
 
  

 

 

3353 Peachtree Road NE 

Suite 600, North Tower 

Atlanta, GA 30326 
404-446-2560 | www.nerc.com 

February 26, 2015 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC FILING 
 
Ms. Kimberly D. Bose 
Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, N.E. 
Washington, DC  20426 
 
 
Re: NERC Full Notice of Penalty regarding Peak Reliability,  

FERC Docket No. NP15-_-000 

Dear Ms. Bose: 

The North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) hereby provides this Notice of Penalty1 
regarding Peak Reliability (Peak), NERC Registry ID# NCR10289,2 in accordance with the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission’s (Commission or FERC) rules, regulations, and orders, as well as NERC’s Rules 
of Procedure including Appendix 4C (NERC Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement Program 
(CMEP)).3 

Peak was formed as a result of the bifurcation of the Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) 
into a Regional Entity (WECC) and a Reliability Coordinator (Peak).  The bifurcation of WECC received 
final approval from the Commission on February 12, 2014.  Since then, Peak, a company wholly 
independent of WECC, performs the RC and Interchange Authority functions in its RC area in the 
Western Interconnection. 

                                                 
1 Rules Concerning Certification of the Electric Reliability Organization; and Procedures for the Establishment, Approval, and 
Enforcement of Electric Reliability Standards (Order No. 672), III FERC Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,204 (2006); Notice of New Docket 
Prefix “NP” for Notices of Penalty Filed by the North American Electric Reliability Corporation, Docket No. RM05-30-000 
(February 7, 2008). See also 18 C.F.R. Part 39 (2014). Mandatory Reliability Standards for the Bulk-Power System, FERC 
Stats. & Regs. ¶ 31,242 (2007) (Order No. 693), reh’g denied, 120 FERC ¶ 61,053 (2007) (Order No. 693-A). See 18 C.F.R § 
39.7(c)(2). 

2 Peak was included on the NERC Compliance Registry as an Interchange Authority on December 9, 2008 and as a Reliability 
Coordinator (RC) on December 23, 2008.  The instant violation applies to Peak’s RC function.  

3 See 18 C.F.R § 39.7(c)(2) and 18 C.F.R § 39.7(d).  
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Peak is headquartered in Vancouver, Washington.  Peak’s two reliability coordination offices provide 
situational awareness and real-time monitoring of Peak’s RC area, which includes all or parts of the 14 
western states, British Columbia, and the northern portion of Baja California, Mexico.  

This Notice of Penalty is being filed with the Commission because WECC and Peak have entered into a 
Settlement Agreement to resolve all outstanding issues arising from WECC’s determination and 
findings of the violation4 addressed in this Notice of Penalty.  According to the Settlement Agreement, 
Peak agreed and stipulated to the facts of the Settlement Agreement and has agreed to the assessed 
penalty of sixty thousand dollars ($60,000), in addition to other remedies and actions to mitigate the 
instant violation and facilitate future compliance under the terms and conditions of the Settlement 
Agreement.  The violation included in this Full Notice of Penalty is being filed in accordance with the 
NERC Rules of Procedure and the CMEP.   

Statement of Findings Underlying the Violation 

This Notice of Penalty incorporates the findings and justifications set forth in the Settlement 
Agreement, which is included as Attachment A.  The details of the findings and basis for the penalty are 
set forth in the Settlement Agreement and herein.  This Notice of Penalty filing contains the basis for 
approval of the Settlement Agreement by the NERC Board of Trustees Compliance Committee (NERC 
BOTCC).  In accordance with Section 39.7 of the Commission’s regulations, 18 C.F.R. § 39.7 (2014), 
NERC provides the following summary table identifying each violation of a Reliability Standard resolved 
by the Settlement Agreement, as discussed in greater detail below.  

 

NERC Violation 
ID 

Reliability 
Std. 

Req. VRF/VSL* 
Applicable 
Function(s) 

Total 
Penalty  

WECC2014013852 COM-002-2 R2 
Medium/ 

Moderate 
RC $60,000 

*Violation Risk Factor (VRF) and Violation Severity Level (VSL) 

Background  

This Settlement Agreement involves a COM-002-2 violation caused by Peak’s failure to ensure that on 
two instances, the Transmission Operators (TOPs) repeated back Peak’s directives correctly.  Peak 

                                                 
4 For purposes of this document, each violation at issue is described as a “violation,” regardless of its procedural posture 
and whether it was a possible, alleged, or confirmed violation. 
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issued the directives to mitigate System Operating Limit (SOL) exceedances.  In both instances, the TOP 
mitigated the SOL exceedances in a timely manner and as directed.    

COM-002-2 R2  

On May 19, 2014, Peak submitted a Self-Report stating that it failed to ensure it followed three-part 
communication on two instances.  Specifically, in the first instance, on April 13, 2014, Peak issued a 
directive to the TOP to mitigate a Path SOL exceedance by redispatching 250 MW of generation.  The 
TOP repeated that it understood it should reduce Path 73 by 125 MW; Peak did not correct the TOP 
nor repeat the directive.  In this instance, Peak and the TOP used different terminology to describe the 
same situation because in order to reduce the flow on Path 73 by 125 MW, the TOP would need to 
redispatch 250 MW from north of Path 73 to south of Path 73.  The difference in terminology was not 
explicitly stated during the phone call, however both Peak and the TOP understood the directive, and 
the TOP did redispatch 250 MW of generation, thereby mitigating the SOL exceedance within 24 
minutes. 

In the second instance, on April 17, 2014, Peak issued a directive to a TOP to curtail schedules to get 
below the limit of 1,300 MW to mitigate a SOL exceedance on Path 65.  The TOP repeated that it 
understood it should curtail the schedules to get below the Path limit, which it saw as being 1,332 MW.  
Peak and the TOP saw different values of the Path limit because they considered different locations on 
the Path.  The TOP did not repeat the information back correctly, and Peak failed to acknowledge the 
response as correct or repeat the original statement to resolve any misunderstandings.  While the 
difference in location was not explicitly stated, both Peak and the TOP understood the directive, and 
the Path flows were reduced below 1,300 MW, thereby mitigating the SOL exceedance within 25 
minutes.    

WECC determined that Peak had a violation of COM-002-2 R2 because when issuing directives on two 
occasions, it failed to ensure the TOPs repeated the information back correctly and failed to 
acknowledge the response as correct or repeat the original statement to resolve any 
misunderstandings.  

WECC determined the duration of the violation occurred on April 13, 2014 and April 17, 2014, when 
Peak issued the directives and failed to ensure the use of three-part communication.  

WECC determined that this violation posed a minimal and not serious or substantial risk to the 
reliability of the bulk power system (BPS).  Prior to issuing the directives, Peak and the TOPs discussed 
the SOL exceedances and status of the Paths, and all parties had a full and mutual understanding of the 
expected actions.  In both instances, the TOPs did understand and implement the directives as issued 
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by Peak.  Peak monitored the system status through the energy management system and saw the TOPs 
were complying with the directives, and the SOL exceedances were mitigated in a timely fashion.  Peak 
trains its reliability operators to issue additional directives in the event the flows on the Paths are not 
reduced as expected.  No harm resulted from the Peak violation.  

Peak’s Mitigation Plan (WECCMIT010683) to address this violation was submitted to WECC on May 19, 
2014 with a proposed completion date of August 31, 2014.   

Peak’s Mitigation Plan required Peak to: 

1. require each of the two reliability operators involved in the incidents to complete external 
communication training.  The training emphasized the use of three-part communication; 

2. require the same two reliability operators to retake mandatory directive training; 

3. revise the Peak process document for reviewing reliability operator communications to include 
a scoring system.  The scoring system would provide greater transparency to the reliability 
operators of the criteria and expectations for communications, as well as feedback on their 
individual and collective performance, with emphasis on three-part communication; 

4. create a communications job aide for the reliability operators that includes tips to support the 
use of three-part communication.  The tips include writing down a directive prior to issuance, 
checking off key aspects of the directive as repeated by the receiver, reviewing directives with 
the lead operator prior to issuance (when time permits), having the lead coordinator on the 
phone when directives are issued, and practicing directive scenarios; and 

5. require relevant staff members that were on shift during the April 17, 2014 instance to work 
together and create a computer training based on the event of that day.  

Peak certified on August 19, 2014 that the above Mitigation Plan requirements were completed on 
August 19, 2014.   

On September 10, 2014, WECC verified that Peak’s Mitigation Plan was complete.  
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Regional Entity’s Basis for Penalty 

According to the Settlement Agreement, WECC has assessed a penalty of sixty thousand dollars 
($60,000) for the referenced violation.  In reaching this determination, WECC considered the following 
factors:  

1. The violation constituted Peak’s sixth occurrence of violation of the subject NERC Reliability 
Standards.5  WECC considered these prior violations as aggravating factors in the penalty 
determination;  

2. Peak had an internal compliance program at the time of the violation which WECC considered a 
mitigating factor;6 

3. In addition to the activities outlined in the Mitigation Plan, Peak agreed to implement a series 
of reliability-focused measures related to compliance with the COM standard.7 

4. Peak self-reported the violation; 

5. Peak was cooperative throughout the compliance enforcement process; 

6. There was no evidence of any attempt to conceal a violation nor evidence of intent to do so; 

                                                 
5 A Settlement Agreement covering four violations of COM-002-2 R2 for Peak was filed with FERC under NP14-38-000 on 
March 31, 2014.  On August 28, 2014, FERC issued an order stating it would not engage in further review of the Notice of 
Penalty.  

A Settlement Agreement covering one violation of COM-002-2 R2 for WECC RC was filed with FERC under NP11-259-000 on 
August 11, 2011.  On September 9, 2011, FERC issued an order stating it would not engage in further review of the Notice of 
Penalty.  Following the bifurcation described above, the violation history of WECC RC was attached to Peak, and therefore 
this violation was considered part of the violation history and an aggravating factor in the penalty determination.  
 
6 Peak has an effective process for identifying and updating NERC Reliability Standards applicable to its RC and Interchange 
Authority registered functions.  Peak conducts quarterly reviews and utilizes the NERC website as a tool for tracking the 
Reliability Standards.  Peak identifies individual responsibility for compliance with each applicable Reliability Standard.  Peak 
also conducts annual internal compliance assessments that are presented for review and approval by the Peak chief 
executive officer executive staff.  This annual review program is used in conjunction with Peak’s Self-Certification schedule.  

7 Such measures include, among others, that Peak will: 1) require operators to use three-part communication at all times, 
not only when issuing directives; 2) establish a potential disciplinary action program for employees who do not adhere to 
the Reliability Standards; 3) provide training to all operators on communication and coordination; 4) be included on WECC’s 
watch list for compliance with this Reliability Standard and will be audited for it closely during future audits; and 5) report 
to WECC on the status of these reliability-focused measures.  For a full description of these above-and-beyond activities, 
see Settlement Agreement at PP 14 and 17. 
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7. The violation posed a minimal but did not pose a serious or substantial risk to the reliability of 
the BPS, as discussed above; and 

8. There were no other mitigating or aggravating factors or extenuating circumstances that would 
affect the assessed penalty.  

After consideration of the above factors, WECC determined that, in this instance, the penalty amount 
of sixty thousand dollars ($60,000) is appropriate and bears a reasonable relation to the seriousness 
and duration of the violation.   

Statement Describing the Assessed Penalty, Sanction or Enforcement Action Imposed8 
Basis for Determination 

Taking into consideration the Commission’s direction in Order No. 693, the NERC Sanction Guidelines 
and the Commission’s July 3, 2008, October 26, 2009, and August 27, 2010 Guidance Orders,9 the NERC 
BOTCC reviewed the Settlement Agreement and supporting documentation on February 10, 2015 and 
approved the Settlement Agreement.  In approving the Settlement Agreement, the NERC BOTCC 
reviewed the applicable requirements of the Commission-approved Reliability Standards and the 
underlying facts and circumstances of the violation at issue. 

In reaching this determination, the NERC BOTCC also considered the factors considered by WECC as 
listed above.  

For the foregoing reasons, the NERC BOTCC approved the Settlement Agreement and believes that the 
assessed penalty of sixty thousand dollars ($60,000) is appropriate for the violation and circumstances 
at issue, and is consistent with NERC’s goal to promote and ensure reliability of the BPS. 

Pursuant to 18 C.F.R. § 39.7(e), the penalty will be effective upon expiration of the 30-day period 
following the filing of this Notice of Penalty with FERC, or, if FERC decides to review the penalty, upon 
final determination by FERC. 

                                                 
8 See 18 C.F.R. § 39.7(d)(4). 

9 North American Electric Reliability Corporation, “Guidance Order on Reliability Notices of Penalty,” 124 FERC ¶ 61,015 
(2008); North American Electric Reliability Corporation, “Further Guidance Order on Reliability Notices of Penalty,” 129 FERC 
¶ 61,069 (2009); North American Electric Reliability Corporation, “Notice of No Further Review and Guidance Order,” 132 
FERC ¶ 61,182 (2010). 
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Attachments to be Included as Part of this Notice of Penalty 

The attachments to be included as part of this Notice of Penalty are the following documents: 

a) Settlement Agreement by and between WECC and Peak executed November 14, 2014 included as 
Attachment A;  

b) Peak’s Self-Report for COM-002-2 R2 dated May 19, 2014, included as Attachment B; 

c) Peak’s Mitigation Plan designated as WECCMIT010683 submitted May 19, 2014, included as 
Attachment C; 

d) Peak’s Certification of Mitigation Plan Completion submitted August 19, 2014 included as 
Attachment D; and 

e) WECC’s Verification of Mitigation Plan Completion dated September 10, 2014, included as 
Attachment E. 
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Notices and Communications: Notices and communications with respect to this filing may be 
addressed to the following: 

Gerald W. Cauley 
President and Chief Executive Officer 
North American Electric Reliability 
Corporation 
3353 Peachtree Road NE 
Suite 600, North Tower 
Atlanta, GA 30326 
(404) 446-2560 
 
Charles A. Berardesco* 
Senior Vice President and General Counsel 
North American Electric Reliability 
Corporation 
1325 G Street N.W., Suite 600 
Washington, DC 20005 
(202) 400-3000 
(202) 644-8099 – facsimile 
charles.berardesco@nerc.net  
 
Jared Shakespeare* 
Director of Compliance 
Peak Reliability 
4850 Hahns Peak Dr., Suite 120 
Loveland, CO 80538 
(970) 776-5810 
jshakespeare@peakrc.com 
 
Michelle Mizumori* 
Director of Operations 
Peak Reliability 
7600 N.E. 41st Street, Suite 150 
Vancouver, WA 98662 
(360) 713-9599 
mmizumori@peakrc.com 

Sonia C. Mendonςa* 
Deputy General Counsel, Vice President of 
Compliance and Enforcement 
North American Electric Reliability 
Corporation 
1325 G Street N.W. 
Suite 600 
Washington, DC 20005 
(202) 400-3000 
(202) 644-8099 – facsimile 
sonia.mendonca@nerc.net 
 
Edwin G. Kichline* 
Senior Counsel and Associate Director, 
Enforcement Processing 
North American Electric Reliability 
Corporation 
1325 G Street N.W. 
Suite 600 
Washington, DC 20005 
(202) 400-3000 
(202) 644-8099 – facsimile 
edwin.kichline@nerc.net 
 
Jim Robb* 
Chief Executive Officer 
Western Electricity Coordinating Council 
155 North 400 West, Suite 200 
Salt Lake City, UT 84103 
(801) 883-6853 
jrobb@wecc.biz 
 
 
 

mailto:jshakespeare@peakrc.com
mailto:mmizumori@peakrc.com
mailto:edwin.kichline@nerc.net
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Chris Luras* 
Director of Compliance Risk Analysis & 
Enforcement  
Western Electricity Coordinating Council 
155 North 400 West, Suite 200 
Salt Lake City, UT 84103 
(801) 883-6887 
(801) 883-6894 – facsimile 
CLuras@wecc.biz 
 
 
*Persons to be included on the 
Commission’s service list are indicated with 
an asterisk.  NERC requests waiver of the 
Commission’s rules and regulations to 
permit the inclusion of more than two 
people on the service list. 

Michael Moon* 
Vice President  Entity Oversight 
Western Electricity Coordinating Council 
155 North 400 West, Suite 200 
Salt Lake City, UT 84103 
(801) 819-7608 
(801) 883-6894 – facsimile 
mmoon@wecc.biz 
 
Ruben Arredondo* 
Senior Legal Counsel 
Western Electricity Coordinating Council 
155 North 400 West, Suite 200 
Salt Lake City, UT 84103 
(801) 819-7674 
(801) 883-6894 – facsimile 
 

 
  

mailto:CLuras@wecc.biz
mailto:mmoon@wecc.biz
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Conclusion 
 
NERC respectfully requests that the Commission accept this Notice of Penalty as compliant with its 
rules, regulations, and orders. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 

    /s/ Edwin G. Kichline 
Gerald W. Cauley 
President and Chief Executive Officer 
North American Electric Reliability Corporation 
3353 Peachtree Road NE 
Suite 600, North Tower 
Atlanta, GA 30326 
(404) 446-2560 
 
Charles A. Berardesco 
Senior Vice President and General Counsel 
North American Electric Reliability Corporation 
1325 G Street N.W., Suite 600 
Washington, DC 20005 
(202) 400-3000 
(202) 644-8099 – facsimile 
charles.berardesco@nerc.net 

Edwin G. Kichline* 
Senior Counsel and Associate Director, 
Enforcement Processing 
North American Electric Reliability 
Corporation 
1325 G Street N.W. 
Suite 600 
Washington, DC 20005 
(202) 400-3000 
(202) 644-8099 - facsimile 
edwin.kichline@nerc.net 
 
Sonia C. Mendonςa 
Deputy General Counsel, Vice President of 
Compliance and Enforcement 
North American Electric Reliability 
Corporation 
1325 G Street N.W. 
Suite 600 
Washington, DC 20005 
(202) 400-3000 
(202) 644-8099 – facsimile 
sonia.mendonca@nerc.net 
 
 

cc: Peak Reliability 
 Western Electricity Coordinating Council 
 
Attachments 























Western Electricity Coordinating Council

May 19, 2014

Self Report - 2014

Entity Name: Peak Reliability (PEAK)

Active: Yes

NERC ID: NCR10289

Violation Started  in Program Year: 2014

Standard: COM-002-2

Requirement: R2

Date Submitted: May 19, 2014

Has this violation previously
been reported or discovered?:

No

Entity Information:
Joint Registration

Organization (JRO) ID:

Coordinated Functional
Registration (CFR) ID:

Contact Name: Jared Shakespeare

Contact Phone: 9707765810

Contact Email: jshakespeare@peakrc.com

Violation:
Violation Start Date: April 13, 2014

End/Expected End Date: April 17, 2014

Region Initially Determined a
Violation On:

Reliability Functions: Reliability Coordinator (RC)

Is Possible Violation still
occurring?:

No

Has this Possible Violation
been reported to other

Regions?:

No

Which Regions:

Date Reported to Regions:

Detailed Description and
Cause of Possible Violation:

This Self-Report is for two (2) events:

Event #1: On 4/13/2014 at 0735 (all times Pacific Time), the Peak Reliability
Coordinator System Operator (RCSO) issued a Reliability Coordinator
Directive to Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) to take action to mitigate a
Path 73 SOL exceedance. The RCSO did not â€œensure the recipient of the
directive repeat[ed] the information back correctlyâ€ as required by COM-002-
2 R2.

The RCSO directed BPA to redispatch 250 MW of generation north of John
Day to south of Lower Columbia. BPA repeated that they understood they
should redispatch 125 MW from north of John Day to 125 MW south of John
Day on the lower Columbia. The RCSO did not correct BPA nor begin the
Directive again. Therefore, the repeat back was not correct. See
â€œ20140413073312535-HN8IKr9K.wavâ€, the voice recording of the
Directive.

The Path 73 SOL exceedance began at 0714. The Directive was issued at
0735 and at 0737 Path 73 was under the SOL limit. It never became an SOL
violation because the SOL was mitigated in 23 minutes, 7 minutes before the
30-minute SOL violation threshold. The intent of the Directive was understood
by both parties, and the system maintained its reliable state. The difference in
terminology was becausein order to reduce 125 MW effectively off of Path 73,
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Western Electricity Coordinating Council

May 19, 2014

Self Report - 2014

a redispatch of 250 MW would be needed (2:1 ratio). While the difference in
terminology was not explicitly stated, both operators understood the directive,
and BPA did move 250 MW of generation, and the SOL exceedance was
mitigated. See â€œ2014-04-13-Trend.jpegâ€ for the graphical trend of the
event.

Event #2: On 4/17/2014 at 1621 (all times Pacific Time), the Peak Reliability
Coordinator System Operator (RCSO) issued a Reliability Coordinator
Directive to Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) to take
action to mitigate a Path 65 SOL exceedance. The RCSO did not â€œensure
the recipient of the directive repeat[ed] the information back correctlyâ€ as
required by COM-002-2 R2.

The RCSO directed LADWP to curtail schedules on Path 65 to get below the
limit of 1,300 MW. LADWP repeated that they understood they should curtail
schedules on Path 65 to get below its limit, which they saw as 1,332 MW.. The
RCSO did not correct LADWP nor begin the Directive again. Therefore, the
repeat back was not correct. See â€œ20140417161919017-ZM1ntk9o.wavâ€,
the voice recording of the Directive.

The event that initiated the change in the Path 65 SOL (loss of the Allston-
Keeler line) occurred at 1602, however, BPA did not change the limits that
were communicated via ICCP until 1614. Peak considers the change in the
SOL to occur at the time of the initiating event, not the time of communication,
therefore LADWP and Peak had a compressed time to mitigate the SOL
exceedance because it was 12 minutes into the SOL exceedance when they
became aware of it.. The Directive was issued at 1621, and at 1626 Path 65
was under the SOL limit. It never became an SOL violation because the SOL
was mitigated in 24 minutes, 6 minutes before the 30-minute SOL violation
threshold. The intent of the Directive was understood by both parties, and the
system maintained its reliable state. Path 65 is a DC line, and the Path limit is
set by BPA at their Celilo Converter station.  LADWP receives the Path limit
from their Sylmar Station. A 1300 MW limit set by BPA at Celilo can be seen
as a 1332 MW limit by LADWP at Sylmar due to the power orders of the
converter stations. While this difference in location was not explicity stated,
both operators understood this directive, and Path 65 flows were reduced
below 1300 MW as measured at Celilo. See â€œ2014-04-17-Trend.jpegâ€ for
the graphical trend of the event.

All Directives are first reviewed by Peak Operations to ensure they are
compliant and to identify any lessons learned. If any possible compliance
issues are identified by Peak Operations, a meeting is held with appropriate
members of Peak Management and Peak Compliance. This meeting is used to
determine if the Directive should be Self Reported to WECC. Both Directives
were first reviewed by Peak Operations on 4/22/2014. Both Directives were
reviewed by the second group on 5/6/2014, and the decision was made to Self
Report both Directives as possible non-compliance.

Mitigating Activities:
Description of Mitigating

Activities and Preventative
Measure:

Mitigating Activities: None. In both instances, the SOL was mitigated with the
system returning to a normal state.

Preventative Measures: Peak plans to prevent future ocurrences by performing
the following:

Milestone #1: For each of the 2 RCSOs that were involved in these events,
complete SOS Communication training emphasizing the use of three-part
communications. Completed on May 13, 2014.

Milestone #2: For each of the 2 RCSOs that were involved in these events, re-
take mandatory Directive training previously provided to all RCSOs
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Western Electricity Coordinating Council

May 19, 2014

Self Report - 2014

emphasizing the use of three-part communications by May 31, 2014

Milestone #3: Revise the Peak process document for reviewing RCSO
communications to include a scoring system by June 30, 2014. The current
expectation of all RCSOs is the use of three-part communication during all
Operations Communications. This scoring system will provide greater
transparency to RCSOs of the criteria and expectations for communications,
as well as feedback on their individual and collective performance, with
emphasis on three-part communications.

Milestone #4: Create a communications job aide for the RCSOs that includes
tips to support use of three-part communication as appropriate, including
â€¢	writing down a directive prior to issuance,
â€¢	checking off key aspects of the directive as repeated by the receiver,
â€¢	reviewing directive with the Lead RCSO prior to issuance
â€¢	having the Lead RCSO on the phone during directives
â€¢	practicing directive scenarios with the Lead RCSOs during slow times.
The job aide will be created by July 31, 2014

Milestone #5: The RCSOs that were on-shift during the 4/17/2014 event will
work together to analyze the event and create a computer-based training
(CBT) that will be available to all Peak RCSOs based on the scenario from the
4/17/2014 event by August 31, 2014

Date Mitigating Activities
Completed:

May 13, 2014

Impact and Risk Assessment:

Description of Potential and
Actual Impact to BPS:

Potential Impact: Moderate because not ensuring three-part communication
when issuing a Reliability Coordinator Directive could result in an entity
delaying mitigating actions or taking the wrong actions.

Actual Impact: None because in both instances the SOL was mitigated within
acceptable timeframes. The intent of each Directive was understood by both
parties, and the system maintained its reliable state.

Minimal

Moderate

Actual Impact to BPS:

Potential Impact to BPS:

Risk Assessment of Impact to
BPS:

The risk of impact to the BPS is Minimal. In both instances the SOL was
mitigated within acceptable timeframes. The intent of each Directive was
understood by both parties, and the system maintained its reliable state. Peak
gives correct, timely Directives the vast majority of the time.

Additional Entity Comments: Is the version of the standard (in effect at the time of the violation) identified?
See above
Are all multiple subrequirements in scope identified? See above
Has this violation been previously reported (e.g. self report, audit finding or self
cert)? See above
Does the violation description include:
â€¢	All devices/facilities/personnel in scope? Devices are N/A. Both Directives
were issued from the Vancouver Control Center.
â€¢	Names/IDs of devices/facilities/personnel? See above
â€¢	Where are these devices located (e.g. ESP, PSP, facility)? See above
â€¢	What are these devices used for? See above
â€¢	What type of access do the personnel have (e.g. cyber, physical or both)?
See above
â€¢	Any additional information required to assess the VSL (e.g. percentages,
instances of non compliance)? See above
â€¢	Date the issue was identified? See above
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Western Electricity Coordinating Council

May 19, 2014

Self Report - 2014

â€¢	How the issue was identified? See above

Is the start and end date of the violation identified? See above
Are the compensating measures (that lower the risk) identified? See above

CommentFrom User Name

Additional Comments

  No Comments

Document Name Description Size in BytesFrom

Additional Documents

20140413073312535-
HN8IKr9K.wav

1,648,044Entity

2014-04-13-Trend.jpeg 57,696Entity

20140417161919017-
ZM1ntk9o.wav

2,231,724Entity

2014-04-17-Trend.jpeg 36,721Entity
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Western Electricity Coordinating Council

May 19, 2014

Mitigation Plan

Peak ReliabilityRegistered Entity:

RequirementNERC Violation ID Violation Validated On Mit Plan VersionMit Plan Code

WECC2014013852 COM-002-2 R2 null 1null

Mitigation Plan Accepted On:

NoMitigation Plan Completed? (Yes/No):

Mitigation Plan Submitted On: May 19, 2014

Mitigation Plan Proposed Completion Date: August 31, 2014

Mitigation Plan Certified Complete by PEAK On:

Mitigation Plan Completion Verified by WECC On:

Actual Completion Date of Mitigation Plan:
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Western Electricity Coordinating Council

May 19, 2014

Section A: Compliance Notices

Section 6.2 of the NERC CMEP sets forth the information that must be included in a Mitigation Plan. The
Mitigation Plan must include:

    (1) The Registered Entity's point of contact for the Mitigation Plan, who shall be a person (i) responsible for filing
    the Mitigation Plan, (ii) technically knowledgeable regarding the Mitigation Plan, and (iii) authorized and
    competent to respond to questions regarding the status of the Mitigation Plan. This person may be the
    Registered Entity's point of contact described in Section B.
    (2) The Alleged or Confirmed Violation(s) of Reliability Standard(s) the Mitigation Plan will correct.
    (3) The cause of the Alleged or Confirmed Violation(s).
    (4) The Registered Entity's action plan to correct the Alleged or Confirmed Violation(s).
    (5) The Registered Entity's action plan to prevent recurrence of the Alleged or Confirmed violation(s).
    (6) The anticipated impact of the Mitigation Plan on the bulk power system reliability and an action plan to
    mitigate any increased risk to the reliability of the bulk power-system while the Mitigation Plan is being
    implemented.
    (7) A timetable for completion of the Mitigation Plan including the completion date by which the Mitigation Plan
    will be fully implemented and the Alleged or Confirmed Violation(s) corrected.
    (8) Implementation milestones no more than three (3) months apart for Mitigation Plans with expected
    completion dates more than three (3) months from the date of submission. Additional violations could be
    determined or recommended to the applicable governmental authorities for not completing work associated with
    accepted milestones.
    (9) Any other information deemed necessary or appropriate.
    (10) The Mitigation Plan shall be signed by an officer, employee, attorney or other authorized representative of
    the Registered Entity, which if applicable, shall be the person that signed the Self Certification or Self Reporting
    submittals.
    (11) This submittal form may be used to provide a required Mitigation Plan for review and approval by regional
    entity(ies) and NERC.

.

• This Mitigation Plan form may be used to address one or more related alleged or confirmed violations of one
Reliability Standard. A separate mitigation plan is required to address alleged or confirmed violations with
respect to each additional Reliability Standard, as applicable.

• If the Mitigation Plan is accepted by regional entity(ies) and approved by NERC, a copy of this Mitigation Plan
will be provided to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission or filed with the applicable governmental
authorities for approval in Canada.

• Regional Entity(ies) or NERC may reject Mitigation Plans that they determine to be incomplete or inadequate.

• Remedial action directives also may be issued as necessary to ensure reliability of the bulk power system.

• The user has read and accepts the conditions set forth in these Compliance Notices.
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Section B: Registered Entity Information

B.1 Identify your organization:

Entity Name:

Address:

Peak Reliability

NCR10289

7600 N.E. 41st Street, Suite 150
Vancouver WA 98662

NERC Compliance Registry ID:

B.2 Identify the individual in your organization who will serve as the Contact to the Regional Entity regarding
this Mitigation Plan. This person shall be technically knowledgeable regarding this Mitigation Plan and
authorized to respond to Regional Entity regarding this Mitigation Plan:

Name:

Title:

Email:

Phone:

Jared Shakespeare

Compliance Manager

jshakespeare@peakrc.com

970-776-5810
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Section C: Identification of Reliability Standard Violation(s) Associated with this Mitigation Plan

C.1 This Mitigation Plan is associated with the following violation(s) of the reliability standard listed below:

RequirementViolation ID Date of Violation

Requirement Description

WECC2014013852 04/13/2014 COM-002-2 R2

Each Reliability Coordinator, Transmission Operator, and Balancing Authority shall issue directives in a clear,
concise, and definitive manner; shall ensure the recipient of the directive repeats the information back correctly; and
shall acknowledge the response as correct or repeat the original statement to resolve any misunderstandings.

C.2 Brief summary including the cause of the violation(s) and mechanism in which it was identified above:

This Self-Report is for two (2) events:

Event #1: On 4/13/2014 at 0735 (all times Pacific Time), the Peak Reliability Coordinator System Operator
(RCSO) issued a Reliability Coordinator Directive to Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) to take action to
mitigate a Path 73 SOL exceedance. The RCSO did not â€œensure the recipient of the directive repeat[ed] the
information back correctlyâ€ as required by COM-002-2 R2.

The RCSO directed BPA to redispatch 250 MW of generation north of John Day to south of Lower Columbia. BPA
repeated that they understood they should redispatch 125 MW from north of John Day to 125 MW south of John
Day on the lower Columbia. The RCSO did not correct BPA nor begin the Directive again. Therefore, the repeat
back was not correct. See â€œ20140413073312535-HN8IKr9K.wavâ€, the voice recording of the Directive.

The Path 73 SOL exceedance began at 0714. The Directive was issued at 0735 and at 0737 Path 73 was under
the SOL limit. It never became an SOL violation because the SOL was mitigated in 23 minutes, 7 minutes before
the 30-minute SOL violation threshold. The intent of the Directive was understood by both parties, and the system
maintained its reliable state. The difference in terminology was becausein order to reduce 125 MW effectively off
of Path 73, a redispatch of 250 MW would be needed (2:1 ratio). While the difference in terminology was not
explicitly stated, both operators understood the directive, and BPA did move 250 MW of generation, and the SOL
exceedance was mitigated. See â€œ2014-04-13-Trend.jpegâ€ for the graphical trend of the event.

Event #2: On 4/17/2014 at 1621 (all times Pacific Time), the Peak Reliability Coordinator System Operator
(RCSO) issued a Reliability Coordinator Directive to Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) to
take action to mitigate a Path 65 SOL exceedance. The RCSO did not â€œensure the recipient of the directive
repeat[ed] the information back correctlyâ€ as required by COM-002-2 R2.

The RCSO directed LADWP to curtail schedules on Path 65 to get below the limit of 1,300 MW. LADWP repeated
that they understood they should curtail schedules on Path 65 to get below its limit, which they saw as 1,332 MW..
The RCSO did not correct LADWP nor begin the Directive again. Therefore, the repeat back was not correct. See
â€œ20140417161919017-ZM1ntk9o.wavâ€, the voice recording of the Directive.

The event that initiated the change in the Path 65 SOL (loss of the Allston-Keeler line) occurred at 1602, however,
BPA did not change the limits that were communicated via ICCP until 1614. Peak considers the change in the
SOL to occur at the time of the initiating event, not the time of communication, therefore LADWP and Peak had a
compressed time to mitigate the SOL exceedance because it was 12 minutes into the SOL exceedance when
they became aware of it.. The Directive was issued at 1621, and at 1626 Path 65 was under the SOL limit. It
never became an SOL violation because the SOL was mitigated in 24 minutes, 6 minutes before the 30-minute
SOL violation threshold. The intent of the Directive was understood by both parties, and the system maintained its
reliable state. Path 65 is a DC line, and the Path limit is set by BPA at their Celilo Converter station.  LADWP
receives the Path limit from their Sylmar Station. A 1300 MW limit set by BPA at Celilo can be seen as a 1332 MW
limit by LADWP at Sylmar due to the power orders of the converter stations. While this difference in location was
not explicity stated, both operators
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understood this directive, and Path 65 flows were reduced below 1300 MW as measured at Celilo. See â€œ2014-
04-17-Trend.jpegâ€ for the graphical trend of the event.

All Directives are first reviewed by Peak Operations to ensure they are compliant and to identify any lessons
learned. If any possible compliance issues are identified by Peak Operations, a meeting is held with appropriate
members of Peak Management and Peak Compliance. This meeting is used to determine if the Directive should
be Self Reported to WECC. Both Directives were first reviewed by Peak Operations on 4/22/2014. Both Directives
were reviewed by the second group on 5/6/2014, and the decision was made to Self Report both Directives as
possible non-compliance.

Provide any relevant information regarding the identification of the violation(s) associated with this Mitigation Plan:C.3

See above
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D.1 Identify and describe the action plan, including specific tasks and actions that your organization is
proposing to undertake, or which it undertook if this Mitigation Plan has been completed, to correct the
violation(s) identified above in Section C.1 of this form:

Section D: Details of Proposed Mitigation Plan

Mitigating Activities: None. In both instances, the SOL was mitigated with the system returning to a normal state.

Preventative Measures: Peak plans to prevent future ocurrences by performing the following:

Milestone #1: For each of the 2 RCSOs that were involved in these events, complete SOS Communication
training emphasizing the use of three-part communications. Completed on May 13, 2014.

Milestone #2: For each of the 2 RCSOs that were involved in these events, re-take mandatory Directive training
previously provided to all RCSOs emphasizing the use of three-part communications by May 31, 2014

Milestone #3: Revise the Peak process document for reviewing RCSO communications to include a scoring
system by June 30, 2014. The current expectation of all RCSOs is the use of three-part communication during all
Operations Communications. This scoring system will provide greater transparency to RCSOs of the criteria and
expectations for communications, as well as feedback on their individual and collective performance, with
emphasis on three-part communications.

Milestone #4: Create a communications job aide for the RCSOs that includes tips to support use of three-part
communication as appropriate, including
â€¢	writing down a directive prior to issuance,
â€¢	checking off key aspects of the directive as repeated by the receiver,
â€¢	reviewing directive with the Lead RCSO prior to issuance
â€¢	having the Lead RCSO on the phone during directives
â€¢	practicing directive scenarios with the Lead RCSOs during slow times.
The job aide will be created by July 31, 2014

Milestone #5: The RCSOs that were on-shift during the 4/17/2014 event will work together to analyze the event
and create a computer-based training (CBT) that will be available to all Peak RCSOs based on the scenario from
the 4/17/2014 event by August 31, 2014

D.2 Provide the timetable for completion of the Mitigation Plan, including the completion date by which the
Mitigation Plan will be fully implemented and the violations associated with this Mitigation Plan are
corrected:

August 31, 2014Proposed Completion date of Mitigation Plan:

Milestone Activities, with completion dates, that your organization is proposing for this Mitigation Plan:D.3

Milestone Activity

*Proposed
Completion Date

(Shall not be greater
than 3 months apart)

Actual
Completion

DateDescription

05/13/2014SOS Communication training Milestone #1: For each of the 2 RCSOs
that were involved in these events,

complete SOS Communication training
emphasizing the use of three-part

communications. Completed on May

05/13/2014
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Milestone Activity

*Proposed
Completion Date

(Shall not be greater
than 3 months apart)

Actual
Completion

DateDescription

13, 2014.

05/31/2014Re-take mandatory Directive training Milestone #2: For each of the 2 RCSOs
that were involved in these events, re-

take mandatory Directive training
previously provided to all RCSOs
emphasizing the use of three-part
communications by May 31, 2014

06/30/2014Revise the Peak process document
for reviewing RCSO communications

to include a scoring system

Milestone #3: Revise the Peak process
document for reviewing RCSO

communications to include a scoring
system by June 30, 2014. The current
expectation of all RCSOs is the use of

three-part communication during all
Operations Communications. This
scoring system will provide greater

transparency to RCSOs of the criteria
and expectations for communications,
as well as feedback on their individual

and collective performance, with
emphasis on three-part

communications.

07/31/2014Create a communications job aide Milestone #4: Create a communications
job aide for the RCSOs that includes

tips to support use of three-part
communication as appropriate,

including
â€¢	writing down a directive prior to

issuance,
â€¢	checking off key aspects of the

directive as repeated by the receiver,
â€¢	reviewing directive with the Lead

RCSO prior to issuance
â€¢	having the Lead RCSO on the

phone during directives
â€¢	practicing directive scenarios with
the Lead RCSOs during slow times.

The job aide will be created by July 31,
2014

08/31/2014Create a computer-based training
(CBT)

Milestone #5: The RCSOs that were
on-shift during the 4/17/2014 event will
work together to analyze the event and

create a computer-based training
(CBT) that will be available to all Peak

RCSOs based on the scenario from the
4/17/2014 event by August 31, 2014
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D.4 Additional Relevant Information (Optional)

Has the scope of the violation being mitigated changed (e.g. additional devices/facilities/personnel in scope than
reported)? No
Has the root cause been identified? Yes. The above milestones address the root cause.
Does the mitigation plan include:
What is being fixed? Yes
How is it being fixed? Yes
When is it being fixed? Yes
Do the mitigation actions:
Relate to requirements in scope? Yes
Identify preventive measures? Yes
Identify detection measures? Yes
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Abatement of Interim BPS Reliability RiskE.1

Section E: Interim and Future Reliability Risk

While your organization is implementing the Mitigation Plan proposed in Section D of this form, the
reliability of the Bulk Power System may remain at higher risk or be otherwise negatively impacted until
the plan is successfully completed. To the extent they are, or may be, known or anticipated: (i) identify
any such risks or impacts; and (ii) discuss any actions that your organization is planning to take or is
proposing as part of the Mitigation Plan to mitigate any increased risk to the reliability of the bulk power
system while the Mitigation Plan is being implemented:

While the Mitigation Plan is being implemented, there is a small risk that Directives will not ensure three-part
communication. Such risks are low because only a small fraction of Peak Directives (2) did not ensure three-part
communication. This risk is mitigated by mandatory Directive training issued to all RCSOs.

E.2 Prevention of Future BPS Reliability Risk

Training and the job aide will prevent or minimize the probability further violation of a similar nature will occur. In
addition, the scoring system will provide greater transparency to RCSOs of the criteria and expectations for
communications, as well as feedback on their individual and collective performance, with emphasis on three-part
communications.

Describe how successful completion of the Mitigation Plan as laid out in Section D of this form will
prevent or minimize the probability that your organization incurs further violations of the same or similar
reliability standards requirements in the future:

E.3 Your organization may be taking or planning other action, beyond that listed in the Mitigation Plan, as
proposed in Section D.1, to prevent or minimize the probability of incurring further violations of the same
or similar standards requirements listed in Section C.1, or of other reliability standards. If so, identify
and describe any such action, including milestones and completion dates:

None
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Section F: Authorization

An authorized individual must sign and date the signature page. By doing so, this individual, on behalf of
your organization:

(a) Submits the Mitigation Plan, as laid out in Section D, to the Regional Entity for acceptance and
approval by NERC, and

(b) If applicable, certifies that the Mitigation Plan, as laid out in Section D of this form, was completed (i)
as laid out in Section D of this form and (ii) on or before the date provided as the 'Date of Completion of
the Mitigation Plan' on this form, and

(c) Acknowledges:

1.  I am Compliance Manager of Peak Reliability

2. I am qualified to sign this Mitigation Plan on behalf of Peak Reliability

3. I have read and understand Peak Reliability's obligations to comply

with Mitigation Plan requirements and ERO remedial action directives as well as ERO
documents, including, but not limited to, the NERC Rules of Procedure and the NERC CMEP
currently in effect or the NERC CMEP-Province of Manitoba, Schedule B currently in effect,
whichever is applicable.

5.

Plan, including the timetable completion date, as accepted by the Regional Entity, NERC,
and if required, the applicable governmental authorities in Canada.

Name:

Title:

Authorized On:

Jared Shakespeare

Compliance Manager

May 19, 2014

Peak Reliability Agrees to be bound by, and comply with, this Mitigation

Authorized Individual Signature:

(Electronic signature was received by the Regional Office via CDMS. For Electronic Signature Policy see CMEP.)

4. I have read and am familiar with the contents of the foregoing Mitigation Plan.

Authorized Individual
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Certification of Mitigation Plan Completion

Submittal of a Certification of Mitigation Plan Completion shall include data or information sufficient for the
Regional Entity to verify completion of the Mitigation Plan.  The Regional Entity may request additional data or
information and conduct follow-up assessments, on-site or other Spot Checking, or Compliance Audits as it deems
necessary to verify that all required actions in the Mitigation Plan have been completed and the Registered Entity
is in compliance with the subject Reliability Standard. (CMEP Section 6.6)

Peak ReliabilityRegistered Entity Name:

NERC Violation ID(s): WECC2014013852

NERC Registry ID: NCR10289

COM-002-2 R2,Mitigated Standard Requirement(s):

August 19, 2014

Scheduled Completion as per Accepted Mitigation Plan:

Entity Comment:

Date Mitigation Plan completed:

August 31, 2014

August 19, 2014WECC Notified of Completion on Date:

Document Name Description Size in BytesFrom

Additional Documents

20140413073312535-
HN8IKr9K.wav

1,648,044Entity

2014-04-13-Trend.jpeg 57,696Entity

20140417161919017-
ZM1ntk9o.wav

2,231,724Entity

2014-04-17-Trend.jpeg 36,721Entity

COM-002-R2-MS1-Sum.pdf 234,139Entity

COM-002-R2-MS2-Sum.pdf 234,740Entity

 Directive
Training.pdf

1,237,151Entity

COM-002-R2-MS3-Sum.pdf 235,103Entity

Operating Communications
Review v2.0.pdf

384,895Entity

I certify that the Mitigation Plan for the above named violation(s) has been completed on the date shown above
and that all submitted information is complete and correct to the best of my knowledge.

jshakespeare@peakrc.com

Title:

Name:

Phone:

Email:

1 (970) 776-5810

Jared Shakespeare

Director of Compliance
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(Electronic signature was received by the Regional Office via CDMS. For Electronic Signature Policy see CMEP.)

Authorized Signature Date
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EMail Notification Detail

From: noreply@oati.net
Sent: 09/10/2014 09:38:38
To: cliang@peakrc.com;jshakespeare@peakrc.com
Subject: WECC Notice  Completed Mitigation Plan Acceptance  COM0022 R2.  Peak Reliability

Please do not REPLY to this message. It was sent from an unattended mailbox and replies are not monitored.

NERC Registration ID: NCR10289
NERC Violation ID: WECC2014013852
Standard/Requirement: COM-002-2 R2.
Subject: Completed Mitigation Plan Acceptance

The Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) received the Certification of Mitigation Plan Completion submitted by Peak 
Reliability on 08/18/2014 for the violation of COM-002-2 R2.. After a thorough review, WECC has accepted the Certification of Mitigation 
Plan Completion.

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact Keshav Sarin at ksarin@wecc.biz.

Note: Effective 04/01/2013, WECC will formally notify registered entities of completed Mitigation Plan acceptances via this email notice. 
WECC will no longer notify entities by uploading a Notice of Completed Mitigation Plan Acceptance letter to the Enhanced File Transfer 
(EFT) Server.

 
 

[OATI Information  Email Template: MitPlan_Completed] 

Page 1 of 1E-Mail Notification Detail

10/24/2014https://www.cdms.oati.com/CDMS/CDMS-Notification-Audit-Trail-Detail.wml?MailID=...


	Attachment A - Settlement Agreement by and between WECC and Peak executed November 14, 2014
	Attachment B - Peak’s Self-Report for COM-002-2 R2 dated May 19, 2014
	Attachment C - Peak’s Mitigation Plan designated as WECCMIT010683 submitted May 19, 2014
	Attachment D - Peak’s Certification of Mitigation Plan Completion submitted August 19, 2014
	Attachment E - WECC’s Verification of Mitigation Plan Completion dated September 10, 2014



