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Frederick W. Gorbet 
Chair, Board of Trustees 

 
September 27, 2016 
 
Mr. Nabil Hitti, Chair 
NERC Member Representatives Committee 
 
Dear Nabil: 
 
I invite the Member Representatives Committee (MRC) to provide policy input on two issues of particular 
interest to the NERC Board of Trustees (Board) as it prepares for its November 1-2, 2016, meetings in 
Atlanta, Georgia. Additional background information is included in the October 4, 2016 MRC 
Informational Session agenda package to help MRC members solicit inputs from their sectors. As a 
reminder, please include a summary of your comments in your response (i.e., a bulleted list of key 
points) for NERC to compile into a single summary document to be provided to the Board for reference. 
 
Item 1: ERO Reliability Risk Priorities Report 
During the October 4, 2016 MRC Informational Session, an overview of the 2016 ERO Reliability Risk 
Priorities Report will be presented. The ERO Reliability Risk Priorities report identifies nine key risk 
profiles, which were presented for policy input at the August 2016 Board meeting. The Reliability Issues 
Steering Committee (RISC) enhanced the risk profiles and drafted the remainder of the report 
accommodating this policy input, including: 

• Providing focus areas and mitigation recommendations for the highest ranked risk profiles; 

• Themes and takeaways from all of the profiles; 

• A graphical depiction of the risk profiles; and  

• Updated risk profiles.  
 
The Board requests MRC policy input on the following: 

1. Are there additional reliability considerations that should require enhancement of the risk 
priorities or recommendations?  

2. Are there additional reliability risks the RISC should consider now or in the future? 
 
Item 2: 2017–2020 ERO Enterprise Strategic Plan and Metrics 
During the October 4, 2016 MRC Informational Session, the finalized draft of the 2017–2020 ERO 
Enterprise Strategic Plan and Metrics will be presented, which includes goals, contributing activities, and 
reliability metrics. Additionally, at this session, an initial draft of the NERC performance metrics will be 
reviewed, which are meant to measure the effectiveness and efficiency of the ERO. The Board requests 

http://www.nerc.com/gov/bot/MRC/Agenda%20Highlights%20nad%20Minutes%202013/MRC_Informational_Session_Conference_Call_and_Webinar_Agenda_October_4_2016.pdf
http://www.nerc.com/gov/bot/MRC/Agenda%20Highlights%20nad%20Minutes%202013/MRC_Informational_Session_Conference_Call_and_Webinar_Agenda_October_4_2016.pdf
http://www.nerc.com/comm/RISC/Documents/ERO_Reliability_Risk_Priorities_RISC_Reccommendations_to_the_Board_092616.pdf
http://www.nerc.com/comm/RISC/Documents/ERO_Reliability_Risk_Priorities_RISC_Reccommendations_to_the_Board_092616.pdf
http://www.nerc.com/gov/bot/MRC/Documents/Draft_ERO_Enterprise_%20Strategic_%20Plan_2017-2020_09272016.pdf
http://www.nerc.com/gov/bot/MRC/Documents/Draft_ERO_Enterprise_%20Strategic_%20Plan_2017-2020_09272016.pdf
http://www.nerc.com/gov/bot/MRC/Documents/Draft_NERC_Performance_Metrics_09272016.pdf


 

 

MRC input for consideration in the approval of the 2017–2020 ERO Enterprise Strategic Plan and Metrics 
and review of the NERC performance metrics at their November meetings.  
 
Specifically, the Board requests MRC input on the following: 

1. Do the ERO Enterprise goals and contributing activities focus on the right priorities? 

2. Are the ERO Enterprise reliability metrics the best way of measuring the impact of the ERO in 
mitigating reliability risks? 

3. Do the draft NERC performance metrics provide appropriate focus on improving ERO 
effectiveness and efficiency?  

 
As a reminder, the full agenda packages for the Board, Board Committees and MRC meetings will be 
available on October 18, 2016. I encourage the MRC to review the agenda materials for the November 2016 
Board and MRC meetings, once available, and offer any additional input that is meaningful and timely to 
industry and stakeholders. 
 
Written comments should be sent to Kristin Iwanechko, MRC Secretary (Kristin.Iwanechko@nerc.net) by 
October 18, 2016, for the Board to review in advance of the meetings scheduled for Atlanta. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Fred W. Gorbet, Chair 
NERC Board of Trustees 
 
cc: NERC Board of Trustees 
 Member Representatives Committee 
 

mailto:Kristin.Iwanechko@nerc.net


MEMORANDUM 

TO: Fred W. Gorbet, Chair  
NERC Board of Trustees  

FROM: Allen Mosher, Vice President, Policy Analysis, American Public Power Association 
John Di Stasio, President, Large Public Power Council 
John Twitty, Executive Director, Transmission Access Policy Study Group   
 

DATE: October 18, 2016 

SUBJECT: Response to Request for Policy Input 

  
The American Public Power Association, the Large Public Power Council, and the Transmission 
Access Policy Study Group concur with the Policy Input submitted today by the State/Municipal 
and Transmission Dependent Utility Sectors of the Member Representatives Committee, in 
response to NERC Board Chair Fred W. Gorbet’s September 27, 2016 letter requesting policy input 
in advance of the November 1-2, 2016 NERC Board of Trustees meetings. 
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NERC Board of Trustees Policy Input – Canadian Electricity Association 

Atlanta, Georgia; November 1-2, 2016 
 

Summary Key Points 

Item 1 

 At this time, the Canadian Electricity Association (“CEA”) believes there are no 

additional risk priorities or reliability considerations to enhance the risk priorities. 

Item 2 

 The CEA agrees that the identified ERO Enterprise goals and activities focus on the right 

priorities. 

 The draft ERO Reliability Metrics appropriately focus on measuring the impact of the 

ERO on mitigating reliability risks. 

 The CEA recommends improvements to the draft NERC Performance Metrics for 

measuring the impact of the ERO in mitigating reliability risks or provide the appropriate 

focus on improving ERO effectiveness and efficiency. 

 

1. ERO Reliability Risk Priorities Report 

 CEA believes that the RISC’s risk profiles adequately identify the most important risks to 

reliability. 

 It is important that both new and evolving risks, along with appropriate mitigation 

actions, continue to be identified, and that risk priorities and mitigation actions be 

effectively integrated, along with clear linkages, into the ERO Business Plan and Budget 

and Strategic Plan. 

 CEA recommends that the risk profiles be refined to improve disclosure of risk to include 

changes in relative risk from year-to-year, inherent risk, and assessment and rationale of 

mitigated risks after applying near- medium- and long-term treatments. 

 CEA recommends that additional context be added to the draft ERO Risk Priorities 

Report Figure 2.1 to identify the expected trend of each risk if the identified risk 

mitigation activities (near-medium- and long-term) are acted upon, in comparison to no-

action scenarios.  

 CEA appreciates that resilience and recovery actions are needed to mitigate exposure 

from a wide variety of evolving risks. Tools and actions must be based on sound 

technical judgement, must evolve with the threat profiles, must make prudent use of 

resources, and must avoid duplication or overlap of risk-mitigation efforts. Further, 

resilience and recovery actions identified to mitigate known risks today should be the first 

actions assessed for applicability to new threats as they emerge. 
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 CEA recommends that the RISC continue to identify actions that could mitigate multiple 

risks, and seek to clarify how different risks may interact with each-other to identify areas 

where streamlining efforts and greater efficiencies may be appropriate.  

 CEA recommends that effort be made toward developing the data and the tools to better 

model the effect of resource mix change so both in operations and in planning this effect 

be better taken into account in studies. 

 

2. 2017-2020 ERO Enterprise Strategic Plan and Metrics 

 CEA appreciates that the draft ERO Strategic Plan helps clarify linkages between 

strategic goals, metrics and measures of success, associated risk profiles, and associated 

longer-term planning considerations.   

 The draft ERO Reliability Metrics appropriately focus on measuring ERO performance 

for mitigating reliability risks.  

 CEA believes that the ERO Enterprise goals and contributing activities appear to focus on 

the proper priorities for 2017-2020. CEA is encouraged by the commitment to ensure that 

the 2018-2020 Business Plan and Budget will include improved linkages to the ERO 

Strategic Plan to more clearly demonstrate where programs, priorities and spending are 

aligned with the highest priority risks. 

 CEA believes that well-designed measureable goals and metrics are necessary to assess 

the effectiveness of the ERO in achieving its identified goals and meeting strategic 

objectives, especially if they are used to track performance over time. CEA cautions that 

NERC should ensure valid data is used and analyzed to understand proper attribution 

(i.e.: if performance is the result of ERO actions or contributing factors outside of ERO 

control such as fewer severe storms in a given year, non-performance by registered 

entities, etc.). It is often very difficult to normalize metrics for accurate comparison 

across entities or over a given time horizon.  

 CEA notes that while standards are important tools in ensuring reliability, they are not the 

sole, and sometimes not the optimal, means to mitigate a specific risk. NERC should 

consider, where appropriate, non-standards-based actions, such as issuing best-practice 

guidelines, when presented with a reliability challenge in order to reduce the workload 

associated with standards development.  

 

NERC Performance Metrics 

 CEA supports the introduction of the draft NERC Performance Metrics. 

 CEA considers Metric 2 a necessary and overdue one considering the multi-year 

Enterprise IT Strategy, the resources dedicated to IT projects, and the productivity gains 

claimed to be achievable from the outset of the strategy. CEA encourages NERC to go 

beyond developing a strawman method to implementing measures for 2017 to assess the 
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life-cycle productivity gains achieved relative to the costs and business cases for these 

investments.  

 CEA is concerned that the target for Metric 3 will create a disincentive to identify and 

report on instances of non-compliance.  

 Although draft Metric 4 targets NERC expenses being at or under budget overall, given 

the experienced and forecast budget trend, the CEA believes this target is too readily 

achieved. CEA recommends NERC target no year-over-year budget growth (excluding 

CRISP), over multiple budget cycles, as a key measure of success. 

 

The CEA appreciates this opportunity to provide policy input for the NERC Member 

Representatives Committee (“MRC”) and Board of Trustees (“Board”).  

 

Dated: October 18, 2016 

 

Contact: 
Devin McCarthy      

V.P. Public Affairs     

Canadian Electricity Association 

McCarthy@electricity.ca 

 

mailto:McCarthy@electricity.ca


 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Policy Input for the NERC Board of Trustees 

Provided by the Edison Electric Institute 

October 18, 2016  

 
On behalf of the member companies, the Edison Electric Institute (“EEI”) appreciates the 

opportunity to provide the following brief policy input for the NERC Board to review in 

advance of the meetings in Atlanta.  EEI perspectives on bulk power system reliability are 

formed by the CEO Policy Committee on Reliability and Business Continuity, and the 

Reliability Executive Advisory Committee with the support of the Reliability Task Force.  We 

look forward to an active discussion on the policy issues at the upcoming meetings. 

 

Item 1: ERO Reliability Risk Priorities Report 

 

• EEI supports the reliability risks and mitigation recommendations identified by the 

RISC in the ERO Reliability Risk Priorities report and recommends that NERC and the 

RISC focus on the management and execution of these recommendations. 

The policy input letter seeks comments on whether there are additional reliability 

considerations and risks that the Reliability Issues Steering Committee (“RISC”) should 

consider to enhance the risk priorities and recommendations contained within the ERO 

Reliability Risk Priorities report (“RISC Report”).  

 

EEI supports the reliability risks, prioritization of these risks, and recommendations for 

mitigating the risks that are identified in the RISC Report. In line with our August policy 

input, we believe the RISC has enhanced the strategic planning process within the ERO.  At 

this time, we do not believe there are additional reliability considerations and risk that the 

RISC should consider. Instead, in 2017, we recommend that NERC continue to engage the 

strategic leadership and input of the RISC to focus on the management and execution of the 

activities that implement the RISC recommendations.   

Item 2: 2017-2020 ERO Enterprise Strategic Plan and Metrics 

• EEI supports the ERO Enterprise goals and contributing activities and encourages 

NERC to enhance and seek new strategic partnerships that may aid in 

implementation of these activities. 

• EEI encourages NERC to work with the RISC to review and enhance the metrics to 

ensure that they are measurable and achievable. 

The policy input letter also seeks comment for consideration in the approval of the 2017-

2020 ERO Enterprise Strategic Plan and Metrics (“ERO Plan”). 

 



 

 

EEI supports the Board approval of the goals and contributing activities contained within 

the ERO Plan.  The RISC identified 62 near-term recommendations and NERC incorporated 

60% of these in the ERO Plan’s contributing activities under the applicable goals (i.e., goals 

1, 3, 4). These goals include 37 of the RISC near-term recommendations and 2 mid-term 

recommendations, which are addressed by 20 contributing activities.  We applaud this 

effort by NERC and the RISC to identify and prioritize these recommendations and integrate 

them into the ERO Plan.  EEI encourages NERC, with RISC’s assistance, to consider how to 

effectively execute on the recommendations. 

 

In this regard, EEI recommends that the Board consider methods to enhance ERO 

implementation of the contributing activities.  For example, continue to enhance and seek 

new strategic partnerships with technical and policy organizations that may add expertise 

to aid NERC with implementation.  The resilience and recovery theme identified in the RISC 

Report identifies leveraging the North American Generator Forum, North American 

Transmission Forum, Electric Power Research Institute, and other forums to enhance 

resilience and recovery.  These organizations have significant technical expertise and NERC 

should leverage partnerships rather than duplicate efforts or analysis.  We believe the 

importance of these partnerships will continue to increase, as the risks that the industry 

faces continue to evolve.  

 

EEI also recommends that NERC work with the RISC to review the metrics provided in 

detail in Appendix 1 of the ERO Plan.  During this review, NERC should carefully evaluate 

whether the metrics are measurable and achievable by NERC and the industry.  Such a 

review could also enhance stakeholder understanding of how the contributing activities can 

achieve the metric targets, especially the performance-based targets. 
 
 
 



 
 

 

 

 

 

Sector 8 Policy Input for the 
NERC Board of Trustees & Member Representatives Committee 

November 1-2, 2016 Meetings at Atlanta, Georgia 

 

ELCON, on behalf of Large End-Use Consumers, submits the following policy input for consideration of 
NERC’s Board of Trustees (BOT) and the Member Representatives Committee (MRC). It responds to BOT 
Chairman Fred Gorbet’s September 27, 2016 letter to Nabil Hitti, Chair of the MRC. 

SUMMARY 

Item 1: ERO Reliability Risk Priorities Report 

ELCON is very pleased with all aspects of the draft report.  It is thorough without 
being pedantic.  It is also intuitively organized and readable.  We fully support the 
nine risk profiles, their prioritization and mapping.  At this time, we do not have 
any additional reliability considerations to add to the effort or reliability risks the 
RISC should consider now or in the future.  Good job! 

Item 2: 2017–2020 ERO Enterprise Strategic Plan and Metrics 

As we stated in our policy input for the August 2016 meetings, we believe the ERO 
Enterprise Strategic Plan is comprehensive, technically substantiated, and logically 
and coherently structured.  It is very representative of the genre and benefits from 
its brevity. We would like to see additional goals related to the encouragement of 
market innovation and the increased use of public outreach to explain difficult 
technical concepts in a compelling manner.  Importantly, progress is being made 
with the development of metrics and the ones that have been proposed are 
certainly appropriate, but new ones should be developed that better connect 
Reliability Requirements with improved BES reliability. 

Item 1: ERO Reliability Risk Priorities Report 

During the October 4, 2016 MRC Informational Session, an overview of the 2016 ERO Reliability Risk 
Priorities report was presented.  The ERO Reliability Risk Priorities report identifies nine key risk profiles, 
which were presented for policy input at the August 2016 Board meeting.  The Reliability Issues Steering 
Committee (RISC) enhanced the risk profiles and drafted the remainder of the report accommodating this 
policy input, including: 



 
 

• Providing focus areas and mitigation recommendations for the highest ranked risk profiles; 
• Themes and takeaways from all of the profiles; 
• A graphical depiction of the risk profiles; and 
• Updated risk profiles. 

The Board requests MRC policy input on the following: 

1. Are there additional reliability considerations that should require enhancement of the risk 
priorities or recommendations?  

2. Are there additional reliability risks the RISC should consider now or in the future? 

ELCON Response: We are very pleased with all aspects of the draft report.  It is thorough without being 
pedantic.  It is also intuitively organized and readable.  We fully support the nine risk profiles, their 
prioritization and mapping.  At this time, we do not have any additional reliability considerations to add 
to the effort or reliability risks the RISC should consider now or in the future.  Good job! 

Item 2: 2017–2020 ERO Enterprise Strategic Plan and Metrics 

During the October 4, 2016 MRC Informational Session, the finalized draft of the 2017–2020 ERO 
Enterprise Strategic Plan and Metrics were presented, which includes goals, contributing activities, and 
reliability metrics. Additionally, at this session, an initial draft of the NERC performance metrics will be 
reviewed, which are meant to measure the effectiveness and efficiency of the ERO. The Board requests 
MRC input for consideration in the approval of the 2017–2020 ERO Enterprise Strategic Plan and Metrics 
and review of the NERC performance metrics at their November meetings.  

Specifically, the Board requests MRC input on the following: 

1. Do the ERO Enterprise goals and contributing activities focus on the right priorities? 
2. Are the ERO Enterprise reliability metrics the best way of measuring the impact of the ERO in 

mitigating reliability risks? 
3. Do the draft NERC performance metrics provide appropriate focus on improving ERO 

effectiveness and efficiency?  

ELCON Response: As we stated in our policy input for the August 2016 meetings, we believe the ERO 
Enterprise Strategic Plan is comprehensive, technically substantiated, and logically and coherently 
structured.  It is very representative of the genre and benefits from its brevity. We would like to see 
additional goals related to the encouragement of market innovation and the increased use of public 
outreach to explain difficult technical concepts in a compelling manner.  Importantly, progress is being 
made with the development of metrics and the ones that have been proposed are certainly appropriate, 
but new ones should be developed that better connect Reliability Requirements with improved BES 
reliability. 

 

Dated: October 17, 2016 

http://www.nerc.com/gov/bot/MRC/Documents/Draft_ERO_Enterprise_%20Strategic_%20Plan_2017-2020_09272016.pdf
http://www.nerc.com/gov/bot/MRC/Documents/Draft_ERO_Enterprise_%20Strategic_%20Plan_2017-2020_09272016.pdf
http://www.nerc.com/gov/bot/MRC/Documents/Draft_NERC_Performance_Metrics_09272016.pdf


 

MRC Policy Input to the NERC Board of Trustees 

October 18, 2016 

 

The ISO/RTO Council (IRC) thanks the NERC Board for the opportunity to provide comments on the NERC 
Board policy input for November 2016.  We are providing our comments on the questions posed to the 
MRC. 

Summary Points 

Item 1: ERO Reliability Risk Priorities Report 

• Q1 – No additional reliability considerations that require enhancement to priorities or 
recommendations except that: 

o NERC should avoid duplication with current interconnection-wide analyses already 
underway; 

o NERC should expand the use of tools, other than standards, such as appropriate 
guidelines or best practices, to address associated reliability risks. 

• Q2 – ISO RTO Council agrees with the risks identified in the report. However, NERC should 
redouble its efforts to establish electrical system performance metrics and benchmarks. 

 

Item 2: 2017-2020 ERO Enterprise Strategic Plan and Metrics 

• Q1 – ISO RTO Council agrees the ERO Enterprise goals and contributing activities focus on the 
right priorities. As noted under Item1 Q2, NERC should continue efforts in establishing technical 
metrics and benchmarks for system reliability. 

• Q2 – ISO RTO Council largely agrees the ERO Enterprise reliability metrics are the best way of 
measuring the impact of the ERO in mitigating reliability risks. However, additional effort should 
be taken to develop meaningful reliability performance metrics and benchmarks that are 
electrical based to aid the assessment of risks and potential threats. 

• Q3 – ISO RTO Council agrees that the draft NERC performance metrics provide appropriate focus 
on improving ERO effectiveness and efficiency, with the exception of Metric 3 which may appear 
to create an incentive to not identify non-compliance events.  

 

  

1 
 



Item 1: ERO Reliability Risk Priorities Report 

1. Are there additional reliability considerations that should require enhancement of the risk 
priorities or recommendations? 
 

NERC recommends a number of interconnection wide type analyses that can address reliability risks. 
It should be noted that ISO/RTOs, Planning Coordinators/Authorities (PC/PA), Eastern 
Interconnection Planning Collaborative (EIPC), Regionals Entities, etc. may have already conducted 
similar tasks. For example, the EIPC has developed interconnection wide system models for this 
purpose. Similarly, PC/PAs have developed short circuit and dynamic models.  Should NERC follow 
through with the proposed interconnection wide type analyses or studies, it should consider 
previous or already underway efforts and leverage available resources to avoid or minimize 
potential duplication. 
 
The RISC’s Charter notes the committee sets priorities and goals for “solutions to address these 
issues, including the use of solutions other than the development of new or revised reliability 
standards”.   The ISO RTO Council believes there is a need for the ERO to develop a framework for 
the selection of the proper tool to address a given risk (including guidance, interpretations, best 
practices, and standards/requirements).  This framework would direct FERC, NERC (including RISC, 
technical and advisory committees, and standard drafting teams) towards potential solutions 
informed by risk, cost analysis, supporting data, and technical analysis.   

 
2. Are there additional reliability risks the RISC should consider now or in the future? 

We agree with the risks identified in the report, however seek enhancements to the following 
recommendations: 

BPS Planning Risk Profile #2 

“Continue to assess the system performance to determine if the current body of planning Reliability 
Standards is sufficient to address ERS.” 

It will be difficult to determine if there truly is a threat to system performance without meaningful 
electrical metrics. NERC should redouble its efforts in establishing electrical performance metrics 
and benchmarks.  We understand this is a not a trivial task but the above quoted recommendation 
assumes some way to assess ERS performance will be utilized.  We have seen a number of standards 
projects become stalled or fail ballot because there is not a clear indication for the reliability need 
for the standard.  With new threats to the BES that may not have been realized yet, a way to gauge 
performance becomes even more crucial. One example could be time to deploy ERS or percentage 
of ERS available for deployment. 

Resource Adequacy and Performance Risk Profile #3 

“Assess and develop mitigation recommendations to address single points of disruption, such as fuel 
contingencies, that will result in large resource outages.” 

The ISO RTO Council strongly supports this recommendation but we see that the recommendations 
fall short of an important complementary action. With better modeling, and better understanding of 
where (and when) fuel supplies may pose threats to electric reliability, NERC should communicate to 
regulators where fuel infrastructure poses threats to electric reliability. 
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Item 2: ERO Enterprise Strategic Planning and Metrics 

1. Do the ERO Enterprise goals and contributing activities focus on the right priorities? 

The goals seem to be appropriate as high level corporate performance goals.  We note that the 
August 2016 version of this document included proposed technical metrics related to energy 
balancing and ramping, frequency, etc. which are now absent in this version. As noted in our other 
comments for this MRC Policy Input, NERC should continue efforts in establishing technical metrics 
and benchmarks for system reliability. 

 
2. Are the ERO Enterprise reliability metrics the best way of measuring the impact of the ERO in 

mitigating reliability risks? 

Additional effort should be taken to develop meaningful reliability performance metrics and 
benchmarks that are electrical based to aid the assessment of risks and potential threats. Only with 
good data and metrics can NERC and the industry make sound judgements on whether reliability 
gaps exist which may support the need for more NERC standards and/or regulation in other industry 
sectors such as that identified in the “ERO Risk Reliability Priorities Report”, Resource Adequacy and 
Performance Risk Profile #3 stated above. 

3. Do the draft NERC performance metrics provide appropriate focus on improving ERO 
effectiveness and efficiency? 

For Metric 3 ERO Operations; it states “no significant noncompliance identified by CCC or NERC’s 
internal audit…”  There should not be “disincentives” for staff to not report or hide any 
noncompliance.   Just as NERC encourages entities to self-report compliance violations, we ask NERC 
management to encourage reporting of non-compliance. 
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MIDWEST RELIABILITY ORGANIZATION 

POLICY INPUT TO NERC BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
October 18, 2016 

 

The Midwest Reliability Organization (MRO) Board of Directors (MRO Board) submits the 

following policy input as a member of Sector 11 of the MRC to the NERC Board of Trustees.  

 

Reliability Considerations to Enhance Risk Priorities or Recommendations 

The MRO Board, as it did in its August 2016 Policy Input, notes that the ERO should promote 

cybersecurity frameworks and cybersecurity Reliability Standards that are based on broader 

security objectives in order to promote diverse and innovative cybersecurity solutions that enhance 

overall cybersecurity.  

 

Additional Reliability Risks 

The MRO Board believes that the reliability risks articulated by RISC accurately reflects the risks 

the industry is facing today. More importantly, the annual strategic planning process established 

by the NERC Board of Trustees ensures that there will be linkages with RISC and any industry-

wide framework that is developed to address risk and also to determine whether or not a Reliability 

Standard is necessary or if some other approach would be sufficient to minimize risk to the bulk 

power system.     

 

Consideration of the 2017-2020 ERO Enterprise Strategic Plan and Metrics 

The MRO Board supports approval of the 2017-2020 Enterprise Strategic Plan and Metrics, and 

the improvement in clarity and focus of the plan and metrics resulting from past discussion with 

Regional Entities. In particular, the MRO Board supports the clarity of the Vision–A highly 

reliable and secure North American bulk power system–as the primary organizing principle for all 

of our work. Revisions throughout the plan, goals and metrics reflect a strong bias toward a 

technical, risk-based focus from registration through compliance monitoring and enforcement, to 

event analysis and assessments.  
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North American Generator Forum 
 
 
 
 
 

Policy Input to the NERC Board Of Trustees 
November 2, 2016, Atlanta, GA 

Provided by the North American Generator Forum 
     
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
The North American Generator Forum appreciates the opportunity to provide the 
following policy input in advance of the NERC BOT meeting.  

 
 

Summary 
 

 Item 1: ERO Reliability Risk Priorities Report – The NAGF notes that in the ERO 
Reliability Risk Priorities Report, NERC staff has done a thorough job identifying and 
prioritizing the risks to the system. 
 
 
 

 Item 2: 2017 – 2020 ERO Enterprise Strategic Plan and Metrics – The NAGF agrees 
the Enterprise Strategic Plan focuses on the right priorities and the NERC performance 
metrics will improve the ERO effectiveness and efficiency. However, the NAGF cautions 
that reliability metrics focusing on past performance may not be adequate for the 
changing resource mix. 
 
 
 
 

Discussion 
 

 Item 1: ERO Reliability Risk Priorities Report 
 

The Board requests MRC input on the following: 
 
1. Are there additional reliability considerations that should require 

enhancement of the risk priorities or recommendations? 
2. Are there additional reliability risks the RISC should consider now or in 

the future? 
 

1. The NAGF believes NERC staff has identified the reliability risks to the 
system and properly prioritized them. The changing resource mix not only 
affects the physics of the system but also the operational characteristics both 
of which impact system planning. The NAGF notes the sufficiency of 
Essential Reliability Services as identified in the Report is a growing concern. 



 

2 
 

The NAGF would like to thank NERC for noting in the Report the concept of 
continuing to leverage the NAGF, NATF and EPRI to enhance resilience and 
recovery and welcomes the opportunity to continue to support this effort.  

2. While NERC noted in the Report the concern that markets do not adequately 
reflect the products to support new resources and that they have no 
jurisdiction over markets,  the NAGF would like to note that various factors 
are driving many generators to be uneconomic which will begin to affect 
reliability. The NAGF notes increased ramping increases O&M costs, reduced 
capacity factors impact revenue streams and market prices set by natural gas 
all add to drive generators into uneconomic operating positions. 
Consequently, the industry has seen many plants announce closure. 

 
 

 Item 2: 2017 – 2020 ERO Enterprise Strategic Plan and Metrics 
 

Specifically, the Board requests MRC input on the following: 
 
1. Do the ERO goals and contributing activities focus on the right 

priorities? 
2. Are the ERO Enterprise reliability metrics the best way of measuring the 

impact of the ERO in mitigating reliability risks? 
3. Do the draft NERC performance metrics provide appropriate focus on 

improving ERO effectiveness and efficiency? 
 

1. The NAGF agrees the ERO goals focus on the right priorities, especially the 
goals to identify and mitigate risks and to identify emerging risks. The NAGF 
notes it is important to consider resources necessary to perform the 
contributing activities and leverage the NAGF and other stakeholder groups 
as appropriate to limit the duplication of efforts. 

2. In general, the NAGF agrees Enterprise reliability metrics are the best way to 
measure impact. However, the NAGF cautions that cold weather forced 
outages may not be the best measure as it is based on a very uncommon 
event. 

3. The NAGF agrees that the four performance metric focus areas (ERO 
Enterprise Effectiveness Survey, ERO Enterprise Technology Solutions, ERO 
Operations, and Business Plan and Budget) are appropriate. But these draft 
metrics monitor “implementation” of activities and do not measure “improving 
ERO effectiveness and efficiency”. As a practical matter, each of the four 
performance measures needs a better-defined metric by which to measure 
success. For example, the ERO Effectiveness Survey metric could target an 
improvement of the % favorability score.  

.  



 

 
 

NPCC Board of Directors Policy Input 
to the November 1, 2016 NERC Member Representatives Committee 

and November 2, 2016 NERC Board of Trustees Meetings 
 

1. ERO Reliability Risk Priorities Report 
 NPCC supports the listing of identified risks and overall prioritization outlined in the 

“ERO Reliability Risk Priorities Report,” and stresses the importance of considering the 
cost effectiveness of potential risk mitigation strategies that could address multiple 
reliability threats.  

 NPCC concurs with the RISC’s concern that the potential lack of future data visibility 
contributes to a number of reliability risks and recommends targeted efforts to address the 
operational issues associated with the observability versus controllability of distributed 
energy resources.  

 NPCC continues to recommend that potential actions taken by NERC to address 
identified risks leverage the efforts already underway at the Reliability Coordinator, 
Planning Coordinator and Regional Entity levels, by other industry groups, as well as 
cross-fertilization from other industries. 

 
2. 2017–2020 ERO Enterprise Strategic Plan and Metrics 

 NPCC supports the overarching vision of a “highly reliable” and secure North American 
bulk power system, achieved through the identification, prioritization, and effective and 
efficient mitigation of risks. 

 NPCC recommends the prioritization of NERC’s efforts to develop sufficiency guidelines 
for Essential Reliability Services reflective of a more diverse resource mix and changing 
load behavior. 

 NPCC recommends, as a modification to the ERO Enterprise Reliability Metric #2, that any 
action plans proposed as a result of post-event gap analyses of standards and compliance 
monitoring should include non-standard related risk mitigation measures. 

 
 

Approved by the NPCC Board of Directors  
at its October 25, 2016 Meeting 



National Rural Electric Cooperative Association (NRECA) 
Policy Input to the NERC Board of Trustees (BOT) 

October 18, 2016 
 

NRECA appreciates the opportunity to provide policy input to the NERC BOT regarding several issues 
that will be discussed at the November 1/2 MRC and BOT meetings.  
 
Item 1: ERO Reliability Risk Priorities Report 

• NRECA generally agrees with NERC’s prioritization of the ERO risks. 
• An additional risk that NRECA recommends being added to the list is industry reliance on a 

single service provider for certain important applications.  For example, in August of this year, 
a service provider suffered an outage that had widespread impact.  As a result, most 
transmission providers were unable to perform their routine tasks.  This outage only lasted 
roughly one hour, but it disrupted transmission business across the nation. 

• NRECA encourages NERC to carefully assign recommendations to the committee, task force, 
forum, etc., best qualified to complete the assignment.  Additionally, NERC should avoid 
suggesting duplicative efforts by reviewing the existing body of resources prior to assigning a 
recommendation to a particular group. 

 
Item 2: 2017-2020 ERO Enterprise Strategic Plan and Metrics 

• NRECA generally agrees with the goals that NERC has proposed. 
• NRECA believes the metrics are valuable.  In the spirit of improving efficiency, we recommend 

aligning the cyber/physical security metric from the ERO Strategic Plan with the Reportable 
Cyber Security Incidents and Reportable Physical Security Events metrics identified by the 
BES Security Metrics Working Group under the Critical Infrastructure Protection Committee 
(CIPC).   These metrics are effectively tracking the same information requested in the strategic 
plan and are already calculated, monitored, and reported in the annual NERC State of 
Reliability Report. 

 
 
Barry R. Lawson 
Senior Director, Power Delivery & Reliability 
National Rural Electric Cooperative Association (NRECA) 
703.907.5781 
barry.lawson@nreca.coop  
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NERC Board of Trustees 

 
Atlanta, GA, USA 
November 2, 2016 

Policy Input of the Merchant Electricity Generator and Electricity Marketer 
Sectors 

 
Sector 6, Merchant Electricity Generator, and Sector 7, Electricity Marketer,1 take this 
opportunity to provide policy input in advance of the upcoming Atlanta NERC Member 
Representatives Committee (“MRC”) and Board of Trustees (“BOT”) meetings.  
 
In the quarterly policy input letter, BOT Chair Fred Gorbet requested of MRC Chair 
Nabil Hitti that the MRC provide input on two areas of interest to the BOT.  Herein 
Generators and Marketers (G&Ms) respond to the topics: (1) ERO Reliability Risk 
Priorities Report and, (2) 2017-2021 ERO Enterprise Strategic Plan and Metrics.  
 
Key Points 
 

• G&Ms generally support the reliability risk priorities and how those priorities fit 
with the strategic plan and metrics, but still believe that overall efficiency and 
effectiveness can be met with a more limited set of priorities. Honing the list of 
priorities needs to be consistent with Section 215 of the Federal Power Act.    

 
ERO Reliability Risk Priorities Report 
 
BOT Questions: 

1. Are there additional reliability considerations that should require 
enhancement of the risk priorities or recommendations? 

2. Are there additional reliability risks that RISC should consider now or in the 
future? 

 
Generators and marketers generally support the Draft ERO Reliability Risk Priorities 
Report of the Reliability Issues Steering Committee (RISC) recommendations to the 
NERC BOT.  G&Ms believe the RISC has identified an appropriate and comprehensive 
set of risks such that no additional risks need to be added.   
 
G&Ms suggest the RISC recommendations be reviewed in light of NERC’s section 215 
authority as it is not clear what NERC can accomplish with some of the 

1 The Electric Power Supply Association (“EPSA”) endorses the Sector 6 & 7 policy input.  EPSA is the 
national trade association representing leading competitive power suppliers, including generators and 
marketers.  Competitive suppliers, which collectively account for 40 percent of the installed generating 
capacity in the United States, provide reliable and competitively priced electricity from environmentally 
responsible facilities.  Each EPSA member typically operates in four or more NERC regions, and 
members represent over 800 registered entities in the NERC registry.  EPSA seeks to bring the benefits 
of competition to all power customers.  The comments contained in this filing represent the position of 
EPSA as an organization, but not necessarily the views of any particular member with respect to any 
issue. 
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recommendations. For example, while G&Ms are obviously quite interested in resource 
adequacy issues, NERC may be limited under its Section 215 authority as to what 
actions it may take to address resource adequacy issues.  This is most likely an area 
that needs further discussion before NERC proceeds much further.  

 
G&Ms look forward to the discussion in Atlanta on reliability risk priorities. 
 
ERO Enterprise Strategic Plan and Metrics 
 
BOT Questions: 

1. Do the ERO Enterprise goals and contributing activities focus on the right 
priorities? 

2. Are the ERO Enterprise reliability metrics the best way of measuring the 
impact of the ERO in mitigating reliability risks? 

3. Do the draft NERC performance metrics provide appropriate focus on 
improving ERO effectiveness and efficiency? 

 
The priorities identified by the RISC are very comprehensive, but it appears that the 
ERO is attempting to tackle them all, regardless of the assigned priority. G&Ms 
appreciate the listing that connects the many contributing activities to the risks in the 
Draft Strategic Plan and Metrics, but the sheer number of activities (35) make it difficult 
to assess which are truly ERO priorities.  This in turn makes it difficult for industry to 
plan ahead to assign the limited pool of experts to participate and address these 
activities. We need to be mindful of Commissioner La Fleur’s previous warning that, “if 
everything is a priority then nothing is a priority.” 
 
G&Ms support the use of the metrics, but any ERO metric must be designed to achieve 
the ERO’s goal of preventing the uncontrolled separation, or cascading failure of the 
bulk system in accordance with Section 215.  An example of G&Ms concern is the 
metric associated with reducing the number of) or EEA-3 declarations called by 
Reliability Coordinators (Metric 3). While this is arguably an indicative measure, a 
change in the number of EEA-3 declarations could be the result of market protocol 
changes, tariff changes, infrastructure changes, as well as changes due to NERC 
compliance.  Therefore, this metric is difficult to use as a sole measure of NERC 
effectiveness. At best, it is a way of potentially measuring an improvement to the overall 
bulk system reliability that includes the ERO’s impact on mitigating reliability risk. In 
general, the draft performance metrics provide some measures that can assist in 
improving ERO effectiveness and efficiency, but the metrics need to be tailored to 
ensure that the overall goal of preventing the cascading breakup and collapse of the 
bulk system is being achieved.   
 
G&Ms understand that reforming the Strategic Planning Framework is no easy task and 
we greatly appreciate the efforts to date.  We look forward to the discussion in Atlanta. 
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Sincerely, 
/s/ 
Sector 6 Merchant Electricity Generator Representatives: 
 
Martin Sidor 
NRG 
Donald Holdsworth 
PSEG 
 
Sector 7 Electricity Marketer Representatives: 
 
Scott Helyer 
Tenaska 
Jason Marshall 
ACES  
 
 
November 2, 2016 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 3 



  

 

SERC Board of Directors 
Policy Input to NERC 

  November 2016  
 
 
The SERC Board of Directors (SERC Board) appreciates the opportunity to provide policy 
input to NERC for the November 2016 Board of Trustees (BoT) and Member Representatives 
Committee (MRC) meetings.  
 
ERO Reliability Risk Priorities Report 
 

 The SERC Board generally supports the reliability considerations of the risk priorities 
and recommendations.  In particular, the SERC Board supports workshops for high-
impact low-frequency events.  Further, the SERC Board encourages the ERO, industry 
and governmental agencies to leverage those workshops to develop and refine incident 
response plans that clearly define the communication responsibilities of NERC, Regional 
Entities and industry with state and federal agencies beyond those of the standards.  
The SERC Board also encourages NERC to consider industry over-reliance on a single 
service provider for certain applications.  For example, on August 3 of this year, OATI 
suffered an outage that had wide spread impact.  As a result, most transmission 
providers were unable to perform their routine tasks.  This outage only lasted roughly 
one hour, but it disrupted transmission business across the nation.    

 The SERC Board believes that the RISC has identified the significant risks to the Bulk 
Power System.  At this time, the SERC Board does not have any additional reliability 
risks identified from an interconnection perspective.     

 
 
2017 – 2020 ERO Enterprise Strategic Plan and Metrics 
 

 The SERC Board generally believes the ERO Enterprise goals and contributing activities 
are focused on the right priorities.  For Goal 2, the SERC Board encourages NERC to 
consider specific contributing activities that promote Internal Controls and Maturity 
Models in the industry.  

 The SERC Board generally supports the ERO reliability metrics for measuring the impact 
of the ERO in mitigating reliability risks.  For ERO Enterprise Metric 6 (Reduced risks in 
targeted areas), the SERC Board asks NERC to consider a metric that measures the 
most impactful misoperations.  By separately tracking Failure-to-Trip and Slow-to-Trip 
events. 

 The SERC Board generally supports the draft NERC performance metrics and believes 
that they provide the appropriate focus on improving the ERO Enterprise effectiveness 
and efficiency.  For the Goal 5 metrics, the SERC Board encourages the ERO 
Enterprise, through technology solutions and coordinated operations, to continue to 
engage in activities to promote regional consistency and coordination.  Further, this 
regional consistency and coordination should be a point of emphasis for the contributing 
activities for all of the goals.        



MEMORANDUM 

TO: Fred W. Gorbet, Chair 
NERC Board of Trustees  

FROM: Carol Chinn 
Jackie Sargent 
Bill Gallagher 
Dave Osburn  

DATE: October 18, 2016   

SUBJECT: Response to Request for Policy Input to NERC Board of Trustees 

  
The Sector 2 and 5 members of the NERC Member Representatives Committee (“MRC”), 
representing State/Municipal and Transmission Dependent Utilities (“SM-TDUs”), appreciate 
the opportunity to respond to your letter dated September 27, 2016 to Mr. Nabil Hitti, Chair of 
the MRC, requesting policy input on topics that will be of particular interest during the upcoming 
meetings of the NERC Board of Trustees, Board committees, and the NERC MRC on November 
1-2, 2016. 

Summary of Comments  

 Item 1: ERO Reliability Risk Priorities Report (“RISC Report”) 

SM-TDUs endorse the analytical framework and issues identified by the Reliability Issues 
Steering Committee (“RISC”) as high, moderate and lower priority for the ERO. We urge NERC 
to embrace these priorities and fully integrate them into the 2017-2020 ERO Enterprise Strategic 
Plan and Metrics (“Strategic Plan”).  

In our review of the RISC Report, we did not identify any significant (i.e., high or moderate) 
risks that had been overlooked. We do suggest that the ERO consider elevating Physical Security 
Vulnerabilities to high priority for the short and medium term for reasons discussed in further 
detail below. We also suggest that the ERO identify regulatory burden as an element of the Risk 
Profile associated with Cybersecurity Vulnerabilities.  

 Item 2: 2017-2020 ERO Enterprise Strategic Plan and Metrics (“Strategic Plan”) 

SM-TDUs support the ERO Enterprise Strategic Plan and Metrics framework. It is a good first 
effort to align risk priorities, NERC’s strategic plans, and the annual business planning process. 
We do, however, have a number of specific concerns that need to be addressed before the 
Strategic Plan is adopted by the Board of Trustees. 

First, while we recognize that NERC has developed this document as an ERO Enterprise 
strategic plan, the allocation of responsibilities between the ERO, the industry, and governmental 
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authorities should be shared and collaborative. This shared responsibility affects how the ERO 
frames the Strategic Plan Goals, Contributing Activities and Metrics, the Measures of Success in 
Appendix 1, and the Recommendations for Mitigating Risk in Appendix 2.   

Second, each element of the Strategic Plan should keep its focus on the Bulk Electric System, 
ensuring an Adequate Level of Reliability, and reflect due consideration of costs. In particular, a 
number of changes to the ERO Enterprise Goals and the Reliability Metrics are needed to ensure 
that NERC remains focused on its statutory duties, even as it collaborates with stakeholders to 
identify, characterize and help mitigate significant risks to BES reliability that are beyond 
NERC’s regulatory authority. 

Third, the specific Measures of Success identified in Appendix 1: Metrics require additional 
support. While these Measures of Success generally provide indicators that a reliability outcome 
has been achieved, they do not measure success in risk mitigation. Also, a complete reassessment 
of Metric 6 is needed. These performance measures target previously identified risk areas that 
are largely mitigated. It makes sense to track industry performance to ensure backsliding does 
not occur. But surely there are more important emerging risks to target for mitigation that could 
be drawn from the Recommendations for Mitigating Risk in Appendix 2: 2016 Risk Profile 
Recommendations. 

Fourth, we recommend that the BOT request that the MRC form a small task force to work with 
ERO staff on the draft NERC Performance Metrics for 2017. The four proposed Performance 
Metrics are a start, but they struck us as a set of activity measures that do not really assess the 
effectiveness and efficiency with which NERC performs its responsibilities. Over the long term, 
we look for outcome-based measures that show that ongoing programs are run efficiently at 
reasonable cost with high customer and regulator satisfaction, combined with assurance that 
resources have been reallocated to address emerging risks. 

Finally, we hope that NERC’s efforts to move up the schedule for policy input will provide a 
better opportunity for informed discussions at the Board meeting, as well as course corrections 
on the draft ERO Strategic Plan for 2017-2020. Any Board Resolution proposing adoption of the 
Strategic Plan at the November Board meeting should leave open the option for meaningful, 
substantive modifications of the Strategic Plan at the February 2017 Board meeting. It’s better to 
get it right than to get it done.  

Item 1: ERO Reliability Risk Priorities Report: 

The Board requests MRC policy input on the following: 

1. Are there additional reliability considerations that should require enhancement of the 
risk priorities or recommendations? 

SM-TDUs endorse the analytical framework and issues identified by the RISC as high, moderate 
and lower priority for the ERO. We urge NERC to embrace these priorities and fully integrate 
them into the 2017-2020 ERO Enterprise Strategic Plan and Metrics (“Strategic Plan”).  
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SM-TDUs believe the RISC Report would benefit from a clearer discussion of the criteria used 
to categorize risks as high, moderate and lower, as well as the location of various risks on the 
“heat map” shown as Figure 2.1: Risk Map of ERO Risk Profiles. Moreover, additional 
discussion of both the urgency of certain risks as well as the implicit probability that they may 
occur is needed. Our understanding is that a number of risks were categorized as “moderate” or 
“lower” priority risks, as well as “stable” or “decreasing” on their Risk Trajectory, because they 
were viewed as both well-understood and on their way to being well-mitigated. This approach 
appears to make sense at a conceptual level.  

What may be lost in the transition from the RISC Report to the ERO Enterprise Strategic Plan is 
a common understanding within the ERO, the RISC and NERC’s technical committees of which 
recommended Near-term and Mid-term Actions could slip (if necessary) to ensure that High 
Priority Risks with Increasing Risk Trends are timely mitigated. Which risks and which 
recommendations for mitigating risks are urgent and important? What tasks are critical path on 
the ERO Gantt chart? And what risk vectors are sufficiently mitigated by compliance with 
existing NERC standards and voluntary industry programs such that additional resources would 
have a diminishing impact? Without this additional level of granularity, there can be no common 
understanding of what the ERO Enterprise is trying to accomplish through the Strategic Plan. 

NERC should look to other organizations such as the Forums and to individual regions for 
guidance on characterizing and mitigating the different risk profiles. A region may have best 
practices, established frameworks, etc., that would help the ERO make progress on the 
recommendations. This point goes to the shared responsibility the ERO, industry and other 
stakeholders have in mitigating reliability risks, particularly for risks that span beyond the limits 
of NERC’s statutory authorities and responsibility to develop and enforce reliability standards to 
ensure reliable operation of the bulk-power system.   

2. Are there additional reliability risks the RISC should consider now or in the future? 

In our review of the RISC Report, we did not identify any significant (i.e., high or moderate) 
risks that had been overlooked. We also support the ways in which the RISC combined a number 
of previously identified risks within broader categories. 

We do suggest that the ERO consider elevating Physical Security Vulnerabilities to high priority 
for the short and medium term due to the heightened concern of many members of the public 
with physical attacks on critical infrastructure. In our view, additional reliability standards are 
not required. However, a heightened focus within the E-ISAC on physical security, coupled with 
enhanced information sharing and readiness activities by industry, are appropriate. These 
activities can leverage existing relationships between industry, NERC, and government agencies, 
including the Electricity Subsector Coordinating Council. 

We also suggest that the ERO explicitly identify regulatory burden as an element of the Risk 
Profile associated with Cybersecurity Vulnerabilities. As discussed in previous policy input and 
discussions with the Board, SM-TDUs are concerned that our cyber-security subject matter 
experts are being overwhelmed by the cumulative demands of cyber-security standard 
development and compliance. These demands compete with other needs, such as information 
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sharing and coordination among entities through the E-ISAC and protection of corporate systems 
from the increasingly adverse cyber-security threat environment we face.  

Item 2: 2017-2020 ERO Enterprise Strategic Plan and Metrics:  

Specifically, the Board requests MRC input on the following: 

1. Do the ERO Enterprise goals and contributing activities focus on the right priorities? 

At the outset, SM-TDUs are concerned over the subtle, but important, changes NERC has made 
to the Goals and Core Values section of the Strategic Plan. In particular, NERC has: 

o Removed “collaborative” under Strategic Goal 5: Effective and efficient ERO 
Enterprise operations 

o Removed “BES” under Accountability and Independence 

o Removed “due consideration of cost” under Excellence and Efficiency 

o Moreover, there is no framing reference within the Goals to NERC’s duty to ensure 
an Adequate Level of Reliability for the bulk power system. 

In the discussion of each Goal, NERC identifies how various Contributing Activities address 
certain Risk Profiles, which is a good first step. However, we struggled with how the RISC 
Report priorities do or do not map to each of the ERO Enterprise Goals. There are a total of 105 
recommendations for mitigating risk in the RISC Report, with 62 recommendations targeted for 
near-term action over a 1-2 year timeframe. See Appendix 2: 2016 Risk Profile 
Recommendations. Of these recommendations, 47 are mapped to ERO Goals 1, 3, or 4. 
However, it is not clear from our initial review whether the ERO Enterprise Strategic Plan is 
focused on the High and Moderate priority risk profiles identified by the RISC, as well as 
recommendations that require near-term action.  

Moreover, responsibility for many of the RISC recommendations is shared jointly between 
industry and the ERO. In some cases, responsibility is not yet assigned. In others, assignments 
may be incorrect or incomplete. For example, who should be responsible for Risk Profile #3, 
Resource Adequacy and Performance, Recommendation 5, which calls for Near-term actions to 
“Improve load forecasting, generator modeling, and coordination between BPS and distribution 
planners and operators.” Similarly, Recommendation 6 under this risk profile says: “The ERO 
Enterprise should develop new measures of reliability beyond reserve margins, including 
measures on the sufficiency of ERS.” Responsibility for Recommendation 6 is clearly one that is 
shared by the ERO Enterprise and industry and will require the input of and discussion with 
regulatory authorities. 

2. Are the ERO Enterprise reliability metrics the best way of measuring the impact of 
the ERO in mitigating reliability risks? 
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SM-TDUs conclude that the ERO’s six proposed high-level Metrics (shown below) are generally 
on target, but could benefit from clarifying edits, as shown below in underlined additions, to 
ensure a focus on BES reliability and establish a performance target of an adequate level of 
reliability (ALR). 

Metrics  

• Metric 1: Fewer, less severe events affecting the BES, to ensure an adequate level of 
reliability  

• Metric 2: No gaps in Reliability Standards and compliance monitoring  

• Metric 3: Resource deficiencies are foreseen and timely acted upon 

• Metric 4: No unauthorized physical or cyber security access resulting in disruption to 
BES facilities 

• Metric 5: Reduced BES reliability risk from noncompliance 

• Metric 6: Reduced risks in targeted areas that are identified as significant to BES 
reliability  

The ERO Enterprise’s performance objectives need to be anchored to achieving and maintaining 
an adequate level of reliability. Without this anchoring objective, we may implicitly set our goal 
at an unachievable, ever increasing and unaffordable outcome of zero BES events, and spend 
resources to mitigate specific BES risks that are already well controlled. 

Similarly, performance metrics must reference the BES. With North America’s increased 
reliance on natural gas and distributed energy resources, the ERO, industry and policy makers 
are increasingly focused on the performance characteristics and reliability of infrastructures that 
directly affect, but are not part of the BES. The ERO certainly can have an important assessment 
and educational role within these areas – but its performance metrics must focus on areas within 
its statutory authority. 

With respect to Metric 3, resource deficiencies occur over both operational and planning time 
frames. The specific performance Measures of Success in Appendix 1 should address both time 
horizons. 

Information showing past and current performance for each Metric and Measure should also be 
provided. It is difficult to assess whether the proposed thresholds and targets are difficult or easy 
to achieve, based on the information available to us.  

The Measures of Success for Metric 6, “Reduced risk for targeted areas” drew particular concern 
in our discussions. Frankly, these Measures each appear to carry forward performance measures 
from previous reliability initiatives, e.g., improving generator preparation for and performance 
during extreme winter weather events, that are now largely mitigated. NERC should continue to 
measure industry performance in these areas, but SM-TDUs believe a forward-looking strategic 
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plan should target and look for measures of success for both significant risk and emerging risks 
to BES reliability, as shown in the Contributing Activities for Goals 3 and 4.  

3. Do the draft NERC performance metrics provide appropriate focus on improving 
ERO effectiveness and efficiency? 

Performance metrics, when applied correctly, can be useful tools to determine whether an 
organization is moving forward. We appreciate the steps taken by the ERO in a number of areas 
to enhance the ability to assess improvements. To that end, SM-TDUs believe that the NERC 
draft performance metrics appropriately identify the areas that must be evaluated to improve the 
effectiveness and efficiency of ERO operations. However, the current draft of the NERC 
performance matrix will not provide such focus. 
 
While the four performance metrics (ERO Enterprise Effectiveness Survey, ERO Enterprise 
Technology Solutions, ERO Operations, and Business Plan and Budget) are reasonable to retain 
in the matrix, the structure of the matrix needs modification to be a useful tool. Each of the four 
performance measures needs a better-defined metric to measure success.   Once a metric is 
identified, a threshold (or practical) objective can be identified, along with a target (aspirational) 
goal. An additional column could be added to the matrix, one that identifies actions that the ERO 
will be taking to improve its effectiveness and efficiency. These changes will provide the Board 
and stakeholders with a clear perspective on where the ERO is heading and the steps it is taking 
to help move the ERO Enterprise to more effective and efficient performance. 
 
As an example of how the matrix could be improved using this approach, we focus on 
Performance Metric 1:  ERO Enterprise Effectiveness Survey.   Consider the following 
adjustments to the matrix that is shown below: 
 
 
Performance Metric 1:   ERO Enterprise Effectiveness Survey 

 
Measure of 

Success 

Threshold 
(Expected 
Outcome) 

 
Target 

(Aspirational Goal) 

Associated ERO 
Actions 
In 2017 

Reduced levels of 
stakeholder 
responses classified 
as “Unfavorable”  

X% of responses 
classified as 
“Unfavorable” 

Zero responses 
classified as 
“Unfavorable”  

Implementation of action 
plans contained in 
Appendices D, C, and E 
of the 2016 ERO 
Enterprise Effectiveness 
Survey Results, as 
reported to the CGHRC 
in August 2016.   

 
In this case, a new column is added to address ERO actions undertaken to improve the 
performance matrix in the future. Success over the longer-term related to the survey is measured 
by looking at a trendline of improved scoring by stakeholders in subsequent surveys over time, 
not simply by whether or not the ERO implemented an action plan.   Cause and effect is better 
aligned using this approach:  unfavorable responses from industry will clearly decline if the 
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associated ERO action plan is effectively implemented. In that case, ERO effectiveness is 
effectively measured, including the effectiveness of the actions taken to respond to industry 
concerns in the survey. The value of the Effectiveness Survey is significantly enhanced as well, 
because the Performance Metric establishes a feedback loop between implementation of ERO 
actions and responses to the surveys over time.  
 
Similar adjustments could be made to the other three performance metrics. SM-TDUs would be 
pleased to discuss this further with the Board and the MRC.  
 
Finally, we have several specific comments regarding the draft NERC performance metrics: 

o Metric 1: ERO Enterprise Effectiveness Survey. It does not appear that Action Plan 
specifics were incorporated in the Measures. What measurable improvement is 
expected in the ERO Effectiveness Survey results due to execution of the Action 
Plans? How were these actions plans developed and were stakeholders involved in the 
development? 

o Metrics 2: ERO Enterprise Technology Solutions and Metric 4: Business Plan and 
Budget. These are project plans to meet deadlines and budgets. Is there a goal to be 
cost-effective? If so, how is that to be measured? 

o Metric 3: ERO Operations. (Regional Entity Oversight plans and ROP adherence.)  
The “Threshold” metric simply requires the ERO Enterprise management to 
implement agreed-upon audit report recommendations. The “Target” metric is to 
adhere with Rules of Procedures. These are minimum expectations. More broadly, we 
look for Metrics and Measures demonstrating that Regional Entities are committed to 
the ERO Strategic Plan and to achieving much greater consistency in business 
practices, procedures and outcomes across the regions. Our hope is that the ERO 
Enterprise Strategic Plan and Metrics do not complicate the alignment process.   

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this policy input.  
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