
 
 
 

March 3, 2008 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC FILING 
 
Ms. Kimberly D. Bose 
Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, NE 
Washington, D.C. 20426 

 
Re: North American Electric Reliability Corporation 

Docket No. RR06-1-007 
 
Dear Ms. Bose: 
 

The North American Electric Reliability Corporation (“NERC”), in compliance 

with the directives in paragraphs 1 and 80 of the Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission’s (“FERC” or “the Commission”) June 7, 2007 Order (“June 7 Order”) in 

Docket No. RR06-1-007,1 hereby submits Violation Severity Levels (“VSLs”) for 

requirements and subrequirements in the 83 reliability standards approved by the 

Commission on March 16, 2007 in Order No. 693.  In addition, NERC hereby submits 

new VSLs for requirements and subrequirements in the proposed reliability standard 

NUC-001-1 —  Nuclear Plant Interface Coordination, which currently is pending before  

the Commission for approval.2  Thus, NERC is seeking approval of VSLs for a total of 

84 reliability standards.3

                                                 
1 Order on Compliance Filing, 119 FERC ¶ 61,248 (2007) (“June 7 Order”). 
2 Petition of the North American Electric Reliability Corporation for the Approval of Proposed Reliability 
Standard Regarding Nuclear Plant Interface Coordination, filed on November 19, 2007 (Docket No. 
RM08-3-000).  On December 11, 2007, NERC supplemented its filing to request Commission approval of 
the addition of four terms and definitions to the NERC Glossary in relationship to NUC-001-1. 
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NERC’s compliance filing consists of the following: 
 
• This transmittal letter; 
• A table of contents for the entire filing; 
• A narrative description explaining how the proposed VSLs meet the 

Commission’s Requirements; 
• List of VSLs for each of the 84 reliability standards which NERC is seeking 

approval (Exhibit A); 
• Complete development record of the proposed VSLs of the 84 reliability 

standards (Exhibit B);  
• The VSL drafting Team roster (Exhibit C); and 
• For informational purposes only, the Violation Severity Level Development 

Guidelines Criteria (Exhibit D). 
 

Please contact the undersigned if you have any questions. 
        
      Respectfully submitted, 

 
/s/ Rebecca J. Michael 

 
Rebecca J. Michael 

 
Attorney for North American Electric 
Reliability Corporation

                                                                                                                                                 
3 NERC seeks approval of the VSLs that were approved through the NERC development process for 75 of 
the 83 original Reliability Standards and the 1 nuclear standard. With respect to the VSLs for that did not 
obtain the requisite approval in the standards process (the 8 Emergency Preparedness and Operations 
standards), NERC is filing VSLs for approval until such time as modified VSLs are developed and filed at 
a later date.  In addition, there are twelve requirements or subrequirements contained in the 83 
Commission-approved Reliability Standards that do not have a Violation Severity Level assigned to them 
because there is no companion Violation Risk Factor.  The requirements are:  BAL-002-0 Requirements 
R4.2, R5.1, R5.2, R6.1, and R6.2; BAL-005-0 Requirement R1; EOP-004-1 Requirement R3.2; IRO-006-3 
Requirements R2.1, R2.2, and R2.3; PRC-001-1 Requirement R3; and TOP-003-0 Requirement R1. Those 
requirements are considered to be explanatory text. 
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I.  INTRODUCTION

The North American Electric Reliability Corporation (“NERC”), in compliance 

with the directives in paragraphs 1 and 80 of the Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission’s (“FERC” or “the Commission”) June 7, 2007 Order (“June 7 Order”) in 

Docket No. RR06-1-007,1 hereby submits Violation Severity Levels (“VSLs”) for 

requirements and subrequirements in the 83 reliability standards approved by the 

Commission on March 16, 2007 in Order No. 693.  In addition, NERC hereby submits 

new VSLs for requirements and subrequirements in the proposed reliability standard 

NUC-001-1 — Nuclear Plant Interface Coordination, to replace the proposed VSLs with 

respect to that standard which remains pending before the Commission for approval.2  

Thus, NERC is seeking approval of VSLs for a total of 84 reliability standards.3  Exhibit 

A contains the complete list of VSLs for each of these 84 reliability standards. 

VSLs define the degree to which compliance with a requirement or 

subrequirement was not achieved, and in conjunction with Violation Risk Factors 

(“VRFs”), are considered, as set forth in the NERC Sanction Guidelines, in the 

                                                 
1 Order on Compliance Filing, 119 FERC ¶ 61,248 (2007) (“June 7 Order”). 
2 Petition of the North American Electric Reliability Corporation for the Approval of Proposed Reliability 
Standard Regarding Nuclear Plant Interface Coordination, filed on November 19, 2007 (Docket No. 
RM08-3-000).  On December 11, 2007, NERC supplemented its filing to request Commission approval of 
the addition of four terms and definitions to the NERC Glossary in relationship to NUC-001-1. 
3 NERC seeks approval of the VSLs that were approved through the NERC development process for 75 of 
the 83 original Reliability Standards and the 1 nuclear standard. With respect to the VSLs for that did not 
obtain the requisite approval in the standards process (the 8 Emergency Preparedness and Operations 
standards), NERC is filing VSLs for approval until such time as modified VSLs are developed and filed at 
a later date.  In addition, there are twelve requirements or subrequirements contained in the 83 
Commission-approved Reliability Standards that do not have a Violation Severity Level assigned to them 
because there is no companion Violation Risk Factor.  The requirements are:  BAL-002-0 Requirements 
R4.2, R5.1, R5.2, R6.1, and R6.2; BAL-005-0 Requirement R1; EOP-004-1 Requirement R3.2; IRO-006-3 
Requirements R2.1, R2.2, and R2.3; PRC-001-1 Requirement R3; and TOP-003-0 Requirement R1. Those 
requirements are considered to be explanatory text. 
 



determination of the possible base penalty range for a violation of a reliability standard 

requirement or subrequirement. 

On February 28, 2008, the NERC Board of Trustees approved VSLs for the 84 

reliability standards listed in Exhibit A.  NERC requests that the Commission approve 

these VSLs and make them effective in accordance with the Commission’s procedures.  

Exhibit B contains the complete development record of the VSLs.  Exhibit C contains 

the VSL Drafting Team Roster.  Exhibit D is the Violations Severity Levels Development 

Guidelines Criteria that served as the guidance the drafting teams used for developing the 

VSLs in the 84 standards and is included for informational purposes only. 

NERC is also filing these VSLs with governmental authorities in each of the 

Canadian provinces and with the National Energy Board of Canada.   

 
II.  NOTICES AND COMMUNICATIONS 
 

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

following: 

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

Rebecca J. Michael* 
Assistant General Counsel 
North American Electric Reliability      

Corporation 
1120 G Street, N.W. 
Suite 990 
Washington, D.C. 20005-3801 
(202) 393-3998 
(202) 393-3955 – facsimile 
rebecca.michael@nerc.net 
 
*Persons to be included on the 
Commission’s service list are indicated with 
an asterisk. 
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III.  BACKGROUND 
 
In the Commission’s June 7 Order on Compliance Filing, FERC directed: 

NERC to develop violation severity levels for each requirement and 
subrequirement of each Reliability Standard, either through the Reliability 
Standards development process or through another expedited process, and 
submit them to the Commission by March 1, 2008.  Although NERC 
proposes to develop violation severity levels over the next three years, we 
cannot accept NERC’s proposal.  NERC itself admits that the existing 
levels of non-compliance are not sufficient “going forward in an ERO 
environment.”  Because of this, we direct NERC to replace them with 
violation severity levels at the earliest possible date.  We are requiring that 
violation severity levels be developed and submitted for approval no later 
than March 1, 2008 so that the Commission can act on them prior to the 
2008 summer period.4

 
Previously, as to the issue of VSLs, FERC had stated: 

Our concern on timeliness relates as well to NERC’s submission [for] 
Commission approval of Violation Severity Levels for all Reliability 
Standards.  Violation Severity Levels also are integral to use of the Base 
Penalty Amount Table.  It is not clear to us whether the Violation Severity 
Levels described in the Sanction Guidelines for particular Reliability 
Standards are equivalent to the Levels of Non-Compliance that NERC 
includes as part of Reliability Standards it has submitted to the 
Commission, so we direct NERC to describe the differences, if any.  If 
Violation Severity Levels differ from Levels of Non-Compliance, NERC 
may be able to designate Violation Severity Levels outside the Reliability 
Standards Development Procedure and submit them more timely for our 
approval.5  
 

In the instant filing, NERC is submitting VSLs for requirements and 

subrequirements in 84 reliability standards in response to these Commission directives. 

The proposed VSLs set out in Exhibit A have been developed using the 

framework established by NERC’s Reliability Standards Development Procedure.  Step 9 

of the procedure requires, among other things, a two-thirds majority of the weighted 

                                                 
4 June 7 Order at P 80. 
5 Order on Compliance Filing, 118 FERC ¶ 61,030 (2007) (“January 18 Order”) at P 92. 
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segment votes cast must be affirmative in order for approval by the industry.  The VSLs 

for all standards except the eight (8) Emergency Preparedness and Operations (“EOP”) 

standards received the necessary two-thirds affirmative vote.  The VSLs for the eight 

EOP standards received an affirmative vote of only 60%, falling short of the two-thirds 

vote required by the Reliability Standards Development Procedure.  Nonetheless, NERC 

requests that the Commission approve the proposed VSLs for these eight EOP standards 

for use in the compliance program until such time as NERC develops and obtains 

Commission approval of revised VSLs for these eight standards. 

In addition to approving the VSLs, the NERC Board of Trustees directed the 

Standards Committee to take the steps needed to expedite the development of revised 

VSLs for the EOP standards.  NERC will file those revised VSLs with the Commission 

when they become available. 

IV.  SUMMARY OF THE VSL DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 
 

a. Introduction  
 

This section summarizes the development of the proposed VSLs submitted in 

compliance with the Commission’s June 7 Order on Compliance Filing.  The 

Commission directed NERC to propose VSLs for each primary requirement and 

subrequirement in 83 Commission-approved reliability standards.  In addition, NERC is 

submitting VSLs for one additional reliability standard, which remains pending before 

the Commission - NUC-001-1 — Nuclear Plant Interface Coordination. 

The next section describes the stakeholder ballot results, followed by how key 

issues were considered and addressed by the standard drafting team.   
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The complete development record for the proposed VSLs is contained in Exhibit 

B.  This record includes the successive drafts of the VSLs, the ballot pool and the final 

ballot results by registered ballot body members, stakeholder comments received during 

the development of the VSLs, and how those comments were considered in developing 

the VSLs.  The standard drafting team roster is provided in Exhibit C. 

b. Basis and Purpose of VSLs  
 

Any requirement in a Commission-approved NERC reliability standard is 

enforceable by the electric reliability organization (“ERO”) and must have one or more 

VSLs assigned according to the Commission-approved NERC Sanction Guidelines.  In 

addition, the Commission’s June 7 Order on Compliance Filing directed NERC in 

paragraphs 1 and 80 to submit VSLs for each requirement and subrequirement of 

Commission-approved reliability standards.  

The VSLs are one of two factors used to determine an initial value range for the 

Base Penalty Amount regarding violations of requirements and subrequirements in 

Commission-approved standards, as set forth in the NERC Sanction Guidelines.  The 

other factor used to determine an initial value range for the Base Penalty Amount is the 

VRF for the requirement or subrequirement.  Using the Base Penalty Amount Table 

provided in Appendix A of the Sanction Guidelines, NERC or the Regional Entity will 

determine the initial value range for the Base Penalty Amount by finding the intersection 

of the violation’s VRF and the VSL on the table.     

The VSLs are defined measurements of the degree to which a violator violated a 

requirement or subrequirement of a reliability standard.  The VSLs assess, after a 

violation has occurred, how severely an entity violated a specific requirement or 
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subrequirement.  Thus, severity levels operate under a post-violation perspective using a 

range of severity level assessments.  Up to four levels of severity can be defined for each 

requirement or subrequirement; the levels have been designated as: Lower, Moderate, 

High and Severe.   

In contrast, VRFs only measure potential impacts that violations of each 

requirement or subrequirement could pose to the reliability of the bulk power system.  

That is, VRFs measure the relative, potential risk to the bulk power system if a 

requirement or subrequirement were violated.  Thus risk factors operate under a pre-

violation perspective using a range of risk assessments.  Up to three levels of risk can be 

defined for each requirement or subrequirement; the levels have been designated as: 

Lower, Medium, and High.  

Comparing the two measures, the VRFs are pre-violation measures and VSLs are 

post-violation measures.  

c. Development History 

In response to the Commission’s June 7 Order on Compliance Filing, a Standard 

Authorization Request (“SAR”) to initiate development in compliance with the FERC 

directive was issued on June 27, 2007.  At its July 12, 2007 meeting, the Standards 

Committee accepted the SAR and authorized its posting for industry comment   

In August, the Standards Committee selected the members of the VSL Drafting 

Team, which consisted of thirteen members with representation from several regions.  

The drafting team members have a wide range of industry expertise.  While the members 

predominantly represented the Transmission Operator industry segment, there were 

members from the Regional Transmission Organizations and Independent System 

  6



Operators; Load-Serving Entity; Electric Generators; Electricity Brokers, Aggregators, 

and Marketers; and Regional Entities industry segments as well.    

SAR.  The SAR was posted for industry comment for a 30-day comment period 

from July 17, 2007 through August 15, 2007.  There were 16 sets of comments, including 

comments from 55 different individuals from more than 30 companies, representing 9 of 

the 10 Registered Ballot Body industry segments.  Commenters requested that the 

drafting team develop a criteria document to support the assignment of VSLs to NERC’s 

Reliability Standards.   

In response to the comments and to meet its filing obligations, the drafting team took 

two actions.  First, the team modified the SAR to include the development criteria to 

support the assignment of VSLs.  Second, in order to incorporate the breadth of industry 

expertise in the project, the VSL Drafting Team reached out to all members serving on 16 

active standard drafting teams to obtain input to the development of the proposed VSLs 

for standards under current review by those teams.  This outreach supported and 

supplemented the work by the VSL Drafting Team. 

As a result, of these actions, the VSL Drafting Team developed the Violation 

Severity Level Development Guidelines Criteria, in concert with those 16 standard 

drafting teams.  The Violations Severity Levels Development Guidelines Criteria used to 

develop the proposed VSLs for all 84 standards included in this filing are set forth in 

Exhibit D.   

The following SAR and standard drafting teams (“SAR DT” and “SDT”, 

respectively) supported the VSL Drafting Team in the development of the Violation 

Severity Level Development Guidelines Criteria and the proposed VSLs: 
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1. System Personnel Training SDT (Project 2006-01) 

2. Assess Transmission Future Needs and Develop Transition Plans SDT 

(Project 2006-02) 

3. System Restoration and Blackstart SDT (Project 2006-03) 

4. Backup Facilities SDT (Project 2006-04) 

5. Reliability Coordination SDT (Project 2006-06)  

6. Transfer Capabilities (TC, ATC, TTC, CBM, TRM) SDT (Project 2006-07) 

7. Transmission Loading Relief SDT (Project 2006-08) 

8. Facility Ratings SDT (Project 2006-09) 

9. Underfrequency Load Shedding SDT (Project 2007-01) 

10. Operating Personnel Communications Protocols SDT (Project 2007-02) 

11. Real-time Transmission Operations and Balancing of Load and Generation 

SAR DT (Project 2007-03) 

12. Certifying System Operators SAR DT (Project 2007-04) 

13. Balancing Authority Controls SAR DT (Project 2007-05) 

14. Vegetation Management SDT (Project 2007-07) 

15. Disturbance Monitoring SDT (Project 2007-11) 

16. Reliability-based Control SAR DT (Project 2007-18) 

Violations Severity Levels Development Guidelines Criteria:  The Violation 

Severity Level Development Guidelines Criteria (“development reference document”) is 

included in Exhibit D for informational purposes only.  The VSL Drafting Team 

developed these guidelines in an effort to provide more clarity and direction and to ensure 
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consistency among the standards drafting teams during the process of assigning VSLs to 

each requirement and subrequirement of the standards.    

The Violations Severity Levels Development Guidelines Criteria establish seven 

categories to classify the various types of requirements and subrequirements existing in 

NERC’s reliability standards.  The seven categories and a brief description follow: 

1. Procedure/Program: establishes a classification of criteria for requirements 

and/or subrequirements that direct the responsible entity to have for use an 

executable program, procedure, protocol or written guideline document.  

2. Implementation/Execution: establishes a classification of criteria for requirements 

and/or subrequirements that direct the responsible entity to implement or execute 

a program, procedure requirement or directives.  

3. Reporting: establishes a classification of criteria that directs the responsible entity 

to report operational information and/or data to another registered entity or 

regulatory authority. For clarification purposes, Reporting is a one-way 

correspondence with no response required.  

4. Coordination/Communication: establishes a classification for standards 

requirements and subrequirements that direct the responsible entity to coordinate 

and/or communicate with other required entities.  For clarification purposes, 

Coordination/Communication is considered communication between two or more 

parties with the expectation of response.  

5. Numeric Performance: establish classifications for standards requirements and 

subrequirements that direct the responsible entity to meet a defined numeric 

performance level.  
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6. Multi-Component: establishes a classification of criteria for requirements or 

subrequirements that have multiple components or subrequirements that direct the 

responsible entity to comply with a multiple number of subrequirements or sub-

subrequirements.  

7. Requirements and Subrequirements without Violation Risk Factor: Assigned 

(N/A).  

NERC is not requesting the Commission to approve the Violations Severity Levels 

Development Guidelines Criteria.   

 Proposed VSL Drafting.  NERC posted the first draft of the proposed VSLs and 

the development reference document for a 45-day public comment period from October 

10, 2007 through November 27, 2007.  NERC received 37 sets of comments, including 

comments from more than 150 different individuals from about 40 companies, 

representing 9 of the 10 industry segments.  In response to those comments, the VSL 

Drafting Team revised the proposed VSLs and the draft development reference 

document. 

 In addition, the drafting team posted the initial proposed VSLs for the NUC-001-1 

— Nuclear Plant Interface Coordination standard for comment from November 13, 2007 

through November 26, 2007.  This reliability standard was adopted by the Board in May 

2007, but it did not contain VSLs in the format developed by the VSLs Drafting Team, 

nor did it include VSL assignments to each requirement and subrequirement.  The team 

received eight sets of comments representing five of the 10 stakeholder segments.  The 

team made conforming changes to the VSLs in response to these comments. 
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In consideration of the March 1, 2008 deadline, the Standards Committee at its 

December 11, 2007 meeting authorized certain modifications to the standards 

development process with respect to the development of the VSLs.  The Standards 

Committee approved allowing the team to: make project-specific modifications to VSLs 

without a second posting for public comment before proceeding to ballot; make 

modifications to VSLs following the initial ballot; and shortening the ballot windows to 

allow the VSL assignments to be completed and filed with Commission on time.   

Balloting.  This stage of development included a pre-ballot review, an initial ballot, 

and a recirculation ballot.  NERC posted the entire body of VSLs, with the exception of 

those for NUC-001-1, for a 30-day pre-ballot window from December 21, 2007 through 

January 21, 2008.  The ballots were, broken into nine separate ballot pools by reliability 

function to maximize the opportunity for stakeholder input while ensuring that a quorum 

would be achieved in each ballot: 

1. Balancing; 

2. Critical Infrastructure, Communications, Voltage and Reactive; 

3. Emergency Operations; 

4. Facilities and Modeling; 

5. Interchange, Personnel, and Nuclear; 

6. Interconnected Reliability Operations; 

7. Protection and Control; 

8. Transmission Operations and; 

9. Transmission Planning 
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During this pre-ballot period, additional revisions to the VSLs for the NUC-001-1 

were identified and these were posted for industry comment from January 17, 2008 

through January 21, 2008. 

The initial ballot took place January 21, 2008 through January 28, 2008.  The 

results from the initial ballot follow: 

VSL Quorum Weighted Segment 
Approval 

1. Balancing 94.29% 69.55% 
2. Critical Infrastructure, Communications, 

Voltage and Reactive 
94.81% 74.05% 

3. Emergency Operations 94.76% 62.07% 
4. Facilities and Modeling 94.74% 68.17% 
5. Interchange, Personnel, and Nuclear 94.53% 74.17% 
6. Interconnected Reliability Operations 94.79% 75.70% 
7. Protection and Control 94.31% 71.01% 
8. Transmission Operations 94.79% 77.10% 
9. Transmission Planning 94.71% 64.96% 

 

During the initial ballot, all nine groups reached a quorum, but two failed to meet 

the required two-thirds majority of the weighted segment votes cast in the affirmative as 

highlighted in the chart.  Also, there were several negative ballots submitted with 

comments.6  These results triggered the need for a recirculation ballot after the team 

responded to the comments received.  Balloters submitted many comments with specific 

suggestions for improvements to many of the proposed VSLs.  The Standards Committee 

authorized the drafting team to consider stakeholder comments from the initial ballots 

and make improvements to the proposed VSLs before proceeding with the recirculation 

ballot.   

                                                 
6 Under the NERC Reliability Standards Development Procedure, approval of a new or revised reliability 
standard requires a quorum of 75% of the members of the registered ballot pool for the proposed standard, 
and a two-thirds affirmative majority of the weighted segment votes cast.  The number of votes cast is the 
sum of the affirmative and negative votes, excluding abstentions and non-responses. 
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Accordingly, the drafting team responded to the many comments and made 

significant improvements to the VSLs before the recirculation ballot was conducted.  The 

revised VSLs were posted for a 10-day recirculation ballot that took place from February 

8, 2008 through February 19, 2008.  The results from the recirculation ballot follow: 

VSL Quorum Weighted Segment 
Approval 

1. Balancing 94.76% 69.45% 
2. Critical Infrastructure, Communications, 

Voltage and Reactive 
95.28% 72.07% 

3. Emergency Operations 95.24% 59.95% 
4. Facilities and Modeling 95.22% 67.99% 
5. Interchange, Personnel, and Nuclear 95.02% 72.71% 
6. Interconnected Reliability Operations 95.26% 74.15% 
7. Protection and Control 94.79% 67.79% 
8. Transmission Operations 95.26% 76.10% 
9. Transmission Planning 95.19% 71.23% 

 

VSLs associated with the requirements and subrequirements in the eight EOP 

standards did not pass.  In view of the March 2008 compliance filing deadline, on 

February 28, 2008, the NERC Board of Trustees approved the filing of the VSLs for 

requirements and subrequirements in the 84 reliability standards proposed in this filing.  

This action included approval to file with FERC the VSLs for the requirements and 

subrequirements in the eight EOP reliability standards for use in the compliance program 

until such time that NERC develops and obtains Commission approval of a revised set of 

VSLs for the EOP standards. 

d. Key Issues 

During the development of the proposed VSLs, the VSL Drafting Team 

considered six major issues.  The issues include (i) development timeline, (ii) risk versus 

severity perspective, (iii) use of language, (iv) binary and explanatory text requirement 
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categories, (v) automatically assigning a “Lower” VSL to subrequirements, and (vi) 

double jeopardy. 

i) Development Timeline 

The VSL project required the development and assignment of VSLs for 83 

Commission-approved Reliability Standards plus the VSLs for the pending NUC-001-1 

reliability standard.  Overall, this project addressed more than 770 requirements and 

subrequirements.   

In order to develop and assign VSLs within the required timeframe and within the 

framework of NERC’s Reliability Standards Development Procedure, the VSL Drafting 

Team requested that the Standards Committee allow for certain, project-specific 

procedural variances.  On December 11, 2007, the Standards Committee authorized 

certain modifications to the standards development process with respect to the 

development of the VSLs to meet the filing deadline.  The Standards Committee 

approved allowing the team to: 1) make modifications to the proposed VSLs without a 

second posting for public comment before balloting, 2) make modifications to the VSLs 

following the initial ballot, and 3) shorten the ballot windows to allow the VSL 

assignments to be completed and filed with Commission on time.  With respect to items 1 

and 2 under the routine Reliability Standards Development Procedure, the modifications 

to the VSLs would have been posted for industry review and comment followed by the 

drafting team’s response to comments before progressing to the balloting stage. 

ii) Risk Versus Severity Perspective 

Stakeholders initially struggled distinguishing between the assignment of VRFs 

and VSLs.  VRFs measure the impact on the bulk power system if a requirement or 
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subrequirement is violated.  The VSL is only used after a violation occurs and measures 

the degree to which a standard requirement or subrequirement was violated.  In response 

to the comments offered by the stakeholders during the SAR process, the drafting team 

held two informational sessions for stakeholder discussion to help clarify these issues.  

These were held on Friday, September 21, 2007, and Monday, September 24, 2007.  The 

drafting team referred to the language in the Reliability Standards Development 

Procedure regarding VSLs and language noted in the Violations Severity Levels 

Development Guidelines Criteria. 

iii) Use of Generic Language   

Commenters expressed concern regarding the use of certain generic language in 

the proposed VSL assignments and the development reference document.  Specifically, 

commenters expressed concerns with terms such as “minor element” or “significant 

element” in the actual proposed VSLs and in the Violations Severity Levels Development 

Guidelines Criteria that offered direction for such assignments.    

With regard to the language “minor” and “significant,” the VSL Drafting Team 

made conforming changes to limit the use of generic language and made the language 

more specific where possible, in line with comments.  The drafting team modified the 

Violations Severity Levels Development Guidelines Criteria document to reflect the 

comments as well.  Specific language changes, as suggested, were made to guidelines to 

further support consistent application in the future. 

In some instances the drafting team was unable to address all the comments 

regarding the use of generic language.  Some of the existing requirements and 

subrequirements did not lend themselves to specific VSLs.  Some of the requirements and 
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subrequirements, as originally written, did not have clear measurements to allow specific 

severity levels to be derived, leaving the only option of use of generic language at this 

time.  In other cases, the VSL Drafting Team, working through the existing drafting 

teams, were not able to complete the changes within the timeframe for filing.   

While some comments suggested changes to the requirements and 

subrequirements would be required in order to eliminate the generic language from the 

VSLs, the drafting team could not do so because that activity was out of the scope of the 

authorized project as defined in the SAR.  For such instances, the drafting team stated 

that future standards drafting teams would need to revise the requirement or 

subrequirement language and the VSLs so they specifically identify what “minor” or 

“significant” elements are for each requirement or subrequirement.  This will occur in 

conjunction with the activities identified in NERC’s three-year Reliability Standards 

Development Work Plan since each standard is mandated to be reviewed at least once 

every five years as required by the American National Standards Institute (“ANSI”), 

which has accredited NERC’s Reliability Standards development process.   

To that end, all comments regarding the development and assignment of proposed 

VSLs will be made available to drafting teams to support developing and assigning VSLs 

during standards development activities in the future.  

iv) Binary and Explanatory Text Requirement Categories  

Many commenters raised the issue of inconsistency in the assignment of VSLs for 

binary requirements and subrequirements, and they questioned the use of “Explanatory 

Text” as a category of requirements and subrequirements.     
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Binary Requirements.  Commenters noted that the use of a binary requirements 

category equates to a “pass” or “fail” option with respect to compliance with a 

requirement or subrequirement.  Commenters noted that some requirements and 

subrequirements were assigned VSLs that defaulted to the highest level of severity for 

any violation of such a binary requirement or subrequirement while others contained 

VSLs for each of the four categories (Lower, Moderate, High and Severe).  Commenters 

stated the proposed severity levels and guidelines were a good start, but that further work 

should be done, including work to provide a stronger differentiation between 

“importance” and “severity.”7  The drafting team and the industry could not reach a best-

approach consensus within the given timeframe on this issue.  The binary requirements 

issue will be addressed as current and new standards undergo development or refinement 

within the standards development process as part of the standards three-year work plan. 

Explanatory Text.  Commenters expressed concern about the use of the 

“Explanatory Text” category with regard to assessing the severity of a violation.  

Examples follow: 

1. One commenter stated: “Audit Teams should only be required to audit 

those requirements for which compliance is required.”8 

2. Another commenter stated: “In cases where [VRFs] were inadvertently 

assigned to explanatory ‘requirements’, proper steps should be taken to 

remove the [VRF] which would negate the need for a [VSL].”9 

                                                 
7 Exhibit B- File 7-CC_SAR_VSL_Project_2007-23_2007Sept05_Clean.pdf at Page 9.  (“Consideration of 
Comments on 1st Draft of Violation Severity Levels SAR (Project 2007-23)”)  
8 Exhibit B- File 13-C_of_C_VSL_Development_Guidelines_Criteria_2007Jan08.pdf at Page 16.  
(“Consideration of Comments — Project 2007 — Violation Severity Levels”)  
9 Exhibit B- File 13-C_of_C_VSL_Development_Guidelines_Criteria_2007Jan08.pdf at Page 17.  
(“Consideration of Comments — Project 2007 — Violation Severity Levels”) 
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In response to these comments, the drafting team reviewed all requirements and 

subrequirements listed as “Explanatory Text” to see whether another category was more 

appropriate.  The “Explanatory Text” category was eliminated and those requirements 

and subrequirements were assigned to other categories.  Also, the drafting team stated 

that as directed by FERC all requirements and subrequirements that have a VRF must 

have at least one VSL as directed by the Commission’s June 7 Order on Compliance 

Filing. 

v) Automatically Assigning a “Lower” VSL to subrequirements 

Stakeholders expressed concerns during the first comment period that 

subrequirements (particularly when the subrequirement was more than two levels below 

the primary requirement, e.g., Requirement R2.1.1., and lower) should be automatically 

assigned the “Lower” VSL because the subrequirements should be of less importance or 

impact than the primary requirements.  The drafting team rejected the suggestion, stating 

that each Commission-approved standard and its requirements and subrequirements must 

have a VRF and VSL assigned to it, and that applicable entities must comply with 

Commission-approved standards.  If any of these requirements or subrequirements are 

not complied with (i.e. there is a violation), the violation will be assessed an initial range 

of base penalties by looking at the assigned VRF and the VSL, per the base penalty 

matrix in the Sanction Guidelines.  Further, the team instructed that, by its very 

definition, severity levels grade how severely a requirement (and/or subrequirement) was 

missed, not based on whether the primary requirement is of less importance than its 

subrequirements.  The commenters’ issue relates to the way the requirements and 

subrequirements are written currently, an activity out of scope for the assigned drafting 
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team.  While the drafting team tried to be as specific as possible both in the description 

and the values used to define VSLs, it will be necessary to rely on the expertise of 

drafting teams that develop or refine standards going forward to further eliminate this 

concern. 

vi) Double Jeopardy  

There was strong industry concern regarding the potential for double jeopardy 

concerning the assignment of VSLs to every requirement and subrequirement containing 

a VRF.  Many of the stakeholders sought clarification regarding the application of the 

VSLs in real-time and the potential for being exposed to double jeopardy, or multiple 

sanctions for a single violation. 

The stakeholders’ concern focused on the following situation: does a violation of 

a subrequirement constitute a violation of the main requirement as well, hence the raising 

the potential for double jeopardy.  The concern is compounded when one considers the 

multiple levels of subrequirements and assignment combinations currently in place in 

existing reliability standards.  An example is found in the INT-006-1 — Response to 

Interchange Authority regarding Requirement R1 and its various subrequirements as 

outlined below.  Commenters expressed concerns that they would be automatically 

assessed a penalty for violation of R1 and R1.1 if they were found in violation of R1.1.1.  

From INT-006-1:    

R1. Prior to the expiration of the reliability assessment period defined in the Timing 
Table, Column B, the Balancing Authority and Transmission Service Provider 
shall respond to a request from an Interchange Authority to transition an 
Arranged Interchange to a Confirmed Interchange. [Violation Risk Factor: 
Lower]  

R1.1. Each involved Balancing Authority shall evaluate the Arranged 
Interchange with respect to:     [Violation Risk Factor: Lower]  
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R1.1.1. Energy profile (ability to support the magnitude of the 
Interchange).  [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] 

R1.1.2. Ramp (ability of generation maneuverability to 
accommodate).  [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] 

R1.1.3. Scheduling path (proper connectivity of Adjacent Balancing 
Authorities).  [Violation Risk Factor: Lower] 

With the following Violation Severity Levels: 

  Lower VSL Moderate VSL High VSL Severe VSL 
R1. The Interchange 

Authority 
experienced one 
occurrence of not 
distributing 
information within 
the time period 
describes in R1, to all 
involved reliability 
entities. 

The Interchange 
Authority 
experienced two 
occurrences of not 
distributing 
information within 
the time period 
describe in R1, to all 
involved reliability 
entities.  

The Interchange 
Authority 
experienced three 
occurrences of not 
distributing 
information within 
the time period 
describe in R1, to all 
involved reliability 
entities. 

The Interchange 
Authority 
experienced four 
occurrences of not 
distributing 
information within 
the time period 
describe in R1, to all 
involved reliability 
entities. 

R1.1. The Balancing 
Authority failed to 
evaluate arranged 
interchange with 
respect to one or 
more of the 
Requirements in the 3 
sub-components less 
than 25% of the 
number of times. 

The Balancing 
Authority failed to 
evaluate arranged 
interchange with 
respect to one or 
more of the 
Requirements in the 3 
sub-components less 
than 50% of the 
number of times. 

The Balancing 
Authority failed to 
evaluate arranged 
interchange with 
respect to one or 
more of the 
Requirements in the 3 
sub-components less 
than 75% of the 
number of times.  

The responsible 
entity has evaluated 
the arranged 
interchange with 
respect to one or 
more of the 
Requirements in the 3 
sub-components in 
25% or less of the 
instances. 

R1.1.1. The responsible 
entity's 
implementation/ 
execution is non-
compliant with 
respect to one or 
more minor details 
within the 
Requirement. 

The responsible 
entity's 
implementation/ 
execution is non-
compliant with 
respect to one 
significant element 
within the 
Requirement. 

The responsible 
entity's 
implementation/ 
execution is non-
compliant with 
respect to more than 
one significant 
element within the 
Requirement. 

The responsible 
entity's 
implementation/ 
execution is non-
compliant with the all 
the elements of the 
Requirement. 

 

 Stakeholders further expressed concern over the potential for different compliance 

enforcement authorities across North America to apply sanctions in an inconsistent 
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manner for the same set of reliability standard requirements and subrequirements under 

similar circumstances.   

In order to comply with the Commission directive, the VSL Drafting Team 

assigned a VSL to every requirement and subrequirement that had a VRF previously 

assigned to it.  Additionally, the drafting team noted in its February 8, 2008 

Consideration of Comments Report that the double jeopardy concern exceeded the scope 

of the drafting team since it is a compliance issue, and referred stakeholders to Section 

3.10 of the NERC Sanctions Guidelines for further guidance.  Additionally, the nature of 

the relationship of the main requirements and subrequirements are different throughout 

NERC’s reliability standards and the assessment of sanctions based on these varying 

relationships and instances of violations thereof are best handled through the compliance 

and enforcement program on a case-by-case basis.   

V.  CONCLUSION  

NERC requests that the Commission approve the proposed VSLs, as set out in 

Exhibit A, as compliant with the Commission’s June 7 Order on Compliance Filing. 

       

Respectfully submitted, 

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

/s/ Rebecca J. Michael 
Rebecca J. Michael 
Assistant General Counsel 
North American Electric Reliability      

Corporation 
1120 G Street, N.W. 
Suite 990 
Washington, D.C. 20005-3801 
(202) 393-3998 
(202) 393-3955 – facsimile 
rebecca.michael@nerc.net 
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Complete Violation Severity Level Matrix (IRO) 
Encompassing Each Commission Approved Reliability Standard 
Standard 
Number 

Requirement 
Number 

Text of Requirement Lower VSL Moderate VSL High VSL Severe VSL 

IRO-001-1 R1. Each Regional Reliability 
Organization, subregion, or 
interregional coordinating group shall 
establish one or more Reliability 
Coordinators to continuously assess 
transmission reliability and coordinate 
emergency operations among the 
operating entities within the region and 
across the regional boundaries. 

The RRO, 
subregion or 
interregional 
coordinating group 
did not 
communicate the 
assignment of the 
Reliability 
Coordinators to 
operating entities 
clearly. 

The RRO, 
subregion or 
interregional 
coordinating group 
did not clearly 
identify the 
coordination of 
Reliability 
Coordinator areas 
within the region. 

The RRO, 
subregion or 
interregional 
coordinating group 
did not coordinate 
assignment of the 
Reliability 
Coordinators across 
regional 
boundaries. 

The RRO, 
subregion or 
interregional 
coordinating group 
did not assign any 
Reliability 
Coordinators. 

IRO-001-1 R2. The Reliability Coordinator shall 
comply with a regional reliability plan 
approved by the NERC Operating 
Committee. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator has 
failed to follow the 
administrative 
portions of its  
regional reliability 
plan.  

The Reliability 
Coordinator has 
failed to follow 
steps in its regional 
reliability plan that 
require operator 
interventions or 
actions.  

The Reliability 
Coordinator does 
not have a regional 
reliability plan 
approved by the 
NERC OC.   

The Reliability 
Coordinator does 
not have an 
unapproved 
regional reliability 
plan. 

IRO-001-1 R3. The Reliability Coordinator shall have 
clear decision-making authority to act 
and to direct actions to be taken by 
Transmission Operators, Balancing 
Authorities, Generator Operators, 
Transmission Service Providers, Load-
Serving Entities, and Purchasing-
Selling Entities within its Reliability 
Coordinator Area to preserve the 
integrity and reliability of the Bulk 
Electric System.  These actions shall be 
taken without delay, but no longer than 
30 minutes. 

N/A N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator cannot 
demonstrate that it 
has clear authority 
to act or direct 
actions to preserve 
transmission 
security and 
reliability of the 
Bulk Electric 
System. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to take or direct to 
preserve the 
reliability and 
security of the Bulk 
Electric System 
within 30 minutes 
of identifying those 
actions. 

IRO-001-1 R4. Reliability Coordinators that delegate 
tasks to other entities shall have formal 
operating agreements with each entity 
to which tasks are delegated.  The 

1. Less than 25% of 
the tasks are not 
documented in the 
agreement or  

1. More than 25% 
but 50% or less of 
the tasks are not 
documented in the 

1. More than 50% 
but 75% or less of 
the tasks are not 
documented in the 

1.  There is no 
formal operating 
agreement for tasks 
delegated by the 
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Standard 
Number 

Requirement 
Number 

Text of Requirement Lower VSL Moderate VSL High VSL Severe VSL 

Reliability Coordinator shall verify that 
all delegated tasks are understood, 
communicated, and addressed within 
its Reliability Coordinator Area.  All 
responsibilities for complying with 
NERC and regional standards 
applicable to Reliability Coordinators 
shall remain with the Reliability 
Coordinator. 

2.  less than 25% of 
the tasks are not 
performed 
according to the 
agreement. 

agreement or  
2.  more than 25% 
but 50% or less of 
the tasks are not 
performed 
according to the 
agreement. 

agreement or  
2.  more than 50% 
but 75% or less of 
the tasks are not 
performed 
according to the 
agreement. 

Reliability 
Coordinator, 
2.  more than 75% 
of the tasks are not 
documented in the 
agreement or  
3.  more than 75% 
of the tasks are not 
performed 
according to the 
agreement. 

IRO-001-1 R5. The Reliability Coordinator shall list 
within its reliability plan all entities to 
which the Reliability Coordinator has 
delegated required tasks. 

25% or less of the 
delegate entities are 
not identified in the 
reliability plan. 

More than 25% but 
50% or less of the 
delegate entities are 
not identified in the 
reliability plan. 

More than 50% but 
75% or less of the 
delegate entities are 
not identified in the 
reliability plan. 

1.  There is no 
reliability plan or 
2.  more than 75% 
of the  delegate 
entities are not 
identified in the 
reliability plan. 

IRO-001-1 R6. The Reliability Coordinator shall verify 
that all delegated tasks are carried out 
by NERC-certified Reliability 
Coordinator operating personnel. 

N/A 1.  The Reliability 
Coordinator has 
failed to 
demonstrate at least 
one delegated task 
was performed by 
NERC certified 
Reliability 
Coordinator 
operating personnel 
or 
2.  The Reliability 
Coordinator did not 
require the delegate 
entity to have 
NERC certified 
Reliability 
Coordinator 

1.  The Reliability 
Coordinator has 
failed to 
demonstrate at least 
one delegated task 
was performed by 
NERC certified 
Reliability 
Coordinator 
operating personnel 
and did not require 
the delegate entity 
to have NERC 
certified Reliability 
Coordinator 
operating personnel 
or 
2.  The Reliability 

The Reliability 
Coordinator has 
failed to 
demonstrate any 
delegated tasks 
were performed by 
NERC certified 
Reliability 
Coordinator 
operating personnel 
and did not require 
the delegate entity 
to have NERC 
certified Reliability 
Coordinator 
operating 
personnel. 
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operating 
personnel. 

Coordinator has 
failed to 
demonstrate at least 
two delegated task 
were performed by 
NERC certified 
Reliability 
Coordinator 
operating 
personnel. 

IRO-001-1 R7. The Reliability Coordinator shall have 
clear, comprehensive coordination 
agreements with adjacent Reliability 
Coordinators to ensure that System 
Operating Limit or Interconnection 
Reliability Operating Limit violation 
mitigation requiring actions in adjacent 
Reliability Coordinator Areas are 
coordinated. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator has 
demonstrated the 
existence of 
coordination 
agreements with 
adjacent Reliability 
Coordinators but 
the agreements are 
not clear or 
comprehensive. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator has 
demonstrated the 
existence of the 
coordination 
agreements with 
adjacent Reliability 
Coordinators but 
the agreements do 
not coordinate 
actions required in 
the adjacent 
Reliability 
Coordinator to 
mitigate SOL or 
IROL violations in 
its own Reliability 
Coordinator area. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator has 
demonstrated the 
existence of the 
coordination 
agreements with 
adjacent Reliability 
Coordinators but 
the agreements do 
not coordinate 
actions required in 
the adjacent 
Reliability 
Coordinator to 
mitigate SOL and 
IROL violations in 
its own Reliability 
Coordinator area. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator has 
failed to 
demonstrate the 
existence of any 
coordination 
agreements with 
adjacent Reliability 
Coordinators. 

IRO-001-1 R8. Transmission Operators, Balancing 
Authorities, Generator Operators, 
Transmission Service Providers, Load-
Serving Entities, and Purchasing-
Selling Entities shall comply with 
Reliability Coordinator directives 
unless such actions would violate 
safety, equipment, or regulatory or 

Transmission 
Operators, 
Balancing 
Authorities, 
Generator 
Operators, 
Transmission 
Service Providers, 

Transmission 
Operators, 
Balancing 
Authorities, 
Generator 
Operators, 
Transmission 
Service Providers, 

Transmission 
Operators, 
Balancing 
Authorities, 
Generator 
Operators, 
Transmission 
Service Providers, 

Transmission 
Operators, 
Balancing 
Authorities, 
Generator 
Operators, 
Transmission 
Service Providers, 
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Standard 
Number 

Requirement 
Number 

Text of Requirement Lower VSL Moderate VSL High VSL Severe VSL 

statutory requirements.  Under these 
circumstances, the Transmission 
Operator, Balancing Authority, 
Generator Operator, Transmission 
Service Provider, Load-Serving Entity, 
or Purchasing-Selling Entity shall 
immediately inform the Reliability 
Coordinator of the inability to perform 
the directive so that the Reliability 
Coordinator may implement alternate 
remedial actions. 

Load-Serving 
Entities, and 
Purchasing-Selling 
Entities followed 
the Reliability 
Coordinators 
directive with a 
delay not caused by 
equipment 
problems but did 
notify the 
Reliability 
Coordinator of the 
delay. 

Load-Serving 
Entities, and 
Purchasing-Selling 
Entities followed 
the Reliability 
Coordinators 
directive with a 
delay not caused by 
equipment 
problems and did 
not notify the 
Reliability 
Coordinator of the 
delay. 

Load-Serving 
Entities, and 
Purchasing-Selling 
Entities followed 
the majority of the 
Reliability 
Coordinators 
directive and did 
not notify the 
Reliability 
Coordinator that it 
could not fully 
follow the directive 
because it would 
violate safety, 
equipment, 
statutory or 
regulatory 
requirements. 

Load-Serving 
Entities, and 
Purchasing-Selling 
Entities did not 
follow the 
Reliability 
Coordinators 
directive and did 
not notify the 
Reliability 
Coordinator that it 
could not follow 
the directive 
because it would 
violate safety, 
equipment, 
statutory or 
regulatory 
requirements. 

IRO-001-1 R9. The Reliability Coordinator shall act in 
the interests of reliability for the 
overall Reliability Coordinator Area 
and the Interconnection before the 
interests of any other entity. 

N/A N/A N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator did not 
act in the interests 
of reliability for the 
overall Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
and the 
Interconnection 
before the interests 
of one or more 
other entities. 

IRO-002-1 R1. Each Reliability Coordinator shall have 
adequate communications facilities 
(voice and data links) to appropriate 
entities within its Reliability 
Coordinator Area.  These 
communications facilities shall be 

The Reliability 
Coordinator has 
demonstrated 
communication 
facilities for both 
voice and data exist 

The Reliability 
Coordinator has 
failed to 
demonstrate that is 
has: 
1)  Voice 

The Reliability 
Coordinator has 
failed to 
demonstrate that is 
has: 
1)  Voice 

The Reliability 
Coordinator has 
failed to 
demonstrate that is 
has: 
1)  Voice 
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Requirement 
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staffed and available to act in 
addressing a real-time emergency 
condition. 

to all appropriate 
entities and that 
they are staffed and 
available but they 
are less than 
adequate.   

communication 
links with one 
appropriate entity 
or 
2)  Data links with 
one appropriate 
entity. 

communication 
links with two 
appropriate entities 
or 
2)  Data links with 
two appropriate 
entities. 

communication 
links with more 
than two 
appropriate entities 
or 
2)  Data links with 
more than two 
appropriate entities 
or 
3)  Communication 
facilities are not 
staffed or 
4)  Communication 
facilities are not 
ready. 

IRO-002-1 R2. Each Reliability Coordinator shall 
determine the data requirements to 
support its reliability coordination tasks 
and shall request such data from its 
Transmission Operators, Balancing 
Authorities, Transmission Owners, 
Generation Owners, Generation 
Operators, and Load-Serving Entities, 
or adjacent Reliability Coordinators. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator 
demonstrated that it 
1) determined its 
data requirements 
and requested that 
data from its 
Transmission 
Operators, 
Balancing 
Authorities, 
Transmission 
Owners, 
Generation 
Owners, 
Generation 
Operators, and 
Load-Serving 
Entities or Adjacent 
Reliability 
Coordinators with a 

The Reliability 
Coordinator 
demonstrated that it 
determined the 
majority but not all 
of its data 
requirements 
necessary to 
support its 
reliability 
coordination 
functions and 
requested that data 
from its 
Transmission 
Operators, 
Balancing 
Authorities, 
Transmission 
Owners, 
Generation 

The Reliability 
Coordinator 
demonstrated that it 
determined 
1)  some but less 
than the majority of 
its data 
requirements 
necessary to 
support its 
reliability 
coordination 
functions and 
requested that data 
from its 
Transmission 
Operators, 
Balancing 
Authorities, 
Transmission 
Owners, 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to demonstrate that 
it  
1)  determined its 
data requirements 
necessary to 
support its 
reliability 
coordination 
functions and 
requested that data 
from its 
Transmission 
Operators, 
Balancing 
Authorities, 
Transmission 
Owners, 
Generation 
Owners, 
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Standard 
Number 

Requirement 
Number 

Text of Requirement Lower VSL Moderate VSL High VSL Severe VSL 

material impact on 
the Bulk Electric 
System in its 
Reliability 
Coordination Area 
but did not request 
the data from 
Transmission 
Operators, 
Balancing 
Authorities, 
Transmission 
Owners, 
Generation 
Owners, 
Generation 
Operators, and 
Load-Serving 
Entities or Adjacent 
Reliability 
Coordinators with 
minimal impact on 
the Bulk Electric 
System in its 
Reliability 
Coordination Area 
or  
2)  determined its 
data requirements 
necessary to 
perform its 
reliability functions 
with the exceptions 
of data that may be 
needed for 
administrative 

Owners, 
Generation 
Operators, and 
Load-Serving 
Entities or Adjacent 
Reliability 
Coordinators. 

Generation 
Owners, 
Generation 
Operators, and 
Load-Serving 
Entities or Adjacent 
Reliability 
Coordinators or 
2) all of its data 
requirements 
necessary to 
support its 
reliability 
coordination 
functions but failed 
to demonstrate that 
it requested data 
from two of its 
Transmission 
Operators, 
Balancing 
Authorities, 
Transmission 
Owners, 
Generation 
Owners, 
Generation 
Operators, and 
Load-Serving 
Entities or Adjacent 
Reliability 
Coordinators. 

Generation 
Operators, and 
Load-Serving 
Entities or Adjacent 
Reliability 
Coordinators or 
2)  requested the 
data from three or 
more of its 
Transmission 
Operators, 
Balancing 
Authorities, 
Transmission 
Owners, 
Generation 
Owners, 
Generation 
Operators, and 
Load-Serving 
Entities or Adjacent 
Reliability 
Coordinators. 
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purposes such as 
data reporting. 

IRO-002-1 R3. Each Reliability Coordinator – or its 
Transmission Operators and Balancing 
Authorities – shall provide, or arrange 
provisions for, data exchange to other 
Reliability Coordinators or 
Transmission Operators and Balancing 
Authorities via a secure network. 

N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator or 
designated 
Transmission 
Operator and 
Balancing 
Authority has failed 
to demonstrate it 
provided or 
arranged provision 
for the exchange of 
data with one of the 
other Reliabilty 
Coordinators or 
Transmission 
Operators and 
Balancing 
Authorities. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator or 
designated 
Transmission 
Operator and 
Balancing 
Authority has failed 
to demonstrate it 
provided or 
arranged provision 
for the exchange of 
data with two of the 
other Reliabilty 
Coordinators or 
Transmission 
Operators and 
Balancing 
Authorities. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator or 
designated 
Transmission 
Operator and 
Balancing 
Authority has failed 
to demonstrate it 
provided or 
arranged provision 
for the exchange of 
data with three of 
the other Reliabilty 
Coordinators or 
Transmission 
Operators and 
Balancing 
Authorities. 

IRO-002-1 R4. Each Reliability Coordinator shall have 
multi-directional communications 
capabilities with its Transmission 
Operators and Balancing Authorities, 
and with neighboring Reliability 
Coordinators, for both voice and data 
exchange as required to meet reliability 
needs of the Interconnection. 

N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator has 
failed to 
demonstrate multi-
directional 
communication 
capabilities to one 
of the Transmission 
Operators and 
Balancing 
Authorities in its 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
and with 
neighboring 
Reliability 

The Reliability 
Coordinator has 
failed to 
demonstrate multi-
directional 
communication 
capabilities to two 
or more of the 
Transmission 
Operators and 
Balancing 
Authorities in its 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
and with 
neighboring 

The Reliability 
Coordinator has 
failed to 
demonstrate multi-
directional 
communication 
capabilities to all of 
the Transmission 
Operators and 
Balancing 
Authorities in its 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
and with all 
neighboring 
Reliability 
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Coordinators.  Reliability 
Coordinators.  

Coordinators.  

IRO-002-1 R5. Each Reliability Coordinator shall have 
detailed real-time monitoring capability 
of its Reliability Coordinator Area and 
sufficient monitoring capability of its 
surrounding Reliability Coordinator 
Areas to ensure that potential or actual 
System Operating Limit or 
Interconnection Reliability Operating 
Limit violations are identified.  Each 
Reliability Coordinator shall have 
monitoring systems that provide 
information that can be easily 
understood and interpreted by the 
Reliability Coordinator’s operating 
personnel, giving particular emphasis 
to alarm management and awareness 
systems, automated data transfers, and 
synchronized information systems, 
over a redundant and highly reliable 
infrastructure. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator's 
monitoring systems 
provide 
information in a 
way that is not 
easily understood 
and interpreted by 
the Reliability 
Coordinator's 
operating personnel 
or particular 
emphasis was not 
given to alarm 
mangement and 
awareness systems, 
automated data 
transfers and 
synchronized 
information 
systems.  

The Reliability 
Coordinator has 
failed to 
demonstrate that is 
has detailed real-
time monitoring 
capabilities in its 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
and sufficient 
monitoring 
capabilities of its 
surrounding 
Relaiblity 
Coordinator Areas 
to ensure that one 
potential or actual 
SOL or IROL 
violation is not 
identified. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator has 
failed to 
demonstrate that is 
has detailed real-
time monitoring 
capabilities in its 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
and sufficient 
monitoring 
capabilities of its 
surrounding 
Relaiblity 
Coordinator Areas 
to ensure that two 
or more potential 
and actual SOL and 
IROL violations are 
not identified. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator has 
failed to 
demonstrate that is 
has detailed real-
time monitoring 
capabilities in its 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
and sufficient 
monitoring 
capabilities of its 
surrounding 
Relaiblity 
Coordinator Areas 
to ensure that all 
potential and actual 
SOL and IROL 
violations are 
identified. 

IRO-002-1 R6. Each Reliability Coordinator shall 
monitor Bulk Electric System elements 
(generators, transmission lines, buses, 
transformers, breakers, etc.) that could 
result in SOL or IROL violations 
within its Reliability Coordinator Area.  
Each Reliability Coordinator shall 
monitor both real and reactive power 
system flows, and operating reserves, 
and the status of Bulk Electric System 
elements that are or could be critical to 
SOLs and IROLs and system 
restoration requirements within its 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to monitor:  
1)  the status, real 
power flow or 
reactive power flow 
of Bulk Electric 
System elements 
that could result in 
one SOL violations 
or 
2) or operating 
reserves for a small 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to monitor:  
1)  the status, real 
power flow or 
reactive power flow 
of Bulk Electric 
System elements 
critical to assessing 
one IROL or to 
system 
resotoration, 
2)  the status, real 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to monitor:  
1)  the status, real 
power flow or 
reactive power flow 
of Bulk Electric 
System elements 
critical to assessing 
two or more 
IROLs; or one 
IROL and to 
system 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to monitor:  
1)  the status, real 
power flow or 
reactive power flow 
of Bulk Electric 
System elements 
critical to assessing 
all IROLs and to 
system 
resotoration, or 
2)  the status, real 
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Reliability Coordinator Area. portion of the 
Reliability 
Authority Area. 

power flow or 
reactive power flow 
of Bulk Electric 
System elements 
that could result in 
multiple SOL 
violations, or 
3)  operating 
reserves. 

resotoration, 
2)  the status, real 
power flow or 
reactive power flow 
of Bulk Electric 
System elements 
that could result in 
multiple SOL 
violations and 
operating reserves, 
or 
3)  the status, real 
power flow or 
reactive power flow 
of Bulk Electric 
System elements 
critical to assessing 
one IROL or 
system resotoration 
and operating 
reserves. 

power flow or 
reactive power flow 
of Bulk Electric 
System elements 
critical to assessing 
all SOL violations 
and operating 
reserves. 

IRO-002-1 R7. Each Reliability Coordinator shall have 
adequate analysis tools such as state 
estimation, pre- and post-contingency 
analysis capabilities (thermal, stability, 
and voltage), and wide-area overview 
displays. 

The Relaiblity 
Coordinator failed 
to demonstrate that 
it has: 
1)  analysis tools 
capable of 
assessing all pre-
contingency flows, 
2)  analysis tools 
capable of 
assessing all post-
contingency flows, 
or 
3)  all necessary 
wide-area overview 

The Relaiblity 
Coordinator failed 
to demonstrate that 
it has: 
1)  analysis tools 
capable of 
assessing the 
majority of pre-
contingency flows, 
2)  analysis tools 
capable of 
assessing the 
majority of post-
contingency flows, 
or 

The Relaiblity 
Coordinator failed 
to demonstrate that 
it has: 
1)  analysis tools 
capable of 
assessing a 
minority of pre-
contingency flows, 
2)  analysis tools 
capable of 
assessing a 
minority of post-
contingency flows, 
or 

The Relaiblity 
Coordinator failed 
to demonstrate that 
it has: 
1)  analysis tools 
capable of 
assessing any pre-
contingency flows, 
2)  analysis tools 
capable of 
assessing any post-
contingency flows, 
or 
3)  any necessary 
wide-area overview 
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displays exist. 3)  the majority of 
necessary wide-
area overview 
displays exist. 

3)  a minority of 
necessary wide-
area overview 
displays exist. 

displays exist. 

IRO-002-1 R8. Each Reliability Coordinator shall 
continuously monitor its Reliability 
Coordinator Area.  Each Reliability 
Coordinator shall have provisions for 
backup facilities that shall be exercised 
if the main monitoring system is 
unavailable.  Each Reliability 
Coordinator shall ensure SOL and 
IROL monitoring and derivations 
continue if the main monitoring system 
is unavailable. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to demonstrate that: 
1) it or a delegated 
entity monitored 
SOLs when the 
main monitoring 
system was 
unavailable or 
2) it has provisions 
to monitor SOLs 
when the main 
monitoring system 
is not available. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to demonstrate that:
1) it or a delegated 
entity monitored 
one IROL when the 
main monitoring 
system was 
unavailable or 
2) it has provisions 
to monitor one 
IROL when the 
main monitoring 
system is not 
available. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to demonstrate that:
1) it or a delegated 
entity monitored 
two or more IROLs 
when the main 
monitoring system 
was unavailable, 
2) it or a delegated 
entity monitored 
SOLs and one 
IROL when the 
main monitoring 
system was 
unavailable 
3) it has provisions 
to monitor two or 
or more IROLs 
when the main 
monitoring system 
is not available, or 
4) it has provisions 
to monitor SOLs 
and one IROL 
when the main 
monitoring system 
was unavailable. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to demonstrate that 
it continuously 
monitored its 
Reliability 
Authority Area. 

IRO-002-1 R9. Each Reliability Coordinator shall 
control its Reliability Coordinator 
analysis tools, including approvals for 
planned maintenance.  Each Reliability 

Relability 
Coordinator has 
approval rights for 
planned 

Reliability 
Coordinator has 
approval rights for 
planned 

Reliability 
Coordinator has 
approval rights for 
planned 

Reliability 
Coordinator 
approval is not 
required for 
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Coordinator shall have procedures in 
place to mitigate the effects of analysis 
tool outages. 

maintenance 
outages of analysis 
tools but does not 
have approval 
rights for work on 
analysis tools that 
creates a greater 
risk of an 
unplanned outage 
of the tools. 

maintenance but 
does not have plans 
to mitigate the 
effects of outages 
of the analysis 
tools. 

maintenance but 
does not have plans 
to mitigate the 
effects of outages 
of the analysis tools 
and does not have 
approval rights for 
work on analysis 
tools that creates a 
greater risk of an 
unplanned outage 
of the tools. 

planned 
maitenance. 

IRO-003-2 R1. Each Reliability Coordinator shall 
monitor all Bulk Electric System 
facilities, which may include sub-
transmission information, within its 
Reliability Coordinator Area and 
adjacent Reliability Coordinator Areas, 
as necessary to ensure that, at any time, 
regardless of prior planned or 
unplanned events, the Reliability 
Coordinator is able to determine any 
potential System Operating Limit and 
Interconnection Reliability Operating 
Limit violations within its Reliability 
Coordinator Area. 

N/A N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to monitor all Bulk 
Electric System 
facilities, which 
may include sub-
transmission 
information, within 
its Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
and adjacent 
Reliability 
Coordinator Areas, 
as necessary to 
ensure that, at any 
time, regardless of 
prior planned or 
unplanned events, 
the Reliability 
Coordinator is able 
to determine any 
potential System 
Operating Limit 
and Interconnection 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to monitor Bulk 
Electric System 
facilities, which 
may include sub-
transmission 
information, within 
adjacent Reliability 
Coordinator Areas, 
as necessary to 
ensure that, at any 
time, regardless of 
prior planned or 
unplanned events, 
the Reliability 
Coordinator is able 
to determine any 
potential System 
Operating Limit 
and Interconnection 
Reliability 
Operating Limit 
violations within its 
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Reliability 
Operating Limit 
violations within its 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area. 

Reliability 
Coordinator Area. 

IRO-003-2 R2. Each Reliability Coordinator shall 
know the current status of all critical 
facilities whose failure, degradation or 
disconnection could result in an SOL 
or IROL violation.  Reliability 
Coordinators shall also know the status 
of any facilities that may be required to 
assist area restoration objectives. 

N/A N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to know either the 
current status of all 
critical facilities 
whose failure, 
degradation or 
disconnection 
could result in an 
SOL or IROL 
violation or the 
status of any 
facilities that may 
be required to assist 
area restoration 
objectives. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to know the current 
status of all critical 
facilities whose 
failure, degradation 
or disconnection 
could result in an 
SOL or IROL 
violation and the 
status of any 
facilities that may 
be required to assist 
area restoration 
objectives. 

IRO-004-1 R1. Each Reliability Coordinator shall 
conduct next-day reliability analyses 
for its Reliability Coordinator Area to 
ensure that the Bulk Electric System 
can be operated reliably in anticipated 
normal and Contingency event 
conditions.  The Reliability 
Coordinator shall conduct Contingency 
analysis studies to identify potential 
interface and other SOL and IROL 
violations, including overloaded 
transmission lines and transformers, 
voltage and stability limits, etc. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to conduct next-day 
reliability analyses 
or contingency 
analysis for its 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
for one (1) day 
during a calendar 
month. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to conduct next-day 
reliability analyses 
or contingency 
analysis for its 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
for two (2) to three 
(3) days during a 
calendar month. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to conduct next-day 
reliability analyses 
or contingency 
analysis for its 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
for four (4) to five 
(5) days during a 
calendar month. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to conduct next-day 
reliability analyses 
or contingency 
analysis for its 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
for more than five 
(5) days during a 
calendar month. 

IRO-004-1 R2. Each Reliability Coordinator shall pay 
particular attention to parallel flows to 

N/A N/A N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
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ensure one Reliability Coordinator 
Area does not place an unacceptable or 
undue Burden on an adjacent 
Reliability Coordinator Area. 

to monitor parallel 
flows to ensure one 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
does not place an 
unacceptable or 
undue Burden on 
an adjacent 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area. 

IRO-004-1 R3. Each Reliability Coordinator shall, in 
conjunction with its Transmission 
Operators and Balancing Authorities, 
develop action plans that may be 
required, including reconfiguration of 
the transmission system, re-dispatching 
of generation, reduction or curtailment 
of Interchange Transactions, or 
reducing load to return transmission 
loading to within acceptable SOLs or 
IROLs. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator, in 
conjunction with its 
Transmission 
Operators and 
Balancing 
Authorities, failed 
to develop action 
plans that may be 
required, including 
reconfiguration of 
the transmission 
system, re-
dispatching of 
generation, 
reduction or 
curtailment of 
Interchange 
Transactions, or 
reducing load to 
return transmission 
loading to within 
acceptable SOLs or 
IROLs for one (1) 
day during a 
calendar month. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator, in 
conjunction with its 
Transmission 
Operators and 
Balancing 
Authorities, failed 
to develop action 
plans that may be 
required, including 
reconfiguration of 
the transmission 
system, re-
dispatching of 
generation, 
reduction or 
curtailment of 
Interchange 
Transactions, or 
reducing load to 
return transmission 
loading to within 
acceptable SOLs or 
IROLs for two (2) 
to three (3) days 
during a calendar 

The Reliability 
Coordinator, in 
conjunction with its 
Transmission 
Operators and 
Balancing 
Authorities, failed 
to develop action 
plans that may be 
required, including 
reconfiguration of 
the transmission 
system, re-
dispatching of 
generation, 
reduction or 
curtailment of 
Interchange 
Transactions, or 
reducing load to 
return transmission 
loading to within 
acceptable SOLs or 
IROLs for four (4) 
to five (5) days 
during a calendar 

The Reliability 
Coordinator, in 
conjunction with its 
Transmission 
Operators and 
Balancing 
Authorities, failed 
to develop action 
plans that may be 
required, including 
reconfiguration of 
the transmission 
system, re-
dispatching of 
generation, 
reduction or 
curtailment of 
Interchange 
Transactions, or 
reducing load to 
return transmission 
loading to within 
acceptable SOLs or 
IROLs for more 
than five (5) days 
during a calendar 
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month. month. month. 
IRO-004-1 R4. Each Transmission Operator, 

Balancing Authority, Transmission 
Owner, Generator Owner, Generator 
Operator, and Load-Serving Entity in 
the Reliability Coordinator Area shall 
provide information required for 
system studies, such as critical facility 
status, Load, generation, operating 
reserve projections, and known 
Interchange Transactions.  This 
information shall be available by 1200 
Central Standard Time for the Eastern 
Interconnection and 1200 Pacific 
Standard Time for the Western 
Interconnection. 

The responsible 
entity in the 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
provided the 
information 
required for system 
studies, such as 
critical facility 
status, Load, 
generation, 
operating reserve 
projections, and 
known Interchange 
Transactions, but 
said information 
was provided after 
the required time as 
stated in IRO-004-1 
R4 for one (1) day 
during a calendar 
month. 

The responsible 
entity in the 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
provided the 
information 
required for system 
studies, such as 
critical facility 
status, Load, 
generation, 
operating reserve 
projections, and 
known Interchange 
Transactions, but 
said information 
was provided after 
the required time as 
stated in IRO-004-1 
R4 for two (2) to 
three (3) days 
during a calendar 
month. 

The responsible 
entity in the 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
provided the 
information 
required for system 
studies, such as 
critical facility 
status, Load, 
generation, 
operating reserve 
projections, and 
known Interchange 
Transactions, but 
said information 
was provided after 
the required time as 
stated in IRO-004-1 
R4 for four (4) to 
five (5) days during 
a calendar month. 

The responsible 
entity in the 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
provided the 
information 
required for system 
studies, such as 
critical facility 
status, Load, 
generation, 
operating reserve 
projections, and 
known Interchange 
Transactions, but 
said information 
was provided after 
the required time as 
stated in IRO-004-1 
R4 for more than 
five (5) days during 
a calendar month. 

IRO-004-1 R5. Each Reliability Coordinator shall 
share the results of its system studies, 
when conditions warrant or upon 
request, with other Reliability 
Coordinators and with Transmission 
Operators, Balancing Authorities, and 
Transmission Service Providers within 
its Reliability Coordinator Area.  The 
Reliability Coordinator shall make 
study results available no later than 
1500 Central Standard Time for the 
Eastern Interconnection and 1500 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to share the results 
of its system 
studies, when 
conditions 
warranted or was 
requested, with 
other Reliability 
Coordinators and 
with Transmission 
Operators, 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to share the results 
of its system 
studies, when 
conditions 
warranted or was 
requested, with 
other Reliability 
Coordinators and 
with Transmission 
Operators, 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to share the results 
of its system 
studies, when 
conditions 
warranted or was 
requested, with 
other Reliability 
Coordinators and 
with Transmission 
Operators, 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to share the results 
of its system 
studies, when 
conditions 
warranted or was 
requested, with 
other Reliability 
Coordinators and 
with Transmission 
Operators, 
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Pacific Standard Time for the Western 
Interconnection, unless circumstances 
warrant otherwise. 

Balancing 
Authorities, and 
Transmission 
Service Providers 
within its 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
for one (1) day 
during a calendar 
month. 

Balancing 
Authorities, and 
Transmission 
Service Providers 
within its 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
for two (2) to three 
(3) days during a 
calendar month. 

Balancing 
Authorities, and 
Transmission 
Service Providers 
within its 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
for four (4) to five 
(5) days during a 
calendar month. 

Balancing 
Authorities, and 
Transmission 
Service Providers 
within its 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
for more than five 
(5) days during a 
calendar month. 

IRO-004-1 R6. If the results of these studies indicate 
potential SOL or IROL violations, the 
Reliability Coordinator shall direct its 
Transmission Operators, Balancing 
Authorities and Transmission Service 
Providers to take any necessary action 
the Reliability Coordinator deems 
appropriate to address the potential 
SOL or IROL violation. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to direct action to 
address a potential 
SOL or IROL 
violation on one (1) 
occasion during a 
calendar month. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to direct action to 
address a potential 
SOL or IROL 
violation on two (2) 
to three (3) 
occasions during a 
calendar month. 

The reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to direct action to 
address a potential 
SOL or IROL 
violation on four 
(4) to five (5) 
occasions during a 
calendar month. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to direct action to 
address a potential 
SOL or IROL 
violation on more 
than five (5) 
occasions during a 
calendar month. 

IRO-004-1 R7. Each Transmission Operator, 
Balancing Authority, and Transmission 
Service Provider shall comply with the 
directives of its Reliability Coordinator 
based on the next day assessments in 
the same manner in which it would 
comply during real time operating 
events. 

The responsible 
entity failed to 
comply with the 
directives of its 
Reliability 
Coordinator based 
on the next day 
assessments in the 
same manner in 
which it would 
comply during real 
time operating 
events on one (1) 
occasion during a 
calendar month. 

The responsible 
entity failed to 
comply with the 
directives of its 
Reliability 
Coordinator based 
on the next day 
assessments in the 
same manner in 
which it would 
comply during real 
time operating 
events on two (2) to 
three (3) occasions 
during a calendar 
month. 

The responsible 
entity failed to 
comply with the 
directives of its 
Reliability 
Coordinator based 
on the next day 
assessments in the 
same manner in 
which it would 
comply during real 
time operating 
events on four (4) 
to five (5) 
occasions during a 
calendar month. 

The responsible 
entity failed to 
comply with the 
directives of its 
Reliability 
Coordinator based 
on the next day 
assessments in the 
same manner in 
which it would 
comply during real 
time operating 
events on more 
than five (5) 
occasions during a 
calendar month. 

IRO-005-1 R1. Each Reliability Coordinator shall The Reliability The Reliability The Reliability The Reliability 
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monitor its Reliability Coordinator 
Area parameters, including but not 
limited to the following: 

Coordinator failed 
to monitor one (1) 
of the elements 
listed in IRO-005-1 
R1.1 through 
R1.10. 

Coordinator failed 
to monitor two (2) 
of the elements 
listed in IRO-005-1 
R1.1 through 
R1.10. 

Coordinator failed 
to monitor three (3) 
of the elements 
listed in IRO-005-1 
R1.1 through 
R1.10. 

Coordinator failed 
to monitor more 
than three (3) of the 
elements listed in 
IRO-005-1 R1.1 
through R1.10. 

IRO-005-1 R1.1. Current status of Bulk Electric System 
elements (transmission or generation 
including critical auxiliaries such as 
Automatic Voltage Regulators and 
Special Protection Systems) and 
system loading. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to monitor the 
current status of 
Bulk Electric 
System elements 
(transmission or 
generation 
including critical 
auxiliaries such as 
Automatic Voltage 
Regulators and 
Special Protection 
Systems) and 
system loading. 

N/A N/A N/A 

IRO-005-1 R1.2. Current pre-contingency element 
conditions (voltage, thermal, or 
stability), including any applicable 
mitigation plans to alleviate SOL or 
IROL violations, including the plan’s 
viability and scope. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to monitor current 
pre-contingency 
element conditions 
(voltage, thermal, 
or stability), 
including any 
applicable 
mitigation plans to 
alleviate SOL or 
IROL violations, 
including the plan’s 
viability and scope. 

N/A N/A N/A 

IRO-005-1 R1.3. Current post-contingency element The Reliability N/A N/A N/A 
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conditions (voltage, thermal, or 
stability), including any applicable 
mitigation plans to alleviate SOL or 
IROL violations, including the plan’s 
viability and scope. 

Coordinator failed 
to monitor current 
post-contingency 
element conditions 
(voltage, thermal, 
or stability), 
including any 
applicable 
mitigation plans to 
alleviate SOL or 
IROL violations, 
including the plan’s 
viability and scope. 

IRO-005-1 R1.4. System real and reactive reserves 
(actual versus required). 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to monitor system 
real and reactive 
reserves (actual 
versus required). 

N/A N/A N/A 

IRO-005-1 R1.5. Capacity and energy adequacy 
conditions. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to monitor capacity 
and energy 
adequacy 
conditions. 

N/A N/A N/A 

IRO-005-1 R1.6. Current ACE for all its Balancing 
Authorities. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to monitor current 
ACE for all its 
Balancing 
Authorities. 

N/A N/A N/A 

IRO-005-1 R1.7. Current local or Transmission Loading 
Relief procedures in effect. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to monitor current 
local or 
Transmission 

N/A N/A N/A 
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Loading Relief 
procedures in 
effect. 

IRO-005-1 R1.8. Planned generation dispatches. The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to monitor planned 
generation 
dispatches. 

N/A N/A N/A 

IRO-005-1 R1.9. Planned transmission or generation 
outages. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to monitor planned 
transmission or 
generation outages. 

N/A N/A N/A 

IRO-005-1 R1.10. Contingency events. The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to monitor 
contingency events. 

N/A N/A N/A 

IRO-005-1 R2. Each Reliability Coordinator shall be 
aware of all Interchange Transactions 
that wheel through, source, or sink in 
its Reliability Coordinator Area, and 
make that Interchange Transaction 
information available to all Reliability 
Coordinators in the Interconnection. 

N/A N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator was 
aware of all 
Interchange 
Transactions that 
wheeled through, 
sourced, or sinked 
in its Reliability 
Coordinator Area, 
but failed to make 
that Interchange 
Transaction 
information 
available to all 
Reliability 
Coordinators in the 
Interconnection. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to be aware of all 
Interchange 
Transactions that 
wheeled through, 
sourced, or sinked 
in its Reliability 
Coordinator Area, 
and failed to make 
that Interchange 
Transaction 
information 
available to all 
Reliability 
Coordinators in the 
Interconnection. 

IRO-005-1 R3. As portions of the transmission system 
approach or exceed SOLs or IROLs, 

N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator 

The Reliability 
Coordinator 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
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the Reliability Coordinator shall work 
with its Transmission Operators and 
Balancing Authorities to evaluate and 
assess any additional Interchange 
Schedules that would violate those 
limits.  If a potential or actual IROL 
violation cannot be avoided through 
proactive intervention, the Reliability 
Coordinator shall initiate control 
actions or emergency procedures to 
relieve the violation without delay, and 
no longer than 30 minutes.  The 
Reliability Coordinator shall ensure all 
resources, including load shedding, are 
available to address a potential or 
actual IROL violation. 

worked with its 
Transmission 
Operators and 
Balancing 
Authorities, as 
portions of the 
transmission 
system approached 
or exceeded SOLs 
or IROLs, to 
evaluate and assess 
any additional 
Interchange 
Schedules that 
would violate those 
limits and initiated 
control actions or 
emergency 
procedures to 
relieve the violation 
within 30 minutes, 
but failed to ensure 
all resources, 
including load 
shedding, were 
available to address 
a potential or actual 
IROL violation. 

worked with its 
Transmission 
Operators and 
Balancing 
Authorities, as 
portions of the 
transmission 
system approached 
or exceeded SOLs 
or IROLs, to 
evaluate and assess 
any additional 
Interchange 
Schedules that 
would violate those 
limits and ensured 
all resources, 
including load 
shedding, were 
available to address 
a potential or actual 
IROL violation, but 
failed to initiate 
control actions or 
emergency 
procedures to 
relieve the violation 
within 30 minutes. 

to work with its 
Transmission 
Operators and 
Balancing 
Authorities, as 
portions of the 
transmission 
system approached 
or exceeded SOLs 
or IROLs, to 
evaluate and assess 
any additional 
Interchange 
Schedules that 
would violate those 
limits and failed to 
initiate control 
actions or 
emergency 
procedures to 
relieve the violation 
within 30 minutes. 

IRO-005-1 R4. Each Reliability Coordinator shall 
monitor its Balancing Authorities’ 
parameters to ensure that the required 
amount of operating reserves is 
provided and available as required to 
meet the Control Performance Standard 
and Disturbance Control Standard 
requirements.  If necessary, the 

N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to direct the 
Balancing 
Authorities in the 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
to arrange for 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to issue Energy 
Emergency Alerts 
as needed and at 
the request of its 
Balancing 
Authorities and 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to monitor its 
Balancing 
Authorities’ 
parameters to 
ensure that the 
required amount of 
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Reliability Coordinator shall direct the 
Balancing Authorities in the Reliability 
Coordinator Area to arrange for 
assistance from neighboring Balancing 
Authorities.  The Reliability 
Coordinator shall issue Energy 
Emergency Alerts as needed and at the 
request of its Balancing Authorities and 
Load-Serving Entities. 

assistance from 
neighboring 
Balancing 
Authorities. 

Load-Serving 
Entities. 

operating reserves 
was provided and 
available as 
required to meet 
the Control 
Performance 
Standard and 
Disturbance 
Control Standard 
requirements. 

IRO-005-1 R5. Each Reliability Coordinator shall 
identify the cause of any potential or 
actual SOL or IROL violations.  The 
Reliability Coordinator shall initiate 
the control action or emergency 
procedure to relieve the potential or 
actual IROL violation without delay, 
and no longer than 30 minutes.  The 
Reliability Coordinator shall be able to 
utilize all resources, including load 
shedding, to address an IROL 
violation. 

N/A N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator 
identified the cause 
of a potential or 
actual SOL or 
IROL violation, but 
failed to initiate a 
control action or 
emergency 
procedure to relieve 
the potential or 
actual IROL 
violation within 30 
minutes. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to identify the 
cause of a potential 
or actual SOL or 
IROL violation and 
failed to initiate a 
control action or 
emergency 
procedure to relieve 
the potential or 
actual IROL 
violation. 

IRO-005-1 R6. Each Reliability Coordinator shall 
ensure its Transmission Operators and 
Balancing Authorities are aware of 
Geo-Magnetic Disturbance (GMD) 
forecast information and assist as 
needed in the development of any 
required response plans. 

N/A N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator 
ensured its 
Transmission 
Operators and 
Balancing 
Authorities were 
aware of Geo-
Magnetic 
Disturbance 
(GMD) forecast 
information, but 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to ensure its 
Transmission 
Operators and 
Balancing 
Authorities were 
aware of Geo-
Magnetic 
Disturbance 
(GMD) forecast 
information. 
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failed to assist, 
when needed, in the 
development of any 
required response 
plans. 

IRO-005-1 R7. The Reliability Coordinator shall 
disseminate information within its 
Reliability Coordinator Area, as 
required. 

N/A N/A N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to disseminate 
information within 
its Reliability 
Coordinator Area, 
when required. 

IRO-005-1 R8. Each Reliability Coordinator shall 
monitor system frequency and its 
Balancing Authorities’ performance 
and direct any necessary rebalancing to 
return to CPS and DCS compliance.  
The Transmission Operators and 
Balancing Authorities shall utilize all 
resources, including firm load 
shedding, as directed by its Reliability 
Coordinator to relieve the emergent 
condition. 

N/A N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator 
monitored system 
frequency and its 
Balancing 
Authorities’ 
performance but 
failed to direct any 
necessary 
rebalancing to 
return to CPS and 
DCS compliance. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to monitor system 
frequency and its 
Balancing 
Authorities’ 
performance and 
direct any 
necessary 
rebalancing to 
return to CPS and 
DCS compliance or 
the responsible 
entity failed to 
utilize all 
resources, 
including firm load 
shedding, as 
directed by its 
Reliability 
Coordinator to 
relieve the 
emergent condition. 

IRO-005-1 R9. The Reliability Coordinator shall N/A The Reliability The Reliability The Reliability 
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coordinate with Transmission 
Operators, Balancing Authorities, and 
Generator Operators as needed to 
develop and implement action plans to 
mitigate potential or actual SOL, 
IROL, CPS, or DCS violations.  The 
Reliability Coordinator shall coordinate 
pending generation and transmission 
maintenance outages with 
Transmission Operators, Balancing 
Authorities, and Generator Operators 
as needed in both the real-time and 
next-day reliability analysis 
timeframes. 

Coordinator 
coordinated with 
Transmission 
Operators, 
Balancing 
Authorities, and 
Generator 
Operators, as 
needed, to develop 
action plans to 
mitigate potential 
or actual SOL, 
IROL, CPS, or 
DCS violations but 
failed to implement 
said plans, or the 
Reliability 
Coordinator 
coordinated 
pending generation 
and transmission 
maintenance 
outages with 
Transmission 
Operators, 
Balancing 
Authorities, and 
Generator 
Operators as 
needed in the real-
time reliability 
analysis timeframe 
but failed to 
coordinate pending 
generation and 
transmission 

Coordinator failed 
to coordinate with 
Transmission 
Operators, 
Balancing 
Authorities, and 
Generator 
Operators as 
needed to develop 
and implement 
action plans to 
mitigate potential 
or actual SOL, 
IROL, CPS, or 
DCS violations, or 
the Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to coordinate 
pending generation 
and transmission 
maintenance 
outages with 
Transmission 
Operators, 
Balancing 
Authorities, and 
Generator 
Operators as 
needed in both the 
real-time and next-
day reliability 
analysis 
timeframes. 

Coordinator failed 
to coordinate with 
Transmission 
Operators, 
Balancing 
Authorities, and 
Generator 
Operators as 
needed to develop 
and implement 
action plans to 
mitigate potential 
or actual SOL, 
IROL, CPS, or 
DCS violations and 
the Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to coordinate 
pending generation 
and transmission 
maintenance 
outages with 
Transmission 
Operators, 
Balancing 
Authorities, and 
Generator 
Operators as 
needed in both the 
real-time and next-
day reliability 
analysis 
timeframes. 
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maintenance 
outages in the next-
day reliability 
analysis timeframe. 

IRO-005-1 R10. As necessary, the Reliability 
Coordinator shall assist the Balancing 
Authorities in its Reliability 
Coordinator Area in arranging for 
assistance from neighboring Reliability 
Coordinator Areas or Balancing 
Authorities. 

N/A N/A N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to assist the 
Balancing 
Authorities in its 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
in arranging for 
assistance from 
neighboring 
Reliability 
Coordinator Areas 
or Balancing 
Authorities, when 
necessary. 

IRO-005-1 R11. The Reliability Coordinator shall 
identify sources of large Area Control 
Errors that may be contributing to 
Frequency Error, Time Error, or 
Inadvertent Interchange and shall 
discuss corrective actions with the 
appropriate Balancing Authority. The 
Reliability Coordinator shall direct its 
Balancing Authority to comply with 
CPS and DCS. 

N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator 
identified sources 
of large Area 
Control Errors that 
were contributing 
to Frequency Error, 
Time Error, or 
Inadvertent 
Interchange and 
discussed 
corrective actions 
with the 
appropriate 
Balancing 
Authority but failed 
to direct the 

The Reliability 
Coordinator 
identified sources 
of large Area 
Control Errors that 
were contributing 
to Frequency Error, 
Time Error, or 
Inadvertent 
Interchange but 
failed to discuss 
corrective actions 
with the 
appropriate 
Balancing 
Authority. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to identify sources 
of large Area 
Control Errors that 
were contributing 
to Frequency Error, 
Time Error, or 
Inadvertent 
Interchange. 
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Balancing 
Authority to 
comply with CPS 
and DCS. 

IRO-005-1 R12. Whenever a Special Protection System 
that may have an inter-Balancing 
Authority, or inter-Transmission 
Operator impact (e.g., could potentially 
affect transmission flows resulting in a 
SOL or IROL violation) is armed, the 
Reliability Coordinators shall be aware 
of the impact of the operation of that 
Special Protection System on inter-area 
flows.  The Transmission Operator 
shall immediately inform the 
Reliability Coordinator of the status of 
the Special Protection System 
including any degradation or potential 
failure to operate as expected. 

N/A N/A N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to be aware of the 
impact on inter-
area flows of an 
inter-Balancing 
Authority or inter-
Transmission 
Operator, following 
the operation of a 
Special Protection 
System that is 
armed (e.g., could 
potentially affect 
transmission flows 
resulting in a SOL 
or IROL violation), 
or the Transmission 
Operator failed to 
immediately inform 
the Reliability 
Coordinator of the 
status of the 
Special Protection 
System including 
any degradation or 
potential failure to 
operate as 
expected. 

IRO-005-1 R13. Each Reliability Coordinator shall 
ensure that all Transmission Operators, 
Balancing Authorities, Generator 

N/A N/A N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to shall ensure that 
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Operators, Transmission Service 
Providers, Load-Serving Entities, and 
Purchasing-Selling Entities operate to 
prevent the likelihood that a 
disturbance, action, or non-action in its 
Reliability Coordinator Area will result 
in a SOL or IROL violation in another 
area of the Interconnection.  In 
instances where there is a difference in 
derived limits, the Reliability 
Coordinator and its Transmission 
Operators, Balancing Authorities, 
Generator Operators, Transmission 
Service Providers, Load-Serving 
Entities, and Purchasing-Selling 
Entities shall always operate the Bulk 
Electric System to the most limiting 
parameter. 

all Transmission 
Operators, 
Balancing 
Authorities, 
Generator 
Operators, 
Transmission 
Service Providers, 
Load-Serving 
Entities, and 
Purchasing-Selling 
Entities operated to 
prevent the 
likelihood that a 
disturbance, action, 
or non-action in its 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
could result in a 
SOL or IROL 
violation in another 
area of the 
Interconnection or 
the responsible 
entity failed to 
operate the Bulk 
Electric System to 
the most limiting 
parameter in 
instances where 
there was a 
difference in 
derived limits.. 

IRO-005-1 R14. Each Reliability Coordinator shall 
make known to Transmission Service 
Providers within its Reliability 

N/A N/A N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to make known to 
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Coordinator Area, SOLs or IROLs 
within its wide-area view.  The 
Transmission Service Providers shall 
respect these SOLs or IROLs in 
accordance with filed tariffs and 
regional Total Transfer Calculation and 
Available Transfer Calculation 
processes. 

Transmission 
Service Providers 
within its 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area, 
SOLs or IROLs 
within its wide-area 
view, or the 
Transmission 
Service Providers 
failed to respect 
these SOLs or 
IROLs in 
accordance with 
filed tariffs and 
regional Total 
Transfer 
Calculation and 
Available Transfer 
Calculation 
processes. 

IRO-005-1 R15. Each Reliability Coordinator who 
foresees a transmission problem (such 
as an SOL or IROL violation, loss of 
reactive reserves, etc.) within its 
Reliability Coordinator Area shall issue 
an alert to all impacted Transmission 
Operators and Balancing Authorities in 
its Reliability Coordinator Area 
without delay.  The receiving 
Reliability Coordinator shall 
disseminate this information to its 
impacted Transmission Operators and 
Balancing Authorities.  The Reliability 
Coordinator shall notify all impacted 
Transmission Operators, Balancing 

N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to notify all 
impacted 
Transmission 
Operators, 
Balancing 
Authorities, when 
the transmission 
problem had been 
mitigated. 

N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator who 
foresaw a 
transmission 
problem (such as 
an SOL or IROL 
violation, loss of 
reactive reserves, 
etc.) within its 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
failed to issue an 
alert to all impacted 
Transmission 
Operators and 
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Authorities, when the transmission 
problem has been mitigated. 

Balancing 
Authorities in its 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area, 
or the receiving 
Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to disseminate this 
information to its 
impacted 
Transmission 
Operators and 
Balancing 
Authorities. 

IRO-005-1 R16. Each Reliability Coordinator shall 
confirm reliability assessment results 
and determine the effects within its 
own and adjacent Reliability 
Coordinator Areas.  The Reliability 
Coordinator shall discuss options to 
mitigate potential or actual SOL or 
IROL violations and take actions as 
necessary to always act in the best 
interests of the Interconnection at all 
times. 

N/A N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator 
confirmed the 
reliability 
assessment results 
and determine the 
effects within its 
own and adjacent 
Reliability 
Coordinator Areas 
and discussed 
options to mitigate 
potential or actual 
SOL or IROL 
violations, but 
failed to take 
actions as 
necessary to always 
act in the best 
interests of the 
Interconnection at 
all times. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to confirm 
reliability 
assessment results 
and determine the 
effects within its 
own and adjacent 
Reliability 
Coordinator Areas, 
or failed to discuss 
options to mitigate 
potential or actual 
SOL or IROL 
violations and take 
actions as 
necessary to always 
act in the best 
interests of the 
Interconnection at 
all times. 
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IRO-005-1 R17. When an IROL or SOL is exceeded, 
the Reliability Coordinator shall 
evaluate the local and wide-area 
impacts, both real-time and post-
contingency, and determine if the 
actions being taken are appropriate and 
sufficient to return the system to within 
IROL in thirty minutes.  If the actions 
being taken are not appropriate or 
sufficient, the Reliability Coordinator 
shall direct the Transmission Operator, 
Balancing Authority, Generator 
Operator, or Load-Serving Entity to 
return the system to within IROL or 
SOL. 

N/A N/A N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator either 
failed to evaluate 
the local and wide-
area impacts of an 
IROL or SOL that 
was exceeded, in 
either real-time or 
post-contingency, 
or the Reliability 
Coordinator 
evaluated the local 
and wide-area 
impacts of an IROL 
or SOL that was 
exceeded, both 
real-time and post-
contingency, and 
determined that the 
actions being taken 
were not 
appropriate and 
sufficient to return 
the system to 
within IROL in 
thirty (30) minutes, 
but failed to direct 
the Transmission 
Operator, 
Balancing 
Authority, 
Generator 
Operator, or Load-
Serving Entity to 
return the system to 
within IROL or 
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SOL. 
IRO-006-3 R1. A Reliability Coordinator shall take 

appropriate actions in accordance with 
established policies, procedures, 
authority, and expectations to relieve 
transmission loading. 

N/A N/A N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to take appropriate 
actions in 
accordance with 
established 
policies, 
procedures, 
authority, and 
expectations to 
relieve 
transmission 
loading. 

IRO-006-3 R2. A Reliability Coordinator experiencing 
a potential or actual SOL or IROL 
violation within its Reliability 
Coordinator Area shall, at its 
discretion, select from either a “local” 
(Regional, Interregional, or 
subregional) transmission loading relief 
procedure or an Interconnection-wide 
procedure. 

N/A N/A N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator 
experiencing a 
potential or actual 
SOL or IROL 
violation within its 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
failed to take 
actions based on 
either a “local” 
(Regional, 
Interregional, or 
subregional) 
transmission 
loading relief 
procedure or an 
Interconnection-
wide procedure. 

IRO-006-3 R2.1. The Interconnection-wide 
Transmission Loading Relief (TLR) 
procedure for use in the Eastern 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 
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Interconnection is provided in 
Attachment 1-IRO-006-0. 

IRO-006-3 R2.2. The equivalent Interconnection-wide 
transmission loading relief procedure 
for use in the Western Interconnection 
is the “WSCC Unscheduled Flow 
Mitigation Plan,” provided at: 
http://www.wecc.biz/documents/library
/UFAS/UFAS_ mitigation plan 
_rev_2001-clean_8-8-03.pdf.   

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

IRO-006-3 R2.3. The Interconnection-wide transmission 
loading relief procedure for use in 
ERCOT is provided as Section 7 of the 
ERCOT Protocols, posted at: 
http://www.ercot.com/tac/retailisoadho
ccommittee/protocols/keydocs/drafterc
otprotocols.htm. 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

IRO-006-3 R3. The Reliability Coordinator may use 
local transmission loading relief or 
congestion management procedures, 
provided the Transmission Operator 
experiencing the potential or actual 
SOL or IROL violation is a party to 
those procedures. 

N/A N/A N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator used a 
local transmission 
loading relief or 
congestion 
management 
procedure when the 
Transmission 
Operator 
experiencing the 
potential or actual 
SOL or IROL 
violation was not a 
party to said 
procedures. 

IRO-006-3 R4. A Reliability Coordinator may 
implement a local transmission loading 
relief or congestion management 
procedure simultaneously with an 

N/A N/A N/A A Reliability 
Coordinator 
implementing a 
local transmission 
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Interconnection-wide procedure.  
However, the Reliability Coordinator 
shall follow the curtailments as 
directed by the Interconnection-wide 
procedure.  A Reliability Coordinator 
desiring to use a local procedure as a 
substitute for curtailments as directed 
by the Interconnection-wide procedure 
shall have such use approved by the 
NERC Operating Committee. 

loading relief or 
congestion 
management 
procedure 
simultaneously 
with an 
Interconnection-
wide procedure 
failed to follow the 
curtailments as 
directed by the 
Interconnection-
wide procedure, or 
the Reliability 
Coordinator used a 
local procedure as a 
substitute for 
curtailments as 
directed by an 
Interconnection-
wide procedure 
without having said 
procedure approved 
for use by the 
NERC Operating 
Committee.. 

IRO-006-3 R5. When implemented, all Reliability 
Coordinators shall comply with the 
provisions of the Interconnection-wide 
procedure including, for example, 
action by Reliability Coordinators in 
other Interconnections to curtail an 
Interchange Transaction that crosses an 
Interconnection boundary. 

N/A N/A N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to comply with the 
provisions of an 
Interconnection-
wide procedure 
when the procedure 
was implemented. 

IRO-006-3 R6. During the implementation of relief 
procedures, and up to the point that 

N/A N/A The responsible 
entity failed to 

The responsible 
entity failed to 
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emergency action is necessary, 
Reliability Coordinators and Balancing 
Authorities shall comply with 
interchange scheduling standards INT-
001 through INT-004. 

comply with one of 
the interchange 
scheduling 
standards INT-001 
through INT-004, 
during the 
implementation of 
relief procedures, 
up to the point that 
emergency action is 
necessary,  

comply with more 
than one of the 
interchange 
scheduling 
standards INT-001 
through INT-004, 
during the 
implementation of 
relief procedures, 
up to the point that 
emergency action is 
necessary,  

IRO-014-1 R1. The Reliability Coordinator shall have 
Operating Procedures, Processes, or 
Plans in place for activities that require 
notification, exchange of information 
or coordination of actions with one or 
more other Reliability Coordinators to 
support Interconnection reliability.  
These Operating Procedures, 
Processes, or Plans shall address 
Scenarios that affect other Reliability 
Coordinator Areas as well as those 
developed in coordination with other 
Reliability Coordinators. 

N/A N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator has 
Operating 
Procedures, 
Processes, or Plans 
in place for 
activities that 
require notification, 
exchange of 
information or 
coordination of 
actions with one or 
more other 
Reliability 
Coordinators to 
support 
Interconnection 
reliability, but 
failed to address 
Scenarios that 
affect other 
Reliability 
Coordinator Areas. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to have Operating 
Procedures, 
Processes, or Plans 
in place for 
activities that 
require notification, 
exchange of 
information or 
coordination of 
actions with one or 
more other 
Reliability 
Coordinators to 
support 
Interconnection 
reliability. 

IRO-014-1 R1.1. These Operating Procedures, The Reliability The Reliability The Reliability N/A 
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Processes, or Plans shall collectively 
address, as a minimum, the following: 

Coordinator failed 
to include one of 
the elements listed 
in IRO-014-1 
R1.1.1 through 
R1.1.6 in there 
Operating 
Procedures, 
Processes, or Plans. 

Coordinator failed 
to include two of 
the elements listed 
in IRO-014-1 
R1.1.1 through 
R1.1.6 in there 
Operating 
Procedures, 
Processes, or Plans. 

Coordinator failed 
to include more 
than two of the 
elements listed in 
IRO-014-1 R1.1.1 
through R1.1.6 in 
there Operating 
Procedures, 
Processes, or Plans. 

IRO-014-1 R1.1.1. Communications and notifications, 
including the conditions under which 
one Reliability Coordinator notifies 
other Reliability Coordinators; the 
process to follow in making those 
notifications; and the data and 
information to be exchanged with other 
Reliability Coordinators. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to address 
communications 
and notifications, 
including the 
conditions under 
which one 
Reliability 
Coordinator 
notifies other 
Reliability 
Coordinators; the 
process to follow in 
making those 
notifications; and 
the data and 
information to be 
exchanged with 
other Reliability 
Coordinators in its 
Operating 
Procedure, Process 
or Plan. 

N/A N/A N/A 

IRO-014-1 R1.1.2. Energy and capacity shortages. The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to address energy 

N/A N/A N/A 
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and capacity 
shortages in its 
Operating 
Procedure, Process 
or Plan. 

IRO-014-1 R1.1.3. Planned or unplanned outage 
information. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to address planned 
or unplanned 
outage information 
in its Operating 
Procedure, Process 
or Plan. 

N/A N/A N/A 

IRO-014-1 R1.1.4. Voltage control, including the 
coordination of reactive resources for 
voltage control. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to address voltage 
control, including 
the coordination of 
reactive resources 
for voltage control 
in its Operating 
Procedure, Process 
or Plan. 

N/A N/A N/A 

IRO-014-1 R1.1.5. Coordination of information exchange 
to support reliability assessments. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to address the 
coordination of 
information 
exchange to 
support reliability 
assessments in its 
Operating 
Procedure, Process 
or Plan. 

N/A N/A N/A 

IRO-014-1 R1.1.6. Authority to act to prevent and mitigate 
instances of causing Adverse 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 

N/A N/A N/A 
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Reliability Impacts to other Reliability 
Coordinator Areas. 

to address authority 
to act to prevent 
and mitigate 
instances of 
causing Adverse 
Reliability Impacts 
to other Reliability 
Coordinator Areas 
in its Operating 
Procedure, Process 
or Plan. 

IRO-014-1 R2. Each Reliability Coordinator’s 
Operating Procedure, Process, or Plan 
that requires one or more other 
Reliability Coordinators to take action 
(e.g., make notifications, exchange 
information, or coordinate actions) 
shall be: 

N/A N/A N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator’s 
Operating 
Procedure, Process, 
or Plan failed to 
comply with either 
IRO-014-1 R2.1 or 
R2.2. 

IRO-014-1 R2.1. Agreed to by all the Reliability 
Coordinators required to take the 
indicated action(s). 

The Reliability 
Coordinator’s 
Operating 
Procedure, Process, 
or Plan was not 
agreed to by all the 
Reliability 
Coordinators 
required to take the 
indicated action(s). 

N/A N/A N/A 

IRO-014-1 R2.2. Distributed to all Reliability 
Coordinators that are required to take 
the indicated action(s). 

The Reliability 
Coordinator’s 
Operating 
Procedure, Process, 
or Plan was not 
distributed to all 
Reliability 

N/A N/A N/A 
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Coordinators that 
are required to take 
the indicated 
action(s). 

IRO-014-1 R3. A Reliability Coordinator’s Operating 
Procedures, Processes, or Plans 
developed to support a Reliability 
Coordinator-to-Reliability Coordinator 
Operating Procedure, Process, or Plan 
shall include: 

N/A N/A N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator’s 
Operating 
Procedure, Process, 
or Plan failed to 
comply with either 
IRO-014-1 R3.1 or 
R3.2. 

IRO-014-1 R3.1. A reference to the associated 
Reliability Coordinator-to-Reliability 
Coordinator Operating Procedure, 
Process, or Plan. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator’s 
Operating 
Procedure, Process, 
or Plan failed to 
reference the 
associated 
Reliability 
Coordinator-to-
Reliability 
Coordinator 
Operating 
Procedure, Process, 
or Plan. 

N/A N/A N/A 

IRO-014-1 R3.2. The agreed-upon actions from the 
associated Reliability Coordinator-to-
Reliability Coordinator Operating 
Procedure, Process, or Plan. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator’s 
Operating 
Procedure, Process, 
or Plan failed to 
include the agreed-
upon actions from 
the associated 
Reliability 
Coordinator-to-

N/A N/A N/A 
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Reliability 
Coordinator 
Operating 
Procedure, Process, 
or Plan. 

IRO-014-1 R4. Each of the Operating Procedures, 
Processes, and Plans addressed in 
Reliability Standard IRO-014 
Requirement 1 and Requirement 3 
shall: 

N/A N/A N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator 
developed an 
Operating 
Procedure, Process, 
or Plan in 
accordance with 
IRO-014 
Requirement 1 and 
Requirement 3, but 
failed to comply 
with one of the 
elements listed in 
IRO-014-1 R4.1 
through R4.3. 

IRO-014-1 R4.1. Include version control number or date The Reliability 
Operator failed to 
include the version 
control number or 
date in its 
Operating 
Procedure, Process, 
or Plan.   

N/A N/A N/A 

IRO-014-1 R4.2. Include a distribution list. The Reliability 
Operator failed to 
include a 
distribution list in 
its Operating 
Procedure, Process, 
or Plan.   

N/A N/A N/A 

IRO-014-1 R4.3. Be reviewed, at least once every three The Reliability N/A N/A N/A 
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years, and updated if needed. Operator failed to 
review, at least 
once every three 
years, and update if 
needed, its 
Operating 
Procedure, Process, 
or Plan.   

IRO-015-1 R1. The Reliability Coordinator shall 
follow its Operating Procedures, 
Processes, or Plans for making 
notifications and exchanging 
reliability-related information with 
other Reliability Coordinators. 

N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to follow its 
Operating 
Procedures, 
Processes, or Plans 
for making 
notifications and 
exchanging 
reliability-related 
information with 
other Reliability 
Coordinators but no 
adverse reliability 
impacts resulted 
from the incident. 

N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to follow its 
Operating 
Procedures, 
Processes, or Plans 
for making 
notifications and 
exchanging 
reliability-related 
information with 
other Reliability 
Coordinators and 
adverse reliability 
impacts resulted 
from the incident.. 

IRO-015-1 R1.1. The Reliability Coordinator shall make 
notifications to other Reliability 
Coordinators of conditions in its 
Reliability Coordinator Area that may 
impact other Reliability Coordinator 
Areas. 

N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to make 
notifications to 
other Reliability 
Coordinators of 
conditions in its 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
that may impact 
other Reliability 
Coordinator Areas 

N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to make 
notifications to 
other Reliability 
Coordinators of 
conditions in its 
Reliability 
Coordinator Area 
that may impact 
other Reliability 
Coordinator Areas 
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but no adverse 
reliability impacts 
resulted from the 
incident. 

and adverse 
reliability impacts 
resulted from the 
incident. 

IRO-015-1 R2. The Reliability Coordinator shall 
participate in agreed upon conference 
calls and other communication forums 
with adjacent Reliability Coordinators. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to participate in 
agreed upon 
conference calls 
and other 
communication 
forums with 
adjacent Reliability 
Coordinators. 

N/A N/A N/A 

IRO-015-1 R2.1. The frequency of these conference calls 
shall be agreed upon by all involved 
Reliability Coordinators and shall be at 
least weekly. 

The Reliability 
Operator failed to 
participate in the 
assessment of the 
need and frequency 
of conference calls 
with other 
Reliability 
Operators.   

N/A N/A N/A 

IRO-015-1 R3. The Reliability Coordinator shall 
provide reliability-related information 
as requested by other Reliability 
Coordinators. 

N/A N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to provide 
reliability-related 
information as 
requested by other 
Reliability 
Coordinators. 

N/A 

IRO-016-1 R1. The Reliability Coordinator that 
identifies a potential, expected, or 
actual problem that requires the actions 
of one or more other Reliability 
Coordinators shall contact the other 

The Reliability 
Coordinator that 
identified a 
potential, expected, 
or actual problem 

N/A N/A The Reliability 
Coordinator that 
identified a 
potential, expected, 
or actual problem 
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Reliability Coordinator(s) to confirm 
that there is a problem and then discuss 
options and decide upon a solution to 
prevent or resolve the identified 
problem. 

that required the 
actions of one or 
more other 
Reliability 
Coordinators, 
contacted the other 
Reliability 
Coordinator(s) to 
confirm that there 
was a problem, 
discussed options 
and decided upon a 
solution to prevent 
or resolve the 
identified problem, 
but failed to have 
evidence that it 
coordinated with 
other Reliability 
Coordinators. 

that required the 
actions of one or 
more other 
Reliability 
Coordinators failed 
to contact the other 
Reliability 
Coordinator(s) to 
confirm that there 
was a problem, 
discuss options and 
decide upon a 
solution to prevent 
or resolve the 
identified problem. 

IRO-016-1 R1.1. If the involved Reliability Coordinators 
agree on the problem and the actions to 
take to prevent or mitigate the system 
condition, each involved Reliability 
Coordinator shall implement the 
agreed-upon solution, and notify the 
involved Reliability Coordinators of 
the action(s) taken. 

The responsible 
entity agreed on the 
problem and the 
actions to take to 
prevent or mitigate 
the system 
condition, 
implemented the 
agreed-upon 
solution, but failed 
to notify the 
involved Reliability 
Coordinators of the 
action(s) taken. 

N/A N/A The responsible 
entity agreed on the 
problem and the 
actions to take to 
prevent or mitigate 
the system 
condition, but 
failed to implement 
the agreed-upon 
solution. 

IRO-016-1 R1.2. If the involved Reliability Coordinators 
cannot agree on the problem(s) each 

The involved 
Reliability 

N/A N/A N/A 
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Reliability Coordinator shall re-
evaluate the causes of the disagreement 
(bad data, status, study results, tools, 
etc.). 

Coordinators could 
not agree on the 
problem(s), but a 
Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to re-evaluate the 
causes of the 
disagreement (bad 
data, status, study 
results, tools, etc.). 

IRO-016-1 R1.2.1. If time permits, this re-evaluation shall 
be done before taking corrective 
actions.   

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to re-evaluate the 
problem prior to 
taking corrective 
actions, during 
periods when time 
was not an issue.   

N/A N/A N/A 

IRO-016-1 R1.2.2. If time does not permit, then each 
Reliability Coordinator shall operate as 
though the problem(s) exist(s) until the 
conflicting system status is resolved. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to operate as 
though the 
problem(s) exist(s) 
until the conflicting 
system status was 
resolved, during 
periods when time 
was an issue. 

N/A N/A N/A 

IRO-016-1 R1.3. If the involved Reliability Coordinators 
cannot agree on the solution, the more 
conservative solution shall be 
implemented. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator 
implemented a 
solution other than 
the most 
conservative 
solution, when 
agreement on the 

N/A N/A N/A 



Complete Violation Severity Level Matrix (IRO) 
Encompassing Each Commission Approved Reliability Standard 

March 1, 2008 Page 42 

Standard 
Number 

Requirement 
Number 

Text of Requirement Lower VSL Moderate VSL High VSL Severe VSL 

solution could not 
be reached. 

IRO-016-1 R2. The Reliability Coordinator shall 
document (via operator logs or other 
data sources) its actions taken for either 
the event or for the disagreement on the 
problem(s) or for both. 

The Reliability 
Coordinator failed 
to document (via 
operator logs or 
other data sources) 
its actions taken for 
either the event or 
for the 
disagreement on 
the problem(s) or 
for both. 

N/A N/A N/A 
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Introduction 

IInnttrroodduuccttiioonn

                                                

  
 

NERC and the industry continue to develop and refine reliability standards establishing what 
registered entities must do in their planning and operating activities for assets that are part of, 
and that impact, the reliability of the North American bulk power systems.   

One modification is the addition of Violation Severity Levels (VSLs) with detailed parameters as 
one of several key elements within NERC Reliability Standards.1   VSLs are defined as 
measurements of the degree by which an entity has failed to meet a requirement within a 
reliability standard.  The determination of the VSL is made after an entity has been identified as 
being noncompliant with a standard’s requirement.  There are up to four VSLs used as a factor in 
assessing the penalty associated with non-compliance with a standard requirement. The four 
VSLs are: Lower, Moderate, High, and Severe.2

These VSL Guidelines provide direction to support the development of specific and consistent 
VSLs over the wide range of standard requirements.  

The VSL Guidelines include three types of tables: 

 A single VSL definitions table, which provides overarching guidance on criteria for 
setting VSLs 

 Individual category criteria tables for each of the categories of requirements found in 
the standards, which is discussed in more detail in Chapter 1; and 

 Illustration tables for each category criteria table. 

Purpose 
The VSL Guidelines provide direction for a specific and consistent approach for use by current 
and future NERC standard drafting teams when assigning VSLs to each requirement contained 
within their assigned NERC reliability standard.  This criterion has been applied in the initial 
development of VSLs for each of the original 83 regulatory-approved standards to satisfy the 
FERC directive to have existing Levels of Non-Compliance replaced with VSLs on all 
requirements which have a Violation Risk Factor (VRF) by March 1, 2008.   

 

 
1 Key elements within a NERC Reliability Standard include Title, Applicability, Effective Date, Purpose, 
Requirements, Violation Risk Factors, Time Horizons, Measures, Regional Variances, and Associated References. 

2 Violation Risk Factors measure the expected or potential impact in terms of risk of a violation on the reliability of 
the bulk power system. Violation Severity Levels measure the severity of a violation after it has occurred, not the 
risk. 
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These VSL Guidelines will be incorporated into the NERC Standards Drafting Team Guidelines 
for use by the standard drafting teams in future standard revisions and during the development of 
new standards.   

Clarification of Violation Risk Factors and Violation Severity Levels 
Congress charged FERC to implement its responsibilities of the 2005 Energy Policy Act, which 
imparts a high degree of urgency to establish all of the tools necessary to implement the 
Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement Program (CMEP) and the Sanctions Guidelines.  
Violation Risk Factors (VRFs) and Violation Severity Levels (VSLs) are elements of reliability 
standards used for compliance that were not in place when Version 0 standards were developed.   

The Sanctions Guidelines use VRFs and VSLs as two of the primary factors in determining the 
size of a civil penalty or sanction.  While VRFs and VSLs both contribute to the determination of 
a sanction, they are distinctly different.   

- The VRF addresses the potential adverse impact that non-compliance with a standard 
requirement could have on the bulk power system.  

- The VSL addresses how compliant or non-compliant an entity is with a specific 
requirement, and does not consider the ‘importance’ of the requirement or reliability-
related risk of a violation of the requirement.   

While there can be a menu of up to four different VSLs for the violation of each requirement, a 
VSL is only assigned to a specific infraction after it has been determined that a NERC reliability 
standard requirement has been violated.  To ensure a consistent approach in assessing the level of 
non-compliance over a wide range of standard requirements, the VSL DT developed a set of 
generic criteria for VSLs that can be applied to various categories of requirements. These generic 
VSL criteria are used in classifying and identifying the degree or level to which an entity has 
failed to satisfy a standard requirement after non-compliance has been identified.  The VSL 
drafting team and industry, based on comments received on the initial issue of the VSL 
Guidelines, have struggled with the interplay between VRFs and VSLs.   

In an attempt to further clarify the distinction between VRFs and VSLs, we offer the following 
example. (VRFs are designed to asses the risk of a violation of a requirement and VSLs are 
designed to identify the degree to which a requirement has been violated.)   

There are 2 requirements: 

 Requirement 1 speed limit of 20 MPH for a school zone — Violation Risk Factor = 
High  

 Requirement 2 speed limit of 45 MPH for a country road — Violation Risk Factor = 
Lower 
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The VSL for each requirement can be based on the same criteria.  For example, violating the 
speed limit by 10% is a lower violation severity level, while violating the speed limit by 100% is 
a severe violation severity level.   

Penalties are set for violations depending on the combination of risk and severity levels.  

There are four violation severity levels: 

Lower — up to 15% over the posted speed limit 

Moderate — from 15 % to 25% over the posted speed limit 

High — from 25% to 35% over the posted speed limit 

Severe — 35% or more over the posted speed limit 

Consider the motor vehicle speed limit as an example.  The speed limit in the school zone is 20 
miles per hour.  Since it is a school zone the “Violation Risk Factor” or potential impact of 
speeding is higher than on a highway.   

- If Motorist A were stopped for traveling at a speed of 22 miles per hour in a school 
zone, which is in violation of the posted speed limit, the level of the violation (VSL) 
could be considered minor (exceeds speed limit by 10%) (High VRF, Low VSL) 

- If Motorist A were stopped for traveling at a speed of 50 miles per hour on a country 
road, which is in violation of the posted speed limit, the level of the violation (VSL) 
could be considered minor (exceeds speed limit by 10%) (Lower VRF, Low VSL)  

- If Motorist B were stopped for traveling at a speed of 40 miles per hour in a school 
zone, which is in violation of the posted speed limit, the level of the violation (VSL) 
could be considered severe (exceeds speed limit by 100%).  (High VRF, Severe VSL) 

- If Motorist B were stopped for traveling at a speed of 90 miles pre hour on a country 
road, which is in violation of the posted speed limit, the level of violation (VSL) 
could be considered severe (exceeds speed limit by 100%) (Lower VRF, Severe VSL) 

It is at the point where 20 mph has been exceeded that we may say that a violation has occurred.  
Prior to reaching 20 mph, VSLs cannot even be considered since there is no violation. However, 
once a violation has occurred, we can consider how severe the violation was and in conjunction 
with other factors (including the VRF and any mitigating circumstances), determine the size of 
the penalty or sanction. 

In both cases the motorists violated the speed limit and would be subject to penalty.  The level of 
the penalty would be comprised of two factors3: 

                                                 
3 Note that this is a simplified example and the ERO Sanctions Guidelines use several additional factors to make the 
final determination of an actual sanction.  
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 The violation occurred in a school zone, which made it a high “Violation Risk 
Factor” violation. 

 The magnitude of the violation, or “Violation Severity Level” of 2 miles over the 
limit could be a “minor violation,” compared with 20 miles over the limit, which 
could be a “severe” violation.  

The penalties related to a speeding infraction range from a warning (for minimally exceeding the 
requirement) to a loss of driving privileges (for severely exceeding the requirement).  The 
speeding ticket analogy clearly shows that there are degrees of penalty for not observing a posted 
speed limit.  Similarly, the VSLs are intended to describe the degree to which a standard 
requirement has been violated and VRFs, which are predetermined prior to any violation 
occurring, determine the potential risk to reliability for violating a requirement.   

Scope 
To monitor and enforce compliance with the mandatory standards consistent with NERC’s 
Sanctions Guidelines as well as the Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement Program, the use 
of VSLs is required to help determine the size of a monetary penalty or sanction.  Because the 
FERC-approved reliability standards only contained “levels of non-compliance,” the Sanctions 
Guidelines cannot be fully used.  As such, FERC ordered the replacement of the previous levels 
of non-compliance with new VSLs, which will enable the full use of the Sanctions Guidelines.   

Recognizing that the previous levels of non-compliance assessed the reliability-related risk of 
violating a requirement and did not consider the degree from which compliance was not 
satisfied, the new ERO Sanctions Guidelines separate risk (VRFs) from the degree of non-
compliance (VSLs).  VSLs do not assess “importance” or “reliability-related risk” associated 
with violating a NERC reliability standard requirement, only the level of the responsible entity’s 
compliance. 

The scope of the VSL DT is limited to developing this set of guidelines, and to working with 
other drafting teams and stakeholders to establish a set of VSLs for the 83 regulatory-approved 
standards.  Stakeholders have asked the VSL DT for more information about the application of 
VSLs in real-time.  Additional details about the application of VSLs by the Compliance 
Monitoring and Enforcement Authority in determining the size of a penalty or sanction for the 
violation of a specific requirement are contained within the ERO’s Rules of Procedure, 
specifically the Sanctions Guidelines (Appendix 4B), and the Uniform Compliance Monitoring 
and Enforcement Program (Appendix 4C).    

The VSL Guidelines document and the criteria written within were developed to be applied to all 
requirements, including sub-requirements, to the maximum extent achievable, for the 83 
regulatory-approved standards.  Some exceptions may be needed for certain requirements as they 
currently exist in the 83 regulatory-approved standards until such time as these standards are 
revised by standard drafting teams. 

The VSL DT collaborated with other existing standard drafting teams to develop VSLs for each 
requirement contained within the FERC-approved reliability standards using the guidance 
contained in this guideline document.  The VSL DT recognized that very specific VSL guidance 
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can not be written to envelop all potential combinations of the numerous factors that may be 
necessary to satisfy a specific standard requirement.  

It is the belief of the VSL DT that these generic criteria can be understood and applied 
consistently by the respective SMEs to develop requirement-specific VSLs.    

The VSL Guidelines articulate a consistent approach to establish the degree to which a particular 
reliability standard requirement was violated for the purpose of assignment of a Violation 
Severity Level. The VSL DT has collaborated with existing NERC Standard drafting teams to: 

 Obtain industry input and expertise for the various standards and groups of standards; 

 Review the Violation Severity Level Guidelines drafted by the VSL DT; 

 Confirm or change the Violation Severity Level matrices; and 

 Suggest changes to improve the VSL guidelines and criteria presented here for 
establishing Violation Severity Levels. 

The VSL DT assessed the Standard drafting teams’ solicited input and pre-ballot comments and 
has reviewed the proposed changes to the VSL descriptions and levels and revised the guidelines 
and criteria for consistency. The results of those efforts are presented in the set of VSLs posted 
for stakeholder review and ballot.  

Background 
The NERC Sanctions Guidelines establish how violations of mandatory and enforceable 
reliability standards will be sanctioned.  To monitor and enforce compliance with these 
mandatory and enforceable standards, NERC’s Sanctions Guidelines require the use of Violation 
Severity Levels as a factor in determining the magnitude of a non-compliance sanction.  
However, no FERC approved NERC reliability standard currently contains Violation Severity 
Levels.  This established the need to develop a process to assign detailed and consistent 
Violation Severity Levels for all reliability standard requirements regardless of their status of 
development or approval, but especially for the standards that have been approved as mandatory 
and enforceable by one or more regulatory authorities.  FERC has: 

 Approved an interim process for the purpose of determining sanctions, the use of the 
current Levels of Non-Compliance, where they exist, in the FERC-approved 
standards,4 and 

 Directed NERC to supplement the FERC approved standards without re-issue of the 
associated standards by March 1, 2008 as follows: 

                                                 
4 To enable appropriate determinations of penalty amounts for violations on the 83 standards, the 
Commission-approved reliability standards, the Commission adopted an interim measure to use Levels of 
non-compliance.  This interim measure is discussed in the June 7 Order on Compliance Filing, paragraph 
79-80. 
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 Replace the existing Levels of Non-Compliance with Violation Severity Levels; and 

 Assign Violation Severity Levels to all FERC approved reliability standards. 

In late June 2007, a Standards Authorization Request (SAR) was submitted to address this issue.  
The Standards Committee approved the SAR in July 2007, with initial appointments to the 
drafting team approved in August 2007.  The SAR to Replace Levels of Non-compliance with 
Violation Severity Levels is Project 2007-23 in the Reliability Standards Development Plan 
2008-2010.  The drafting team is tasked with developing criteria to develop and assign Violation 
Severity Levels, and with assigning the initial set of Violation Severity Levels to each 
requirement and sub-requirement of each of the Standards approved by FERC.
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Overview — Violation Severity Level Guidelines 

CChhaapptteerr  11,,  OOvveerrvviieeww  ——  VViioollaattiioonn  SSeevveerriittyy  LLeevveell  
GGuuiiddeelliinneess  
 

The VSL Guidelines present a consistent approach to assess the degree to which a particular 
reliability standard requirement was violated.  

The VSL DT has reviewed and considered the comments to the SAR and incorporated, where 
appropriate, the suggestions supplied in the comments in developing the following guidelines.  
The VSL DT classified the requirements and sub-requirements as follows and developed criteria 
for assigning at least one VSL to each category.  At times some requirements may appear to fit in 
more than one category; however, the standard drafting teams were asked to provide rationale 
when choosing one category over another resulting in the assignment of a category for the most 
prevailing category based on importance of a requirement (or sub-requirement). 

1. Procedure/Program 

2. Implementation/Execution 

3. Reporting 

4. Coordination/Communication 

5. Numeric Performance 

6. Multi-Component 

7. Requirements without Violation Risk Factor Assigned (N/A) 

The above classifications were developed to define the multiple types of requirements contained 
in the FERC-approved standards and to assign VSLs to those requirements and sub-requirements 
containing VRFs.  To the extent that the existing Levels of Non-Compliance contained in the 
current approved standards are specific to a unique requirement, those criteria were given strong 
consideration in the development of VSLs.  It is important to keep in mind the distinction 
between VRFs and VSLs.  VRFs are used to quantify the significance of the impact on 
reliability, which could result from violating a requirement.  The VRFs are determined before 
any violation occurs. VSLs are used to quantify the degree to which an entity failed to satisfy a 
standard requirement and therefore, can only be used after it has been determined that a violation 
has occurred. 

The following guidelines should be used for establishing and assigning VSLs keeping in mind 
the following:   
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 Every requirement must have at least one VSL unless it does not have a Violation 
Risk Factor5 assigned to it, and   

 Not all requirements need to have multiple Violation Severity Levels 

The VSL DT used these criteria to apply VSLs to all the requirements in the 83 FERC-approved 
standards.  The following generic criteria are being proposed as guidance for identifying the 
appropriate classification and the assignment of VSLs to each requirement.  As standards are 
revised or created, generic terms such as “minor” and “significant elements” should be replaced 
by drafting teams with specific and measurable details in the actual VSL descriptions. 

The following table shows a general approach to assigning VSLs.  The VSL tables are comprised 
of two elements; the VSL ranging for “Lower” to “Severe”, and the “level description”.  The 
“level description” provides guidance as to what constitutes a specific violation level for the 
category of the requirement.   

The four generic definitions of severity level form the overall basis for assigning VSLs to each 
requirement.  The specific applications are developed in the subsequent chapters. 

Figure 1: Sample Violation Severity Levels Criteria Definitions Table 

Lower Moderate High Severe 
The responsible 
entity is non-
compliant with 
respect to one or 
more minor details 
within the 
requirement. 

The responsible entity is 
non-compliant with 
respect to at least one 
significant element 
within the requirement. 

The responsible entity 
is non-compliant with 
respect to two or more 
significant elements within 
the requirement. 

The responsible entity 
is non-compliant with 
most or all significant 
elements of the 
requirement. 

 

                                                 
5 While some of the requirements in the 83 FERC-approved standards do not contain VRFs, all of the standards 
under development, and all the standards expected to be developed in the future, are expected to include a VRF for 
each requirement.  
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CChhaapptteerr  22,,  PPrroocceedduurree//PPrrooggrraamm  
 

The Procedure/Program category establishes a classification of criteria for requirements that 
direct the responsible entity to have for use an executable program, procedure, protocol, or 
written guideline document.  The following general criteria should be used to develop VSLs for 
requirements that fall within this classification. 

Figure 2: Procedure/Program Criteria Table 

Lower  Moderate High  Severe 
The responsible entity's 
program/ procedure is 
non-compliant with 
respect to one or more 
minor details within the 
requirement. 

The responsible entity's 
program/ procedure is 
non-compliant with 
respect to at least one 
significant element 
within the requirement. 

The responsible entity's 
program/ procedure is 
non-compliant with 
respect to two or more 
significant elements 
within the requirement. 

The responsible entity's 
program/ procedure is 
non-compliant with most 
or all the elements of the 
requirement. 

 



Procedure/Program 

All examples are provided for illustrative purposes only and may not consistently mirror 
the requirements as presented in approved or revised standards. 

Example: FAC-003-1 Requirement R1. 
“The Transmission Owner shall prepare, and keep current, a formal transmission 
vegetation management program (TVMP).  The TVMP shall include the 
Transmission Owner’s objectives, practices, approved procedures and work 
specifications.” 

A sample set of VSLs, showing the application of the generic VSLs from Figure 2 to FAC-003-1 
Requirement R1 (Procedure/Program) is shown in two different formats below:   

Text View of VSLs: 
 VSL Lower: The Transmission Owner has a TVMP, but it has not been updated to 

include changes that are currently in effect, but have not been in effect for more than 
one month. 

 VSL Moderate: The Transmission Owner has a TVMP, but it has not been updated to 
include changes that have been in effect for more than one month, but have not been 
in effect for more than six months. 

 VSL High: The Transmission Owner has a TVMP, but it has not been updated to 
include changes that have been in effect for more than six months. 

 VSL Severe: The Transmission Owner does not have a TVMP. 

Table View of VSLs: 

Lower  Moderate High  Severe 
The Transmission 
Owner has a TVMP, 
but it has not been 
updated to include 
changes that are 
currently in effect, but 
have not been in effect 
for more than one 
month 

The Transmission 
Owner has a TVMP, 
but it has not been 
updated to include 
changes that have 
been in effect for more 
than one month, but 
have not been in effect 
for more than six 
months. 

The Transmission 
Owner has a TVMP, 
but it has not been 
updated to include 
changes that have 
been in effect for more 
than six months. 

The Transmission 
Owner does not have 
TVMP. 
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CChhaapptteerr  33  ——  IImmpplleemmeennttaattiioonn//EExxeeccuuttiioonn  
 

The Implementation/Execution category establishes a classification of criteria for requirements 
that direct the responsible entity to implement or execute a program, procedure requirement, or 
directives.  The following criteria should be used to develop Violation Severity Levels for 
standards requirements that meet this description. 

Figure 3: Implementation/Execution Criteria Table 

Lower  Moderate High  Severe 
The responsible entity's 
implementation/executi
on is non-compliant with 
respect to one or more 
minor details within the 
requirement. 

The responsible entity's 
implementation/executi
on is non-compliant with 
respect to one 
significant element 
within the requirement. 

The responsible entity's 
implementation/executi
on is non-compliant with 
respect to more than 
one significant element 
within the requirement. 

The responsible entity's 
implementation/executi
on is non-compliant with 
most or all the elements 
of the requirement. 
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All examples are provided for illustrative purposes only and may not consistently mirror 
the requirements as presented in approved or revised standards. 

Example: FAC-003-1 Requirement R1.3. 
“All personnel directly involved in the design and implementation of the TVMP 
shall hold appropriate qualifications and training, as defined by the Transmission 
Owner, to perform their duties.” 

A sample set of VSLs, showing the application of the generic VSLs from Figure 3 to FAC-003-1 
Requirement R1.3 (Implementation/Execution) is shown in two different formats below:   

Text View of VSLs: 
 VSL Lower: One or more persons directly involved in the design and implementation 

of the TVMP (but not more than 35% of the all personnel involved), did not hold 
appropriate qualifications and training to perform their duties. 

 VSL Moderate: More than 35% of all personnel directly involved in the design and 
implementation of the TVMP (but not more than 70% of all personnel involved), did 
not hold appropriate qualifications and training to perform their duties. 

 VSL High: More than 70% of all personnel directly involved in the design and 
implementation of the TVMP (but not 100% of all personnel involved), did not hold 
appropriate qualifications and training to perform their duties. 

 VSL Severe: None of the persons directly involved in the design and implementation 
of the Transmission Owner's TVMP held appropriate qualifications and training to 
perform their duties. 

Table View of VSLs: 

Lower Moderate High Severe 

One or more persons 
directly involved in the 
design and 
implementation of the 
TVMP (but not more 
than 35% of the all 
personnel involved), 
did not hold 
appropriate 
qualifications and 
training to perform their 
duties. 

More than 35% of all 
personnel directly 
involved in the design 
and implementation of 
the TVMP (but not 
more than 70% of all 
personnel involved), 
did not hold appropriate 
qualifications and 
training to perform their 
duties 

More than 70% of all 
personnel directly 
involved in the design 
and implementation of 
the TVMP (but not 
100% of all personnel 
involved), did not hold 
appropriate 
qualifications and 
training to perform their 
duties. 

None of the persons 
directly involved in the 
design and 
implementation of the 
Transmission Owner's 
TVMP held appropriate 
qualifications and 
training to perform their 
duties. 



Reporting 

Violation Severity Levels Development Guidelines Criteria 
January 2008 17 

CChhaapptteerr  44,,  RReeppoorrttiinngg  
 

The Reporting category establishes a classification of criteria that directs the responsible entity to 
report operational information and/or data to another registered entity or regulatory authority.  
For clarification purposes, reporting is a one-way correspondence with no response required.  
The following criteria should be used to develop Violation Severity Levels for standards 
requirements that meet this description. 

Figure 4: Reporting Criteria Table 

Lower  Moderate High  Severe 
The responsible entity 
is non-compliant in the 
reporting of required 
information with respect 
to one or more minor 
details within the 
requirement. 

The responsible entity 
is non-compliant in the 
reporting of required 
information with respect 
to at least one 
significant element 
within the requirement. 

The responsible entity 
is non-compliant in the 
reporting of required 
information with respect 
to more than one 
significant element 
within the requirement. 

The responsible entity’s 
reporting is non-
compliant with most or 
all the elements of the 
requirement. 

 



Reporting 
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All examples are provided for illustrative purposes only and may not consistently mirror 
the requirements as presented in approved or revised standards. 

Example: EOP-004-1 Disturbance Reporting Requirement R3.1. 
“The affected Reliability Coordinator, Balancing Authority, Transmission 
Operator, Generator Operator or Load Serving Entity shall submit within 24 hours 
of the disturbance or unusual occurrence either a copy of the report submitted to 
DOE, or, if no DOE report is required, a copy of the NERC Interconnection 
Reliability Operating Limit and Preliminary Disturbance Report form.  Events 
that are not identified until some time after they occur shall be reported within 24 
hours of being recognized.” 

A sample set of VSLs, showing the application of the generic VSLs from Figure 4 to EOP-004-1 
Requirement R3.1 (Reporting) is shown in two different formats below:   

Text View of VSLs: 
 VSL Lower: The responsible entities submitted the report within 36 hours of the 

disturbance or discovery of the disturbance. 

 VSL Moderate: N/A 

 VSL High: The responsible entities submitted the report within 48 hours of the 
disturbance or discovery of the disturbance. 

 VSL Severe:  The responsible entities submitted the report within more than 48 hours 
after the disturbance or discovery of the disturbance. 

Table View of VSLs: 

Lower Moderate High Severe 

The responsible 
entities submitted the 
report within 36 hours 
of the disturbance or 
discovery of the 
disturbance. 

N/A The responsible entities 
submitted the report 
within 48 hours of the 
disturbance or discovery 
of the disturbance. 

The responsible entities 
submitted the report 
within more than 48 
hours after the 
disturbance or discovery 
of the disturbance. 

 



Coordination/Communication 
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CChhaapptteerr  55,,  CCoooorrddiinnaattiioonn//CCoommmmuunniiccaattiioonn  
 

The Coordination/Communication category establishes a classification for standards 
requirements that direct the responsible entity to coordinate and/or communicate with other 
required entities.  For clarification purposes, Coordination/Communication is considered 
communication between two or more parties with the expectation of response.  The following 
criteria should be used to develop Violation Severity Levels for standards requirements that meet 
this description. 

Figure 5: Coordination/Communication Criteria Table 

Lower Moderate High Severe 
The responsible 
entity's coordination/co
mmunication is non-
compliant with respect 
to one or more minor 
details within the 
requirement. 

The responsible 
entity's coordination/co
mmunication is non-
compliant with respect 
to at least 
one significant element 
within the requirement. 

The responsible 
entity's coordination/co
mmunication is non-
compliant with respect 
to more than one 
significant element 
within the requirement. 

The responsible 
entity's coordination/co
mmunication is non-
compliant with most or 
all the elements of the 
requirement. 

 



Coordination/Communication 
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All examples are provided for illustrative purposes only and may not consistently mirror 
the requirements as presented in approved or revised standards. 

Example: EOP-003-1 Requirement R3. 
“Each Transmission Operator and Balancing Authority shall coordinate load 
shedding plans among other interconnected Transmission Operators and 
Balancing Authorities.” 

A sample set of VSLs, showing the application of the generic VSLs from Figure 5 to EOP-003-1 
Requirement R3 (Coordination/Coordination) is shown in two different formats below:   

Text View of VSLs: 
 VLS Lower: The Transmission Operator and Balancing Authority has demonstrated 

coordination / communication with required entities with minor exception and is 
substantially compliant with the directives of the requirement. 

 VLS Moderate: The Transmission Operator and Balancing Authority has 
demonstrated coordination or communication with all but one of its TOPs or BAs and 
is mostly compliant with the directives of the requirement. 

 VSL High: The Transmission Operator and Balancing Authority has demonstrated 
coordination or communication with some of its TOPs and BAs but was deficient in 
meeting the directives of the requirement because multiple interconnected TOPs and 
BAs were not included. 

 VSL Severe: The Transmission Operator and Balancing Authority has failed to 
coordinate load shedding plans among any of its interconnected Transmission 
Operators and Balancing Authorities. 

Table View of VSLs: 

Lower Moderate High Severe 
The Transmission 
Operator and Balancing 
Authority has 
demonstrated 
coordination or 
communication with 
required entities with 
minor exception and is 
substantially compliant 
with the directives of the 
requirement. 

The Transmission 
Operator and Balancing 
Authority has 
demonstrated 
coordination or 
communication with all 
but one of its TOPs or 
BAs and is mostly 
compliant with the 
directives of the 
requirement. 

The Transmission 
Operator and Balancing 
Authority has 
demonstrated 
coordination or 
communication with 
some of its TOPs and 
BAs but was deficient in 
meeting the directives of 
the requirement 
because multiple 
interconnected TOPs 
and BAs were not 
included. 

The Transmission 
Operator and Balancing 
Authority has failed to 
coordinate load 
shedding plans among 
any of its interconnected 
Transmission Operators 
and Balancing 
Authorities. 
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CChhaapptteerr  66,,  NNuummeerriicc  PPeerrffoorrmmaannccee  
 

The Numeric Performance criteria establish three classifications for standards requirements that 
direct the responsible entity to meet a defined numeric performance level.  One of the following 
three Numeric Performance (NP) methods should be used to develop Violation Severity Levels 
for standards requirements that meet this description. 

NP1.  The quartile approach, using straight percentages around the total value or 100%. 

NP2.  The quartile approach, defining a minimum acceptable value and then applying the four 
quartiles between the minimum value and 100%.  (The minimum acceptable value should be 
defined and supported by the use of technical supportable criteria). 

NP3.  In cases where there is a target or a specific value in the current approved mandatory and 
enforceable standard, use the existing target or value to define the Violation Severity Levels. 

Figure 6: Numeric Performance Criteria Table 

Lower Moderate High Severe 
1st quartile 

The responsible entity 
has failed to meet the 
minimum acceptable 
performance of the 
requirement but has 
achieved a performance 
level equal to or above 
the 75th percentile of the 
appropriate measure. 

2nd quartile 

The responsible entity 
has achieved the 
measure of 
performance level below 
the 75th percentile but 
equal to or above the 
50th percentile of the 
appropriate measure. 

3rd quartile 

The responsible entity 
has achieved the 
measure of 
performance level below 
or equal to the 50th 
percentile but equal to 
or above the 25th 
percentile of the 
appropriate measure. 

4th quartile 

The responsible entity 
has achieved the 
measure of 
performance level below 
the 25th percentile of 
the appropriate 
measure. 



Numeric Performance 

Violation Severity Levels Development Guidelines Criteria 
January 2008 22 

VSLs for Numerical Requirements are divided into quartiles as described below: 

 Lower:  75% ≤ Normalized Score < 100%. 

 Moderate: 50% ≤ Normalized Score < 75%. 

 High:  25% ≤ Normalized Score < 50%. 

 Severe:   0% Normalized Score < 25%. 

Three examples of Numeric Performance criteria follow on the next several 
pages. 
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All examples are provided for illustrative purposes only and may not consistently mirror 
the requirements as presented in approved or revised standards. 

NP1 Example: BAL-001-0 Real Power Balancing Control Performance 
Requirement R2. 
“Each Balancing Authority shall operate such that its average ACE for at least 90% of clock-ten-
minute periods (6 non-overlapping periods per hour) during a calendar month is within a specific 
limit, referred to as L10.” 

For this NP1 Example, the severity levels are determined by applying four equal 
quartiles between the target percentage and zero. 
 
A sample set of VSLs, showing the application of the generic VSLs from Figure 6 to BAL-001-0 
Requirement R2 (Numeric Performance) is shown in two different formats below:   

Text View of VSLs: 
 VSL Lower: The responsible entity is mostly compliant with minor exceptions.  

Equivalent score: equal to or more than 67.5% but less than 90%. 

 VSL Moderate: The responsible entity is mostly compliant with significant 
exceptions.  Equivalent score: equal to or more than 45% but less than 67.5%. 

 VSL High: The responsible entity is marginal in performance or results.  Equivalent 
score: equal to or more than 22.5% but less than 45%. 

 VSL Severe: The responsible entity is poor in performance or results.  Equivalent 
score:  less than 22.5%. 

Table View of VSLs: 

Lower Moderate High Severe 
The responsible entity is 
mostly compliant with 
minor exceptions.  
Equivalent score: equal 
to or more than 67.5% 
but less than 90%. 

The responsible entity is 
mostly compliant with 
significant exceptions.  
Equivalent score: equal 
to or more than 45% but 
less than 67.5%. 

The responsible entity is 
marginal in performance 
or results.  Equivalent 
score: equal to or more 
than 22.5% but less 
than 45%. 

The responsible entity 
is poor in performance 
or results.  Equivalent 
score:  less than 
22.5%. 
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All examples are provided for illustrative purposes only and may not consistently mirror 
the requirements as presented in approved or revised standards. 

NP2 Example: BAL-001-0 Real Power Balancing Control Performance 
Requirement R2.   

“Each Balancing Authority shall operate such that its average ACE for at least 
90% of clock-ten-minute periods (6 non-overlapping periods per hour) during a 
calendar month is within a specific limit, referred to as L10.” 

For this NP2 Example, the assumption is made that the minimum acceptable 
value is a score of 72 (Note: the score of 72 must be supportable and defensible). 
 
A sample set of VSLs, showing the application of the generic VSLs from Figure 6 to BAL-001-0 
Requirement R2 (Numeric Performance) is shown in two different formats below:   

Text View of VSLs: 
 VSL Lower: The responsible entity is mostly compliant with minor exceptions.  

Equivalent score: more than 84 but less than 90. 

 VSL Moderate: The responsible entity is mostly compliant with significant 
exceptions.  Equivalent score: more than 78 but less than or equal to 84. 

 VSL High: The responsible entity is marginal in performance or results.  Equivalent 
score: at least 72 but less than or equal to 78. 

 VSL Severe: The responsible entity is poor in performance or results.  Equivalent 
score:  less than 72. 

Table View of VSLs: 

Lower Moderate High Severe 
The responsible entity 
is mostly compliant with 
minor exceptions.  
Equivalent score: more 
than 84 but less than 
90. 

The responsible entity 
is mostly compliant with 
significant exceptions.  
Equivalent score: more 
than 78 but less than or 
equal to 84. 

The responsible entity 
is marginal in 
performance or results.  
Equivalent score: at 
least 72 but less than or 
equal to 78. 

The responsible entity 
is poor in performance 
or results.  Equivalent 
score:  less than 72. 
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All examples are provided for illustrative purposes only and may not consistently mirror 
the requirements as presented in approved or revised standards. 

NP3 Example: BAL-001-0 Real Power Balancing Control Performance 
Requirement R2. 
(taken from Levels of Non-Compliance) 

“Each Balancing Authority shall operate such that its average ACE for at least 
90% of clock-ten-minute periods (6 non-overlapping periods per hour) during a 
calendar month is within a specific limit, referred to as L10.” 

A sample set of VSLs, showing the application of the generic VSLs from Figure 6 to BAL-001-0 
Requirement R2 (Numeric Performance) is shown in two different formats below:   

Text View of VSLs: 
 VSL Lower: The Balancing Authority Area’s value of CPS2 is less than 90% but 

greater than or equal to 85%. 

 VSL Moderate: The Balancing Authority Area’s value of CPS2 is less than 85% but 
greater than or equal to 80%.  

 VSL High: The Balancing Authority Area’s value of CPS2 is less than 80% but 
greater than or equal to 75%.  

 VSL Severe: The Balancing Authority Area’s value of CPS2 is less than 75%. 

Table View of VSLs: 

Lower Moderate High Severe 
The Balancing Authority 
Area’s value of CPS2 is 
less than 90% but 
greater than or equal to 
85%. 

The Balancing Authority 
Area’s value of CPS2 is 
less than 85% but 
greater than or equal to 
80%.  

The Balancing Authority 
Area’s value of CPS2 is 
less than 80% but 
greater than or equal to 
75%.  

The Balancing Authority 
Area’s value of CPS2 is 
less than 75%. 
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CChhaapptteerr  77,,  MMuullttii--CCoommppoonneenntt  
 

The Multi-Component category establishes a classification of criteria for requirements that have 
multiple components or sub-requirements that direct the responsible entity to comply with a 
multiple number of sub-requirements or sub-sub-requirements.  To be considered a multi-
component, the requirement must have sub-requirements or requirements listed on an 
attachment.  However, a requirement having a sub-requirement may fall under one of the other 
categories.  The following general criteria should be used to develop Violation Severity Levels 
for standards requirements that meet this description. 

Use of the quartile methodology is suggested.  

Figure 6: Multi-Component Criteria Table 

Lower Moderate High Severe 
The responsible entity 
failed to comply with 
less than 25% of the 
number of sub-
components within a 
requirement. 

The responsible entity 
failed to comply with 
25% or more and less 
than 50% of the number 
of sub-components 
within a requirement. 

The responsible entity 
has failed to comply 
with 50% or more and 
less than 75% of the 
number of sub-
components within a 
requirement.   

The responsible entity 
has failed to comply 
with 75% or more of the 
number of sub-
components. 

 

For a multi-component requirement that contains 20 sub-requirements or 
elements, the following VSLS apply: 

 Lower: 1 missed sub-requirements ≤ 5  (Missed at least 1 and up to 5 sub 
requirements) 

 Moderate: 6 = missed sub-requirements ≤ 10 

 High: 11 = missed sub-requirements ≤ 15  

 Severe: 16 = missed sub-requirements ≤  20  
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All examples are provided for illustrative purposes only and may not consistently mirror 
the requirements as presented in approved or revised standards. 

Example 1: EOP-005-1 System Restoration Plans, Requirement R1.  
“Each Transmission Operator shall have a restoration plan to reestablish its 
electric system in a stable and orderly manner in the event of a partial or total 
shutdown of its system, including necessary operating instructions and procedures 
to cover emergency conditions, and the loss of vital telecommunications channels.  
Each Transmission Operator shall include the applicable elements listed in 
Attachment 1 of EOP-005 in developing a restoration plan.” 

A sample set of VSLs, showing the application of the generic VSLs from Figure 6 to EOP-005-1 
Requirement R2 (Multi-Component) is shown in two different formats below:   

Text View of VSLs: 
 VSL Lower: The responsible entity failed to comply with less than 25% of the 

elements listed in Attachment 1. 

 VSL Moderate: The responsible entity failed to comply with 25% or more and less 
than 50% of the elements listed in Attachment 1. 

 VSL High: The responsible entity has achieved a measure of performance equal to or 
below 50% but above 25% of the elements listed in Attachment 1. 

 VSL Severe: The responsible entity has achieved a measure of performance equal to 
or below 25% of the elements listed in Attachment 1. 

Table View of VSLs: 

Lower Moderate High Severe 
The responsible entity 
failed to comply with 
less than 25% of the 
elements listed in 
Attachment 1. 

The responsible entity 
failed to comply with 
25% or more and less 
than 50% of the 
elements listed in 
Attachment 1. 

The responsible entity 
has achieved a 
measure of 
performance equal to or 
below 50% but above 
25% of the elements 
listed in Attachment 1. 

The responsible entity 
has achieved a 
measure of 
performance equal to or 
below 25% of the 
elements listed in 
Attachment 1. 

 



Multi-Component 

All examples are provided for illustrative purposes only and may not consistently mirror 
the requirements as presented in approved or revised standards. 

Example 2: PER-003-0 Load Shedding Plans, Requirement R1. 
“Each Transmission Operator, Balancing Authority, and Reliability Coordinator 
shall staff all operating positions that meet both of the following criteria with 
personnel that are NERC-certified for the applicable functions:” 

A sample set of VSLs, showing the application of the generic VSLs from Figure 6 to PER-003-0 
Requirement R1 (Multi-Component) is shown in two different formats below:   

Text View of VSLs: 
 VSL Lower: The responsible entity failed to staff an operating position with NERC 

certified personnel for greater than 0 hours and less 12 hours for any operating 
position for a calendar month.  

 VSL Moderate: The responsible entity failed to staff an operating position with NERC 
certified personnel for greater than 12 hours and less 36 hours for any operating 
position for a calendar month. 

 VSL High: The responsible entity failed to staff an operating position with NERC 
certified personnel for greater than 36 hours and less 72 hours for any operating 
position for a calendar month. 

 VSL Severe: The responsible entity failed to staff an operating position with NERC 
certified personnel for greater than 72 hours for any operating position for a calendar 
month. 

Table View of VSLs: 

Lower Moderate High Severe 

The responsible entity 
failed to staff an 
operating position with 
NERC certified 
personnel for greater 
than 0 hours and less 
than 12 hours for any 
operating position for a 
calendar month.  

The responsible entity 
failed to staff an 
operating position with 
NERC certified 
personnel for greater 
than 12 hours and less 
than 36 hours for any 
operating position for a 
calendar month. 

The responsible entity 
failed to staff an 
operating position with 
NERC certified 
personnel for greater 
than 36 hours and less 
than 72 hours for any 
operating position for a 
calendar month. 

The responsible entity 
failed to staff an 
operating position with 
NERC certified 
personnel for greater 
than 72 hours for any 
operating position for a 
calendar month. 
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Requirements without VRF Assigned 

All examples are provided for illustrative purposes only and may not consistently mirror 
the requirements as presented in approved or revised standards. 

CChhaapptteerr  88,,  RReeqquuiirreemmeennttss  wwiitthhoouutt  VVRRFF  AAssssiiggnneedd  
 

Some requirements do not have an assigned Violation Risk Factor.6 For these requirements, it is 
not necessary to assign a Violation Severity Level.  These requirements will be assigned a 
Violation Severity Level of Not Applicable (N/A). 

Example: BAL-002-0 Disturbance Control Performance Requirement R4.2. 
“The default Disturbance Recovery Period is 15 minutes after the start of a 
Reportable Disturbance.  This period may be adjusted to better suit the needs of 
an Interconnection based on analysis approved by the NERC Operating 
Committee.” 

A sample set of VSLs, showing the application of “Not Applicable” as a VSL for requirements 
without a Violation Risk Factor in BAL-002-0 Requirement R4.2 is shown in two different 
formats below:   

Text View of VSLs: 
 VSL Lower: N/A (Requirement R4.2. does not have an assigned Violation Risk Factor 

and does not need a Violation Severity Level assignment.) 

 VSL Moderate: N/A. 

 VSL High: N/A. 

 VSL Severe: N/A. 

Table View of VSLs: 

Lower Moderate High Severe 
(Requirement R4.2. 
does not have an 
assigned Violation 
Risk Factor and does 
not need a Violation 
Severity Level 
assignment) N/A. 

N/A N/A N/A 

 

                                                 
6 Currently there are 12 requirements within the FERC-approved standards that do not have an assigned 
Violation Risk Factor.  They include: BAL-002-0 (R4.2.; R5.1.; R5.2.; R6.1.); BAL-005-0 (R1.); EOP-004-1 
(R3.2.); IRO-006-3 (R2.1.; R2.2.: R2.3.); PRC-001-1 (R3.); and TOP-003-0 (R1.). 
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