Corporation, “Compliance 
Filing of the North American Electric Reliability Council and the North American Electric Reliability Corporation 
Addressing Non-Governance Issues,” Docket No. RR06-1-000 (October 18, 2006). 
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an affirmative vote that is at least two-thirds of the weighted segment average of all ballots 
returned with a vote.  

• If a ballot achieves a quorum but includes any negative ballots submitted with 
comments, then a recirculation ballot must be conducted.   

• If a ballot does not achieve a quorum, then a re-ballot is conducted using the same 
ballot pool, but with an extended ballot window.  

There were 24 ballots conducted during the third quarter of 2008, as shown in the table below; 
14 were initial ballots, and 10 were recirculation ballots.  The ballots are discussed below as 10 
distinct groups of “ballot events.” 
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Ballot 
Event 
# 

Ballot Name Initial Ballot 
Dates 

Recirculation 
Ballot Dates 

Ballot 
Pool Size 

Total # of 
Votes 

Quorum Weighted 
Segment 
Approval 

1 Interpretation of EOP-001-0 
Requirement R1 for 
Regional Entity Compliance 
Managers 

6/19/2008 - 
7/2/2008 

 191 162 84.82 85.79 

2 Interpretation of TPL-002-0 
and TPL-003-0 
Requirements R1.3.2 and 
R1.3.12 for MISO 

 6/27/2008 - 
7/7/2008 

206 173 83.98 78.31 

3 Interpretation of TPL-002-0 
and TPL-003-0 
Requirements R1.3.2 and 
R1.3.12 for Ameren 

 6/27/2008 - 
7/7/2008 

207 173 83.57 79.13 

7/21/2008 - 
7/30/2008 

 234 220 94.02 75.97 4 MOD-001-1 Available 
Transfer Capability  
  8/12/2008 - 

8/21/2008 
234 222 94.87 76.83 

7/21/2008 - 
7/30/2008 

 227 214 94.27 80.44 4 MOD-008-1 Transmission 
Reliability Margin  

 8/12/2008 - 
8/21/2008 

227 216 95.15 81.49 

7/21/2008 - 
7/30/2008 

 224 212 94.64 79.47 4 MOD-028-1 Area 
Interchange Methodology  
  8/12/2008 - 

8/21/2008 
224 214 95.54 79.34 

7/21/2008 - 
7/30/2008 

 225 213 94.67 92.62 4 MOD-029-1 Rated System 
Path Methodology 

 8/12/2008 - 
8/21/2008 

225 215 95.56 92.24 

4 MOD-030-1 Flowgate 7/21/2008 –  231 218 94.37 56.56 
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Ballot 
Event 
# 

Ballot Name Initial Ballot 
Dates 

Recirculation 
Ballot Dates 

Ballot 
Pool Size 

Total # of 
Votes 

Quorum Weighted 
Segment 
Approval 

7/30/2008 Methodology 
 8/12/2008 – 

8/21/2008 
231 220 95.24 74.26 

7/21/2008 - 
7/30/2008 

 191 177 92.67 91.71 5 IRO-008-1— Reliability 
Coordinator Operational 
Analyses and Real-time 
Assessments 

 8/12/2008 - 
8/21/2008 

191 179 93.72 89.49 

7/21/2008 - 
7/30/2008 

 190 176 92.63 89.44 5 IRO-009-1— Reliability 
Coordinator Actions to 
Operate within IROLs  8/12/2008 - 

8/21/2008 
190 178 93.68 86.53 

7/21/2008 - 
7/30/2008 

 192 178 92.71 88.40 5 IRO-010-1— Reliability 
Coordinator Data 
Specification and Collection  8/12/2008 - 

8/21/2008 
192 180 93.75 85.95 

6 Interpretation of CIP-006-1 
Requirement R1.1 for 
Progress Energy 

8/7/2008 - 
8/16/2008 

 220 194 88.18 21.52 

7 Interpretation of VAR-002-
1a for ICF Consulting 

9/9/2008 - 
9/17/2008 

 211 181 85.78 90.37 

8 MOD-004-1 Capacity 
Benefit Margin  

9/11/2008 - 
9/21/2008 

 188 149 79.26 66.29 

9 INT-005-3, INT-006-3, and 
INT-008-3 (Permanent 
Changes to Coordinate 
Interchange Timing Tables) 

9/12/2008 – 
9/22/2008 

 153 122 79.74 100.00 

10 Interpretation of EOP-002-2 
Requirements R6.3 and R7.1 
for Brookfield Power 

9/19/2008 - 
9/28/2008 

 184 102 55.43 71.98 
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Discussion of Third Quarter 2008 Ballot Events 

The first ballot event in the 3rd quarter of 2008 consisted of an initial ballot for the 
interpretation of Requirement R1 of EOP-001-0 - Emergency Operations Planning for the 
Regional Entity Compliance Managers. 
 
Under Requirement R1 of the standard, the Balancing Authority must have operating agreements 
with adjacent Balancing Authorities that contain provisions for emergency assistance, including 
provisions to obtain emergency assistance from remote Balancing Authorities.  The request 
asked for the following clarifications:  

• What is the definition of emergency assistance in the context of this standard?  Define the 
scope and time horizon associated with “emergency assistance.”  

• Does “adjacent Balancing Authority” mean one or all adjacent Balancing Authorities?  

• What is a “remote Balancing Authority?”  

• Does a Balancing Authority participating in a Reserve Sharing Group under BAL-002-0 
need additional operating agreements to be compliant with EOP-001-0 Requirement R1?  

The initial ballot for the interpretation was conducted from June 19, 2008 – July 2, 2008 and 
achieved a quorum of 84.82% with a weighted affirmative approval of 85.79%.  There were 18 
negative ballots submitted, and 15 of those ballots included a comment, which initiated the need 
for a recirculation ballot.  Balloters listed more than one reason for their negative ballot. 
 
The reasons cited for the negative ballots include the following: 

• Fourteen balloters offered (in similar ways) four particular opinions and 
recommendations: 

o DC ties should have been referenced and included in the interpretation. 

o Agreements with all adjacent Balancing Authorities should be required. 

o Specific Emergency Energy Agreements should either be explicit parts of the 
operating agreements or be developed separately and put in place. 

o Participation in a Reserve Sharing Group may be insufficient to meet 
Requirement R1. 

The second ballot event in the 3rd quarter of 2008 consisted of a recirculation ballot for a 
revised8 interpretation of Requirements R1.3.2 and R1.3.12 in TPL-002-0 — System 
Performance Following Loss of a Single Bulk Electric System Element and TPL-003-0 — 
System Performance Following Loss of Two or More Bulk Electric System Elements for the 
MISO. 
 
MISO asked if Requirement R1.3.2 in TPL-002-0 and TPL-003-0 requires that any specific 
dispatch be applied, other than one that is representative of supply of firm demand and 
transmission service commitments, in the modeling of system contingencies specified in Table 1 
in the TPL standards.  MISO then asked if a variety of possible dispatch patterns should be 

 
8 An initial ballot of the original interpretation was conducted from December 4, 2007 – December 13, 2007.  The 
ballot achieved a quorum (86.10%) and a high affirmative vote (87.50%), but some comments submitted with 
ballots indicated that the interpretation did not fully address the questions asked.  This action required the 
interpretation to be balloted again as an initial ballot.  In response, the drafting team added supplemental language to 
the interpretation.  
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included in planning analyses including a probabilistically based dispatch that is representative 
of generation deficiency scenarios.  The request also asked if, in Requirement R1.3.12 of TPL-
002-0 and TPL-003-0, the term “planned outages” means only already known/scheduled planned 
outages that may continue into the planning horizon, or does it include potential planned outages 
not yet scheduled that may occur at those demand levels for which planned (including 
maintenance) outages are performed.  
 
The initial ballot was conducted from April 25, 2008 – May 7, 2008 and achieved a quorum of 
83.01% with a weighted affirmative approval of 79.89%.  There were 37 negative ballots 
submitted, and 30 of those ballots included a comment, which initiated the need for a 
recirculation ballot.  The following is a summary of those comments: 

• Some balloters indicated the interpretation lacked in one of the following ways:  

o The interpretation ignored the role of the Transmission Planner in the selection of 
critical system conditions and questioned the Planning Coordinator’s role in 
supervising this selection. 

o The interpretation did not fully address the questions posed. 

o The interpretation added ambiguity as to which functional entity is responsible for 
defining critical system conditions 

o The interpretation added ambiguity regarding the treatment of planned outages 

• Other balloters disagreed with one or more of the following: 1) the use of the term 
“methodology,” since this term is not used in the associated requirement; 2) the reference 
that indicated the Compliance Monitor will determine whether an assessment is valid; 
and 3) referencing the Functional Model.  

• Four balloters proposed a modification that would have changed the intent of the 
requirement, by changing the reference to system adjustments from “necessary system 
adjustments” to “reasonable and necessary system adjustments.” 

The recirculation ballot was conducted from June 27, 2008 – July 7, 2008 and achieved a 
quorum of 83.98% with a weighted affirmative approval of 78.31%.  There were 38 negative 
ballots submitted, and 29 of those ballots included a comment.  Some balloters listed more than 
one reason for their negative ballot.  Four balloters changed their votes from the initial ballot: 
two balloters who had not voted entered a vote (one affirmative and one negative); two other 
balloters switched votes (one from affirmative to negative, and one from negative to affirmative). 

Most voters who cast a negative ballot on the initial ballot repeated their concerns by submitting 
the same comment with the recirculation ballot.  In responding to the comments from the initial 
ballot, the drafting team clarified that the Planning Coordinator has the authority to specify 
“critical system conditions,” while the Regional Entity determines what a “valid assessment” 
means through the implementation of its audit process.  One balloter did not believe the Regional 
Entity would be able to judge if the critical system conditions were valid. 

The third ballot event in the 3rd quarter of 2008 consisted of a recirculation ballot for a 
revised9 interpretation of Requirements R1.3.2 and R1.3.12 in TPL-002-0 — System 

 
9 An initial ballot of the original interpretation was conducted from December 4, 2007 – December 13, 2007.  The 
ballot achieved a quorum (86.70%) and a high affirmative vote (88.10%), but some comments submitted with 
ballots indicated that the interpretation did not fully address the questions asked.  This action required the 
interpretation to be balloted again as an initial ballot.  In response, the drafting team added supplemental language to 
the interpretation.  
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Performance Following Loss of a Single Bulk Electric System Element and TPL-003-0 — 
System Performance Following Loss of Two or More Bulk Electric System Elements for 
Ameren. 
 
Ameren asked if Requirement R1.3.2 in TPL-002-0 and TPL-003-0 require multiple contingent 
generating unit outages as part of possible generation dispatch scenarios describing critical 
system conditions for which the system shall be operated in accordance with the contingency 
definitions included in Table 1.  The request also asked if Requirement R1.3.12 TPL-002-0 and 
TPL-003-0 require that the system be planned to be operated during those conditions associated 
with planned outages consistent with the performance requirements described in Table 1 plus 
any unidentified outage.  
 
The initial ballot was conducted from April 25, 2008 – May 7, 2008 and achieved a quorum of 
82.61% with a weighted affirmative approval of 80.73%.  There were 37 negative ballots 
submitted, and 30 of those ballots included a comment, which initiated the need for a 
recirculation ballot.  The following is a summary of those comments: 

• Some balloters indicated the interpretation lacked in one of the following ways:  

o The interpretation ignored the role of the Transmission Planner in the selection of 
critical system conditions and questioned the Planning Coordinator’s role in 
supervising this selection. 

o The interpretation did not fully address the questions posed. 

o The interpretation added ambiguity as to which functional entity is responsible for 
defining critical system conditions 

o The interpretation added ambiguity regarding the treatment of planned outages 

• Other balloters disagreed with one or more of the following: 1) the use of the term 
“methodology,” since this term is not used in the associated requirement; 2) the reference 
that indicated the Compliance Monitor will determine whether an assessment is valid; 
and 3) referencing the Functional Model.  

• Four balloters proposed a modification that would have changed the intent of the 
requirement, by changing the reference to system adjustments from “necessary system 
adjustments” to “reasonable and necessary system adjustments.” 

The recirculation ballot was conducted from June 27, 2008 – July 7, 2008 and achieved a 
quorum of 83.57% and a weighted affirmative approval of 79.13%.  There were 38 negative 
ballots submitted, and 30 of those ballots included a comment.  Some balloters listed more than 
one reason for their negative ballot.  Four balloters changed their votes from the initial ballot; 
two balloters who had not voted entered a vote (one affirmative and one negative), while two 
other balloters switched votes (one from affirmative to negative, and one from negative to 
affirmative). 

Most voters who cast a negative ballot on the initial ballot repeated their concerns by submitting 
the same comments with the recirculation ballot.  One vote was changed from affirmative to 
negative; the voter indicated the interpretation places too much authority on the Planning 
Authority for determining what qualifies as a "critical system condition" as cited in TPL-002-0 
and TPL-003-0.   

In responding to the comments from the initial ballot, the drafting team clarified that the 
Planning Coordinator has the authority to specify “critical system conditions,” while the 
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Regional Entity determines what a “valid assessment” means.  One balloter did not believe the 
Regional Entity would be able to judge if the critical system conditions were valid. 

The fourth ballot event in the 3rd quarter of 2008 consisted of five initial ballots and five 
recirculation ballots regarding the ATC standards directed by Order No. 890.  The initial ballots 
represented the second set of initial ballots for these standards.  The first set of initial ballots was 
discussed in the report for the first quarter of 2008. 

After the standard drafting team considered and responded to the comments received during the 
fourth public comment period, NERC posted the final draft of the proposed standard for a 30-day 
pre-ballot review period from June 20, 2008 through July 21, 2008, followed by a second initial 
ballot from July 21, 2008 through July 30, 2008, with the following results:   
 

Standard Weighted Segment 
Approval 

Quorum 

 

MOD-001-1 — Available Transfer Capability 75.97% 94.02% 

MOD-008-1 — Transmission Reliability Margin  80.44% 94.27% 

MOD-028-1 —Area Interchange Methodology 79.47% 94.64% 

MOD-029-1 — Rated System Path Methodology 92.62% 94.67% 

MOD-030-1 — Flowgate Methodology 56.56% 94.37% 
 

Each proposed standard, with the exception of MOD-030-1, achieved the required two-thirds 
weighted segment vote with in excess of 75 percent of the ballot pool participating in the ballot.  
Because each ballot included negative votes with associated comments, the standards required a 
recirculation ballot.  The key issues identified in the ballot comments to the initial ballot 
included: 

• Whether the responsibility for selecting the ATC/available flowgate capacity (“AFC”) 
methodology lies with the Transmission Operator (“TOP”) or the Transmission Service 
Provider (“TSP”), especially in its application within a particular independent system 
operator (“ISO”) footprint.  The standard drafting team responded that the ISO could use 
a joint agreement with its members to address the issue of who is responsible for 
selecting and implementing the ATC methodology. 

• One Region reiterated previous concerns that it does not currently use the methods 
outlined in the standard and should be exempt from the standards.  The standard drafting 
team further suggested that this Region could seek a variance to the requirements if it 
used a different approach to achieve the same reliability objectives of the ATC standards. 

• A small number of entities suggested that greater standardization is needed on the topic 
of counterflows.  The standard drafting team responded that counterflow approaches vary 
largely due to regional operating conditions and concerns, and risk tolerance of the entity, 
and to develop additional standardization in counterflows would require extensive 
technical work beyond the timeframe permitted in this development.  

• Some entities expressed concern over the use of Transmission Reliability Margin 
(“TRM”) in the operational planning timeframe. 
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• Some entities expressed concern over whether TRM is a reliability parameter.  The 
standard drafting team responded that since TRM was a margin to account for uncertainty 
which, if calculated incorrectly, could require operator action to address a reliability 
concern, the team believed that the parameter was a reliability related value. 

• A small number of entities suggested there should be greater standardization in the 
determination of TRM.  The standard drafting team responded that additional 
standardization in TRM would require extensive technical work beyond the timeframe 
permitted in this development. 

 
In addition to these general comments, the standard drafting team received specific comments 
with respect to MOD-030-1 from entities in the West that the standard, as proposed, reflects 
practices undertaken in the Eastern Interconnection that, if implemented, would require extensive 
additional analyses without reliability benefit.  For example, one Northwestern U.S. entity’s 
implementation of the flowgate methodology uses an approach that significantly reduces the 
amount of calculations that must be undertaken when performing AFC analysis.  Rather than 
analyzing scores of flowgates individually, the entity analyzes several key flowgates that, if the 
limits are honored, will ensure that all limits from other flowgates are honored.  While this 
approach meets the reliability intent of the MOD-030-1 methodology, it was not consistent with 
the language in the standard.   
 
Also, entities in the Midwest were concerned that flowgates would need to be established and 
continually analyzed, even if caused by a temporary condition such as a forced outage.  It is 
commonplace in the flowgate methodology to create “temporary flowgates” to address 
conditions that occur during abnormal combinations of outages.  As written, the MOD-030-1 
standard requires such flowgates to be maintained and analyzed for twelve months, effectively 
eliminating the temporary nature of these flowgates.   
 
The standard drafting team understood these concerns and, working closely with these 
commenters, developed a two-phase approach that permitted the approval and submission of a 
set of approved ATC standards by the August 29, 2008 deadline for Commission filing.  The 
team, with approval of the Standards Committee, agreed to present a second version of MOD-
030 for industry consideration as a separate but concurrent activity to the initiation of the 
recirculation ballot for MOD-030-1.  The proposed MOD-030-2 standard contains the 
modifications to MOD-030-1 to explicitly address the concerns of entities in the Midwest and 
West described above, as well as clarify language in some cases as requested by those same 
entities.  If approved through the standards development process, MOD-030-2 will be presented 
to the board for approval, and filed with the Commission at a future date. 
 
The team posted its Consideration of Comments reports to the second initial ballot comments on 
August 6, 2008.   
 
The recirculation ballot for the five ATC standards commenced on August 12, 2008 and 
concluded August 21, 2008 with the following results: 
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Standard Weighted Segment 
Approval  

Quorum  

MOD-001-1 76.83% 94.87% 

MOD-008-1 81.49% 95.15% 

MOD-028-1 79.34% 95.54% 

MOD-029-1 92.24% 95.56% 

MOD-030-1 74.26% 95.24% 

 
Each proposed standard achieved the required two-thirds weighted segment vote and at least a 75 
percent quorum of the ballot pool.  The NERC Board of Trustees approved these five ATC 
standards and 20 associated definitions during an August 26, 2008 conference call.  At the 
request of the NERC’s Board of Trustees, NERC staff is currently reviewing the associated 
Violation Risk Factors to determine their appropriateness before their filing with the 
Commission. 

 
The fifth ballot event in the 3rd quarter of 2008 consisted of initial and recirculation ballots 
for three Interconnection Reliability Operating Limit (“IROL”) standards, associated 
modifications to seven Reliability Standards, two new Glossary terms, and the associated 
implementation plan: 

• IRO-008-1— Reliability Coordinator Operational Analyses and Real-time Assessments 

• IRO-009-1— Reliability Coordinator Actions to Operate within IROLs 

• IRO-010-1— Reliability Coordinator Data Specification and Collection 

These standards require the Reliability Coordinator to collect data, perform assessments, and 
take actions to keep the bulk electric system operating within IROLs. 
 
The initial ballots were conducted from July 21, 2008 – July 30, 2008; the recirculation ballots 
were conducted from August 12, 2008 – August 21, 2008.  All ballots achieved a quorum and a 
high weighted affirmative approval percentage.  For all three standards, the initial ballots 
included negative ballots submitted with comments, which initiated the need for recirculation 
ballots.  Some balloters listed more than one reason for their negative ballot.  A small number of 
balloters changed votes from the initial to recirculation ballots; votes moved in both directions 
but led to a slightly decreased approval percentage. 
 

Initial Ballots Recirculation Ballots Standard 
 Quorum Approval Negatives Quorum Approval Negatives
IRO-008-1 92.67 91.71 16 93.72 89.49 22 
IRO-009-1 92.63 89.44 19 93.68 86.53 27 
IRO-010-1 92.71 88.40 23 93.75 85.95 30 

 
The reasons cited for the negative ballots include the following: 

IRO-008-1, IRO-009-1, and IRO-010-1 

• One balloter commented that the standards introduce new terms that are not defined in 
the NERC Glossary: “Operations Planning,” “Same Day Operations,” and “Real-time 
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Operations.”  These were terms that had been posted and are associated with the “Time 
Horizons” for the requirements. 

IRO-008-1 

• Two balloters suggested that instead of retiring IRO-004-1 Requirement R2, it should be 
moved to IRO-008-1; balloters indicated this may clarify the “unacceptable or undue 
burden” criteria.  The drafting team agreed with stakeholders who indicated that the 
phrase “unacceptable or undue burden” is subjective and therefore not measurable.  There 
are other requirements for the Reliability Coordinator to coordinate its actions with other 
Reliability Coordinators. 

• One balloter indicated the revised IRO-008-1 Requirement R1 language does not 
adequately address the need for the Reliability Coordinator to pay attention to how the 
actions it takes for its area can affect neighboring Reliability Coordinator areas; the 
balloter recommends that language addressing this be added back to the standard. The 
drafting team agreed with stakeholders who indicated that the phrase “undue burden” is 
subjective and therefore not measurable.  There are other requirements in other standards 
that address coordination of activities between Reliability Coordinators.   

• Five balloters indicated the drafting team “has taken away the ability of entities to obtain 
study data from the Reliability Coordinator unless entities are specifically expected to 
take actions for an IROL.  The current standard says that we may obtain this data upon 
request at any time. Entities should be allowed to obtain data from the Reliability 
Coordinator upon request as they have now.”  The drafting team responded that the 
standards do not preclude any other entity from asking for and obtaining data from its 
Reliability Coordinator.  To the extent the Reliability Coordinator is held accountable for 
any and all IROLs, then the Reliability Coordinator must get what data it needs.  If the 
Transmission Operator and Balancing Authority need study data, this should be 
addressed in a corollary standard.  A Balancing Authority has no study functions 
regarding IROLs; the only involvement of a Balancing Authority with IROLs is to follow 
the directive of its Transmission Operators and Reliability Coordinator. 

• One balloter believes that allowing an analysis of the expected system conditions for the 
next day’s operation to take place as many as 12 months ahead is too far in advance.  
This relates to the definition for Operational Planning Analysis, a newly defined term in 
the standard.  The drafting team believes that the requirement, as written, is clear in 
requiring the Reliability Coordinator to have an assessment that addresses the planned 
operations in its wide area for each operating day.  The standard does allow the 
Reliability Coordinator to use an assessment for more than one day – however unless an 
assessment conducted 12 months ahead of time accurately reflects the planned operations 
for the wide area for the “next day,” the assessment conducted 12 months ahead of time 
could not be used to meet Requirement R1 in IRO-008-1.   

IRO-009-1 

• Three balloters believe the references directing the Transmission Operator, Balancing 
Authority and Transmission Service Provider to take actions should remain.   

• One balloter agreed with Requirement R4 that the operator should act without delay to 
mitigate the event but is concerned that the five-minute documentation requirement could 
distract the operator.  The five-minute delay in requiring documentation of actions taken 
to resolve an IROL was adopted to recognize that in the absence of conditions related to 
Requirement R3 (which states that the Reliability Coordinator that observes a pending 
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IROL must take action), an operator must be given some finite time to assess the 
situation.  In some cases, taking no action is a proper response; in other cases, any delay 
can be catastrophic. The standard mandates “without delay,” but the violation severity 
levels are based on having no documented action for more than five minutes.  Note that if 
a Reliability Coordinator determines that actions already taken will resolve an IROL and 
no additional actions are needed, the Reliability Coordinator can document this using any 
means available to it – and this would be evidence that the entity had taken action.  The 
documentation does not need to be developed within five minutes – there just needs to be 
evidence that some action was taken within five minutes.   

• Seven balloters did not agree with the removal of the references regarding the Reliability 
Coordinator coordinating with the Transmission Operator and Balancing Authority; one 
balloter recommended that language be added acknowledging coordination must take 
place during the Operations Planning Time Horizon.  The drafting team believes that the 
language in the standard supports the role of the Reliability Coordinator in “directing” the 
actions of other functional entities.  Under the existing standards, where there are several 
entities all with responsibility for the same requirement, it is not clear which entity has 
the “ultimate” responsibility for accomplishing the task.  This ambiguity is removed by 
assigning the responsibility to the Reliability Coordinator.  The Reliability Coordinator is 
not precluded from coordinating its activities with its Transmission Operators and 
Balancing Authorities. 

• One balloter believed the revised language does not make it sufficiently clear that the 
Balancing Authority and Transmission Operator in conjunction with the Reliability 
Coordinator need to be involved in the development of IROL mitigation plans for their 
systems.  The drafting team believes the language in the requirement makes it clear that 
the Reliability Coordinator is the functional entity responsible for having the action plan 
– this does not preclude the Reliability Coordinator from developing plans “with” its 
Balancing Authorities and Transmission Operators.   

• Two balloters indicated the standard does not direct the Reliability Coordinator to inform 
or communicate with entities that may be part of mitigation plans or procedures when an 
IROL violation is forecasted, which could invalidate the plans or procedures the 
Reliability Coordinator is putting in place.  The drafting team believes that IRO-008-1 
Requirement R3 does require the Reliability Coordinator to share its analysis results with 
those entities that are expected to take associated actions. 

• One balloter indicated Requirements R1 and R2 contradict each other, implying that 
Requirement R2 allows for a violation of Requirement R1.  “R1 states ‘to prevent 
exceeding those IROLs,’ while R2 states ‘to mitigate the magnitude and duration of 
exceeding that IROL.’”  The drafting team does not believe there is a contradiction 
between the two requirements.  One requirement includes actions aimed at preventing 
IROLs, and the other requirement includes actions to take in the event an IROL is 
exceeded.   

• Two balloters disagreed with the revisions to Requirement R3.  

IRO-010-1 

• Seven balloters believe the proposed replacement requirements (IRO-010-1 
Requirements R1, R2, and R3; IRO-008-1 Requirement R3) take away the ability of 
entities to obtain study data from the Reliability Coordinator unless entities are 
specifically expected to take actions for an IROL.  The balloters state the current standard 
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allows a data request at any time and believe this provision should remain.  The drafting 
team believes these IRO standards do not preclude any other entity from asking for and 
obtaining data.  To the extent the Reliability Coordinator is held accountable for any and 
all IROLs, the Reliability Coordinator must get what data it needs.  If the Transmission 
Operator and Balancing Authority need study data, this should be addressed in a corollary 
standard.  A Balancing Authority has no study functions regarding IROLs; the only 
involvement of a Balancing Authority with IROLs is to follow the directive of its 
Transmission Operators and Reliability Coordinator. 

• Four balloters believe TOP-003-0 should remain as it stands, stating that having the 
requirement to report outage data to the Reliability Coordinator in two places in the 
Reliability Standards is better than not having it in TOP-003-0.  The drafting team replied 
that Both NERC and FERC have requested that the standards be cleaned up, which 
includes removing redundancies.  Outage reporting need only be covered once – the 
drafting team simplified the data provision requirements by ensuring that there would be 
a single requirement for a specification that identified all data and information that 
needed to be provided to the Reliability Coordinator. 

• Five balloters suggested that interchange transaction data should be added to the new 
IRO-010-1 Requirement R1 data specification.  The drafting team believes IRO-010-1 
Requirement R1 provides the Reliability Coordinator the flexibility to request whatever 
data it needs, which is why there is not a list of ad hoc items and no inclusion of 
Interchange Transactions. Interchange Transactions will be included if needed, and 
omitted if they are not needed. 

• Nine balloters indicated, either generally or specific to standards and requirements, that 
the Reliability Coordinator should still be required to share data with the Transmission 
Operators and Balancing Authorities.   

o Four balloters agree that data requirements will be more detailed in the new 
standard, but stated information should not be lost by removing the Reliability 
Coordinator from TOP-005-1 Attachment 1. 

o Four balloters did not agree with removing the Reliability Coordinator from TOP-
006-1 Requirement R4. 

The drafting team believes these IRO standards do not preclude any other entity from 
asking for and obtaining data.  To the extent the Reliability Coordinator is held 
accountable for any and all IROLs, the Reliability Coordinator must get what data it 
needs. If the Transmission Operator and Balancing Authority need study data, this should 
be addressed in a corollary standard.  A Balancing Authority has no study functions 
regarding IROLs; the only involvement of a Balancing Authority with IROLs is to follow 
the directive of its Transmission Operators and Reliability Coordinator. 

• Three balloters do not believe the IRO-010-1 Measure C.M3 text is sufficient to know 
what is adequate to confirm that data were provided, particularly continually updated 
ICCP data used for situational awareness and on-line reliability tools.  The drafting team 
stated that IRO-010-1 does not address the data quality (bad data) issue except to require 
an alternative process when an automated system is unavailable (and that alternative may 
be to do nothing).  IRO-010-1 Requirement R1 and its sub-requirements define the data 
quantity issue within the constructs of sample times and formats.  The Reliability 
Coordinator’s list required in Requirement R1.1 is sufficient enough for responsible 
entities to know explicitly what data must be provided; and the responsible entity is 
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expected to confirm that it has complied with the request, using whatever means it 
chooses.  The measure intentionally allows the responsible entity to provide whatever 
evidence it has – this allows entities to demonstrate compliance without mandating that 
every entity provide exactly the same type of evidence, as that would force some entities 
to modify current practices without necessarily leading to an improvement in reliability. 

• Three balloters suggested that IRO-010-1 should restrict the specification of data and 
information requirements solely to the needs for monitoring and analyzing the control of 
IROLs.  The drafting team stated that IRO-010-1 is limited to requests for data and 
information needed to support analyses “to prevent instability, uncontrolled separation, 
and cascading outages.”  If the data request is not associated with an IROL, then that 
request is not covered by this standard.  The drafting team agrees that the data 
requirements relate solely to monitoring and analyzing system to prevent and control 
IROLs.  “To prevent instability, uncontrolled separation, and cascading outages” is the 
definition of what an IROL is designed to effect. 

• One balloter indicated the proposed standard allows for the Reliability Coordinator to ask 
for the addition of a significant amount of SCADA installations at the expense of the 
Transmission Owners in transmission areas that are not pertinent to the purpose of IRO-
010-1.  The drafting team stated IRO-010-1 is limited to requests for data and 
information needed to support analyses “to prevent instability, uncontrolled separation, 
and cascading outages.”  If the data request is not associated with an IROL, then that 
request is not covered by this standard.  Transmission Operators are further protected 
from unreasonable requests by the fact that they have the option to question the validity 
of the Reliability Coordinator’s request to its Regional Entity, NERC and FERC.  

• One balloter indicated the phrase “with which it has a reliability relationship” lacks 
clarity.  The drafting team clarified that the phrase relates to parties directly involved (i.e. 
has a relationship) in a given Reliability Coordinator’s plans “to prevent instability, 
uncontrolled separation, and cascading outages” (i.e. reliability) (see IRO-008 R3). 

• Two balloters indicated the wording change in Requirement R1 from Real-Time 
Monitoring to Real-time monitoring is inconsistent with other references in the standard. 

• One balloter indicated it is concerned the data deemed necessary by the Reliability 
Coordinator may be confidential by law in its province and will not be allowed to provide 
those data. 

The sixth ballot event in the 3rd quarter of 2008 consisted of an initial ballot for an 
interpretation of Requirement R1.1 in CIP-006-1 — Physical Security of Critical Cyber Assets 
for Progress Energy.  
 
Progress Energy asked if electronic security perimeter wiring external to a physical security 
perimeter must be protected within a six-wall boundary.   
 
The interpretation clarifies that the definition of a cyber asset includes both the data and the 
communication network, including the wiring that comprises the physical media supporting the 
network.  The intent is to protect the data transmitted over the network within the electronic 
security perimeter and the data must be protected from tampering, either through physical 
protection of the wiring or alternative protective measures.  
 
The initial ballot was conducted from August 7, 2008 – August 16, 2008 and achieved a quorum 
of 88.18% with a weighted affirmative approval of 21.52%.  There were 142 negative ballots 
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submitted, and 97 of those ballots included a comment.  Due to the overwhelming negative 
response, the interpretation will not be forwarded to a recirculation ballot.  Some balloters listed 
more than one reason for their negative ballot. 
 
The reasons cited for the negative ballots include the following: 

• Thirty two balloters disagreed with wiring being considered a Critical Cyber Asset. 

• Twenty eight balloters indicated the interpretation is unclear, with many stating the 
interpretation either did not address the issue or could result in further ambiguity. 

• Fifteen balloters indicated the interpretation is unclear regarding what constitutes 
“alternative protection measures.” 

• One balloter indicated the interpretation is unclear regarding what constitutes 
“tampering.” 

• One balloter indicated the interpretation is too broad. 

• Twenty balloters indicated the issues surrounding this interpretation should be addressed 
holistically as part of the next set of CIP standards revisions. 

• Three balloters disagreed with the six-sided wall concept, and many others provided 
alternative wording or related questions. 

• Seventeen balloters indicated the interpretation was beyond the scope of the request and 
resulted in an extension of standards. 

• Three balloters indicated the wording contradicts NERC reference materials, including a 
NERC frequently asked questions (“FAQ”) section on its Web site. 

• Five balloters indicated the interpretation contradicts other NERC CIP standards. 

• Four balloters suggested that physical protection should be determined with a risk-based 
assessment. 

• Three balloters suggested limiting the definition introduced by the interpretation to the 
"routable protocol-based" communication networks associated with Cyber Assets. 

• Two balloters stated the interpretation should not speculate as to the intent of the 
standard. 

The seventh ballot event in the 3rd quarter of 2008 consisted of an initial ballot for an 
interpretation of VAR-002-1a — Generator Operation for Maintaining Network Voltage 
Schedules for ICF Consulting. 
 
ICF Consulting asked for the following clarifications: 

• Which requirements in VAR-002 apply to Generator Operators that operate generators 
that do not have automatic voltage regulation (“AVR”) capability?  

• Does the standard require a Generator Owner to acquire AVR devices to comply with the 
requirements in this standard?  

The interpretation provides the following clarifications: 

• All the requirements and associated subrequirements in VAR-002-1a apply to Generator 
Owners and Generator Operators that own or operate generators whether equipped with 
an automatic voltage regulator or not.   
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• There are no requirements in the standard that require a generator to have an automatic 
voltage regulator, nor are there any requirements for a Generator Owner to modify its 
generator to add an automatic voltage regulator.   

The initial ballot was conducted from September 9, 2008 – September 17, 2008 and achieved a 
quorum of 85.78% and a weighted affirmative approval of 90.37%.  There were 16 negative 
ballots submitted, and 12 of those ballots included a comment, which initiated the need for a 
recirculation ballot.  Some balloters listed more than one reason for their negative ballot. 
 
The reasons cited for the negative ballots include the following: 

• One balloter indicated the interpretation would allow the Transmission Operator to move 
the burden of voltage control to an entity that may not be best suited to provide the 
service. 

• Nine balloters indicated the interpretation either modifies or does not meet the intent of 
the standard; nine of those balloters suggested the current wording could mean that 
automatic voltage regulation is required even if not installed at a facility. 

• Five balloters indicated the interpretation does not provide a process for Transmission 
Operators to apply and grant exemptions. 

• Four balloters indicated the interpretation is not clear. 

• Three balloters offered the general suggestion of adding a comment period to the 
interpretation process. 

• Two balloters indicated they had “compliance concerns” on what would constitute 
sufficient notification by a Generation Operator to a Transmission Operator that there 
was no automatic voltage regulation. 

• Two balloters indicated units without an AVR would be older, smaller units that would 
not have a material impact on the bulk power system. 

• Two balloters indicated the original predecessor standards (Version 0 Planning 
Standards) had intended to require AVRs on all generators and for generators to be 
operated in “auto” mode.  The balloters mentioned a lack of this coordinated setting on 
generators in the legacy ECAR footprint was a finding of the 2003 blackout. 

 
The eighth ballot event in the 3rd quarter of 2008 consisted of an initial ballot for MOD-004-
1 – Capacity Benefit Margin (“CBM”).  The ballot, held from September 11, 2008 – September 
21, 2008, was conducted separately from the other ATC-related standards. 
 
The ballot achieved a quorum of 79.26% with a weighted affirmative approval of 66.29%.  There 
were 34 negative ballots submitted, and 22 of those ballots included a comment, which initiated 
the need for a recirculation ballot.  Some balloters listed more than one reason for their negative 
ballot. 
 
The reasons cited for the negative ballots include a few general concerns about the lack of 
specifics for determining and updating CBM values.  In addition, a few trends were evident from 
specific areas.   

Some balloters were concerned about the difficulties of implementing the standard within 
MISO’s footprint.  They suggested the need for a Regional variance to explain how 
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responsibility for certain MOD-004-1 requirements has been transferred by the MISO member 
transmission companies to MISO.  

Balloters representing entities in the one region indicated MOD-004-1 Requirement R6 appears 
to be missing an important disclaimer present on most of the other requirements to allow entities 
to forego the requirement when they don't use CBM.  The balloters believed an entity that does 
not use CBM should not be required to perform analyses or develop studies on CBM at least 
every 13 months. 

Balloters representing entities in the another Region indicated the latest revisions are not explicit 
enough, especially Requirements R5 and R6 – the terms “subsequent 13 months,” “current 
month,” and “current year” could lead to misinterpretations.  Balloters suggested using the 
original wording for those requirements.  The balloters mentioned the term "Energy Deficient 
Entity" needs to be defined in the NERC Glossary.  

The ninth ballot event in the 3rd quarter of 2008 consisted of an initial ballot for 
modifications to the timing table in three Interchange standards:  

• INT-005-3 – Interchange Authority Distributes Arranged Interchange 

• INT-006-3 – Response to Interchange Authority  

• INT-008-3 – Interchange Authority Distributes Status 

An Urgent Action Standards Authorization Request (“SAR”) to modify the timing table in three 
Coordinate Interchange standards (INT-005-3, INT-006-3 and INT-008-3) was approved by a 
ballot pool on March 30, 2007.  The Urgent Action SAR modified the timing table so that the 
reliability assessment period for WECC was lengthened from 5 minutes to 10 minutes for e-tags 
submitted less than 1 hour and greater than 20 minutes prior to ramp start.  Under the Reliability 
Standards Development Procedure, a change made to a standard with the Urgent Action process 
is not "permanent" — an urgent action change to a standard expires unless that change is vetted 
through the full standards development process.   
 
The new SAR proposes to make the above changes to the timing table permanent, and also 
proposes to bring the timing table into alignment with the categories (On-time, Late and After-
the-fact) used in the latest E-Tag Specification with respect to receipt of an Arranged 
Interchange. 
 
The initial ballot was conducted from September 12, 2008 – September 22, 2008 and achieved a 
quorum of 79.74% and a weighted affirmative approval of 100%.  Since no negative ballots were 
submitted, the ballot was approved. 
 
The tenth ballot event in the 3rd quarter of 2008 consisted of an initial ballot of an 
interpretation of EOP-002-2 — Capacity and Energy Emergencies Requirements R6.3 and R7.1 
for Brookfield Power.  
 
The request asked for confirmation that Requirement R6.3 requires the curtailment of only non-
firm exports when interruptible load is curtailed, while Requirement R7.1 requires the 
curtailment of firm exports when firm load is curtailed.  Brookfield Power cited Reliability 
Standard IRO-006-4 — Reliability Coordination — Transmission Loading Relief as the basis for 
its interpretation of EOP-002-2 Requirement R7.1. 
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The interpretation clarified that, when considering actions to be taken to comply with EOP-002-2 
R6.3, it is intended that all exports, firm and non-firm, are available for curtailment with the 
exception of those exports designated as network resources for an external Balancing Authority.  
If a capacity or energy emergency still exists after all exports have been curtailed, with the 
exception of those related to a network resource designated to an external Balancing Authority, 
then EOP-002-2 Requirement R7.1 would take effect and firm load would be shed while the 
designated network resource transaction would continue to flow.  Requirement R7.1 speaks only 
to the need to manage area control error and is not tied to the curtailment of export transactions 
as identified in IRO-006-4. 
 
The second initial ballot was conducted from September 19, 2008 – September 28, 2008 and 
achieved a quorum of 55.43% with a weighted affirmative approval of 71.98%.  Since the ballot 
did not reach quorum, ballots results are not applicable and the interpretation will be re-balloted 
during the fourth quarter of 2008. 
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