Consideration of Comments on Initial Ballot of Supplemental Version 1 Violation Risk Factors


Summary Consideration of Comments:  While several commenters made suggestions to change one or more of the proposed Violation Risk Factors, there was no consensus to change any one of the ratings, therefore, no changes were made to the violation risk factors in this set of Supplementary Version 1 Violation Risk Factors.  
	Organization:
	AEP Service Corp. -- Transmission System AEP

	Member:
	Scott P. Moore

	Comment:
	FAC-003-1 R1.3 should have a "Medium" Violation Risk Factor The presence or lack of personnel meeting position description requirements does not necessarily lead toward cascading failures on the bulk system. FAC-003-1 R2 should have a "Medium" Violation Risk Factor Even without a work plan or its full attainment, there is not necessarily a high risk of bulk system failure. The work plan is administrative in nature and it is the actions or lack thereof in meeting Requirement 1 and the associated sub-requirements that will have an impact on the bulk electric system.

	Response:    Most stakeholders agreed with the VRFs as proposed so they were not changed. The risk factors for the FAC-003-1 requirements align with the stakeholder-selected VRFs for the FAC-003-0 or parallel requirements in other Version 0 standards.  There was no requirement in FAC-003-0 that required that personnel meet certain criteria – but PER-003-0 has a requirement that system operators meet certain qualifications, and stakeholders rated that requirement in PER-003-0 as ‘HIGH.’  FAC-003-0 did include a requirement to have a Vegetation Management Program and stakeholders gave this requirement and all its sub-requirements a ‘HIGH’ rating.

	Organization:
	Ameren Services Company

	Member:
	Kirit S Shah

	Comment:
	PRC-005-1 (Relay Maintenance and Testing) should have a medium risk factor, not high. Being behind on testing is not critical to system operation nor will it directly lead to widespread system outages. Also testing may require outages taken at opportune times. Forcing testing schedules due to penalties may lead to taking outages at times which may decrease reliability. We agree with the proposed risk factors to COM-002-2(R2) and FAC-003-1. 

	Response:  Most stakeholders agreed with the VRFs as proposed so they were not changed. Regarding PRC-005 - there is a parallel requirement in PRC-017 to have a maintenance and testing program for Special Protection Systems – and stakeholders rated this ‘HIGH’.  

	Organization:
	Bonneville Power Administration

	Member:
	Donald S. Watkins

	Comment:
	While BPA believes that the violation risk factor for PRC-005-1 should ultimately be high, we have the following concerns: 1) NERC has not established maximum maintenance intervals for protection systems. The severity of the violation risk factor is dependent on the intervals that NERC establishes. 2) As Standard PRC-005-1 is being applied now, there is the possibility of unjust sanctions being levied because each utility is able to set their own maintenance requirements. Those utilities who have set higher maintenance standards could be penalized for their inability to keep up with those high standards while those with lesser standards would only be held to their lower requirements. A risk factor of high would maximize the financial penalties for this unevenly applied standard.

	Response: As currently written and approved by both NERC and FERC, each entity is allowed to establish its own maintenance schedule under PRC-005-1.  While the FERC Order 693 does include a directive for NERC to modify PRC-005 to establish a maximum allowable interval appropriate to the type of protection and the impact to the BES, that modification to PRC-005-1 has not yet begun.  

	Organization:
	East Kentucky Power Coop.

	Member:
	George S. Carruba

	Comment:
	EKPC is registering a negative vote for two reasons: (1) Bundling items for five different standards is not appropriate; and,(2) Violation Risk Factors in FAC-003-1 seem to place more importance on the documentation of an entity's TVMP, than the existence of a TVMP lacking documentation to some degree that is achieving documented performance. 

	Response: There are 24 VRFs in this ballot – fewer than in any of the Version 1 VRF ballots – only the V0 VRF ballot for Personnel Standards had fewer, with 19 VRFs.  Most stakeholders seemed to agree that ‘bundling’ risk factors into a set was appropriate.  
Most stakeholders agreed with the VRFs as proposed so they were not changed. The risk factors for the FAC-003-1 requirements align with the stakeholder-selected VRFs for the FAC-003-0 or parallel requirements in other Version 0 standards.  FAC-003-0 did include a requirement to have a Vegetation Management Program and stakeholders gave this a ‘HIGH’ rating.

	Organization:
	Florida Power & Light Co.

	Member:
	C. Martin Mennes

	Comment:
	Due to unnecerrary highs in veg.

	Response: Most stakeholders agreed with the VRFs as proposed so they were not changed. The risk factors for the FAC-003-1 requirements align with the stakeholder-selected VRFs for the FAC-003-0 or parallel requirements in other Version 0 standards.  

	Organization:
	ITC Transmission

	Member:
	Brian F. Thumm

	Comment:
	The Risk Factors in this ballot perpetuate the "importance versus risk" confusion and misapplication. For example, "The TVMP shall define a schedule for and the type (aerial, ground) of ROW vegetation inspections" is not a high risk evolution. Failing to define a schedule will not cause cascading of the system. Failing to follow a schedule, and letting trees grow into the transmission lines, has the potential to cause a grid problem, but failing to define a schedule does not.

	Response: Most stakeholders agreed with the VRFs as proposed so they were not changed. The risk factors for the FAC-003-1 requirements align with the stakeholder-selected VRFs for the FAC-003-0 or parallel requirements in other Version 0 standards.  

	Organization:
	Manitoba Hydro 

	Member:
	Robert G. Coish

	Comment:
	The consequences of violations in the planning horizon should not be considered as being as severe as violations in the operating horizon. For this reason, we cannot support a VRF of Medium for Requirement R2.3.2 in FAC-010-1. With the exception of this VRF in FAC-010-1, we support the remaining VRF assignment in this ballot

	Response: The ERO Rules of Procedure include the assignment of VRFs that can be HIGH, MEDIUM or LOWER to both operating and planning-related requirements.  The wording of FAC-011-1 R2.3.2 is exactly the same as the wording in FAC-010-1 R2.3.2 – and stakeholders gave FAC-011-1 R2.3.2 a ‘MEDIUM’ rating.  

	Organization:
	SaskPower

	Member:
	Wayne Guttormson

	Comment:
	In general SaskPower believes that the balloted VRF's are set too high. SaskPower understands the difficult and complicated nature of determining VRF's, but the justifications provided seem to be based on subjective qualitative assessments of risk focusing on possible impacts (versus probability and impact) or being consistent, and are not supported with quantifiable assessments. 

	Response: Most stakeholders agreed with the VRFs as proposed so they were not changed. The Violation Risk Factors included in this set of Supplemental Version 1 Violation Risk Factors were based on stakeholder selections of VRFs for the same or very similar requirements in other standards.  

	Organization:
	Sierra Pacific Power Co.

	Member:
	Richard Salgo

	Comment:
	Objection to the use of "high" risk factor for all of the requirements and sub-requirements of R1 and R2 in FAC-003. While the presence and quality of a vegetation mgmt program may be worthy of a "high" risk factor assignment, many of the sub-requirements such as determination of clearance distances in accordance with applicable standards, use of tables in the IEEE standards, do not pose a high risk to the BES. I do support the use of "high" risk factor for the requirements of having a TVMP, and for notification to TOP of transmission circuits that are being threatened by vegetation. Inadequate vegetation management is only one of many causes of transmission circuit outages, and an outage of one of these circuits, being a single contingency, should not pose a high risk to the BES. 

	Response: Most stakeholders agreed with the VRFs as proposed so they were not changed. The risk factors for the FAC-003-1 requirements align with the stakeholder-selected VRFs for the FAC-003-0 or parallel requirements in other Version 0 standards.  

	Organization:
	Independent Electricity System Operator

	Member:
	Don Tench

	Comment:
	Overall the IESO believes the proposed ranking seem reasonable in all cases with the exception of PRC-005-1 requirement R2.1. PRC-005-1 R2.1 is ranked “HIGH” while requirement R2, which was approved by the NERC Board Under version 0 set, was ranked as “LOWER”. The IESO question the appropriateness of ranking of this sub requirement substantially higher than the main requirement. 

	Response: There are several instances in the set of VRFs where the main requirement is assigned a VRF that differs from the VRF of one or more of the sub-requirements.  Regarding PRC-005 - there is a parallel requirement in PRC-017 to have a maintenance and testing program for Special Protection Systems – and stakeholders rated this ‘HIGH’.  

	Organization:
	Midwest ISO, Inc.

	Member:
	Terry Bilke

	Comment:
	We are voting for this as a show of support of the ERO but believe this does not rise to the level of an Urgent Action item. NERC would still be able to enforce these requirements without the VRF. We believe that Urgent Action should only be used when reliability would truly suffer if something was not done quickly. Of late, Urgent Actions have been used for expedience and we are hoping this practice stops. Also, the need to deal with these stray risk factors is an indication of things slipping through the cracks when too much is trying to be done too quickly. It is our hope we will start worrying more about the quality of the standards as opposed to trying to generate as many new requirements and standards as quickly as possible. 

	Response: The word ‘may’ in the following sentences from the Reliability Standards Development Procedure Manual implies that the Standards Committee may also use other criteria for assigning a standards action as ‘Urgent’.  

Under certain conditions, the Standards Committee may designate a proposed standard or revision to a standard as requiring urgent action. Urgent action may be appropriate when a delay in implementing a proposed standard or revision can materially impact the reliability or security of the bulk power systems or be inconsistent with statutory or regulatory requirements for reliability standards, such as by causing adverse impacts on markets or undue discrimination.

The Standards Committee voted to move this set of supplemental V1 VRFs forward as an Urgent Action and the minutes of the SC meeting show that this action was approved without opposition or abstention, and that includes your vote to approve the SAR as an Urgent Action.  

	Organization:
	Bonneville Power Administration

	Member:
	Rebecca Berdahl

	Comment:
	Although the violation risk factor for PRC-005-1 should ultimately be high, the following areas are of concern: 1) NERC has not established maximum maintenance intervals for protection systems. The severity of the violation risk factor is dependent on the intervals that NERC establishes. 2) As Standard PRC-005-1 is being applied now, there is the possibility of unjust sanctions being levied because each utility is able to set their own maintenance requirements. Those utilities who have set higher maintenance standards could be penalized for their inability to keep up with those high standards while those with lesser standards would only be held to their lower requirements. A risk factor of high would maximize the financial penalties for this unevenly applied standard.

	Response: As currently written and approved by both NERC and FERC, each entity is allowed to establish its own maintenance schedule under PRC-005-1.  While the FERC Order 693 does include a directive for NERC to modify PRC-005 to establish a maximum allowable interval appropriate to the type of protection and the impact to the BES, that modification to PRC-005-1 has not yet begun.  

	Organization:
	Constellation Energy

	Member:
	Carolyn Ingersoll

	Comment:
	In our review of these Supplements to the Version 1 VRF we have found instances where we feel that the ratings for certain requirements as High VRF in FAC-003-1 relating to the documentation of the TVMP are inappropriate, and though we support the ratings applied to COM-002-2 R2, PRC-005-1 R2.1, FAC-010-1 R2.3, and FAC-014-1 R6, in light of the fact that the ratings applied to each Requirement cannot be voted on individually we are abstaining from voting on the entire package of standards. 
Our specific concern with the FAC-00-3 is that there are small entities with step up transformers or short radial transmission lines who, under the current NERC Registration Criteria, will be required to register as Transmission Owners and Transmission Operators. As a result they are subject to the requirements in the Transmission Vegetation Management Program even though they have no impact on the Bulk Electric System. Requirement R1 and its sub requirements in FAC-003-1 relate to the documentation of a TVMP and has been assigned a High VRF. The High VRF ratings for all but the requirements pertaining to the tracking and reporting of vegetation-related outages were deemed appropriate because "the failure to have a vegetation management program with appropriate clearances, and an annual work plan could directly (and has) continued to widespread outages." However, there are entities that are now subject to this standard that could not cause widespread outages and are now subject to the significant documentation burdens. CECD agrees that implementing a TVMP is of high importance and requirements associated with implementing a TVMP should be assigned a High VRF. By assigning a High VRF to documentation of the TVMP, which in and of itself does not "directly" lead or cause widespread outages or cascading failures, a significant documentation burden is placed on entities that have minimal implementation requirements. These comments, admittedly, point to more than a problem with the VRF assigned to the FAC-003-1 Reliability Standard, and we are submitting comments addressing the standards Applicability by seeking revisions that eliminate its application to smaller entities that may be inadvertently or inappropriately subject to these requirements currently.

	Response: There is a SAR drafting team working to identify a list if revisions for FAC-003-1 and one of the areas identified is improving the specificity of the facilities that should be addressed by the standard with a goal of ensuring that the standard only applies to facilities that impact the BES.  You are encouraged to participate in the comment period (currently open through May 8, 2007 – see comment form at this site: http://www.nerc.com/~filez/standards/Vegetation-Management_Project_2007-7.html ) to provide your comments on the SAR for modifications to the Transmission Vegetation Management Standard. 

	Organization:
	Consumers Energy Co.

	Member:
	David A. Lapinski

	Comment:
	Specifying a VRF for FAC-003-1 R3.2 seems unnecessary. It doesn't appear to be possible to violate it since R3.2 is an exemption from a reporting requirement.

	Response: Most stakeholders agreed with the VRFs as proposed so they were not changed. When FAC-003 is revised as part of the Reliability Standards Work Plan 2007-2009 (See SAR for Revisions to the Transmission Vegetation Management Standard currently posted for comment at the following site: http://www.nerc.com/~filez/standards/Vegetation-Management_Project_2007-7.html ), there will be an opportunity to revise the VRFs.  

	Organization:
	Lincoln Electric System

	Member:
	Bruce Merrill

	Comment:
	LES understands the pressure that NERC is under to have all VRFs approved and sent on to FERC for their review, however, this once again appears to be an improper use of an Urgent Action. Per the current NERC Reliability Standards Development Procedure "Urgent action may be appropriate when a delay in implementing a proposed standard or revision can materially impact the reliability or security of the bulk power systems or be inconsistent with statutory or regulatory requirements for reliability standards, such as by causing adverse impacts on markets or undue discrimination." LES urges that the future use of Urgent Action only be used in the proper manner as defined in the RSDP.

	Response:  The word ‘may’ in the sentence quoted implies that the Standards Committee may also use other criteria for assigning a standards action as ‘Urgent’.  The Standards Committee voted to move this set of supplemental V1 VRFs forward as an Urgent Action and the minutes of the SC meeting show that this action was approved without opposition or abstention.  

	Organization:
	Manitoba Hydro 

	Member:
	Ronald Dacombe

	Comment:
	The consequences of violations in the planning horizon should not be considered as being as severe as violations in the operating horizon. For this reason, we cannot support a VRF of Medium for Requirement R2.3.2 in FAC-010-1. With the exception of this VRF in FAC-010-1, we support the remaining VRF assignment in this ballot.

	Response: The ERO Rules of Procedure include the assignment of VRFs that can be HIGH, MEDIUM or LOWER to both operating and planning-related requirements.  The wording of FAC-011-1 R2.3.2 is exactly the same as the wording in FAC-010-1 R2.3.2 – and stakeholders gave FAC-011-1 R2.3.2 a ‘MEDIUM’ rating.  

	Organization:
	Wisconsin Electric Power Marketing

	Member:
	James R. Keller

	Comment:
	FAC-003-1 R1-R1.5 are assigned a VRF of High, these requirements relate to an entity having a program and specific elements of that program. This should be a Medium VRF as the program itself cannot cause an BES event. PRC-005-1 R2.1 is assigned a VRF of High, this requirement should be medium as a delay in a maintenance schedule again itself cannot cause a BES event. 

	Response:  Most stakeholders agreed with the VRFs as proposed so they were not changed. The risk factors for the FAC-003-1 requirements align with the stakeholder-selected VRFs for the FAC-003-0 or parallel requirements in other Version 0 standards.  FAC-003-0 did include a requirement to have a Vegetation Management Program and stakeholders gave this requirement and all its sub-requirements a ‘HIGH’ rating.
PRC-005 - there is a parallel requirement in PRC-017 to have a maintenance and testing program for Special Protection Systems – and stakeholders rated this ‘HIGH’.  

	Organization:
	Wisconsin Energy Corp.

	Member:
	Anthony Jankowski

	Comment:
	FAC-003-1 R1-R1.5 are assigned a VRF of High, these requirements relate to an entity having a program and specific elements of that program. This should be a Medium VRF as the program itself cannot cause an BES event. PRC-005-1 R2.1 is assigned a VRF of High, this requirement should be medium as a delay in a maintenance schedule again itself cannot cause a BES event. 

	Response: Most stakeholders agreed with the VRFs as proposed so they were not changed. The risk factors for the FAC-003-1 requirements align with the stakeholder-selected VRFs for the FAC-003-0 or parallel requirements in other Version 0 standards.  FAC-003-0 did include a requirement to have a Vegetation Management Program and stakeholders gave this requirement and all its sub-requirements a ‘HIGH’ rating.
PRC-005 - there is a parallel requirement in PRC-017 to have a maintenance and testing program for Special Protection Systems – and stakeholders rated this ‘HIGH’.  

	Organization:
	AEP Service Corp.

	Member:
	Brock Ondayko

	Comment:
	AEP does not agree with all the risk factors as written in the ballot.

	Response: Most stakeholders agreed with the VRFs as proposed so they were not changed.

	Organization:
	East Kentucky Power Coop.

	Member:
	Gerard Bordes

	Comment:
	EKPC is registering a negative vote for two reasons: (1) Bundling items for five different standards is not apropriate; and (2) Violation Risk Factors in FAC-003-1 seem to place more importance on the documentation of an entity's TVMP, than the existence of a TVMP lacking documentation to some degree that is achieving documented performance.

	Response: There are 24 VRFs in this ballot – fewer than in any of the Version 1 VRF ballots – only the V0 VRF ballot for Personnel Standards had fewer, with 19 VRFs.  Most stakeholders seemed to agree that ‘bundling’ risk factors into a set was appropriate.  

Most stakeholders agreed with the VRFs as proposed so they were not changed. The risk factors for the FAC-003-1 requirements align with the stakeholder-selected VRFs for the FAC-003-0 or parallel requirements in other Version 0 standards.  FAC-003-0 did include a requirement to have a Vegetation Management Program and stakeholders gave this requirement and all its sub-requirements a ‘HIGH’ rating.

	Organization:
	Gainesville Regional Utilities

	Member:
	Mark L. Bennett

	Comment:
	I believe this needs more work , but is a step in the right direction

	Response: Thank you for your support. 

	Organization:
	Lincoln Electric System

	Member:
	Dennis Florom

	Comment:
	LES understands the pressure that NERC is under to have all VRFs approved and sent on to FERC for their review, however, this once again appears to be an improper use of an Urgent Action. Per the current NERC Reliability Standards Development Procedure "Urgent action may be appropriate when a delay in implementing a proposed standard or revision can materially impact the reliability or security of the bulk power systems or be inconsistent with statutory or regulatory requirements for reliability standards, such as by causing adverse impacts on markets or undue discrimination." LES urges that the future use of Urgent Action only be used in the proper manner as defined in the RSDP.

	Response: The word ‘may’ in the sentence quoted implies that the Standards Committee may also use other criteria for assigning a standards action as ‘Urgent’.  The Standards Committee voted to move this set of supplemental V1 VRFs forward as an Urgent Action and the minutes of the SC meeting show that this action was approved without opposition or abstention.  

	Organization:
	Manitoba Hydro 

	Member:
	Mark Aikens

	Comment:
	The consequences of violations in the planning horizon should not be considered as being as severe as violations in the operating horizon. For this reason, we cannot support a VRF of Medium for Requirement R2.3.2 in FAC-010-1. With the exception of this VRF in FAC-010-1, we support the remaining VRF assignment in this ballot.

	Response: The ERO Rules of Procedure include the assignment of VRFs that can be HIGH, MEDIUM or LOWER to both operating and planning-related requirements.  The wording of FAC-011-1 R2.3.2 is exactly the same as the wording in FAC-010-1 R2.3.2 – and stakeholders gave FAC-011-1 R2.3.2 a ‘MEDIUM’ rating.  

	Organization:
	Wisconsin Electric Power Co.

	Member:
	Linda Horn

	Comment:
	FAC-003-1 R1-R1.5 are assigned a VRF of High, these requirements relate to an entity having a program and specific elements of that program. This should be a Medium VRF as the program itself cannot cause an BES event. PRC-005-1 R2.1 is assigned a VRF of High, this requirement should be medium as a delay in a maintenance schedule again itself cannot cause a BES event. 

	Response: Most stakeholders agreed with the VRFs as proposed so they were not changed. The risk factors for the FAC-003-1 requirements align with the stakeholder-selected VRFs for the FAC-003-0 or parallel requirements in other Version 0 standards.  FAC-003-0 did include a requirement to have a Vegetation Management Program and stakeholders gave this requirement and all its sub-requirements a ‘HIGH’ rating.
PRC-005 - there is a parallel requirement in PRC-017 to have a maintenance and testing program for Special Protection Systems – and stakeholders rated this ‘HIGH’.  

	Organization:
	AEP Service Corp.

	Member:
	Dana E. Horton

	Comment:
	AEP recommends a "no" vote on this set of Supplemental Violation Risk Factors and recommends the following two requirements for FAC-003-1 be set to "medium" rather than "high" as is stated in the ballot. FAC-003-1 R1.3 should have a "Medium" Violation Risk Factor The presence or lack of personnel meeting position description requirements does not necessarily lead toward cascading failures on the bulk system. FAC-003-1 R2 should have a "Medium" Violation Risk Factor Even without a work plan or its full attainment, there is not necessarily a high risk of bulk system failure. The work plan is administrative in nature and it is the actions or lack thereof in meeting Requirement 1 and the associated sub-requirements that will have an impact on the bulk electric system. 

	Response: Most stakeholders agreed with the VRFs as proposed so they were not changed. The risk factors for the FAC-003-1 requirements align with the stakeholder-selected VRFs for the FAC-003-0 or parallel requirements in other Version 0 standards.  There was no requirement in FAC-003-0 that required that personnel meet certain criteria – but PER-003-0 has a requirement that system operators meet certain qualifications, and stakeholders rated that requirement in PER-003-0 as ‘HIGH.’  FAC-003-0 did include a requirement to have a Vegetation Management Program and stakeholders gave this requirement and all its sub-requirements a ‘HIGH’ rating.

	Organization:
	Bonneville Power Administration

	Member:
	Brenda S. Anderson

	Comment:
	While BPA believes that the violation risk factor for PRC-005-1 should ultimately be high, we have the following concerns: 1) NERC has not established maximum maintenance intervals for protection systems. The severity of the violation risk factor is dependent on the intervals that NERC establishes. 2) As Standard PRC-005-1 is being applied now, there is the possibility of unjust sanctions being levied because each utility is able to set their own maintenance requirements. Those utilities who have set higher maintenance standards could be penalized for their inability to keep up with those high standards while those with lesser standards would only be held to their lower requirements. A risk factor of high would maximize the financial penalties for this unevenly applied standard. 

	Response: As currently written and approved by both NERC and FERC, each entity is allowed to establish its own maintenance schedule under PRC-005-1.  While the FERC Order 693 does include a directive for NERC to modify PRC-005 to establish a maximum allowable interval appropriate to the type of protection and the impact to the BES, that modification to PRC-005-1 has not yet begun.  

	Organization:
	Lincoln Electric System

	Member:
	Eric Ruskamp

	Comment:
	LES understands the pressure that NERC is under to have all VRFs approved and sent on to FERC for their review, however, this once again appears to be an improper use of an Urgent Action. Per the current NERC Reliability Standards Development Procedure "Urgent action may be appropriate when a delay in implementing a proposed standard or revision can materially impact the reliability or security of the bulk power systems or be inconsistent with statutory or regulatory requirements for reliability standards, such as by causing adverse impacts on markets or undue discrimination." LES urges that the future use of Urgent Action only be used in the proper manner as defined in the RSDP.

	Response: The word ‘may’ in the sentence quoted implies that the Standards Committee may also use other criteria for assigning a standards action as ‘Urgent’.  The Standards Committee voted to move this set of supplemental V1 VRFs forward as an Urgent Action and the minutes of the SC meeting show that this action was approved without opposition or abstention.  

	Organization:
	Manitoba Hydro 

	Member:
	Daniel Prowse

	Comment:
	The consequences of violations in the planning horizon should not be considered as being as severe as violations in the operating horizon. For this reason, we cannot support a VRF of Medium for Requirement R2.3.2 in FAC-010-1. With the exception of this VRF in FAC-010-1, we support the remaining VRF assignment in this ballot.

	Response:  The ERO Rules of Procedure include the assignment of VRFs that can be HIGH, MEDIUM or LOWER to both operating and planning-related requirements.  The wording of FAC-011-1 R2.3.2 is exactly the same as the wording in FAC-010-1 R2.3.2 – and stakeholders gave FAC-011-1 R2.3.2 a ‘MEDIUM’ rating.  

	Organization:
	Midwest Reliability Organization

	Member:
	Larry Brusseau

	Comment:
	The MRO understands the pressure that NERC is under to have all VRFs approved and sent on to FERC for their review, however, this once again appears to be an improper use of an Urgent Action. Per the current NERC Reliability Standards Development Procedure "Urgent action may be appropriate when a delay in implementing a proposed standard or revision can materially impact the reliability or security of the bulk power systems or be inconsistent with statutory or regulatory requirements for reliability standards, such as by causing adverse impacts on markets or undue discrimination." The MRO urges that the future use of Urgent Action only be used in the proper manner as defined in the RSDP. 

	Response:  The word ‘may’ in the sentence quoted implies that the Standards Committee may also use other criteria for assigning a standards action as ‘Urgent’.  The Standards Committee voted to move this set of supplemental V1 VRFs forward as an Urgent Action and the minutes of the SC meeting show that this action was approved without opposition or abstention.  
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