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Group 
Northeast Power Coordinating Council 
Guy Zito 
No 
The Purpose of IRO-004-4 is: “To establish the responsibility of Reliability Coordinators to 
act or direct others to act.” The Functional Model states that Reliability Coordinators 
interact with Transmission Service Providers, and Transmission Service Providers interact 
with Reliability Coordinators. Why is the TSP being removed from the Applicability and the 
Requirements? The contents of the Rationale boxes need to be reviewed and revised. For 
example, The Rationale under Applicability mentions Purchasing-Selling Entity and Load-
Serving Entity being deleted from IRO-001-1.1. The Rationale for Requirements R2 and R3 



mentions the retirement of IRO-004-2. The Rationale for IRO-001-4 should deal with IRO-
001-4. The Drafting Team should consider the removal of the Rationale Box for R2 and R3. 
Suggest that the Drafting Team consider replacing the word “ensure” where used in the 
Requirements and Measures and VSL Table with the word “maintain”. Because 
Transmission Service Provider is being removed from the Applicability of the standard, 
Transmission Service Provider needs to be removed from the body of the standard. For 
example, the Quality Review did not catch its use in the Data Retention section.  
No 
The contents of the Rationale boxes must be reviewed with respect to their applicability to 
IRO-002-4. The Drafting Team should clarify and coordinate the requirements between 
voice and data equipment requirements and the associated COM-001 and IRO-002-4. The 
SDT should clarify the COM-001 is restricted to voice communications and the IRO-002-4 R1 
is intended to address data. It is also not clear that IRO-002-4 R2 is limited to voice 
communication and/or data. A wording change for R2 to be considered: Each Reliability 
coordinator shall have the authority to approve planned outages and maintenance of its 
telecommunication and data exchange capabilities (as referenced in R1). Requirement R3 
has had the word “telecommunication” added to it. Should also add the word telemetering 
to make the requirement read “…telecommunication and telemetering…”. Then use of 
telecommunication and telemetering should be made consistent throughout the 
document. In Requirement R4 delete the comma between “…Special Protection Systems, 
and sub-100kV…” to make it read “…Special Protection Systems and sub-100kV…”. This 
makes it clear that both Special Protection Systems and sub-100kV facilities shall be 
monitored.  
No 
“Ensure” or “ensured” should not be used in the standard. The contents of the Rationale 
boxes must be reviewed to ensure they are consistent with their associated Requirements. 
For example, the Rationale for Requirements R5 and R6 refers to the use of the word 
“impacted”. Impacted is not used in Requirement R5. The contents of the Rationale for R1, 
and R3 and R4 should be expanded to provide a short background statement for the 
Rationale. The wording of requirements should be made consistent. Why is Requirement R7 
being deleted?  
Yes 
 
No 
The Rationale for Requirement R1 explains what review changes were made, and do not 
address the contents of the Requirements. The Rationale for Requirement R1 should be 
removed. Measure M1 reflects Part 1.5 not being removed. Why is Part 1.5 being removed? 
A RC should have the detailed authority. What Requirements does the Rationale on page 7 
refer to? The replacement of the word “other” with “adjacent” may leave a reliability gap. 
Because the words “may impact” already serve as the qualifier for the RC to select who to 
notify, then the RC is not obligated to notify all RCs hence the scope of notification is finite. 
We urge the SDT to consider reinserting the word “other” into R1. The Drafting Team 



should review the use of the phrase “Wide Area” in IRO-008-2 (and other IRO standards) 
and the phrase “Reliability Coordinator Area” in IRO-014-3. If these phrases are 
synonymous, then use of one or the other should be decided upon. Regarding the 
Retention Period, there are no data retention periods for Requirements R3 and R4. Instead, 
there are retention period requirements for R8 and R9, which do not exist. We urge the SDT 
and NERC to conduct a thorough and independent quality review for all standards posted 
for commenting and balloting to avoid unnecessary delays in approving standards due to 
these errors. Suggest restoring the standard to its original wording.  
No 
“Operations Planning” in the Purpose is not defined in the NERC glossary and should not be 
capitalized. Regarding the Rationale and Time Horizon boxes on page 5: The words in the 
Rationale is appropriate for a guideline or announcement. It does not belong in a Rationale 
box. Neither “Time Horizon” nor “Operations Planning Time Horizon” is in the NERC 
Glossary and should not be capitalized. If those terms are to be considered for inclusion in 
the NERC Glossary, then they should be included on the Definitions of Terms Used in 
Standard. The R1 wording “…within its Reliability Coordinator Area” should be removed. 
Part 1.4 refers to “…other Reliability Coordinators”. The box “Note on part 1.5” does not 
belong in the standard. It is a comment response. “Near-Term Transmission Planning 
Horizon” is defined as “The transmission planning period that covers Year One through 
five.” The Rationale for Requirement R4 should be revised to just address the “why”, and 
justification for R4. During the last posting, we commented that the requirement for TOP 
and BA to coordinate outage plans is inappropriate since the BA does not develop outage 
plans or schedules; it only receives them from the Generator Owners and may suggest 
adjustments based on resource/demand/interchange assessments. The SDT’s response 
suggests that these details would be elaborated in the process document and hence no 
changes were made. While we agree that such details can be elaborated in the process 
document, sub-Part 1.1.2 should be expanded to include facility owners in order for the RC 
to develop a workable and appropriate outage coordination process involving the correct 
entities. We are unable to support sub-Part 1.1.2 as written, and suggest the Drafting Team 
to either revise it to remove the BA from it, or to expand it to include the facility owners 
and/or operators. Corresponding changes will need to be made to Requirement R2.  
No 
Regarding Requirements R1 and R2, “ensure” should not be used as mentioned in previous 
comments. This must be honored THROUGHOUT the standard. For this particular 
requirement, consider using the word “maintain” or “restore” instead. Throughout the 
standard, consider replacing “address” with “maintain”. The Time Horizon should not 
include Operations Planning, or Same-Day Operations. The phrase, ‘within its TOP/BA Area’ 
should not be removed. Entities do not have authority to direct others outside of their area. 
In addition R3 only requires those to comply that are in the TOP/BA Area. For consistency, 
we suggest retaining that above language. Regarding Requirement R3, Time Horizons 
should not include Operations Planning, or Same-Day Operations. Regarding ALL the 
standard’s requirements, where Operating Instruction is used, the Time Horizon category 
must be reviewed. In Requirement R7, the “e” in emergency must be capitalized. 



“Comparable” should be added before “assistance”. In R7, the previous language should be 
retained to limit the assistance up to and including emergency procedures implemented by 
the requesting entity. As worded, this could expose the assisting entity to violations for not 
going beyond what has been implemented. This addition would distinguish it from the 
previous requirements. To address the Drafting Team response to the previous posting, 
when declaring an emergency, entities have a number of corrective actions to restore the 
system to normal. The previous language allows assisting entities to implement similar 
steps, which increase in severity, with the entity that is in the emergency. In Requirement 
R9, strike the words “interconnected NERC registered” to be consistent with TOP-002-4 
Requirement R3. The language in Requirement R16 should be made consistent with the 
language in Requirement R9. There should be consistent language used in requirements R9, 
R16, and R17. During the last posting, a concern was expressed over the ambiguity in R9 as 
the words “between the affected entities” can be interpreted as any two entities (external 
to the one who is notifying others) that are affected by the outages of telemetering and 
telecommunication equipment, control equipment, monitoring and assessment 
capabilities, and associated communication channels. To clarify the intent of the 
requirement, suggest R9 be revised to: R9. Each Balancing Authority and Transmission 
Operator shall notify its Reliability Coordinator and impacted interconnected NERC 
registered entities of outages of telemetering equipment, control equipment, monitoring 
and assessment capabilities, and associated communication channels between THEM AND 
the impacted entities. Regarding Requirement R10, a Transmission Operator cannot be held 
responsible for monitoring ANY facilities in neighboring Transmission Operator areas. A 
Transmission Operator can only rely on what information is provided by a neighboring 
Transmission Operator. The new requirement R19 addresses the data exchange capabilities 
needed. The Drafting Team should consider removing R10. If Requirement R10 is to remain, 
then if a sub-100 kV facility is needed to maintain reliability, it should be included in the BES 
by exception. This standard should require the TOP to monitor BES Elements in its area. 
Monitoring BES Elements beyond that is the responsibility of the RC. Monitoring of 
neighboring facilities presents an authority issue, which is clearly defined in the IERP 
Report, and Paragraphs 84 and 87 of the NOPR. R10 as written implies the TOP needs to 
monitor its neighboring TOP’s entire area when in reality a subset of facilities may be all 
that is required. One suggested rephrasing is: Each Transmission Operator shall monitor 
Facilities within its Transmission Operator Area and those Facilities it determines as 
necessary in its neighboring Transmission Operator Areas to maintain reliability within its 
Transmission Operator Area… Another suggestion is: Each Transmission Operator shall 
monitor Facilities within its Transmission Operator Area including sub-100kV facilities 
needed to maintain reliability and the status of Special Protection Systems within its 
Transmission Operator Area and neighboring Transmission Operator Areas to maintain 
reliability within its Transmission Operator Area. The Drafting Team should consider 
removing “ensure” or its replacement word from Requirement R11. Refer to standard PRC-
001-1.1. Requirement R13 should be reworded to: Each Transmission Operator shall 
perform or have performed a Real-time Assessment at least once every 30 minutes. The “s” 
in system should be capitalized in Requirement R15. The word “own” should not be deleted 



from Requirement R16. It provides clarity that this is only pertaining to the equipment the 
Transmission Operator owns and not other equipment. “Always” should be removed from 
Requirement R18. In Requirement R19 “(Balancing Authority Area)” is not needed and 
should be removed. In Requirement R20 remove “(Balancing Authority Area)” and 
“Transmission Operator Area”. What defines a neighboring Transmission Operator Area? 
There are many instances where the loss of a facility several Transmission Operator Areas 
away from a Transmission Operator Area impacts that Transmission Operator Area.  
No 
The proposed definition for Operational Planning Analysis shown in the Definitions of 
Terms Used in Standard should be a redline of what is in the NERC Glossary. The Rationale 
for Requirement R1 can be removed, and be placed in a guideline or support document. 
The Rationale for Requirement R3, and Rationale for Requirements R4 and R5 can be 
removed. It belongs in Consideration of Comments. The Rationale for Requirements R6 and 
R7 can be removed, and be placed in a guideline or support document.  
No 
The proposed definitions for Real-time Assessment and Operational Planning Analysis 
shown in the Definitions of Terms Used in Standard should be a red line of what is in the 
NERC Glossary. Additional information should be added to the Rationale for Requirement 
R5 for justification and background.  
Yes 
In the White Paper System Operating Limit Definition and Exceedance Clarification, delete 
the phrase “unit/intra-area instability,” from the Transient Stability Limits description. 
Individual unit instability is not being looked at; operations are to prevent system 
instability. During the last posting, the need to shed load under the pre-contingency loading 
condition when the 4-hour rating is exceeded was commented on. The Drafting Team’s 
response indicates that “it has revised the whitepaper to include “as necessary and 
appropriate”. However, this change is made to the post-contingency condition for 
exceeding the 15-minute Emergency Rating, but not to the pre-contingency loading 
condition when the 4-hour rating is exceeded as it still stipulates that “All of the above plus 
load shed to control violation below Emergency Rating consistent with timelines identified 
in Operating Plan.” We speculate that the insertion of “as necessary and appropriate” to 
the post-contingency condition when the 15-minute Emergency rating is exceeded was an 
error. However, if the SDT really meant to keep load shedding under the pre-contingency 
loading condition when the 4-hour rating is exceeded, then we will again express our 
disagreement with the approach. When the 4-hour rating is exceeded, the TOP still have up 
to 15 minutes to reduce loading to within the Normal rating. Further, as stated in the 
paragraph preceding Table 1, “However, operating between 900 MVA and 950 MVA 
(commenter insert: i.e. exceeding the 4-hour rating but not the 15-minute rating) is not an 
SOL exceedance unless the associated Operating Plan time parameter is exceeded as 
explained in Figure 1 (commenter insert: i.e. 15 minutes have elapsed and still unable to 
return loading to below 4-hour rating).” We urge the SDT to reassess whether or not the 



“as necessary and appropriate” should be inserted to the pre-contingency loading condition 
for exceeding the 4-hour rating.  
Yes 
 
Yes 
Because of the similarities in Purposes, Applicabilities, and Requirements of standards 
within the group that is posted, combining requirements with the intent on reducing the 
number of standards should be considered. During the last posting, we expressed a concern 
over the proposed retirement of TOP-004-2, Requirement R4, which stipulates that: R4. If a 
Transmission Operator enters an unknown operating state (i.e. any state for which valid 
operating limits have not been determined), it will be considered to be in an emergency 
and shall restore operations to respect proven reliable power system limits within 30 
minutes. The SDT’s response to our comment indicates that: As presented in the white 
paper on the Treatment of SOLs, the proposed requirements are based on the concept of 
not depending on pre-determined existing SOLs/IROLs but rather to monitor the existing 
and potential operating conditions and evaluate them against the same ratings and limits 
that SOLs/IROLs would be based upon. Those ratings and limits rarely change due to 
changes in system conditions, whereas predetermined SOLs and IROLs may change due to 
the assumptions they were based on. No change made. While we agree that the ratings and 
limits upon which the SOLs/IROLs are based rarely change due to changes in system 
conditions, the changes in system condition themselves can render any SOLs/IROLs invalid. 
In other word, there does not exist any “proven reliable power system limits” as stated in 
R4 of TOP-002-4. While the concept of not depending on pre-determined existing 
SOLs/IROLs but rather to monitor the existing and potential operating conditions and 
evaluate them against the same ratings and limits that SOLs/IROLs would be based upon 
may seem appropriate, the concept itself (and being in a “white paper” status), or use of 
any information in the white paper, does not help or mandate re-calculation of valid SOLs 
and IROLs when entering an unknown state. If R4 in TOP-004-2 is retired, it leaves a 
potential reliability gap. The white paper does not mandate the proper and necessary 
action to “restore operations to respect proven reliable power system limits within 30 
minutes” when entering into an unknown state. We again urge the SDT to consider not 
retiring Requirement R4 of TOP-002-4. A proper Quality Review of the postings would have 
eliminated the necessity of submitting many of the above comments.  
Group 
FRCC Compliance 
Scott Knewasser 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 



NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
Yes 
1. IRO-001-4 R1, TOP-001-3 R1 & R3: The phrase “… to ensure the reliability of its 
RC/TOP/BA Area.” is not measurable. The requirements should be stated so that the stated 
reliability is objectively measurable. For example, “… to ensure all Facilities within the 
RC/TOP/BA Area remain within SOLs and IROLs.” Otherwise, the requirements are too 
vague as to when the RC/TOP/BA would be required to act, or whether the action taken 
was sufficient to ensure reliability. 2. TOP-002-4 R1: The definition of Operational Planning 
Analysis does not specify what “potential (post-Contingency) conditions” are to be 
evaluated, and is therefore not measurable. Either the requirement or the definition should 
be revised to clarify and add measurability as to which contingencies are required to be 
included in the analysis. 3. TOP-002-4 R4 (4.2): The phrase “…for the next-day that 
addresses: Interchange scheduling” is too vague and not measurable. The requirement 
should be stated so as to be objectively measurable. For example, “… for the next-day that 
addresses: Expected Interchange scheduling”. 4. TOP-002-4 R4 (4.4): The phrase “… for the 
next-day that addresses: Capacity and energy reserve requirements …” is not measurable. 
Applicable reserve requirements should be clearly provided to provide measurability as to 
whether the Operating Plan addressed them. For example, “… for the next-day that 
addresses: Capacity and energy reserve requirements (at a minimum N-1 Contingency 
planning) …”  
Group 
Associated Electric Cooperative, Inc. - JRO00088 
Phil Hart 
No 
AECI agrees with SPP comments regarding R1-R3: R1 – We have concerns regarding the 
phrase ‘to ensure the reliability’. The phrase is ambiguous and detracts from the purpose of 
the standard which is to ensure the Reliability Coordinator takes action or directs others to 
act. Additionally, we suggest tying the ‘others’ in Requirement R1 specifically to those 
entities identified in Requirements R2 and R3.We recommend the following rewrite: ‘Each 
Reliability Coordinator shall act, or direct others as identified in Requirements R2 and R3 to 
act, by issuing Operating Instructions in accordance with its responsibilities as a Reliability 
Coordinator within its Reliability Coordinator Area. ‘ Rationale Box for Requirements R2 & 
R3 – The Rationale Box for Requirements R2 and R3 does not match the language in the 
requirements. There is no mention of the Transmission Service Provider in the 
requirements. It only appears in Measures M2 and M3. The IRO Five Year Review Team had 
recommended adding Transmission Service Provider to Requirements R2 and R3 to allow 



the retirement of IRO-004-2. With the removal of the Transmission Service Provider in 
Requirements R2 and R3, can the retirement of IRO-004-2 move forward?  
No 
AECI agrees with SERC comments regarding R2: The OC Review Group suggests adding the 
word ‘its’ between ‘with’ and ‘Balancing Authorities’ to provide clarity. Suggested Wording: 
“R2: Each Reliability Coordinator shall have data exchange capabilities with its Balancing 
Authorities and Transmission Operators, and with other entities it deems necessary, for it 
to perform its Operational Planning Analyses, Real-time monitoring, and Real-time 
Assessments.”  
No 
AECI agrees with SERC comments regarding R8: In R8, the OC Review Group suggests 
removing the words ‘prevented or’ because prevention of SOL or IROL exceedance is 
difficult to prove and would typically not be communicated to BAs and TOPs. Suggested 
Wording: “R8: Each Reliability Coordinator shall notify impacted Transmission Operators 
and Balancing Authorities within its Reliability Coordinator Area, and other impacted 
Reliability Coordinators as indicated in its Operating Plan, when the System Operating Limit 
(SOL) or Interconnection Reliability Operating Limit (IROL) exceedance identified in 
Requirement R6 has been mitigated.”  
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
AECI agrees with SERC and SPP comments regarding R4: In R4, the OC Review Group 
suggests adding “on the BES” before “with planned outages” to clearly define the BES as 
the subject portion of the system. Suggested Wording: “R4: Each Planning Coordinator and 
Transmission Planner shall jointly develop solutions with its respective Reliability 
Coordinator(s) for identified issues or conflicts on the BES with planned outages in its 
Planning Assessment for the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon.”  
No 
AECI agrees with SERC and SPP comments regarding R1 and R2: The current language in 
TOP-001 R1 and R2 has further expanded the applicable use of operating instructions 
encompassing all individuals to the point where the compliance risk of the requirement is 
not appropriately weighted with the benefit to reliability. R3 and R4 state that only the 
registered entities identified must comply with OI; they do not state that registered entities 
identified are the only entities that can receive OI. Therefore, without the lack of specificity 
in R1 and R2 (or in R3 and R4) to whom OI can be issued to, the standard now requires 
three point communication to any party or entity for actions that will affect the BES, even 
though that entity (unless identified in R3 and R4) does not have to comply. Although the 
NERC functional model states to whom a BA and TOP can direct, this is not referenced or 
mentioned in the standard, and must be inferred by not only the entity maintaining 



compliance, but also the individual performing an audit. It would seem very beneficial to 
specify this assumption within R1 and R2. Suggested Wording: R1 and R2: “Each 
Transmission Operator (Balancing Authority) shall act, or direct others (referenced in R3 
and R4) to act by issuing Operating Instructions, to ensure the reliability of its Transmission 
Operator (Balancing Authority) Area.” AECI agrees with SPP comments regarding R10: R10 – 
We have concerns with the existing language in Requirement R10 which when applied in 
the real-world of today’s audit teams sometimes gets pushed beyond reason. For example, 
just how much of a neighboring TOP Area does a TOP have to model in order to determine 
impacts on SOLs within its TOP Area? What prevents an auditor from claiming that a TOP 
didn’t model enough of the neighboring TOP’s Area? Isn’t this really the function of the RC 
and aren’t we forcing the TOP to assume some of the RC functions with such a 
requirement? At the very least, we recommend the following language: Each Transmission 
Operator shall monitor the following to determine any System Operating Limit (SOL) 
exceedances within its Transmission Operator Area. 10.1 Facilities within its TOP Area 10.2 
Status of Special Protection Systems identified as applicable by the Transmission Operator 
10.3 Sub-100 kV facilities identified as applicable by the Transmission Operator, and 10.4 
Facilities within neighboring Transmission Operator Areas identified as applicable by the 
Transmission Operator  
No 
AECI agrees with SERC comments regarding R1: In R1, the OC Review Group suggests 
adding the word “identified” before “SOLs” to clarify transmission operators are operating 
to the identified SOLs. Suggested Wording: “R1: Each Transmission Operator shall have an 
Operational Planning Analysis that will allow it to assess whether its planned operations for 
the next day within its Transmission Operator Area will exceed any of its identified System 
Operating Limits (SOLs).”  
Yes 
 
No 
 
No 
TOP-001-3 R2 Severe VSL – Remove “within its Transmission Operator Area” to maintain 
consistency with current R2. TOP-001-3 R7 Severe VSL – Replace “if requested” with “when 
requested” and “when the requesting” with “and the requested” to avoid issues with 
predicting future performance, and correct possession of the requested entity. Suggested 
language: “The Transmission Operator did not provide assistance to other Transmission 
Operators, when requested and able and the requested entity had implemented its 
emergency procedures, and such actions could have been physically implemented and 
would not have violated safety, equipment, regulatory, or statutory requirements.”  
No 
 
Group 



FRCC Operating Committee (Member Services) 
John A. Libertz 
The groups represented by the FRCC Operating Committee support IRO-001-4 revisions in 
principle, however we seek clarification on the potential interpretations of the term 
“Operating Instructions” and the potential administrative impact to normal and emergency 
BES operations needed to demonstrate compliance as stipulated in the Measures. 
Yes 
However, R5 requires “synchronized information systems”. The FRCC Operating Committee 
seeks clarification from the drafting team on what constitutes a “synchronized information 
system”. Consider replacing the word “synchronized” with “coordinated.” 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
The FRCC Operating Committee supports a majority of these proposed requirements. 
However, the OC does not support the language in new requirement R9 and finds that the 
mapping from current requirement (TOP-003-1 R3) is incomplete and needs to be 
addressed by the standard drafting team. The language in the existing TOP-003-1 R3 is 
more precise and should remain as is. If the SDT is attempting to address the comments 
from the SW Outage Report Recommendations “TOPs should ensure procedures and 
training are in place to notify WECC RC and neighboring TOPs and BAs promptly after losing 
RTCA capabilities,” they should create a separate requirement to reflect the notification for 
loss of Real-time Assessment capabilities. At a minimum, the requirement should state 
“telemetering and control equipment”, rather than “telemetering equipment, control 
equipment”. This will add clarification to the type of equipment being addressed in the 
requirement. In addition, the word “planned” from M9 was not removed as noted in SDT 
responses. We also recommend removing the words “interconnected NERC Registered”. 
The word “impacted” reflects who should be notified. The current mapping of existing TOP-
003-1 R3 to TOP-001-3 R9 does not accurately reflect the original intent of TOP-003-1 R3. 
R19 and R20 have some inconsistencies with referencing TOPs and BAs.  
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 



We suggest adding the following clarification to page 2 of the white paper: • Remove the 
terms “Normal (continuous)” from the Pre-Contingency section, example “b”. We 
recommend it read the following: b. All Facilities shall be within their applicable Facility 
Ratings and thermal limits. • Remove the terms “Emergency (short term)” from the Post-
Contingency section, example “b”. We recommend it read the following: b. All Facilities 
shall be within their applicable Facility Ratings and thermal limits. We also suggest that the 
paper be reviewed for consistency when using the terms “pre-contingency” and “post-
contingency”. Interchanging the use and context causes confusion – i.e. Change the column 
headers in Table 1, “Pre-Contingency Loading” to “Pre-Contingency Mitigation” and change 
“Post-Contingency Loading” to “Post Contingency Mitigation”. Another example would be 
to use “Real-Time flow” instead of “Pre-Contingency Flow”. Also in Table 1, under the 
‘Emergency (4hr)” row – “Post Contingency Loading” column change “all” to “available”.  
 
Yes 
The comments provided herein are consensus comments of the FRCC Operating Committee 
entity representatives. Our responses to the above questions in no way intends to convey 
how individual FRCC OC member entities will vote on the standards being proposed. Thank 
you for your efforts. 
Individual 
Jack Stamper 
Clark Public Utilities 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
I plan to vote affirmative but wanted to provide a suggestion. R3 is a requirement for the 
PC and TP to provide its Planning Assessment to the RC. I agree that this should be done, 
however, it is out of place in IRO-017. It should instead be included in the TPL-001 standard. 
Even if R3 is retained I encourage a process to eventually move it from IRO-017 to TPL-001. 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 



Yes 
 
No 
 
Yes 
 
No 
 
Individual 
Russell Schneider 
Flathead Electric Cooperative, Inc.  
No 
Measures are improved with not having to cite a reason specifically, but still too much 
evidence burden on the receiving entity. The BA should have recordings already and some 
of these evidence requirements are duplicative.  
 
 
Yes 
 
 
No 
This standard seems unnecessary and I do not support it. The obligations are already 
covered in other standards.  
No 
Again, DPs should not have evidence requirements when the BA/TOP is recording the other 
end of the line. Suggest deleting "Such evidence could include, but is not limited to, dated 
operator logs, voice recordings or transcripts of voice recordings, electronic 
communications, or other equivalent evidence in electronic or hard copy format." from any 
DP measure.  
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
 
 
 
Individual 



Daniel Mason 
HHWP 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No 
Draft 2 has not satisfactorily addressed the circumstances of small transmission operators. 
Most small TOPS operate very simple and predicatble systems, with the capacity for only 
minimal impacts on the BES. Draft Requirement TOP-001-3, R13 which will require such 
TOPs to perform, review and document real-time assessments every 30 minutes, 
unneccessarily burdens such TOPs with additional process, expense and resource 
requirements that will contribute no added reliability above and beyond the real-time 
assessment processes which Reliability Coordinators already have in place  
 
 
 
 
 
Individual 
Thomas Foltz 
American Electric Power 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No 
R9: The reference “impacted interconnected NERC registered entities” needs to be 
consistent with the R8 terminology. We request that it be changed to “known impacted 
interconnected entities”. R10: The reference”sub-100 kV facilities identified as necessary by 
the Transmission Operator” needs to be clarified. Specifically, the phrase “as necessary” is 
ambiguous and subject to interpretation. Our negative vote is driven solely by the 
ambiguous reference “sub-100 kV facilities identified as necessary by the Transmission 
Operator”. 
Yes 



 Yes 
 
Yes 
There are inconsistencies between the information provided in Figure 1 (p.5) and Table 1 
(p.8) which may cause confusion. Consider for example the range of 800 to 900 MVA. In 
Figure 1, the Pre-Contingency flow in this range is considered “not acceptable” if longer 
than 4 hours. The text “not acceptable” is too strong, so rather than this language, we 
suggest using “action may need to be taken”. The rows in Table 1 do not clearly correspond 
to the example in Figure 1. It would appear that Table 1 should have four rows rather than 
three. As a result, it is unclear exactly which of the four ranges in Figure 1 correlate to the 
three Operating Plans provided in Table. In Figure 1, does the 800mva (24 hr rating) refer to 
a Normal or Emergency facility rating, or perhaps both? Please provide clarification. 
 
No 
 
Individual 
RoLynda Shumpert 
South Carolina Electric and Gas 
Yes 
 
No 
SCE&G is in agreement with the SERC OC comments 
No 
SCE&G is in agreement with the SERC OC comments 
Yes 
SCE&G is in agreement with the SERC OC comments. 
No 
SCE&G is in agreement with the SERC OC comments 
No 
SCE&G is in agreement with the SERC OC comments 
No 
With regard to R13, we understand and support the need to do real-time assessments at 
least once every 30 minutes to avoid being in an unstudied state. However, if significant 
SCADA losses occur or an ICCP link is lost to a neighboring BA/TOP, the State Estimator 
solution can be affected to such a degree that a real-time assessment, with real-time data, 
may not be possible within 30 minutes. While this does not happen often, it does occur on 
occasion, but the requirement allows for NO exceptions to the 30 minute requirement. (As 
an example. the MOD-001 standard allows for a certain number of hours that ATC may not 
be recalculated without being in non-compliance).  



No 
SCE&G is in agreement with the SERC OC comments. 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
SCE&G is in agreement with the SERC OC comments  
No 
 
Group 
Arizona Public Service Company 
Janet Smith 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
 
Individual 



John Brockhan 
CenterPoint Energy Houston Electric LLC 
No 
See comment for TOP-001-3, R1 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
CenterPoint Energy does not agree with the structure of R1.2. While Protection System 
owners generally monitor the status of their Protection Systems CenterPoint Energy is very 
concerned that the proposed language would require Protection System owners to 
continuously notify their respective RC of the status of each Protection System which would 
be a very onerous task with questionable reliability benefit. In addition, for the RC to 
monitor the status of all Protection Systems in their area would be an overwhelming 
burden with little reliability benefit. The Company recognizes the need to notify an RC of a 
Protection System failure that impacts System reliability as required in PRC-001 and 
therefore recommends Protection Systems and Special Protection Systems be split into 
separate sub bullets as such: 1.2. Provisions for notification of current Protection System 
failures that impact System reliability. 1.3. Provisions for notification of current SPS status 
or degradation that impact System reliability. These comments would also apply to TOP-
003-3. 
Yes 
 
No 
In regards to Requirements R3 and R4, CenterPoint Energy feels the SDT has misinterpreted 
Paragraph 90 of the NOPR. CenterPoint Energy interprets the language in Paragraph 90 as 
speaking to the the Reliability Coordinator’s role in outage coordination in the operational 
planning horizon. Paragraph 90 mentions generation outages being scheduled 3-5 years in 
advance and transmission outages being scheduled 1-3 years in advance as part of the 
planning process. Paragraph 90 goes on to mention the need for the Reliability Coordinator, 
in operational planning, to re-evaluate these planned outages through “… a month-ahead, 
week-ahead, and sometimes even a day-ahead approval process.” CenterPoint Energy does 
not interpret Paragraph 90 to involve the Reliability Coordinator in the 1-5 year Near Term 
Planning Horizon process, but to follow its outage coordination process developed in R1.3 
and R1.4 to evaluate any previously planned outages within its Wide Area and coordinate 
resolutions of identified outage conflicts in the Operations Planning Horizon. CenterPoint 
Energy recommends deletion of Requirements R3 and R4.  
No 
CenterPoint Energy feels Requirement R1 is general and may provide double jeopardy with 
other requirements that dictate specifics on when and under what circumstances TOPs are 



required to act and direct others to act. CenterPoint Energy suggests reverting back to 
authoritative language requiring TOPs giving its Operating Personnel the authority to act, or 
direct others to act: “Each Transmission Operator shall provide its Operating Personnel with 
the authority to act, or direct others to act…” Another suggestion is to delete the 
Requirement completely due to its broad generality which is already included in the 
Functional Model, while keeping R3 and R4 for accountability of any Operating Instructions 
from the Transmission Operator to be followed. CenterPoint Energy also feels the language 
in R1, “…to ensure the reliability of its Transmission Operator Area” puts an unavoidable 
burden on the TOP for when an unexpected event occurs. CenterPoint Energy suggests 
changing ‘ensure’ to ‘maintain’. These comments would also apply to IRO-001-4, R1. R10. 
CenterPoint Energy feels monitoring Facilities reaching into a neighboring Transmission 
Operator Area needs more direction. The term ‘as necessary’ is too vague for a TOP to 
determine how far into a neighboring Area or what specific equipment contained in 
another TOP Area it would need to monitor to determine SOL exceedances. CenterPoint 
Energy also feels it is the RC function to monitor and determine any reliability issues which 
may overlap or cascade between TOP Areas as they have the Wide Area view. CenterPoint 
Energy recommends removing ‘neighboring areas’ from R10.  
Yes 
 
No 
See comments for IRO-010-2.  
No 
 
 
No 
 
Individual 
Denise M. Lietz 
Puget Sound Energy 
 
 
 
 
 
No 
The effective date for requirements R1 and R2 should be staggered (similar to the drafting 
team's approach to requirement R1 and R2 of IRO-010-2). It will be very difficult for a BA or 
TOP to comply with the RC's outage process if that process is finalized on or near the 
effective date for requirement R2. Requirement R2 is too broad and should be limited to 
"performing the applicable functions" of the RC's outage coordination process. In addition, 



what will happen in the case that the RC specifies deadlines or processes that a BA or TOP 
cannot meet or requirements that are unrelated to outage coordination? To address this 
issue, in part, the RC should be required to collaborate with the BAs and TOPs in its area 
during the development of and revisions to the outage coordination process. This may not 
address all the issues that could arise, but would at least provide BAs and TOPs with time to 
address shortcomings in their processes prior to incurring a standard violation. 
No 
It is nearly impossible for entities to comply with requirements R1 and R2 of TOP-001-3 as 
currently drafted. This issue is highlighted (not corrected) by the draft RSAW's approach of 
evaluating compliance only during events. RSAWs are only guidance - reading footnote 1 of 
the current RSAW template makes it clear that the RSAW is a reference document only and 
entities cannot depend on the approach outlined there to resolve ambiguities associated 
with a requirement. The place to resolve ambiguities is in the standard’s language, not in 
the RSAW. An entity must comply with any requirement at all times; it does not matter if 
the enforcement authority only checks compliance during certain periods. If an entity fails 
to comply with the requirement at any other time, that entity is obligated to self-report the 
violation. In this situation, then, each entity must "ensure" the reliability of its area 
24/7/365 to be compliant with requirement R1 or R2. This means that any reliability event 
could reflect an entity's failure to comply with R1 or R2 because the entity failed to ensure 
the reliability of its area during that event. But can any entity really ensure the reliability of 
its area? This just doesn't seem possible because there are so many factors outside of an 
entity's control that can affect the reliability - for example, equipment failure or a fire along 
transmission lines. In addition, the burden of monitoring compliance based on the 
proposed language is immense. Requirements R1 and R2 of the currently effective TOP-
001-1a require entities to take action to “alleviate operating emergencies”. This is a high 
bar, but not so high that an entity cannot comply when factors beyond its control affect the 
reliability of its area. In addition, using this language in the proposed standard would be 
consistent with the RSAW’s approach and ease the associated compliance monitoring 
obligation, while still requiring an entity to act to protect the reliability of its area.  
The language of measure M2 is inconsistent with requirement R2 – it is missing the word 
“exceedance” after the phrase “System Operating Limits (SOLs)”. 
 
 
 
Yes 
As discussed in the comments addressing IRO-017, requirements R1 and R2 of that 
proposed standard should be phased with requirement R1 becoming effective prior to R2.. 
Just as in IRO-010, the BAs and TOPs subject to requirement R2 are likely to need some 
time to implement the processes specified in RC’s outage coordination process. In addition, 
connecting the implementation time to COM-001-2 if this group of standards is approved 
prior to or concurrent with COM-001-2 and COM-002-4 could result in a short 
implementation time. For example, say that FERC approval of both the COM standards and 



the IRO/TOP standards becomes effective on June 30, 2015. According to the 
implementation plan, the standards will “become effective concurrently with COM-001-2 
and the definition of Operating Instruction”. The effective date of COM-001-2 is “first day of 
the second calendar quarter beyond the date that this standard is approved by applicable 
regulatory authorities…”, which would be October 1, 2015 in this example. There is some 
ambiguity with this result since the term Operating Instruction is not used in COM-001-2, 
but in any case, using the effective date of COM-002-4, which is more consistent with the 
implementation period of the IRO/TOP standards, seems more appropriate.  
Individual 
Jo-Anne Ross 
Manitoba Hydro 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
 
Yes 
 
No 
 
Individual 
David Thorne 
Pepco Holdings Inc. 



Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
 
Yes 
 
No 
 
Individual 
Dave Willis 
Idaho Power Company 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 



 Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
 
 
No 
 
Individual 
Andrew Z. Pusztai 
American Transmission Company, LLC 
Yes 
 
 
Yes 
Although proposed IRO-008-2 is not applicable to ATC, changes were made by the SDT to 
Requirement R1 and the proposed term “Reliability Coordinator Wide Area” that addressed 
ATC’s comments in response to the SDT’s 1st posting. 
Yes 
 
 
No 
ATC requests the SDT to consider making the following modifications to the proposed 
Requirements R3 and R4: R3 – To be consistent with the “Long-term Planning” Time 
Horizon in Requirement R4 and due to Requirement R3’s association with the long-term 
horizon Planning Assessments, ATC suggests that the Time Horizon for Requirement R3 be 
changed to “Long-term Planning.” R4 – To be more consistent with paragraph 90 of the 
FERC NOPR and because the term “planned outages” has no specific NERC or industry-wide 
meaning, ATC suggests that the wording of “planned outages” in Requirement R4 be 
replaced with “scheduled generation, transmission maintenance and transmission 
construction outages.”  
No 
ATC requests the SDT to consider making the following changes to the proposed 
Requirement R10 based on the corresponding technical rationale. It is ATC’s understanding 
that the intention of the SDT is to not require each Transmission Operator to monitor all 
Facilities and all Special Protection Systems in the neighboring TOP areas. However, the 



structure of the sentence in Requirement R10 does not provide this clarity. Rather, the 
sentence requires each TOP to monitor all Facilities, all Special Protection Systems and a 
subset of sub-100kV facilities for its TOP area and its neighboring TOP areas. If the TOP is to 
be given discretion on which neighboring Facilities and Special Protection Systems are to be 
monitored, then ATC suggests that Requirement R10 be modified as: “R10. Each 
Transmission Operator shall determine any System Operating Limit (SOL) exceedances 
within its Transmission Operator Area by monitoring: R10.1 Within its Transmission 
Operator Area: R10.1.1 Facilities R10.1.2 Status of all Special Protection Systems R10.1.3 
Sub-100 kV facilities identified as necessary by the Transmission Operator R10.2 Within 
neighboring Transmission Operator Areas and identified as necessary by the Transmission 
Operator: R10.2.1 Facilities R10.2.2 Status of Special Protection Systems R10.2.2 Sub-100kV 
facilities” Please Note: ATC also requested via the RSAW Feedback Form to modify the 
RSAW’s evidence listing for proposed Standard TOP-001-3 to address inconsistencies with 
the language of Requirement R10 or any modifications to this language based on ATC’s 
comments. For example, if the R10 language is left unchanged, the Facilities evidence 
should be “all Facilities within its TOP area and those Facilities in neighboring TOP areas 
determined necessary by the TOP.” This structure would also be applied to Special 
Protection Systems. For sub-100kV facilities, the evidence should be “those sub-100kV 
facilities determined necessary by the TOP” without a need to reference its TOP area or 
neighboring TOP areas since that is the plain reading of the requirement. 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
 
 
No 
 
Group 
Seattle City Light 
Paul Haase 
Yes 
SCL appreciates the efforts of the Standard Drafting Team to increase clarity of the IRO and 
TOP Standards while generally reducing the compliance documentation burden. 
Yes 
SCL appreciates the efforts of the Standard Drafting Team to increase clarity of the IRO and 
TOP Standards while generally reducing the compliance documentation burden. 
Yes 



SCL appreciates the efforts of the Standard Drafting Team to increase clarity of the IRO and 
TOP Standards while generally reducing the compliance documentation burden. 
SCL appreciates the efforts of the Standard Drafting Team to increase clarity of the TOP and 
IRO Standards while generally reducing the burden of compliance documentation. For IRO-
101-2, SCL asks that the implementation times be extended from nine and twelve months 
to eighteen and twenty-four months, because it may take longer than one year to negotiate 
and impelment the necessary data exchange agreements among impacted entities. SCL's 
recommended implementation language is as follows: Section 5. Proposed Effective Date. 
Requirement R1 and R2 shall become effective on the first day of the first calendar quarter 
that is eighteen (18) months after the date that the standard is approved by an applicable 
governmental authority or as otherwise provided for in a jurisdiction where approval by an 
applicable governmental authority is required for a standard to go into effect. Where 
approval by an applicable governmental authority is not required, Requirements R1 and R2 
shall become effective on the first day of the first calendar quarter that is eighteen (18) 
months after the date the standard is adopted by the NERC Board of Trustees or as 
otherwise provided for in that jurisdiction. Requirement R3 shall become effective on the 
first day of the first calendar quarter that is twenty-four (24) months after the date that the 
standard is approved by an applicable governmental authority or as otherwise provided for 
in a jurisdiction where approval by an applicable governmental authority is required for a 
standard to go into effect. Where approval by an applicable governmental authority is not 
required, Requirement R3 shall become effective on the first day of the first calendar 
quarter that is twenty-four (24) months after the date the standard is adopted by the NERC 
Board of Trustees or as otherwise provided for in that jurisdiction. 
Yes 
SCL appreciates the efforts of the Standard Drafting Team to increase clarity of the TOP and 
IRO Standards while generally reducing the burden of compliance documentation.  
Yes 
 
No 
SCL appreciates the efforts of the Standard Drafting Team to increase the clarity of the TOP 
and IRO Standards while generaly reducing the burden of compliance documentation. 
However for TOP-001-3, SCL believes a changes are required before this Standard provides 
the clarity and effectiveness of the others. Specifically SCL asks for changes as follow: 
Requirement R9 covers too broad a scope to be useful. The phrase “…outage of 
telemetering equipment, control equipment, monitoring and assessment capabilities and 
associated communication channels…” is all encompassing. If each BA or TOP was calling 
the RC every time there was the slightest glich with telemetering or every time an ICCP link, 
microwave channel or EIDE data signal was cycled for maintenance or some type of 
momentary signal fade, the RC’s phone would be ringing continually. The intent of this 
requirement is to be sure all entities are aware of a loss of situation awareness. This risk 
associated with this is not of a momentary nature and a time qualifier should be used. 
Using the 30 minute time requirement that is used for R13 (as written, but also see below) 



is sufficient to meet the intent. SCL suggests the following re-wording: R9. Each Balancing 
Authority and Transmission Operator shall notify its Reliability Coordinator and impacted 
interconnected NERC registered entities of any scheduled and sustained outages of 
equipment or assessment capabilities that prevent Real-time Assessment for 30 minutes. 
Requirement R13, SCL suggests changing 30 minutes to 60 minutes. Usually generation, 
load and interchange are estimates and adjusted on hourly basis so performing assessment 
every 30 minutes is not necessary and could prove an onerous requirement for TOPs 
without providing any real reliability benefits. SCL suggests the following re-wording: R13. 
Each Transmission Operator shall ensure that a Real-time Assessment is performed at least 
once every 60 minutes. [Violation Risk Factor: High] [Time Horizon: Real-time Operations]  
Yes 
 
Yes 
SCL appreciates the efforts of the Standard Drafting Team in crafting IRO and TOP 
Standards that are clearer while generally reducing the burden of compliance 
documentation. For TOP-003-3, while somewhat burdensome, this Standard makes the 
process for requiring entities to request and provide real time reliability data standardized. 
SCL is concerned with the implementation period allowed for this Standard, because in our 
experience it has taken longer than 12 months to negotiate and implement the necessary 
data exchange agreements between entities. As such, SCL suggests extending the periods 
allowed to eighteen and twenty-four months, re-wording the effective date section as 
follows: Section 5. Effective Date. All requirements except Requirements R5 shall become 
effective on the first day of the first calendar quarter that is eighteen (18) months after the 
date that the standard is approved gy an applicable governmental authority or as otherwise 
provided for in a jurisdiction where approval by an applicable governmental authority is 
required for a stand to go into effect. Where approval by an applicable governmental 
authority is not required, the stand shall become effective on the first day of the first 
calendar quarter that is eighteen (18) months after the date the standard is adopted by the 
NERC Board of Trustees or as otherwise provided for in that jurisdiction. Requirement R5 
shall become effective on the first day of the first calendar quarter that is twenty four (24) 
months after the date that the standard is approved gy an applicable governmental 
authority or as otherwise provided for in a jurisdiction where approval by an applicable 
governmental authority is required for a stand to go into effect. Where approval by an 
applicable governmental authority is not required, the stand shall become effective on the 
first day of the first calendar quarter that is twenty four (24) months after the date the 
standard is adopted by the NERC Board of Trustees or as otherwise provided for in that 
jurisdiction  
No 
SCL appreciates the efforts of the Standard Drafting Team to increase clarity of the IRO and 
TOP Standards. 
 
Yes 



SCL asks that the Implementation Plan be revised to conform with our recommendations 
that the implementation periods and effective dates for IRO-010-2 and TOP-003-3 be 
extended to eighteen and twenty-four months (to allow sufficient time to negotiate and 
implement data exchange agreements among entities), as indicated above. 
Individual 
Michelle R. D'Antuono 
Ingleside Cogeneration , LP 
No 
Ingleside Cogeneration LP (ICLP) believes that the project team has completely bypassed 
the language and intent of COM-002-4 by creating zero-tolerance requirements in IRO-001-
4 R2 and R3. In R2/R3, every Operating Instruction, no matter how routine, must be 
perfectly executed and documented to the liking of an audit team. By comparison, COM-
002-4 focuses only on training and ongoing reinforcement on the proper communications 
protocol to be used in the transaction of Operating Instructions. We understand that BES 
reliability depends far more heavily on IRO-001-4’s requirements to execute an Operating 
Instruction – and not so much COM-002-4’s oversight of the protocols to use. However, an 
Operating Instruction can be any communication to “change or preserve the state, status, 
output, or input” of a BES element/facility, which covers significant ground. If a single log 
entry is vague or missing, a severe penalty awaits even the most conscientious GOP. This 
means that the solution lies in the compliance approach to IRO-001-4, which should vary by 
the priority of the communication. For example, ICLP believes that every Operating 
Instruction issued during a declared Emergency, or one prefaced with “this is a mandatory 
Operating Instruction” should be properly documented by the recipient in a zero-tolerance 
manner. This would include time-stamps of conversations; an acknowledgement that three-
part communications were used; and a coherent recount of the steps requested, taken, and 
their results. All other Operating Instructions would only be examined by an auditor if 
shown that slow or improper execution put the BES at risk. This is not a substantial hurdle 
to overcome – particularly since the issuer and recipient will both have telemetry and/or 
written records of an incidence of concern. The CEA could then dig deeper to determine if a 
pattern of poor performance by the GOP exists; which is really the behavior that we all 
want to eliminate over the longer term.  
 
 
No 
ICLP agrees there are times where the RC will need data regarding certain sub-100 kV 
facilities to ensure operational reliability. However, these facilities must be limited to those 
identified using the NERC exception process deployed concurrently with the new BES 
Definition. This process was developed precisely for this reason – and eliminates the 
possibility that the RC can declare any sub-100 kV facility to be under their authority 
without justification. This opens the door to rash actions on the part of RCs eager to close a 
perceived reliability gap based upon a single incident, which may or may not be reasonable. 
If the project team believes that the exception process is inadequate, a better solution may 



be found in that venue (in NERC’s Rules of Procedure). ICLP would suggest that a temporary 
exception could be quickly granted for a concerned RC – that a full evaluation by an 
independent panel would take place afterwards.  
 
 
No 
ICLP believes that the project team has completely bypassed the language and intent of 
COM-002-4 by creating zero-tolerance requirements in TOP-001-3 R3 through R6. In R3-R6, 
every Operating Instruction, no matter how routine, must be perfectly executed and 
documented to the liking of an audit team. By comparison, COM-002-4 focuses only on 
training and ongoing reinforcement on the proper communications protocol to be used in 
the transaction of Operating Instructions. We understand that BES reliability depends far 
more heavily on TOP-001-3’s requirements to execute an Operating Instruction – and not 
so much COM-002-4’s oversight of the protocols to use. However, an Operating Instruction 
can be any communication to “change or preserve the state, status, output, or input” of a 
BES element/facility, which covers significant ground. If a single log entry is vague or 
missing, a severe penalty awaits even the most conscientious GOP. This means that the 
solution lies in the compliance approach to TOP-001-3, which should vary by the priority of 
the communication. For example, ICLP believes that every Operating Instruction issued 
during a declared Emergency, or one prefaced with “this is a mandatory Operating 
Instruction” should be properly documented by the recipient in a zero-tolerance manner. 
This would include time-stamps of conversations; an acknowledgement that three-part 
communications were used; and a coherent recount of the steps requested, taken, and 
their results. All other Operating Instructions would only be examined by an auditor if 
shown that slow or improper execution put the BES at risk. This is not a substantial hurdle 
to overcome – particularly since the issuer and recipient will both have telemetry and/or 
written records of an incidence of concern. The CEA could then dig deeper to determine if a 
pattern of poor performance by the GOP exists; which is really the behavior that we all 
want to eliminate over the longer term.  
 
No 
ICLP agrees there are times where the TOP will need data regarding certain sub-100 kV 
facilities to ensure operational reliability. However, these facilities must be limited to those 
identified using the NERC exception process deployed concurrently with the new BES 
Definition. This process was developed precisely for this reason – and eliminates the 
possibility that the TOP can declare any sub-100 kV facility to be under their authority 
without justification. This opens the door to rash actions on the part of TOPs eager to close 
a perceived reliability gap based upon a single incident, which may or may not be 
reasonable. If the project team believes that the exception process is inadequate, a better 
solution may be found in that venue (in NERC’s Rules of Procedure). ICLP would suggest 
that a temporary exception could be quickly granted for a concerned TOP – that a full 
evaluation by an independent panel would take place afterwards.  



  
 
Individual 
Robert Fox on behalf of David Austin 
Northern Indiana Public Service Company (NIPSCO) 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
NIPSCO feels R10 should align with the Operational Planning Analysis Requirement and 
include a reason such as "to determine SOL exceedances". NIPSCO feels R19 and R20 should 
be in TOP-003 or are already covered in COM-001. NIPSCO feels R16 and R17 are outage 
coordination and do not belong in TOP-001 which is Transmission Operations. These should 
be with the outage coordination standard. 
No 
TOP-002-4 R1 requires that you perform an analysis that identifies SOL exceedances, but 
SOLs are not explicitly included as a study input in the Operational Planning Analysis 
definition, only Facility Ratings, which are only a subset of FAC-014-2 R2 SOLs. There seems 
to be operating plans created by the TOP in R2 and operating plans created by the RC in 
IRO-008-2. How are comflicts resolved if the results differ? How does the R2 Operating 
Pland mesh with the operating plan specified in VAR-001-4 R1? Are they the same? 
Yes 
 
No 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
NIPSCO is voting against approving the definitions for the following reasons: 1. In the new 
definition of Operational Planning Analysis and Real-time Assessment, Facility Rating and 



equipment limitations are listed. NIPSCO feels these should be removed and SOL and IROL 
be added. SOL and IROL include but is not limited to Facility Ratings and equipment 
limitations. See our comments on TOP-002 for more informaiton. 2. In the new definition of 
Operational Planning Analysis and Real-time Assessment, Phase Angle is listed as an 
included input. NIPSCO feels this needs more definition. Is this for every node?  
Individual 
Amy Casuscelli 
Xcel Energy 
Yes 
 
 
 
Yes 
 
 
No 
R3 contains a requirement for the PC/TP to provide a copy of its assessment to the RC. This 
should be eliminated from this standard and merged into R8 of TPL that already requires 
the PC/TP to distribute the assessment with other entities. R4 – Planning Assessment 
performed as per TPL-001-4 is applicable to Long-term Planning time horizon (>12 months) 
and has no overlap with the Operations Planning time horizon (day-ahead to 12 months). 
Therefore, it is not clear how Planning Assessment would be an appropriate “tool” to 
address the outage coordination reliability objective in R4 in the Operations Planning time 
horizon.  
No 
In R7, how is the entity receiving the request able to know if the requesting entity has 
indeed implemented its emergency procedures? Suggest removing that qualifier, or change 
the requirement to state that “Each Transmission Operator shall assist Transmission 
Operators experiencing an Emergency, if requested, unless such actions cannot be 
physically implemented or would violate safety, equipment, regulatory, or statutory 
requirements.” R10 is not written clearly. Suggest restructuring. Each Transmission 
Operator shall monitor: o Facilities (including sub-100 kV facilities needed to maintain 
reliability) within its Transmission Operator Area and o Facilities (including sub-100 kV 
facilities needed to maintain reliability) in neighboring Transmission Operator Areas to 
maintain reliability within its Transmission Operator Area o Status of Special Protection 
Systems within its Transmission Operator Area R16 & R17 should state “...approve or 
defer/deny…” Is R18 only for derived limits or if there is a difference in any limit? Or is the 
intent of the requirement to be “ … when limits are derived and there are differences when 
comparing solutions.”?  
No 



R2 – is the descriptor “potential” needed? Do R6 & R7 need a qualifier “…by the time frame 
established by the RC”?  
 
 
 
No 
 
Individual 
Leonard Kula 
Independent Electricity System Operator 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
a. R6 and all of its VSL: The reference to “as identified in identified in Requirement R6” 
should be revised to “as identified in Requirement R5”. b. We wish to reiterate our previous 
comment on the inconsistent language used between the LOWER VSL for Requirement R6 
(in which the word “Emergency” is used) and Requirement R6 (which does not use the 
word “Emergency”). R6 .Each Reliability Coordinator shall notify impacted Transmission 
Operators and Balancing Authorities within its Reliability Coordinator Area, and other 
impacted Reliability Coordinators as indicated in its Operating Plan, when the System 
Operating Limit (SOL) or Interconnection Reliability Operating Limit (IROL) exceedance 
identified in Requirement R6 has been prevented or mitigated. LOWER VSL for R6. The 
Reliability Coordinator did not notify one other impacted Reliability Coordinator as 
indicated in its Operating Plan “when the Emergency identified in Requirement R6 was 
prevented or mitigated.” For consistency, please revise VSL to read “when the SOL or IROL 
exceedance identified in Requirement R5 has been prevented or mitigated”. c. The 
language between R4 and its VSL is inconsistent. R4. Each Reliability Coordinator shall 
ensure that a Real-time Assessment is performed at least once every 30 minutes. This 
requirement was changed from having the RC “perform” to “ensure that a Real-time 
Assessment is performed”. However, the VSL still assesses the condition that the RC did not 
“perform” as opposed to did not “ensure that the Real-time Assessment was performed”. 
Please revise as appropriate.  
Yes 
 
No 
a. We generally agree with the changes made to IRO-014-3. However, the replacement of 
“other” with “adjacent” may leave a reliability gap. For example, the notification of 
Transmission Loading Relief may require “notification or coordination of actions” by, and 



can have an impact on, RCs other than just the adjacent RCs. Since the words “may impact” 
already serve as the qualifier for the RC to select who to notify, then the RC is not obligated 
to notify all RCs hence the scope of notification is finite. We urge the SDT to consider 
reinserting the word “other” into R1, replacing “adjacent”. b. We do not have a preference, 
but we ask the SDT to review the use of the phrase “Wide Area” in IRO-008-2 (and other 
IRO standards) and the phrase “Reliability Coordinator Area” in IRO-014-3. If these phrases 
are expected or interpreted to be synonymous, we suggest using one or the other, but not 
both, throughout the IRO (and other) standards for consistency and to avoid confusion. c. 
Retention Period: We are unable to find the data retention period for Requirements R3 and 
R4. Instead, there are retention period requirements for R8 and R9, which do not exist. We 
urge the SDT and NERC to conduct a thorough and independent quality review for all 
standards posted for commenting and balloting to avoid unnecessary delays in approving 
standards due to these errors.  
No 
During the last posting, we commented that the requirement for TOP and BA to coordinate 
outage plans is inappropriate since the BA does not develop outage plans or schedules; it 
only receives them from the Generator Owners and may suggest adjustments based on 
resource/demand/interchange assessments. The SDT’s response suggests that these details 
would be elaborated in the process document and hence no changes were made. While we 
agree that such details can be elaborated in the process document, Part 1.1.2 should be 
expanded to include facility owners in order for the RC to develop a workable and 
appropriate outage coordination process involving the correct entities. We are concerned 
with Part 1.1.2 as written, and suggest the SDT to either revise it to remove the BA from it, 
or to expand it to include the facility owners and/or operators. Corresponding changes will 
need to be made to Requirement R2.  
No 
a. During the last posting, we expressed a concern over the ambiguity in R9 as the phrase 
“between the affected entities” can be interpreted as any two entities (external to the one 
who is notifying others) that are affected by the outages of telemetering and 
telecommunication equipment, control equipment, monitoring and assessment 
capabilities, and associated communication channels. To clarify the intent of the 
requirement, we suggest R9 be revised to: R9. Each Balancing Authority and Transmission 
Operator shall notify its Reliability Coordinator and impacted interconnected NERC 
registered entities of outages of telemetering equipment, control equipment, monitoring 
and assessment capabilities, and associated communication channels between THEM AND 
the impacted entities b. We do not have any concerns or comments on R19 and R20, which 
are added to address data exchange requirement and to achieve consistency with the 
proposed IRO-002-4, Requirement R2. However, we suggest that the SDT add Requirement 
R20 to the NERC issue data base along with requirements R2, R5, R6, R11, and R17 which 
the SDT agrees with our previous comment that these requirements belong to the BAL 
standards and hence a future assessment of creating such a BAL standard will be 
conducted.  



Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
During the last posting, we commented on the need to shed load under the pre-
contingency loading condition when the 4-hour rating is exceeded. The SDT’s response 
indicates that “it has revised the whitepaper to include “as necessary and appropriate”. 
However, this change is made to the post-contingency condition for exceeding the 15-
minute Emergency Rating, but not to the pre-contingency loading condition when the 4-
hour rating is exceeded as it still stipulates that “All of the above plus load shed to control 
violation below Emergency Rating consistent with timelines identified in Operating Plan.” 
We speculate that the insertion of “as necessary and appropriate” to the post-contingency 
condition when the 15-minute Emergency rating is exceeded was an error. However, if the 
SDT really meant to keep load shedding under the pre-contingency loading condition when 
the 4-hour rating is exceeded, then we will again express our disagreement with the 
approach. When the 4-hour rating is exceeded, the TOP still has up to 15 minutes to reduce 
loading to within the Normal rating. Further, as stated in the paragraph preceding Table 1, 
“However, operating between 900 MVA and 950 MVA (commenter insert: i.e. exceeding 
the 4-hour rating but not the 15-minute rating) is not an SOL exceedance unless the 
associated Operating Plan time parameter is exceeded as explained in Figure 1 (commenter 
insert: i.e. 15 minutes have elapsed and still unable to return loading to below 4-hour 
rating).” We urge the SDT to reassess whether or not the “as necessary and appropriate” 
should be inserted to the pre-contingency loading condition for exceeding the 4-hour 
rating.  
Yes 
 
Yes 
During the last posting, we expressed a concern over the proposed retirement of TOP-004-
2, Requirement R4, which stipulates that: R4. If a Transmission Operator enters an 
unknown operating state (i.e. any state for which valid operating limits have not been 
determined), it will be considered to be in an emergency and shall restore operations to 
respect proven reliable power system limits within 30 minutes. The SDT’s response to our 
comment indicates that: As presented in the white paper on the Treatment of SOLs, the 
proposed requirements are based on the concept of not depending on pre-determined 
existing SOLs/IROLs but rather to monitor the existing and potential operating conditions 
and evaluate them against the same ratings and limits that SOLs/IROLs would be based 
upon. Those ratings and limits rarely change due to changes in system conditions, whereas 
predetermined SOLs and IROLs may change due to the assumptions they were based on. No 
change made. While we agree that the ratings and limits upon which the SOLs/IROLs are 
based rarely change due to changes in system conditions, the changes in system condition 
themselves can render any SOLs/IROLs invalid. In other word, there does not exist any 



“proven reliable power system limits” as stated in R4 of TOP-002-4. While the concept of 
not depending on pre-determined existing SOLs/IROLs but rather to monitor the existing 
and potential operating conditions and evaluate them against the same ratings and limits 
that SOLs/IROLs would be based upon may seem appropriate, the concept itself (and being 
in a “white paper” status), or use of any information in the white paper, does not help or 
mandate re-calculation of valid SOLs and IROLs when entering an unknown state. If R4 in 
TOP-004-2 is retired, it leaves a potential reliability gap. The white paper does not mandate 
the proper and necessary action to “restore operations to respect proven reliable power 
system limits within 30 minutes” when entering into an unknown state. We again urge the 
SDT to consider not retiring Requirement R4 of TOP-002-4. We are unclear whether or not 
the proposed retirement of TOP-004-2 will be balloted separately, which it should. Please 
advise.  
Individual 
Kayleigh Wilkerson 
Lincoln Electric System 
 
 
 
 
 
No 
To ensure the distribution of the Planning Assessment is tied to a reliability-related need, 
recommend modifying Requirement R3 as follows to reflect similar provisions already 
included in Requirement R4. R3. Each Planning Coordinator and Transmission Planner shall 
provide its Planning Assessment to impacted Reliability Coordinators when issues or 
conflicts are identified with planned outages in the Near-Term Transmission Planning 
Horizon.  
 
No 
As currently drafted, R6 would require the Transmission Operator to provide its Operating 
Plan to the Reliability Coordinator every day (next day studies) regardless of whether the 
Plan is modified or not. To prevent unnecessary duplication, recommend modifying R6 as 
follows to allow the Transmission Operators and Reliability Coordinators to develop an 
arrangement or schedule. R6. Each Transmission Operator shall provide its Operating 
Plan(s) for next-day operations identified in Requirement R2 to its Reliability Coordinator in 
accordance with the Reliability Coordinator’s schedule.  
 
 
 
 



Individual 
Si Truc PHAN 
Hydro-Quebec TransEnergie 
No 
Rationale for R2 and R3 should be modified for consistency with the removal of the TSP. R2 
: Replace "compliance with the Operating Instructions" with "they" referring to the 
instructions. Compliance is not something that can be "physically implemented". 
Instructions can. Also for consistency with M2 M2 : Remove the Transmission Service 
Provider from the second portion of the measure (2 occurrences) Compliance section 1.2 : 
What is the rationale behind that modification? As proposed, the section doesn't give any 
useful information. That section should actually serve to list the actual processes that will 
be used for that particular standard. Or at least refer to the actual section of the ROP that 
lists the processes used (Appendix 4C, section 3.0). Compliance section 1.3 : Remove all 
occurrences of "Transmission Service Provider". (Would have been best achieved by a 
"search and replace"…)  
No 
Compliance section 1.2 : What is the rationale behind that modification? As proposed, the 
section doesn't give any useful information. That section should actually serve to list the 
actual processes that will be used for that particular standard. Or at least refer to the actual 
section of the ROP that lists the processes used (Appendix 4C, section 3.0). 
No 
R6 : Replace "Reliability Coordinator Wide Area" by "Wide Area" for consistency with 
modifications made to R1. Compliance section 1.2 : What is the rationale behind that 
modification? As proposed, the section doesn't give any useful information. That section 
should actually serve to list the actual processes that will be used for that particular 
standard. Or at least refer to the actual section of the ROP that lists the processes used 
(Appendix 4C, section 3.0). Table of Compliance Elements: VSLs for R4, R6 and R8 should be 
reworded. Due to their importance in determining penalties, VSL should be written clearly 
and without ambiguity. See examples given for TOP-001-3. Associated Documents : The 
content of the white paper shouldn't be included in the standard. A reference with an 
hyperlink would be enough.  
No 
R1 : Replace the last sentence with "The data specification shall include but is not be limited 
to:. Otherwise the "shall" applies to "not be limited to". That would mean that the data 
specification shall include other items that are not listed. Compliance section 1.2 : What is 
the rationale behind that modification? As proposed, the section doesn't give any useful 
information. That section should actually serve to list the actual processes that will be used 
for that particular standard. Or at least refer to the actual section of the ROP that lists the 
processes used (Appendix 4C, section 3.0). Compliance section 1.3 : Remove Planning 
Coordinator and Transmission Planner Table of Compliance Elements: VSLs for R2 should be 
reworded. Due to their importance in determining penalties, VSL should be written clearly 
and without ambiguity. See examples given for TOP-001-3.  



No 
Compliance section 1.2 : What is the rationale behind that modification? As proposed, the 
section doesn't give any useful information. That section should actually serve to list the 
actual processes that will be used for that particular standard. Or at least refer to the actual 
section of the ROP that lists the processes used (Appendix 4C, section 3.0). Associated 
Documents : The content of the white paper shouldn't be included in the standard. A 
reference with an hyperlink would be enough.  
Yes 
 
No 
In R4, modify the second "its Transmission Operator" by "that Transmission Operator" for 
consistency with the wording of R6. Also modify corresponding element in the Table of 
Compliance Elements. In R9 and M9, remove the expression "interconnected NERC 
registered" for consistency with IERP recommendation regarding TOP-002-4 R3 In R17, 
replace "analysis" by "Real-time Assessment" for consistency with R16. R18 is unclear. 
What does "where there is a difference in SOLs" mean? Difference in SOLs compared to 
which SOL? A "difference" implies a comparison between two SOLs. That portion of the 
requirement should be clarified. The rationale for R19 and R20, which are related to data 
exchange capabilities, states that they're added for consistency with IRO-002-4 R2 whereas 
R2 addresses RC's System Operator authority. In R19 and R20 why the use of "Transmission 
Operator Area (Balancing Authority Area)" for both requirements? R19 should say 
"Transmission Operator Area" and R20 should say "Balancing Authority Area" for 
consistency with associated Measures. Compliance section 1.2 : As proposed, the section 
doesn't give any useful information. That section should actually serve to list the actual 
processes that will be used for that particular standard. Or at least refer to the actual 
section of the ROP that lists the processes used (Appendix 4C, section 3.0). Table of 
Compliance Elements: VSLs for R8 and R9 should be reworded. Due to their importance in 
determining penalties, VSL should be written clearly and without ambiguity. Example: 
"Violation Severity Levels for requirement 8 are determined based on the number of other 
known impacted Transmission Operators or other known impacted Balancing Authorities 
that the Responsible Entity did not inform of its actual or expected operations that resulted 
in, or could have resulted in, an Emergency on respective Transmission Operator Areas or 
Balancing Authority Areas when conditions did permit such communications : High VSL : 
The lesser of 1) three other known impacted Transmission Operators or 2) 10% or more but 
less than or equal to 15% of the other known impacted Transmission Operators OR The 
lesser of 1) three other known impacted Balancing Authorities or 2) 10% or more but less 
than or equal to 15% of the other known impacted Balancing Authorities" The whole 
wording of the requirement could be omitted for more clarity : "Violation Severity Levels 
for requirement 8 are determined based on the number of other known impacted entities 
that the Responsible Entity did not inform in accordance with that requirement : High VSL : 
The lesser of 1) three other known impacted Transmission Operators or 2) 10% or more but 
less than or equal to 15% of the other known impacted Transmission Operators OR The 



lesser of 1) three other known impacted Balancing Authorities or 2) 10% or more but less 
than or equal to 15% of the other known impacted Balancing Authorities" Associated 
Documents : The content of the white paper shouldn't be included in the standard. A 
reference with an hyperlink would be enough.  
No 
In R1, replace "shall have an Operational Planning Analysis" by "shall perform an 
Operational…" In R2, replace "as required in Requirement R1" by "performed in 
requirement R1" for consistency with M2. Do not capitalize "requirement" since it is not a 
defined term. R6 : Why not put that requirement in R2? Simply add "…and provide that plan 
to its Reliability Coordinator" to the end of R2 (same for R7). The standard would be more 
clear and concise. Compliance section 1.2 : As proposed, the section doesn't give any useful 
information. That section should actually serve to list the actual processes that will be used 
for that particular standard. Or at least refer to the actual section of the ROP that lists the 
processes used (Appendix 4C, section 3.0). Table of Compliance Elements : See comment 
made for TOP-001-3 Associated Documents : The content of the white paper shouldn't be 
included in the standard. A reference with an hyperlink would be enough.  
No 
Compliance section 1.2 : As proposed, the section doesn't give any useful information. That 
section should actually serve to list the actual processes that will be used for that particular 
standard. Or at least refer to the actual section of the ROP that lists the processes used 
(Appendix 4C, section 3.0). 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Individual 
Brett Holland 
Kansas City Power & Light 
No 
R1 – We have concerns regarding the phrase ‘to ensure the reliability’. The phrase is 
ambiguous and detracts from the purpose of the standard which is to ensure the Reliability 
Coordinator takes action or directs others to act. Additionally, we suggest tying the ‘others’ 
in Requirement R1 specifically to those entities identified in Requirements R2 and R3.We 
recommend the following rewrite: ‘Each Reliability Coordinator shall act, or direct others as 
identified in Requirements R2 and R3 to act, by issuing Operating Instructions in accordance 
with its responsibilities as a Reliability Coordinator within its Reliability Coordinator Area. ‘ 
Rationale Box for Requirements R2 & R3 – The Rationale Box for Requirements R2 and R3 
does not match the language in the requirements. There is no mention of the Transmission 
Service Provider in the requirements. It only appears in Measures M2 and M3. The IRO Five 



Year Review Team had recommended adding Transmission Service Provider to 
Requirements R2 and R3 to allow the retirement of IRO-004-2. With the removal of the 
Transmission Service Provider in Requirements R2 and R3, can the retirement of IRO-004-2 
move forward?  
No 
M1 – Capitalize Real-time in the last line of Measure M1. 
No 
1.3 Data Retention – Hyphenate 30- and 90-calendar days in 1.3 Data Retention for 
consistency with the other standards in this package. 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
R2/M2 – Make Reliability Coordinator in Requirement R2 and Measure M2 possessive. The 
requirement should read ‘…in its Reliability Coordinator’s outage coordination process.’R4 – 
To focus the coordination effort of the Reliability Coordinator on BES issues we recommend 
modifying the wording of R4 to state ‘…for identified issues or conflicts on the BES with 
planned outages…’  
No 
R1 – We have concerns regarding the phrase ‘to ensure the reliability’. The phrase is 
ambiguous and detracts from the purpose of the standard which is to ensure the 
Transmission Operator takes action or directs others to act. Additionally, we suggest tying 
the ‘others’ in Requirement R1 specifically to those entities identified in Requirements R3 
and R4. We recommend the following rewrite: ‘Each Transmission Operator shall act, or 
direct others as identified in Requirements R3 and R4 to act, by issuing Operating 
Instructions in accordance with its responsibilities as a Transmission Operator within its 
Transmission Operator Area. ‘ R2 – We have concerns regarding the phrase ‘to ensure the 
reliability’. The phrase is ambiguous and detracts from the purpose of the standard which is 
to ensure the Balancing Authority takes action or directs others to act. Additionally, we 
suggest tying the ‘others’ in Requirement R2 specifically to those entities identified in 
Requirements R5 and R6. We recommend the following rewrite: ‘Each Balancing Authority 
shall act, or direct others as identified in Requirements R5 and R6 to act, by issuing 
Operating Instructions in accordance with its responsibilities as a Balancing Authority within 
its Balancing Authority Area. ‘ R9 – We feel that the use of impacted interconnected entities 
is too broad for the notification requirement. Also, the current wording of the requirement 
would have the Balancing Authority and Transmission Operator providing notifications for 
all outages even those lasting only a couple of minutes or a few seconds. Additionally, the 
term ‘NERC registered’ in Requirement R9 and Measure M9 should be deleted. This term 
was deleted in IRO-008-2, Requirement R4 and TOP-002-4, Requirement R3. We 
recommend rewording the requirement to read: ‘Each Balancing Authority and 



Transmission Operator shall notify its Reliability Coordinator and known impacted entities 
of outages of telemetering and telecommunication equipment, control equipment, 
monitoring and assessment capabilities, and associated communication channels between 
the affected entities lasting 30 minutes or longer.’ Should Requirement R9 be split into two 
separate requirements, one for the Transmission Operator and one for the Balancing 
Authority as was done with Requirements R1 and R2 and Requirements R19 and R20? R10 – 
We have concerns with the existing language in Requirement R10 which when applied in 
the real-world of today’s audit teams sometimes gets pushed beyond reason. For example, 
just how much of a neighboring TOP Area does a TOP have to model in order to determine 
impacts on SOLs within its TOP Area? What prevents an auditor from claiming that a TOP 
didn’t model enough of the neighboring TOP’s Area? Isn’t this really the function of the RC 
and aren’t we forcing the TOP to assume some of the RC functions with such a 
requirement? At the very least, we recommend the following language: ‘Each Transmission 
Operator shall monitor 10.1 Facilities within its TOP Area, 10.2 status of Special Protection 
Systems identified as necessary by the Transmission Operator, 10.3 sub-100 kV facilities 
identified as necessary by the Transmission Operator, and 10.4 Facilities within neighboring 
Transmission Operator Areas identified as necessary by the Transmission Operator as 
necessary to determine any System Operating Limit (SOL) exceedances within its 
Transmission Operator Area.’ Rationale Box for R14 – The newly inserted sentence in 
Rationale Box for R14 doesn’t completely present the overall picture of the Operating Plan 
as contained in the Associated Documents at the back of the standard. We propose an 
additional sentence, as indicated below, be included in the Rationale Box. ‘…These 
Operating Plans are developed and documented in advance of Real-time and may be 
developed from Operational Planning Assessments (OPA) required per proposed TOP-002-4 
or other assessments. The Operating Plans should be augmented by temporary operating 
guides which outline prevention/mitigation plans for specific situations which are identified 
day-to-day in an OPA or a Real-time Assessment (RTA). The intent is not to have a…’ R18 – 
Should Requirement R18 be split into two separate requirements, one for the Transmission 
Operator and one for the Balancing Authority as was done with Requirements R1 and R2 
and Requirements R19 and R20? R19 – Delete the parenthetical Balancing Authority in 
Requirement R19. R20 – Delete Transmission Operator and the parentheses around 
Balancing Authority in Requirement R20.  
No 
R4 – We suggest that load forecast uncertainty and resource uncertainty be added to the 
list of Parts for Requirement R4. 1.3 Data Retention – Hyphenate 90-calendar days in 1.3 
Data Retention for consistency with the other standards in this package.  
Yes 
 
Yes 
First full paragraph on Page 3, we suggest the following rewrite for the last sentence in that 
paragraph. ‘Conversely, if an area is not at risk of instability, no Facilities are approaching 
their thermal Facility Ratings but the area is prone to pre- or post-Contingency low voltage 



conditions, then the voltage limits in that area are the limiting SOLs.’ We also suggest 
deleting the 1st sentence in the following paragraph on Page 3. The paragraph flows better 
without it. We further suggest the following rewording in what would then be the 2nd 
sentence in the paragraph. ‘How an entity remains within these SOLs can vary depending 
on the operating practices and planning strategies employed by that entity.’ In 4. Voltage 
Stability Limits, replace the 2nd sentence with the following: ‘Voltage Stability limits are 
typically defined as the maximum power transfer or load level that ensures voltage stability 
criteria are met.’  
No 
IRO-008-2 R4 – Change the Severe VSL for new Requirement R4 (old R5) to read ‘…more 
than three…’ or ‘…four or more…’ in lieu of ‘…three or more…’. The High VSL already uses 
three. IRO-014-3 R3 – The lead-in for the VSLs for Requirement R3 refers to Requirement 
R5. This reference should be to Requirement R3. R7 – Change the Severe VSL for 
Requirement R7 to read ‘…Coordinator had implemented…’ and ‘…or would have violated 
safety…’. IRO-017-1 R2 – Make Reliability Coordinator possessive in the Severe VSL for 
Requirement R2. TOP-001-3 R8 – Delete ‘other’ in the VSLs for Requirement R8 referring to 
‘…other known impacted Balancing Authorities…’ and ‘…other Balancing Authorities…’. The 
use of ‘other’ only applies to references to Transmission Operator. Also in the VSLs for R8, 
change ‘less’ to ‘greater’ such that the Lower VSL would read: ‘The Transmission Operator 
did not inform one other known impacted Transmission Operator or 5% or less of the 
affected known impacted other Transmission Operators, whichever is greater, of its actual 
or expected operations that resulted in, or could have resulted in, an Emergency on 
respective Transmission Operator Areas when conditions did permit such communications.’ 
(This particular change applies to all VSLs in R8, R9, R19 and R20 as well as the VSLs for IRO-
002-4, R1; IRO-008-2, R3, R5, R6; IRO-010-2, R2; TOP-002-4, R3, R5; TOP-003-3, R3, R4.) R9 
– Delete the term ‘NERC registered’ in the VSLs for Requirement R9. (See comment in 
Question 7 above. R13 – Change the Severe VSL for Requirement R13 to read ‘…more than 
three…’ or ‘…four or more…’ in lieu of ‘…three or more…’. The High VSL already uses three. 
R19/R20 – Replace ‘applicable’ with ‘identified’ in the VSLs for Requirements R19 and R20. 
The use of ‘identified’ parallels the language in the requirements. TOP-002-4 R3 – Replace 
‘NERC’ with ‘entities’ in the High and Severe VSLs for Requirement R3.  
Yes 
The definition of Special Protection System (SPS) is being revised to Remedial Action 
Scheme (RAS) yet this package of standards continues to use SPS. What process will be used 
to make the transition to RAS when the new definition is approved? Similarly, Load-Serving 
Entity will soon be eliminated as a registered function at NERC. How will this change be 
reflected in the standards? 
Group 
Florida Municipal Power Agency 
Carol Chinn 
Yes 
 



Yes 
The previous suggestion from the FRCC Operating committee was not taken regarding the 
“to approve” language in R3. As drafted this does not cover the full spectrum of authority 
needed by the RC. FMPA suggests replacing the words “to approve” with “over” to make it 
clear that the authority is all encompassing and that input on planned outages is required 
from the System Operators. 
No 
It seems the SDT did not understand FMPA’s previous comment regarding R1. FMPA’s 
comment was not concerning ratings or the determination of SOLs, it was concerning the 
contingencies to be studied in the Operational Planning Analysis (OPA). The phrase “N-1 
Contingency planning” no longer exists with the revisions to these standards, and the 
number of contingencies to be studied is not described in the definition of Operational 
Planning Analysis. So, is the RC’s OPA supposed to consider N-2 events? N-3? Loss of an 
entire substation? It should be clear that the level of contingencies studied in the OPA is the 
same level of contingencies studied to determine SOLs and IROLs, thus our suggestion to 
refer to the performance requirements in FAC-011 or to add the phrase “in accordance with 
its SOL Methodology”. Otherwise, the OPA could show an exceedance of an SOL due to a 
contingency scenario that was not required to be considered in determining that SOL. As 
written, R1 is left open to interpretation, may not be measureable, and could set more 
stringent BES performance criteria than is already contained in the standards. The number 
of contingencies to be studied is also absent from the definition of Real-time Assessment.  
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
In R16 and R17, FMPA suggests replacing the words “to approve” with “over” to make it 
clear that the authority is all encompassing and that input on planned outages is required 
from the System Operators. In R16, FMPA suggests replacing “Real-time Assessment” with 
“analysis” to be consistent with the similar requirements for the RC and BA. FMPA notes 
that the number of contingencies to be studied is absent from the definition of Real-time 
Assessment, see comments on TOP-002-4.  
No 
It seems the SDT did not understand FMPA’s previous comment regarding R1. FMPA’s 
comment was not concerning ratings or the determination of SOLs, it was concerning the 
contingencies to be studied in the Operational Planning Analysis (OPA). The phrase “N-1 
Contingency planning” no longer exists with the revisions to these standards, and the 
number of contingencies to be studied is not described in the definition of Operational 
Planning Analysis. So, is the TOP’s OPA supposed to consider N-2 events? N-3? Loss of an 



entire substation? It should be clear that the level of contingencies studied in the OPA is the 
same level of contingencies studied to determine SOLs, thus our suggestion to refer to the 
performance requirements in FAC-011 or to add the phrase “in accordance with its RC’s SOL 
Methodology”. Otherwise, the OPA could show an exceedance of an SOL due to a 
contingency scenario that was not required to be considered in determining that SOL. As 
written, R1 is left open to interpretation, may not be measureable, and could set more 
stringent BES performance criteria than is already contained in the standards. 
Yes 
 
FMPA supports the comments of FRCC Operating Committee (Member Services). 
 
No 
FMPA appreciates the good work of the SDT in streamlining and improving the clarity of 
these standards.  
Individual 
Karin Schweitzer 
Texas Reliability Entity 
Yes 
 
Yes 
Requirement R4: Texas Reliability Entity, Inc. (Texas RE) requests that the SDT consider 
replacing the term “sub-100 kV” with “non-BES” to be more inclusive of those facilities 
where data or monitoring may be needed. For instance, the RC may choose to monitor 
private use networks or radial lines connected to large loads/generation connected at 
greater than 100 kV but are excluded from the BES, in addition to sub-100 kV facilities. This 
change would not be needed if it is the intent of the SDT that the reference to “sub-100 kV” 
facilities is for those facilities that have been intentionally included in the BES due to their 
criticality. 
No 
1) Requirement R1: The SDT changed “or” to “and” within the phrase “System Operating 
Limits (SOLs) or Interconnection Operating Reliability Limits (IROLS)” based on a comment. 
Neither the commenter nor the SDT provided justification for the change. Texas RE does 
not agree with the change because if either SOLs OR IROLs are exceeded then the 
assessment should be performed; not just if both are exceeded. Texas RE requests that the 
change be rejected and the original language be reinstated or explanation of why the 
change is correct. 2) Section 1.3. Data Retention: Texas RE does not agree with the change 
of data retention for R1, R2, R3, R5 and R6 from a rolling six months to a rolling 90 calendar 
days. The six-month requirement was aligned with the Data Retention and Sampling Team 
(DRAST) white paper, which indicates a six-month rolling period for high volume data, and 
90-days for voice and audio recordings. The same comment applies for R4, which was 
changed from 90 days to a rolling 30 days.  



Yes 
Requirement R1.1: Texas RE requests that the SDT consider replacing the term “sub-100 
kV” with “non-BES” to be more inclusive of those facilities where data or monitoring may 
be needed. For instance, the RC may choose to monitor private use networks or radial lines 
connected to large loads/generation connected at greater than 100 kV but are excluded 
from the BES, in addition to sub-100 kV facilities. This change would not be needed if it is 
the intent of the SDT that the reference to “sub-100 kV” facilities is for those facilities that 
have been intentionally included in the BES due to their criticality. 
Yes 
Requirements R1 and R2: Texas RE requests the SDT consider whether including Same-Day 
Operations in the Time Horizon is appropriate. The measures for R1 and R2 are focused on 
the maintenance of the Operating Procedures, Operating Processes and Operating Plans 
and not on any specific same-day actions that need to be taken. Texas RE suggests that 
Same-Day Operations be removed from the Time Horizon for R1 and R2. The Time Horizon 
of Operations Planning is correct. If the SDT disagrees with the suggested removal of the 
Same-Day Operations Time Horizon then we request an explanation of why it is appropriate 
to include it.  
Yes 
 
No 
1) Requirement R8: Texas RE disagrees with the addition of the word “known” to impacted 
TOPs and BAs. Within the interconnected system, a TOP may not always know who is 
impacted. It would be prudent to also notify TOPs who may be impacted. We suggest the 
SDT keep the original language “impacted Transmission Operators.” Requirement R9 did 
not add “known” to the phrase “impacted interconnected NERC registered entities” which 
is inconsistent with R8. Texas RE recommends that R8 and R9 should be consistent when 
the SDT determines if “known” should be included or not. 2) Requirement R9, M9 and R9 
VSL: Suggest the SDT remove “NERC registered” to be consistent with other standards in 
this project. 3) Requirements R9 and M9: The two paragraphs need to be consistent and 
cover both planned and unplanned outages. Texas RE recommends changing the two 
paragraphs so that “outages” is preceded by “planned and unplanned.” 4) Requirement 
R10: The use of the term “within its Transmission Operator Area” in R10 may lead to 
potential conflicts and reliability gaps, specifically for monitoring of SPS’s. For example, an 
SPS owned by a GO/GOP would not have to be monitored by a TOP since it is not within its 
Transmission Operator Area (i.e. the generator is not a “Transmission” asset per the 
definition), even though the operation or misoperation of the SPS may lead to SOL 
violations within the TOP area. Texas RE suggests clarifying language be added by the SDT 
to assure that a TOP monitors all facilities and Special Protection Systems within its area; 
not just those that fall under the definition of transmission asset. 5) Requirement R10: 
Texas RE requests that the SDT consider replacing the term “sub-100 kV” with “non-BES” to 
be more inclusive of those facilities where data or monitoring may be needed. For instance, 
the RC may choose to monitor private use networks or radial lines connected to large 



loads/generation connected at greater than 100 kV but are excluded from the BES, in 
addition to sub-100 kV facilities. This change would not be needed if it is the intent of the 
SDT that the reference to “sub-100 kV” facilities is for those facilities that have been 
intentionally included in the BES due to their criticality. The SDT may also consider 
modifying the language to state “identified as necessary by the Transmission Operator or 
Reliability Coordinator.” 6) Requirements R13, R14, R15: Texas RE requests the SDT 
consider whether there should be a similar requirement for a BA to perform a Real-time 
Assessment. The following questions are submitted to assist the SDT’s assessment of our 
request. In real-time, how will a BA control frequency or know if it is experiencing or about 
to experience a capacity emergency unless it is performing such an assessment? For R14, 
how does the BA initiate its Operating Plan for an EEA unless it sees a capacity deficiency 
through a Real-time Assessment? For R15, how does the BA notify the RC of a capacity 
emergency unless it sees a capacity deficiency through a Real-time Assessment? 7) 
Requirement R19: The term “(Balancing Authority Area)” appears to be a typo and should 
be removed. 8) Requirement R20: The term “Transmission Operator Area (Balancing 
Authority Area)” appears to be a typo and should be replaced with “Balancing Authority 
Area.” 
No 
1) Requirement R4: Texas RE reiterates our previous comments regarding adding a new 
requirement for the BA to have an Operational Planning Analysis (in line with R1 language 
for the TOP). The SDT responded to the initial comment that creation of an Operating Plan 
fulfills the reliability need. We continue to maintain that it appears there is a gap for the BA 
responsibilities. The BA must perform some type of Operational Planning Analysis in order 
to develop their Operating Plan for the next day. Texas RE requests the SDT further 
consider this suggestion. 2) Requirement R6: Texas RE requests the SDT consider whether 
the TOP should also be required to provide its Operating Plan(s) for next-day operations to 
the BA. The following questions are submitted to assist the SDT’s assessment of our 
request. Without the TOP Operating Plan, how will a BA perform its assessment of delivery 
capability if it does not have predicted or planned transmission outages from the TOP(s)? 3) 
Requirement R7: Texas RE requests the SDT consider whether the BA should also be 
required to provide its Operating Plan(s) to TOPs. Without the BA Operating Plan, it is 
unclear how a TOP will perform its assessment to determine if there will be any SOL 
exceedances if it does not have the predicted generation dispatch and demand patterns 
from the BA. 
No 
1) Requirement R1.1: Texas RE requests that the SDT consider replacing the term “sub-100 
kV” with “non-BES” to be more inclusive of those facilities where data or monitoring may 
be needed. For instance, the RC may choose to monitor private use networks or radial lines 
connected to large loads/generation connected at greater than 100 kV but are excluded 
from the BES, in addition to sub-100 kV facilities. This change would not be needed if it is 
the intent of the SDT that the reference to “sub-100 kV” facilities is for those facilities that 
have been intentionally included in the BES due to their criticality? 2) Requirement R2: 
Texas RE reiterates our previous comments about replacing “analysis functions” with 



“Operational Planning Analysis.” This comment relates to the TOP-002-4, R4 comment for 
requiring a BA to have an Operational Planning Analysis. The SDT responded to the initial 
comment that creation of an Operating Plan fulfills the reliability need. We continue to 
maintain that it appears there is a gap for the BA responsibilities. The BA must perform 
some type of Operational Planning Analysis in order to develop their Operating Plan for the 
next day. Texas RE requests the SDT further consider this suggestion. 
No 
 
No 
1) IRO-008-2, Requirement R4 VSLs - Suggest the SDT remove “NERC registered” to be 
consistent with the Requirement R4 language and other standards in this project. The 
words were removed once in the VSLs but they occur twice in the VSLs. 2) IRO-008-2, 
Requirement R6 VSL – Texas RE requests the SDT consider revising the R6 VSL to contain 
only a Severe VSL. Texas RE submits that any failure to notify of IROL or SOL exceedances 
could result in cascading outages. 3) TOP-001-3, Requirements R8 and R9 VSLs – Texas RE 
recommends removing each instance of the phrase “whichever is less” from the R8 and R9 
VSLs or at least from the Severe VSLs. At worst, it appears to nullify intent stated by the SDT 
for R8 and R9 that a situation where a small entity did not inform just one affected entity 
should be a Severe violation. At best, it adds no clarity to assessing violation severity levels. 
Specifically, for R8, if a small TOP with 1 known impacted other TOP did not notify that 
impacted TOP then it’s 100% which should make it a Severe VSL. However, the phrase 
“whichever is less” appears to kick it back to a Lower VSL because it is only one failure to 
inform, not four or more, which is less. It’s important to note that TOP-002-4, Requirements 
R3 and R5 do not include the phrase “whichever is less” in the Severe VSL language which is 
presumably a recognition that it doesn’t apply in the Severe VSL. 4) TOP-002-4, 
Requirements R3 and R5 - Texas RE recommends removing each instance of the phrase 
“whichever is less” from the R3 and R5 VSLs. The phrase adds no clarity to assessing 
violation severity levels; in fact it is likely to add confusion to the determination of VSLs. 5) 
TOP-003-3, Requirements R3 and R4 - Texas RE recommends removing each instance of the 
phrase “whichever is less” from the R3 and R4 VSLs. The phrase adds no clarity to assessing 
violation severity levels; in fact it is likely to add confusion to the determination of VSLs. 6) 
IRO-010-2, Requirement R2 - Texas RE recommends removing each instance of the phrase 
“whichever is less” from the R2 VSLs. The phrase adds no clarity to assessing violation 
severity levels; in fact it is likely to add confusion to the determination of VSLs. 
Yes 
1) Texas RE appreciates the work that the SDT has done to address the comments received 
from industry during the previous ballot and comment period. Thank you for the time you 
have put into working towards making a set of steady state TOP and IRO standards. 2) 
Texas RE has one general comment regarding data retention for all the standards within 
this project. Texas RE recommends the SDT consider aligning the retention periods with the 
Data Retention and Sampling Team (DRAST) white paper which indicates a 4-year retention 
period for data with limited exemptions, such as a 6-month rolling period for high volume 



data, and 90-days for voice and audio recordings. 3) Operational Planning Analysis 
definition: Texas RE requests the SDT provide explanation for why the phrase "may be 
performed either a day ahead or as much as 12 months ahead" was removed from the 
proposed definition. The phrase is included in the current Glossary defined term. Following 
up on our comment from the previous ballot and comment period, Texas RE still asserts 
that without that phrase the time frame for one day up to 12 months is not accounted for.  
Group 
MRO NERC Standards Review Forum 
Joe DePoorter 
Yes 
 
Yes 
Please see question 7. 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
To ensure the distribution of the Planning Assessment is tied to a reliability-related need, 
recommend modifying Requirement R3 as follows to reflect similar provisions already 
included in Requirement R4. R3. Each Planning Coordinator and Transmission Planner shall 
provide its Planning Assessment to impacted Reliability Coordinators when issues or 
conflicts are identified with planned outages in the Near-Term Transmission Planning 
Horizon.  
Yes 
We believe that requirement R9 to notify impacted entities of planned outages of 
telemetering equipment, control equipment, and monitoring and assessment capabilities is 
too broad. Also, the current wording of the requirement would have the Balancing 
Authority and Transmission Operator providing notifications for all outages even those 
lasting only a couple of minutes or a few seconds. Therefore, we propose the following 
revision to R9: R9 Each Balancing Authority and Transmission Operator shall notify its 
Reliability Coordinator and known impacted entities of “planned outages” of telemetering 
and telecommunication equipment, control equipment, monitoring and assessment 
capabilities lasting 30 minutes or longer. Requirements R16 and R17 require that TOP and 
BA give authority to their system operators to approve planned outages of telemetering 
and telecommunication equipment, control equipment, monitoring and assessment 
capabilities, and associated communication channels. Using the same rationale of R9, we 
propose to revise R16 and R17 as follow: R16 Each Transmission Operator shall provide its 
System Operators with the authority to approve planned outages and maintenance last 30 



minutes or longer of its monitoring, telecommunication, and Real-time Assessment 
capabilities. R17 Each Balancing Authority shall provide its System Operators with the 
authority to approve planned outages and maintenance last 30 minutes or longer of its 
monitoring, telecommunications, and analysis capabilities. Similarly, IRO-002-4 requirement 
R2 should also be revised as follow: R2 Each Reliability Coordinator shall provide its System 
Operators with the authority to approve planned outages and maintenance last 30 minutes 
or longer of its telecommunication, monitoring and analysis capabilities.  
Yes 
As currently drafted, R6 would require the Transmission Operator to provide its Operating 
Plan to the Reliability Coordinator every day (next day studies) regardless of whether the 
Plan is modified or not. To prevent unnecessary duplication as well as allow for greater 
flexibility in the requirement, recommend modifying R6 as follows to allow the 
Transmission Operators and Reliability Coordinators to develop an arrangement or 
schedule. R6. Each Transmission Operator shall provide its Operating Plan(s) for next-day 
operations identified in Requirement R2 to its Reliability Coordinator in accordance with 
the Reliability Coordinator’s schedule.  
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
 
Individual 
Bill Fowler 
City of Tallahassee, TAL 
Yes 
The groups represented by the FRCC Operating Committee support IRO-001-4 revisions in 
principle, however we seek clarification on the potential interpretations of the term 
“Operating Instructions” and the potential administrative impact to normal and emergency 
BES operations needed to demonstrate compliance as stipulated in the Measures. 
Yes 
However, R5 requires “synchronized information systems”. The FRCC Operating Committee 
seeks clarification from the drafting team on what constitutes a “synchronized information 
system”. Consider replacing the word “synchronized” with “coordinated.” 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 



Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
The FRCC Operating Committee supports a majority of these proposed requirements. 
However, the OC does not support the language in new requirement R9 and finds that the 
mapping from current requirement (TOP-003-1 R3) is incomplete and needs to be 
addressed by the standard drafting team. The language in the existing TOP-003-1 R3 is 
more precise and should remain as is. If the SDT is attempting to address the comments 
from the SW Outage Report Recommendations “TOPs should ensure procedures and 
training are in place to notify WECC RC and neighboring TOPs and BAs promptly after losing 
RTCA capabilities,” they should create a separate requirement to reflect the notification for 
loss of Real-time Assessment capabilities. At a minimum, the requirement should state 
“telemetering and control equipment”, rather than “telemetering equipment, control 
equipment”. This will add clarification to the type of equipment being addressed in the 
requirement. In addition, the word “planned” from M9 was not removed as noted in SDT 
responses. We also recommend removing the words “interconnected NERC Registered”. 
The word “impacted” reflects who should be notified. The current mapping of existing TOP-
003-1 R3 to TOP-001-3 R9 does not accurately reflect the original intent of TOP-003-1 R3. 
R19 and R20 have some inconsistencies with referencing TOPs and BAs. 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
We suggest adding the following clarification to page 2 of the white paper: -Remove the 
terms “Normal (continuous)” from the Pre-Contingency section, example “b”. We 
recommend it read the following: b. All Facilities shall be within their applicable Facility 
Ratings and thermal limits. -Remove the terms “Emergency (short term)” from the Post-
Contingency section, example “b”. We recommend it read the following: b. All Facilities 
shall be within their applicable Facility Ratings and thermal limits. We also suggest that the 
paper be reviewed for consistency when using the terms “pre-contingency” and “post-
contingency”. Interchanging the use and context causes confusion – i.e. Change the column 
headers in Table 1, “Pre-Contingency Loading” to “Pre-Contingency Mitigation” and change 
“Post-Contingency Loading” to “Post Contingency Mitigation”. Another example would be 
to use “Real-Time flow” instead of “Pre-Contingency Flow”. Also in Table 1, under the 
‘Emergency (4hr)” row – “Post Contingency Loading” column change “all” to “available”. 
 
Yes 



The comments provided herein are consensus comments of the FRCC Operating Committee 
entity representatives. Our responses to the above questions in no way intends to convey 
how individual FRCC OC member entities will vote on the standards being proposed. Thank 
you for your efforts. 
Individual 
Joshua Andersen 
Salt River Project 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
Salt River Project (SRP) has a general concern with the R1 requirement for the Reliability 
Coordinator to develop, implement and maintain an outage coordination process for 
generation and Transmission outages. Specifically, SRP is concerned if the RC will have the 
ability to approve or deny outages.  
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
The Requirements go way beyond the established NERC process in creating and modifying 
current standards. The goal is stated to create reliability standards that “use a results based 
approach that focuses on performance, risk management and entity capabilities”. I suggest 
that the requirements in TOP-003-3 do not meet this threshold in that the burdensome 
requirements do not result in a significant enhancement in reliability nor do they consider 
entity capabilities. I suggest that the SDT work on creating a simple and efficient process to 
verify that necessary operating data is being freely exchanged as needed among entities. A 
suggestion might be to create a regional committee to address those conflicts that might 
occur between entities. If an entity is not able to obtain necessary operating data from an 
entity, they could provide a report to this committee and the committee could resolve the 
conflict. This would allow entities to obtain the data needed and avoid the significant 
burden associated with this Standard.  
No 



 Yes 
 
No 
 
Individual 
Eric Sutlief 
Consumers Energy Company 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
I have a concern with the evidence for compliance with Requirement 4. The Standard as 
written does not clearly define parties who must be notified. The reference to the 
Operations Plan does not require the inclusion of any non-registered entity. 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
In Requirement 1 and 2 the term reliability provides a vague stipulation. “… by issuing 
Operating Instructions to ensure the reliability of its Transmission Operating Area.” I don’t 
know if language can be suggested at this point, but I would prefer to see “stability” rather 
than “reliability”. 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
 
Yes 
 
No 
 
Group 
ACES Standards Collaborators 



Ben Engelby 
No 
(1) We agree with the removal of the PSE and LSE from the applicability section of IRO-001-
4. (2) Requirement R1 should be revised by removing the words “direct others to act” and 
stating that the RC shall issue Operating Instructions. The actions taken by an RC to direct 
others to act is inherent in the definition of Operating Instruction and is redundant with the 
language in the requirement. This additional clause is wordy and may not fully capture what 
the drafting team is trying to achieve. For example, by stating that the RC shall act or direct 
others to act by issuing an Operating Instruction, the RC is limited only to this option. We 
recommend alternative language for this requirement, “Each RC shall act or issue Operating 
Instructions in accordance with its responsibilities as a RC of its RC Area.” (3) Requirement 
R1’s language of requiring the RC to “ensure reliability” could be used as a zero defect 
standard if there is an event. “Each RC shall act or issue Operating Instructions in 
accordance with its responsibilities as a RC of its RC Area.” (4) The rationale for 
requirements R2 and R3 contradict with the revisions to the requirements. The rationale 
states that the TSP was added to allow retirement of IRO-004-2, but the draft removes the 
TSP from the requirements. Is the intent to keep IRO-004-2 intact? (5) Requirement R3 
should be merged with R2. We suggest the following language for consideration, “Each 
Transmission Operator, Balancing Authority, Generator Operator, and Distribution Provider 
shall comply with each Operating Instruction issued by its Reliability Coordinator, or shall 
inform its Reliability Coordinator of its inability to perform because it cannot be physically 
implemented or such actions would violate safety, equipment, regulatory, or statutory 
requirements.” This revision captures the intent of both requirements, is consistent with 
TOP-001, and reduces the amount of requirements needed. It also reduces unnecessary 
compliance exposure since only one violation could occur rather than potentially two 
requirements being violated.  
No 
(1) We appreciate the drafting team’s consideration of previous comments and subsequent 
revisions. (2) We recommend changing the term “Special Protection System” to “Remedial 
Action Scheme” because the SDT Project 2010-05.2 has determined that RAS is more 
appropriate and SPS will be retired upon FERC approval. This standard would potentially 
have an outdated glossary term if it keeps SPS in the requirements. (3) Requirement R3 is 
problematic as written because it implies that sub-100 kV transmission equipment as being 
subject to a standard. Sub-100 kV transmission equipment are not subject to reliability 
standards unless they are deemed to be a part of the Bulk Electric System. A simple solution 
would be to remove the clause “including sub-100 kV facilities needed to make this 
determination.” If these sub-100 kV facilities are needed for reliability they would be part of 
the BES exception process and would be covered by the NERC defined term “Facilities.” The 
FERC NOPR that proposed to remand the TOP/IRO standards was issued on November 21, 
2013, which was prior to the BES definition coming into effect on July 1, 2014. This is a 
significant justification to remove the sub-100 kV language. (4) We recommend verifying 
that the redlined and clean copies of the draft standard have consistent numbering of the 
requirements. When R1 was deleted in the redlined version, the other requirements did 



not reflect this change. Considering there are over 30 documents to review with this 
posting, it can be confusing when the requirements do not match.  
Yes 
 
No 
(1) The applicability section needs to be revised to remove the Load Serving Entity. The Risk 
Based Registration project will retire the LSE from Appendix 5B from the NERC Rules of 
Procedure. Having the LSE listed as an applicable entity leads to confusion and questions. 
For example, a reviewer of this standard could question how the RBRAG could arrive at the 
conclusion that LSE is not needed for reliability but this drafting team apparently 
determined it was needed for reliability by including it in the standard. At the very least, if 
the SDT is not intending to contradict the RBRAG’s finding’s a rationale box should state 
that LSE is only being included for historical purposes and will be removed pending the final 
approval of the RBRAG recommendations by the NERC Board of Trustees. (2) We disagree 
with Requirement R1, part 1.1 that includes sub-100 kV data. The BES definition is very 
clear to the applicability of standards. IRO-010-2 should apply to BES Facilities, which may 
include sub-100 kV Elements and Facilities based on a determination from Regional Entity. 
Asking for non-BES data is out of scope of the jurisdictional bounds of reliability standards.  
Yes 
 
Yes 
(1) We appreciate the drafting team’s consideration of previous comments and subsequent 
revisions. 
No 
(1) The applicability section needs to be revised to remove the Load Serving Entity. The Risk 
Based Registration project will retire the LSE from Appendix 5B from the NERC Rules of 
Procedure. Having the LSE listed as an applicable entity leads to confusion and questions. 
For example, a reviewer of this standard could question how the RBRAG could arrive at the 
conclusion that LSE is not needed for reliability but this drafting team apparently 
determined it was needed for reliability by including it in the standard. At the very least, if 
the SDT is not intending to contradict the RBRAG’s finding’s a rationale box should state 
that LSE is only being included for historical purposes and will be removed pending the final 
approval of the RBRAG recommendations by the NERC Board of Trustees. (2) Requirement 
R1 should be revised by removing the words “direct others to act” and stating that the TOP 
shall issue Operating Instructions to ensure reliability of its TOP Area. The actions taken by 
an RC to direct others to act is inherent in the definition of Operating Instruction and is 
redundant with the language in the requirement. This additional clause is wordy and may 
not fully capture what the drafting team is trying to achieve. By stating that the TOP shall 
act or direct others to act by issuing an Operating Instruction, the TOP is limited to only this 
option. We recommend alternative language for this requirement, “Each TOP shall act or 
issue Operating Instructions to ensure reliability of its TOP Area.” (3) Requirement R1’s 
language of requiring the RC to “ensure reliability” could be used as a zero defect standard 



if there is an event. “Each RC shall act or issue Operating Instructions in accordance with its 
responsibilities as a RC of its RC Area.” Requirement R2 should be revised by removing the 
words “direct others to act” and stating that the BA shall issue Operating Instructions to 
ensure reliability of its BA Area. The actions taken by an RC to direct others to act is 
inherent in the definition of Operating Instruction and is redundant with the language in 
the requirement. This additional clause is wordy and may not fully capture what the 
drafting team is trying to achieve. By stating that the BA shall act or direct others to act by 
issuing an Operating Instruction, the BA is limited to only this option. We recommend 
alternative language for this requirement, “Each BA shall act or issue Operating Instructions 
to ensure reliability of its BA Area.” (4) Requirement R2’s language of requiring the RC to 
“ensure reliability” could be used as a zero defect standard if there is an event. “Each RC 
shall act or issue Operating Instructions in accordance with its responsibilities as a RC of its 
RC Area.” (5) Requirements R3, R4, R5 and R6 should be revised to remove the LSE function. 
(6) For Requirements R10 and R11, we recommend changing the term “Special Protection 
System” to “Remedial Action Scheme” because the SDT Project 2010-05.2 has determined 
that RAS is more appropriate and SPS will be retired upon FERC approval. This standard 
would potentially have an outdated glossary term if it keeps SPS in the requirement. (7) 
Requirement R10 is also problematic because it lists sub-100 kV transmission equipment as 
being subject to a standard. Sub-100 kV transmission equipment are not subject to 
reliability standards unless they are deemed to be a part of the Bulk Electric System. A 
simple solution would be to remove the clause “including sub-100 kV facilities needed to 
make this determination.” If these sub-100 kV facilities are needed for reliability they would 
be part of the BES inclusion process and would be covered by the NERC defined term 
“Facilities.” (8) We appreciate the clarification that Requirement R13 is not intended to 
require a Transmission Operator to have state estimation and real-time contingency 
analysis. We recommend revising the RSAW to ensure that auditors will review events to 
avoid this standard being zero defect. (9) We appreciate the clarification for Requirement 
R18 that derived limits are SOLs and have removed the GOP from this requirement. (10) 
Requirements R19 and R20 have a parenthetical (Balancing Authority Area) that should be 
removed to avoid confusion. If both TOP Area and BA Area are intended, please list both 
without parentheses.  
Yes 
 
No 
(1) The applicability section needs to be revised to remove the Load Serving Entity. The Risk 
Based Registration project will retire the LSE from Appendix 5B from the NERC Rules of 
Procedure. Having the LSE listed as an applicable entity leads to confusion and questions. 
For example, a reviewer of this standard could question how the RBRAG could arrive at the 
conclusion that LSE is not needed for reliability but this drafting team apparently 
determined it was needed for reliability by including it in the standard. At the very least, if 
the SDT is not intending to contradict the RBRAG’s finding’s a rationale box should state 
that LSE is only being included for historical purposes and will be removed pending the final 
approval of the RBRAG recommendations by the NERC Board of Trustees. (2) Requirement 



R1 is problematic because it lists sub-100 kV transmission equipment as being subject to a 
standard. Sub-100 kV transmission equipment are not subject to reliability standards unless 
they are deemed to be a part of the Bulk Electric System. A simple solution would be to 
remove the clause “including sub-100 kV facilities needed to make this determination.” If 
these sub-100 kV facilities are needed for reliability they would be part of the BES inclusion 
process and would be covered by the NERC defined term “Facilities.” (3) For Requirements 
R1 and R2, we recommend changing the term “Special Protection System” to “Remedial 
Action Scheme” because the SDT Project 2010-05.2 has determined that RAS is more 
appropriate and SPS will be retired upon FERC approval. This standard would potentially 
have an outdated glossary term if it keeps SPS in the requirement. (4) Requirement R5 
should be revised to remove the LSE function.  
No 
 
Yes 
 
No 
 
Individual 
Steve Johnson 
Western Area Power Administration 
No 
Western has a concern on the use of the word ensure in R1. The concern is that whenever 
there is a reliability event it would be a violation of this requirement, since the RC didn’t 
provide instructions that ensured the reliability of its area. We would suggest changing the 
last portion of the requirement to ‘…… issuing Operating Instructions in accordance with its 
responsibilities as a Reliability Coordinator within its Reliability Coordinator Area.’ 
 
 
 
 
 
No 
Western has a concern on the use of the word ensure in R1 and R2. The concern is that 
whenever there is a reliability event it would be a violation of this requirement, since the 
TOP, in R1, or BA, in R2, didn’t provide instructions that ensured the reliability of its area. 
We would suggest changing the last portion of R1 to ‘…. issuing Operating Instructions in 
accordance with its responsibilities as a Transmission Operator within its Transmission 
Operator Area.’ and the last portion of R2 to ‘….issuing Operating Instructions in 
accordance with its responsibilities as a Balancing Authority within its Balancing Authority 
Area.’ 



  
 
 
 
Individual 
Joshua Smith 
Oncor Electric Delivery LLC 
 
 
 
Yes 
 
 
No 
Proposed Standard IRO-017-1 R3 states: “Each Planning Coordinator and Transmission 
Planner shall provide its Planning Assessment to impacted Reliability Coordinators.” Oncor 
considers R3 to be a planning requirement that should not be included in IRO-017-1. This 
Requirement is redundant to approved Standard TPL-001-4 R8 and therefore is misaligned 
to the Paragraph 81 initiative Criteria B7 to eliminate redundant requirement. Oncor 
recommends the removal of IRO-017-1 R3.  
No 
Proposed Standard TOP-001-3 R9 States: “R9. Each Balancing Authority and Transmission 
Operator shall notify its Reliability Coordinator and impacted interconnected NERC 
registered entities of outages of telemetering equipment, control equipment, monitoring 
and assessment capabilities, and associated communication channels between the affected 
entities.” In response to R9, Oncor recommend s that the requirement to make it 
mandatory for BA’s and TOP’s to notify only negatively impacted interconnected TOs, TOPs 
and GOPs. Oncor does not feel it necessary to notify registered entities that do not have 
reliability control functions to the BES. R10 as proposed requires each “Each Transmission 
Operator shall monitor Facilities, the status of Special Protection Systems, and sub-100 kV 
facilities identified as necessary by the Transmission Operator, within its Transmission 
Operator Area and neighboring Transmission Operator Areas to determine any System 
Operating Limit (SOL) exceedances within its Transmission Operator Area”. The ERCOT 
region is structured to support a deregulated market in which ERCOT monitors facilities for 
all TOPS and has a centralized view of the entire region to maintain reliability. TOPs 
operating within ERCOT currently do not have the technical capability to monitor facilities 
of neighboring TOPs. This requirement imposes a “one size fits all” regional structure which 
would place an unreasonable financial burden on all TOPs to both install and maintain 
additional hardware in each station or install and maintain multiple ICCPs between control 
centers. This requirement would place this financial burden on TOPs for nothing more than 
to replicate an RC function with no benefit to the BES. At no point in proposed Standard 



TOP-001-3 does it require TOs to supply neighboring TOs with this data. Oncor requests R10 
be reworded to provide flexibility for region structure. Proposed R12 changes the existing 
requirement of operating outside an IROL for no longer than 30 minutes to “a continuous 
duration exceeding its associated IROL Tv”. This requirement does not specify who 
determines the Tv of an IROL when multiple TOPs are involved in the circuit. Oncor believes 
that the 30 minute limit utilized in previous versions of this standard eliminates the 
possibility for disagreement. Oncors recommendation is to keep the existing 30 minute 
time limit.  
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
 
Yes 
 
No 
 
Individual 
Scott Langston 
City of Tallahassee 
Yes 
The groups represented by the FRCC Operating Committee support IRO-001-4 revisions in 
principle, however we seek clarification on the potential interpretations of the term 
“Operating Instructions” and the potential administrative impact to normal and emergency 
BES operations needed to demonstrate compliance as stipulated in the Measures. 
Yes 
However, R5 requires “synchronized information systems”. The FRCC Operating Committee 
seeks clarification from the drafting team on what constitutes a “synchronized information 
system”. Consider replacing the word “synchronized” with “coordinated.” 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 



The FRCC Operating Committee supports a majority of these proposed requirements. 
However, the OC does not support the language in new requirement R9 and finds that the 
mapping from current requirement (TOP-003-1 R3) is incomplete and needs to be 
addressed by the standard drafting team. The language in the existing TOP-003-1 R3 is 
more precise and should remain as is. If the SDT is attempting to address the comments 
from the SW Outage Report Recommendations “TOPs should ensure procedures and 
training are in place to notify WECC RC and neighboring TOPs and BAs promptly after losing 
RTCA capabilities,” they should create a separate requirement to reflect the notification for 
loss of Real-time Assessment capabilities. At a minimum, the requirement should state 
“telemetering and control equipment”, rather than “telemetering equipment, control 
equipment”. This will add clarification to the type of equipment being addressed in the 
requirement. In addition,the word “planned” from M9 was not removed as noted in SDT 
responses. We also recommend removing the words “interconnected NERC Registered”. 
The word “impacted” reflects who should be notified. The current mapping of existing TOP-
003-1 R3 to TOP-001-3 R9 does not accurately reflect the original intent of TOP-003-1 R3. 
R19 and R20 have some inconsistencies with referencing TOPs and BAs. 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
We suggest adding the following clarification to page 2 of the white paper: Remove the 
terms “Normal (continuous)” from the Pre-Contingency section, example “b”. We 
recommend it read the following: b. All Facilities shall be within their applicable Facility 
Ratings and thermal limits. • Remove the terms “Emergency (short term)” from the Post-
Contingency section, example “b”. We recommend it read the following: b. All Facilities 
shall be within their applicable Facility Ratings and thermal limits. We also suggest that the 
paper be reviewed for consistency when using the terms “pre-contingency” and “post-
contingency”. Interchanging the use and context causes confusion – i.e. Change the column 
headers in Table 1, “Pre-Contingency Loading” to “Pre-Contingency Mitigation” and change 
“Post-Contingency Loading” to “Post Contingency Mitigation”. Another example would be 
to use “Real-Time flow” instead of “Pre-Contingency Flow”. Also in Table 1, under the 
‘Emergency (4hr)” row – “Post Contingency Loading” column change “all” to “available”. 
 
Yes 
The comments provided herein are consensus comments of the FRCC Operating Committee 
entity representatives. Our responses to the above questions in no way intends to convey 
how individual FRCC OC member entities will vote on the standards being proposed. Thank 
you for your efforts. 
Group 
NERC Compliance Policy 



Randi Heise 
Yes 
 
No 
Dominion does not agree with R3, of the “clean version,” as written. We are opposed to the 
inclusion of the phrase “including sub-100 kV facilities”. We would prefer to modify the 
requirement to read “Each Reliability Coordinator shall monitor BES Facilities, including sub-
100 kV facilities and the status of Special Protection Systems within its Reliability 
Coordinator Area and neighboring Reliability Coordinator Areas, to ensure that it is able to 
determine any potential System Operating Limit and Interconnection Reliability Operating 
Limit exceedances within its Reliability Coordinator Area.” It is our position that any 
relevant sub-100 kV facility should be included as a BES Facility through the BES Exception 
process. While Dominion acknowledges the SDT’s consideration of its comments relative to 
inclusion of the phrase ‘sub-100 kV facilities’ it still disagrees with the SDT’s decision to 
retain it in this requirement for the reasons previously stated. M1 as written, “…and real-
time Assessments.”, the word “Real” needs to be capitalized.  
No 
In R8, Dominion suggests removing the words ‘prevented or’ because prevention of SOL or 
IROL exceedance is difficult to prove and would typically not be communicated to BAs and 
TOPs. 
No 
While Dominion acknowledges the SDT’s consideration of its comments relative to inclusion 
of the phrase ‘sub-100 kV facilities’ it still disagrees with the SDT’s decision to retain it in 
this requirement for the reasons previously stated.  
No 
In R1.1, Dominion suggests adding “as identified in R1” at the end of the sentence to 
identify the criteria and process being addressed. Suggested Wording: “R1.1: Criteria and 
processes for notifications as identified in R1.”  
No 
In R2, the Dominion suggests changing the word “function” to “roles and responsibilities” to 
match R1 Suggested Wording: “R2: Each Transmission Operator and Balancing Authority 
shall perform the functions roles and responsibilities specified in its Reliability Coordinator 
outage coordination process.” 
No 
While Dominion acknowledges the SDT’s consideration of its comments relative to inclusion 
of the phrase ‘sub-100 kV facilities’ it still disagrees with the SDT’s decision to retain it in 
this requirement for the reasons previously stated. R9 states: “R9. Each Balancing Authority 
and Transmission Operator shall notify its Reliability Coordinator and negatively impacted 
interconnected NERC registered entities of outages of telemetering and telecommunication 
equipment, control equipment, monitoring and assessment capabilities, and associated 
communication channels between the affected entities.” To be consistent with IRO-008-2 



R4, where ‘NERC registered’ has been struck (also struck in TOP-002-4), Dominion suggests 
‘NERC registered’ also be struck in R9 in TOP-001-3.  
Yes 
 
No 
While Dominion acknowledges the SDT’s consideration of its comments relative to inclusion 
of the phrase ‘sub-100 kV facilities’ it still disagrees with the SDT’s decision to retain it in 
this requirement for the reasons previously stated.  
No 
 
 
Yes 
Dominion encourages the SDT to continue to monitor the status of the proposed definition 
of Remedial Action Scheme “RAS” as the change in definition will impact this reliability 
standard as well as other related standards as identified in NERC’s white paper, Uses of 
“Special Protection System” and “Remedial Action Scheme” in Reliability Standards.  
Individual 
Anthony Jablonski 
ReliabilityFirst 
No 
ReliabilityFirst offers the following comments for consideration. 1. Requirement R3 - 
ReliabilityFirst continues to recommend there be a timeframe added to the requirement 
stating the allotted time the Entity has to inform its Reliability Coordinator of its inability to 
perform an Operating Instruction. Absent a timeframe, compliance to this requirement 
becomes subjective and difficult to enforce. ReliabilityFirst suggests the following language 
for consideration. “Each Transmission Operator, Balancing Authority, Generator Operator, 
Transmission Service provider, and Distribution Provider shall inform its Reliability 
Coordinator [within the time constraints allocated by the Reliability Coordinator in its 
notification protocol] of its inability to perform an Operating Instruction...”  
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
ReliabilityFirst offers the following comments for consideration. 1. Requirement R1, Part 1.1 
- ReliabilityFirst requests the SDT define the term “as deemed necessary” in Requirement 
R1, Part 1.1. ReliabilityFirst finds that the first bullet of “Section 4 – Measurability” of the 
NERC document titled Acceptance Criteria of a Reliability Standard states “Words and 
phrases such as “sufficient”, “adequate”, “be ready”, “be prepared”, “consider”, etc. should 
not be used.” ReliabilityFirst believes the phrase “as deemed necessary” is such a phrase, 



which leaves the requirement open to interpretation making it difficult to enforce and 
therefore, should not be used in the Standard.  
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
ReliabilityFirst offers the following comments for consideration. 1. Requirement R4 - 
ReliabilityFirst continues to recommend there be a timeframe added to the requirement 
stating the allotted time the Entity has to inform its Transmission Operator of its inability to 
perform an Operating Instruction. Absent a timeframe, compliance to this requirement 
becomes subjective and difficult to enforce. ReliabilityFirst suggests the following language 
for consideration. (i) “Each Balancing Authority, Generator Operator, Distribution Provider, 
and Load-Serving Entity shall inform its Transmission Operator [within the time constraints 
allocated by the Transmission Operator in its notification protocol] of its inability to 
perform an Operating Instruction issued by its Transmission Operator...” 2. Requirement R6 
- ReliabilityFirst continues to recommend there be a timeframe added to the requirement 
stating the allotted time the Entity has to inform its Balancing Authority of its inability to 
perform an Operating Instruction. Absent a timeframe, compliance to this requirement 
becomes subjective and difficult to enforce. ReliabilityFirst suggests the following language 
for consideration. (i) “Each Transmission Operator, Generator Operator, Distribution 
Provider, and Load-Serving Entity shall inform its Balancing Authority [within the time 
constraints allocated by the Balancing Authority in its notification protocol] of its inability to 
perform an Operating Instruction issued by that Balancing Authority.”  
Yes 
 
No 
ReliabilityFirst offers the following comments for consideration. 1. Requirement R1, Part 1.1 
- ReliabilityFirst requests the SDT define the term “as deemed necessary” in Requirement 
R1, Part 1.1. ReliabilityFirst finds that the first bullet of “Section 4 – Measurability” of the 
NERC document titled Acceptance Criteria of a Reliability Standard states “Words and 
phrases such as “sufficient”, “adequate”, “be ready”, “be prepared”, “consider”, etc. should 
not be used.” ReliabilityFirst believes the phrase “as deemed necessary” is such a phrase, 
which leaves the requirement open to interpretation making it difficult to enforce and 
therefore, should not be used in the Standard.  
No 
 
Yes 
 
No 
 



Individual 
Joel Wise 
Tennessee Valley Authority 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
There should be more than one level of VSL. As currently written there seems to be no 
allowance for instances where entities may be operating at two different ratings (i.e. 
temperature-dependent ratings, directional ratings, etc.)for a period of time before the 
entities coordinate which rating should be used in real-time. 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
 
No 
See response for TOP-001-3. 
No 
 
Group 
BC Hydro 
Patricia Robertson 
No 
The new Requirement has the Reliability Coordinator issuing “Operating Instructions” 
rather than “Reliability Directives”. The scope of “Operating Instructions” broadens to non-
emergency situations. BC Hydro does not support this increase in scope. 
No 



No Comment, please disregard the selected No. 
No 
No Comment, please disregard the selected No. 
No 
The new Requirement has the Reliability Coordinator able to ask for “sub-100 kV’ data if it 
deems necessary. This is an increase in scope from the data the RC currently asks for. As 
this data may be outside the BES definition, BC Hydro does not support this increase in 
scope. 
 
The requirements as stated can be interpreted as the RC defines coordination processes 
and activities, and the TOP’s and BA’s follow. The responsibility for coordination should 
reside with the TOP’s and BA’s, in order to manage system and regional impacts of outages. 
Transmission Operators and Balancing Authorities that already have coordination processes 
for managing outages within their jurisdictions and with neighbors, would have added 
requirements, however such practices are already well developed, taking into account 
standards, mutually agreed requirements and special needs of participants, in addition to 
system wide needs for communication to support assessments. Under TOP-002-2.1b, R1 
and R4, Transmission Operators and Balancing Authorities are already required to 
coordinate, current-day, next-day and seasonal planning and operations which implies the 
requirement for outage coordination. While TOP-003-1 R2 and R3 provides more specific 
and explicit requirements to coordinate outages of voltage regulating equipment and 
telemetering and control equipment, it does not address the coordination of generation 
and transmission equipment. While TOP-003 may not (in current form) be comprehensive 
in its inclusion of equipment types for coordination, TOP-003 however should be the place 
to identify requirements for coordination of transmission and generation outages. R1 states 
requirements to convey outage information, but is silent on coordination. However, a 
revision to TOP-003 standard could place the requirements for determining coordination 
activities in the TOP's and BA’s responsibilities. Nowhere in the IRO-017 is there a 
requirement for the RC to collaborate with the TOP and BA on defining processes to 
evaluate impact of outages, or the development of specifications for outage analysis. An RC 
driven coordination process does not account for differences and needs of TOP’s and BA’s, 
that have greater and/or mutual needs for practices not prescribed by RC needs. The 
requirements provide prescription that only addresses RC needs; involvement of 
governance (through the RRA involvement), collaboration, and emphasis on continuous 
improvement of processes would set a better standard, by requiring collaboration in the 
development of process requirements. The focus of IRO-017 should be on submission of 
outage information to support RC processes, including timelines for the submission of 
outages, practices for the communications of outages among the RC, TOP's and BA’s 
responsibility for assessment of system wide conflicts through study assessment, and 
development of conflict resolution processes to support operations 
No 



BC Hydro’s concern is that the Reliability Directive is replaced with Operating Instruction in 
the standard. The scope of “Operating Instructions” broadens to non-emergency situations. 
Requirement R3 and R4 have the BA’s complying with TOP’s Operating Instructions. BC 
Hydro’s concern is that there may be a conflict between the BA and the TOP. Requirement 
R3 provides exceptions for complying, but only for safety, equipment regulatory or 
statutory requirements. Nowhere does the Requirement address conflict in reliability 
requirements: for example, a TOP in our area issues an instruction to eliminate a voltage 
limit issue, and this action may cause another limits issue for another TOP. There appears to 
be no “out” clause based on reliability conflicts – such as deferring to an assessed lesser 
reliability impact. BC Hydro recommends revising these Requirements to allow for an “out” 
clause. 
 
 
 
 
 
Individual 
Gregory Campoli 
New York Independent System Operator (NYISO) 
No 
SDT should consider the use of the word ensure. We suggest revising the phase to, 
‘maintain ensure the reliability…’. This term exists in other parts of this group of standards, 
please consider the comment for all. 
No 
The SDT should clarify and coordinate the requirements between voice and data equipment 
requirements and the associated COM-001 and IRO-002-4. The SDT should clarify the COM-
001 is restricted to voice communications and the IRO-002-4 R1 is intended to address data. 
It is also not clear that IRO-002-4 R2 is limited to voice communication and/or data. The 
NYISO suggests that the voice and data requirements be including only in COM-002 and the 
ability to approve outages of either system be clarified in IRO-002-4 R2. A possible wording 
change for R2 could be, ‘ .. authority to approved planned outages and maintenance of its 
telecommunication and data exchange capabilities (as referenced in R1).  
No 
The NYISO believes that this requirement should be limited to IROL evaluations. We believe 
the 30 minutes may have been based on the requirements to be within IROL’s in 30 
minutes. The 30 minute assessment for SOL’s may be over prescriptive as some SOL could 
be up to 4 hours. 
Yes 
 
No 



See IRC/SRC Comments 
No 
See IRC/SRC Comments. The NYISO also would like to suggest the in R1, generation be 
replaced with generator to be consistent with R1.1.3 
No 
The NYISO has a concern with the term ensure. We suggest revising the phase to, ‘maintain 
the reliability of it’s…’ R1/R2: The NYISO does not support the removal of the phrase, ‘ 
within it’s TOP/BA Area’. Entities do not have authority to direct others outside of their 
area. In addition R3 only requires those to comply that are in the TOP/BA Area. For 
consistency, we suggest retaining that above language. R7: The NYISO continues to believe 
the previous language should be retained to limit the assistance up to and including 
emergency procedures implemented by the requesting entity. As worded, this could expose 
the assisting entity to violations for not going beyond what has been implemented. This 
addition would distinguish it from the previous requirements. To address the SDT response 
to the previous posting, when declaring an emergency, entities have a number of corrective 
actions to restore the system to normal. Our proposed language allows assisting entities to 
implement similar steps, which increase in severity, with the entity that is in the 
emergency. R13: The NYISO believes that this requirement should be limited to IROL 
evaluations. We believe the 30 minutes were based on the requirements to be within 
IROL’s in 30 minutes. The 30 minute assessment for SOL’s may be too limiting. R16: The 
NYISO suggests retaining the work ‘own’. This would provide clarity that this in only about 
the equipment the TOP owns and not other equipment. R19/20: The SDT should clarify the 
purpose of the bracketed entities (Balancing Authority)? The NYISO believes that R19 
should be focused on TOP and R20 should be focused on BA.  
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
The current draft introduces the term ‘limiting SOLs’. ‘For example, if an area of the BES is 
at no risk of encroaching upon Stability or voltage limitations in the pre- or post-
Contingency state, and the most restrictive limitations in that area are pre- or post-
Contingency exceedance of Facility Ratings, then the thermal Facility Ratings in that area 
are the limiting SOLs. Conversely, if an area has plenty of headroom on thermal Facility 
Ratings and has no risk of instability but is prone to low voltages pre- or post-Contingency, 
then the voltage limits in that area are the limiting SOLs. We believe that a better wording 
would be the ‘limiting criteria that results in the identified SOL’.  
 
No 
 
Individual 



David Jendras 
Ameren 
Yes 
 
 
 
Yes 
 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
We are concerned that an entity may have a reportable NERC violation if Contingency 
Analysis is down for more than 30 minutes. 
Yes 
Our Daily Analysis supplements the MISO Operational Planning Analysis and although we 
could rely on MISO, we have chosen to go beyond what is required. 
Yes 
We are concerned about the change from “Planned Outage Coordination” to “Operational 
Reliability Data” which as we understand deals with the specification and exchange of data 
for use in studies for which we find the languages confusing and needing clarification. 
 
 
No 
 
Group 
SPP Standards Review Group 
Robert Rhodes 
No 
R1 – We have concerns regarding the phrase ‘to ensure the reliability’. The phrase is 
ambiguous and detracts from the purpose of the standard which is to ensure the Reliability 
Coordinator takes action or directs others to act. Additionally, we suggest tying the ‘others’ 
in Requirement R1 specifically to those entities identified in Requirements R2 and R3.We 
recommend the following rewrite: ‘Each Reliability Coordinator shall act, or direct others as 
identified in Requirements R2 and R3 to act, by issuing Operating Instructions in accordance 
with its responsibilities as a Reliability Coordinator within its Reliability Coordinator Area.' 
Rationale Box for Requirements R2 & R3 – The Rationale Box for Requirements R2 and R3 
does not match the language in the requirements. There is no mention of the Transmission 
Service Provider in the requirements. It only appears in Measures M2 and M3. The IRO Five 



Year Review Team had recommended adding Transmission Service Provider to 
Requirements R2 and R3 to allow the retirement of IRO-004-2. With the removal of the 
Transmission Service Provider in Requirements R2 and R3, can the retirement of IRO-004-2 
move forward?  
No 
M1 – Capitalize Real-time in the last line of Measure M1. 
No 
1.3 Data Retention – Hyphenate 30- and 90-calendar days in 1.3 Data Retention for 
consistency with the other standards in this package. 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
R2/M2 – Make Reliability Coordinator in Requirement R2 and Measure M2 possessive. The 
requirement should read ‘…in its Reliability Coordinator’s outage coordination process.’ R4 
– To focus the coordination effort of the Reliability Coordinator on BES issues we 
recommend modifying the wording of R4 to state ‘…for identified issues or conflicts on the 
BES with planned outages…’ 
No 
R1 – We have concerns regarding the phrase ‘to ensure the reliability’. The phrase is 
ambiguous and detracts from the purpose of the standard which is to ensure the 
Transmission Operator takes action or directs others to act. Additionally, we suggest tying 
the ‘others’ in Requirement R1 specifically to those entities identified in Requirements R3 
and R4. We recommend the following rewrite: ‘Each Transmission Operator shall act, or 
direct others as identified in Requirements R3 and R4 to act, by issuing Operating 
Instructions in accordance with its responsibilities as a Transmission Operator within its 
Transmission Operator Area.' R2 – We have concerns regarding the phrase ‘to ensure the 
reliability’. The phrase is ambiguous and detracts from the purpose of the standard which is 
to ensure the Balancing Authority takes action or directs others to act. Additionally, we 
suggest tying the ‘others’ in Requirement R2 specifically to those entities identified in 
Requirements R5 and R6. We recommend the following rewrite: ‘Each Balancing Authority 
shall act, or direct others as identified in Requirements R5 and R6 to act, by issuing 
Operating Instructions in accordance with its responsibilities as a Balancing Authority within 
its Balancing Authority Area.' R9 – We feel that the use of impacted interconnected entities 
is too broad for the notification requirement. Also, the current wording of the requirement 
would have the Balancing Authority and Transmission Operator providing notifications for 
all outages even those lasting only a couple of minutes or a few seconds. Additionally, the 
term ‘NERC registered’ in Requirement R9 and Measure M9 should be deleted. This term 
was deleted in IRO-008-2, Requirement R4 and TOP-002-4, Requirement R3. We 
recommend rewording the requirement to read: ‘Each Balancing Authority and 



Transmission Operator shall notify its Reliability Coordinator and known impacted entities 
of outages of telemetering and telecommunication equipment, control equipment, 
monitoring and assessment capabilities, and associated communication channels between 
the affected entities lasting 30 minutes or longer.’ Should Requirement R9 be split into two 
separate requirements, one for the Transmission Operator and one for the Balancing 
Authority as was done with Requirements R1 and R2 and Requirements R19 and R20? R10 – 
We have concerns with the existing language in Requirement R10 which when applied in 
the real-world of today’s audit teams sometimes gets pushed beyond reason. For example, 
just how much of a neighboring TOP Area does a TOP have to model in order to determine 
impacts on SOLs within its TOP Area? What prevents an auditor from claiming that a TOP 
didn’t model enough of the neighboring TOP’s Area? Isn’t this really the function of the RC 
and aren’t we forcing the TOP to assume some of the RC functions with such a 
requirement? At the very least, we recommend the following language: 'Each Transmission 
Operator shall monitor 10.1 Facilities within its TOP Area, 10.2 status of Special Protection 
Systems identified as necessary by the Transmission Operator, 10.3 sub-100 kV facilities 
identified as necessary by the Transmission Operator, and 10.4 Facilities within neighboring 
Transmission Operator Areas identified as necessary by the Transmission Operator as 
necessary to determine any System Operating Limit (SOL) exceedances within its 
Transmission Operator Area.’ Rationale Box for R14 – The newly inserted sentence in 
Rationale Box for R14 doesn’t completely present the overall picture of the Operating Plan 
as contained in the Associated Documents at the back of the standard. We propose an 
additional sentence, as indicated below, be included in the Rationale Box. ‘…These 
Operating Plans are developed and documented in advance of Real-time and may be 
developed from Operational Planning Assessments (OPA) required per proposed TOP-002-4 
or other assessments. The Operating Plans should be augmented by temporary operating 
guides which outline prevention/mitigation plans for specific situations which are identified 
day-to-day in an OPA or a Real-time Assessment (RTA). The intent is not to have a…’ R18 – 
Should Requirement R18 be split into two separate requirements, one for the Transmission 
Operator and one for the Balancing Authority as was done with Requirements R1 and R2 
and Requirements R19 and R20? R19 – Delete the parenthetical Balancing Authority in 
Requirement R19. R20 – Delete Transmission Operator and the parentheses around 
Balancing Authority in Requirement R20.  
No 
R4 – We suggest that load forecast uncertainty and resource uncertainty be added to the 
list of Parts for Requirement R4. 1.3 Data Retention – Hyphenate 90-calendar days in 1.3 
Data Retention for consistency with the other standards in this package.  
Yes 
 
Yes 
Hyphenate 24-hour in the 8th line under 1. on Page 1. First full paragraph on Page 3, we 
suggest the following rewrite for the last sentence in that paragraph. ‘Conversely, if an area 
is not at risk of instability, no Facilities are approaching their thermal Facility Ratings but the 



area is prone to pre- or post-Contingency low voltage conditions, then the voltage limits in 
that area are the limiting SOLs.’ We also suggest deleting the 1st sentence in the following 
paragraph on Page 3. The paragraph flows better without it. We further suggest the 
following rewording in what would then be the 2nd sentence in the paragraph. ‘How an 
entity remains within these SOLs can vary depending on the operating practices and 
planning strategies employed by that entity.’ In 4. Voltage Stability Limits, replace the 2nd 
sentence with the following: ‘Voltage Stability limits are typically defined as the maximum 
power transfer or load level that ensures voltage stability criteria are met.’  
No 
IRO-008-2 R4 – Change the Severe VSL for new Requirement R4 (old R5) to read ‘…more 
than three…’ or ‘…four or more…’ in lieu of ‘…three or more…’. The High VSL already uses 
three. IRO-014-3 R3 – The lead-in for the VSLs for Requirement R3 refers to Requirement 
R5. This reference should be to Requirement R3. R7 – Change the Severe VSL for 
Requirement R7 to read ‘…Coordinator had implemented…’ and ‘…or would have violated 
safety…’. IRO-017-1 R2 – Make Reliability Coordinator possessive in the Severe VSL for 
Requirement R2. TOP-001-3 R8 – Delete ‘other’ in the VSLs for Requirement R8 referring to 
‘…other known impacted Balancing Authorities…’ and ‘…other Balancing Authorities…’. The 
use of ‘other’ only applies to references to Transmission Operator. Also in the VSLs for R8, 
change ‘less’ to ‘greater’ such that the Lower VSL would read: ‘The Transmission Operator 
did not inform one other known impacted Transmission Operator or 5% or less of the 
affected known impacted other Transmission Operators, whichever is greater, of its actual 
or expected operations that resulted in, or could have resulted in, an Emergency on 
respective Transmission Operator Areas when conditions did permit such communications.’ 
(This particular change applies to all VSLs in R8, R9, R19 and R20 as well as the VSLs for IRO-
002-4, R1; IRO-008-2, R3, R5, R6; IRO-010-2, R2; TOP-002-4, R3, R5; TOP-003-3, R3, R4.) R9 
– Delete the term ‘NERC registered’ in the VSLs for Requirement R9. (See comment in 
Question 7 above. R13 – Change the Severe VSL for Requirement R13 to read ‘…more than 
three…’ or ‘…four or more…’ in lieu of ‘…three or more…’. The High VSL already uses three. 
R19/R20 – Replace ‘applicable’ with ‘identified’ in the VSLs for Requirements R19 and R20. 
The use of ‘identified’ parallels the language in the requirements. TOP-002-4 R3 – Replace 
‘NERC’ with ‘entities’ in the High and Severe VSLs for Requirement R3.  
Yes 
The definition of Special Protection System (SPS) is being revised to Remedial Action 
Scheme (RAS) yet this package of standards continues to use SPS. Other active drafting 
teams, particularly the Relay Loadability: Stable Power Swings and the Protective System 
Maintenance and Testing – Phase 3 (Sudden Pressure Relays) teams, are using the new RAS 
definition in their work. What process will be used to make the transition to RAS when the 
new definition is approved? Similarly, Load-Serving Entity will soon be eliminated as a 
registered function at NERC. How will this change be reflected in the standards? We 
recommend that all changes we have proposed for the standards be reflected in the RSAWs 
as well.  
Group 



Duke Energy 
Michael Lowman 
No 
R1: Duke Energy suggests re-writing R1 as follows: “Each Reliability Coordinator shall issue 
Operating Instructions, as necessary, to ensure the reliability of its Reliability Coordinator 
Area.” As written, we believe that every communication involving an RC could be 
considered an Operating Instruction. For example, If a BA/TOP informs the RC of a loss of 
unit/tripping of equipment and the measures taken to mitigate the situation. Would an RC 
be required to give Operating Instructions back to the BA/TOP stemming from an 
informational conversation? We feel the revision adds clarity that the RC will issue 
Operating Instructions only when they believe it is warranted. R2: No comments M2: All 
instances of Transmission Service Provider should be removed from this measure. R3: No 
comments  
No 
R1: Duke Energy suggests the following revision: “Each Reliability Coordinator shall have 
data exchange capabilities with its Balancing Authorities and Transmission Operators, and 
with other entities it deems necessary, for it to perform its Operational Planning Analyses, 
Real-time monitoring, and Real-time Assessments.” We believe adding “its BA and TOP” 
narrows the scope of data sharing required by the RC. We believe the intent should be to 
ensure the RC has data sharing capabilities with the BAs and TOPs in its RC area and with 
other entities that the RC believes are needed for performing Operational Planning 
Analyses, Real-time monitoring, and Real-time Assessments. R2: No comment R3: Duke 
Energy suggests the following rewording: “Each Reliability Coordinator shall monitor 
identified Facilities, status of Special Protection Systems, and sub-100 kV facilities necessary 
to identify any System Operating Limit exceedances, within its Reliability Coordinator Area 
and neighboring Reliability Coordinator Areas, and to determine any Interconnection 
Reliability Operating Limit exceedances within its Reliability Coordinator Area." We believe 
this rewording provides more clarity on the intent of this requirement. R4: Duke Energy 
suggest the following language: “Each Reliability Coordinator shall have Energy 
Management Systems and SCADA data that provides information utilized by the Reliability 
Coordinator’s System Operator over a redundant infrastructure.” We feel the language “as 
written” is too broad. We feel this revision helps remove the perceived vagueness when 
referring to “monitoring systems”. Also, in regards to “redundant infrastructure”, we ask 
the SDT the following question: If an entity has redundant capability of its EMS system and 
one leg of that system is rendered unavailable during a planned or unplanned outage, is the 
RC non-compliant? In this example, the RC will not be on a redundant system due to the 
outage. We have concerns that the language as written in the standard would render the 
RC non-compliant.  
No 
R1: No Comment R2: No Comment R3: No Comment R4: No Comment R5: Duke Energy still 
agrees with the intent of the SDT and the modifications made. However, we ask that the 
SDT review and describe the expectations for outages of an RC’s Energy Management 



System during planned outages (data base modifications, model changes, etc.) and 
reconsider whether 30 minutes is an adequate amount of time to make those 
modifications. R6: We believe the incorrect requirement was referenced in R6. The phrase 
should be as follows : “when the System Operating Limit (SOL) or Interconnection Reliability 
Operating Limit (IROL) exceedance identified in Requirement R5 has been prevented or 
mitigated.” Please change the reference of “R6” with “R5” as seen in the example above. 
R8: Duke Energy suggests the following revision: “Each Reliability Coordinator shall notify 
impacted Transmission Operators and Balancing Authorities within its Reliability 
Coordinator Area, and other impacted Reliability Coordinators as indicated in its Operating 
Plan, when the System Operating Limit (SOL) or Interconnection Reliability Operating Limit 
(IROL) exceedance identified in Requirement R6 has been mitigated.” We suggest removing 
“prevented” because the prevention of SOL/IROL exceedances will be difficult to prove and 
would not typically be communicated to BAs and TOPs. The communication activities 
should be restricted to communications of activities to mitigate a potential SOL/IROL 
exceedance and not the prevention.  
No 
Duke Energy does not disagree that the types of data exchanges described in this proposed 
IRO-010 are necessary. However, we believe that these data exchanges currently take place 
within the context of various existing ERO Requirements and/or various existing 
agreements between the Applicable Entities. Therefore we do not believe there is a need to 
codify these requirements in another ERO Standard. As written, this Standard simply 
creates additional administrative burden on the industry while providing no incremental 
reliability benefit. As written, Duke Energy believes this Standard would simply become a 
candidate for a future Paragraph 81 submittal. 
No 
R1.1 – Duke Energy suggests the following language: “Criteria and processes for 
notifications as identified in R1.” This provides the clarity on the specific notifications that 
are required with adjacent RC(s) as defined in R1. R2: No Comment R3: No Comment R4: No 
comment R5: Duke Energy suggests the following revision: “Each Reliability Coordinator 
that identifies an Emergency in its Reliability Coordinator Area shall develop an action plan 
to resolve the Emergency during those instances where impacted Reliability Coordinators 
disagree on the existence of an Emergency.” We believe “identifies” is the appropriate 
wording. R6: “Each impacted Reliability Coordinator shall implement the action plan 
developed by the Reliability Coordinator that identifies the Emergency during those 
instances where Reliability Coordinators disagree on the existence of an Emergency, unless 
such actions would violate safety, equipment, regulatory, or statutory requirements.” We 
believe “identifies” is the appropriate wording.  
No 
While we are open to the suggestions made by the SDT, if the scope of RC is going to be 
expanded, we believe revisions to the Function Model need to occur first and then 
distributed to the industry for review and approval. The Functional Model is the foundation 
for the development of Reliability Standards used by Standard Drafting Teams. As indicated 



above, these revisions to the Functional Model need to occur first before a substantial 
change in roles and responsibilities of Functional Entities take place within the standards. 
R1: No comments R2: Duke Energy suggests the following revision: “Each Transmission 
Operator and Balancing Authority shall perform the roles and reporting responsibilities 
specified in its Reliability Coordinator outage coordination process.” The use of “roles and 
reporting responsibilities” in the place of “functions” better aligns with the language used 
in R1.1 of the proposed standard. R3: No comments R4: Duke Energy suggests the following 
revision: “Each Planning Coordinator and Transmission Planner shall jointly develop 
solutions with its respective Reliability Coordinator(s) for identified issues or conflicts on 
the BES with planned outages in its Planning Assessment for the Near-Term Transmission 
Planning Horizon.” We believe “identified issues or conflicts on the BES” better aligns with 
the intent of this requirement and adds clarity that the RC, PC , and TP will jointly develop 
solutions for conflicts on the BES.  
No 
R1: Duke Energy suggests re-writing R1 as follows: “Each TOP shall act or issue Operating 
Instructions to entities, as necessary, within its TOP Area to ensure the reliability of its TOP 
Area.” We believe “within its TOP Area” is necessary within the context of the standard. 
Requirements R3 and R4 appear to imply that Operating Instructions from a TOP are within 
the bounds of the TOP area only. However, by removing this language, it is our view that 
the TOP could issue Operating Instructions to entities outside the TOP Area which is in 
direct conflict of the NERC Functional Model. R2: Duke Energy suggests re-writing R2 as 
follows: “Each BA shall act or issue Operating Instructions to entities , as necessary, within 
its BA Area, as necessary, to ensure the reliability of its BA Area.” We believe “within its BA 
Area” is necessary within the context of the standard. Requirements R5 and R6 appear to 
imply that Operating Instructions from a BA are within the bounds of the BA area only. 
However, by removing this language, it is our view that the BA could issue Operating 
Instructions to entities outside the TOP Area which is in direct conflict of the NERC 
Functional Model. R3-R6: No Comments R7: While Duke Energy believes that this is a great 
operational expectation or operating practice for a TOP, we believe that the requirement 
“as written” is unmeasurable. We believe it will be difficult for an auditor to measure how a 
TOP verified that another TOP implemented “its emergency procedures”. The term 
“emergency procedures” is too vague and subject to interpretation. For example, at what 
point in another TOP’s emergency procedures should a TOP provide assistance? Based on 
this language, we suggest removing R7 from this standard or adding this to a guidance 
document to promote operational excellence within the industry. R8: Duke Energy suggests 
re-writing R8 as follows: “Each Transmission Operator shall inform its Reliability 
Coordinator, known impacted Balancing Authorities and other impacted Transmission 
Operators, of its actual or expected operations that result in, or could result in a known 
Emergency.” R9-R12: No Comments R13: Duke Energy still agrees with the intent of the SDT 
and the modifications made. However, we ask that the SDT review and describe the 
expectations for outages of an TOP’s Energy Management System during planned outages 
(data base modifications, model changes, etc.) and reconsider whether 30 minutes is an 
adequate amount of time to make those modifications. R14-R20: No Comments  



No 
R1: Duke Energy suggests re-writing R1 as follows: “Each Transmission Operator shall have 
an Operational Planning Analysis that will allow it to assess whether its planned operations 
for the next day within its Transmission Operator Area will exceed any identified System 
Operating Limits (SOLs).” We believe the addition of “identified” adds additional clarity and 
conforms to the language in FAC-011. R2: Duke Energy requests clarification on whether a 
process for each SOL exceedance identified in the Operational Planning Analysis is 
necessary or is one document that address any and all exceedances of SOL(s) is acceptable? 
R3: Duke Energy believes “impacted” is not needed in the context of the requirement and 
suggests removal. R4: No Comment R5: Duke Energy believes “impacted” is not needed in 
the context of the requirement and suggests removal. R6/R7: Duke Energy suggests the 
following for R6: ”Each Transmission Operator shall provide the results of its Operating 
Planning Analysis for next-day operations identified in Requirement R2 to its Reliability 
Coordinator.” We also believe that R6 and R7 goes beyond the scope of Recommendation 1 
of the SW Outage Report. The report indicates that TOPs should share the results with 
neighboring TOPs and RCs, and not necessarily the Operating Plan itself. In addition, the BA 
is not cited in Recommendation 1 of the SW Outage Report as having to do the same type 
of analysis.  
No 
Duke Energy asks the SDT to consider adding a mechanism to allow a recipient of a request 
to challenge the requestor if a reliability related need cannot be established. For example, 
should a BA wanting to know the ACE of every BA within the Eastern Interconnection be 
allowed to get this information if there is not a reliability related need to have the 
information? 
Yes 
Duke Energy agrees with the SOL Performance Summary described in Figure 1. We believe 
that Figure 1 adequately describes the intent on treatment of SOL(s), more so than the text 
of the White Paper itself. We suggest that the SDT revise the text in the White Paper to 
better align with the SOL Performance Summary in Figure 1. 
No 
Duke Energy does not necessarily disagree with the VRF(s) for IRO-017. However, we are 
seeking clarification for the increases in VRF from a “lower” in the first posting to a 
“medium” on this posting. 
No 
 
Group 
IRC Standards Review Committee 
Greg Campoli 
Yes 
 
Yes 



 No 
a. R6 and all of its VSL: The reference to “as identified in identified in Requirement R6” 
should be revised to “as identified in identified in Requirement R5”. b. We wish to reiterate 
our previous comment on the inconsistent language used between Requirement R6 (was 
R8 but misquoted in our previous comment as R6) and the LOWER VSL for R6 in which the 
word “Emergency” is used but the condition is not specified in R6. R6 stipulates that: Each 
Reliability Coordinator shall notify impacted Transmission Operators and Balancing 
Authorities within its Reliability Coordinator Area, and other impacted Reliability 
Coordinators as indicated in its Operating Plan, when the System Operating Limit (SOL) or 
Interconnection Reliability Operating Limit (IROL) exceedance identified in Requirement R6 
has been prevented or mitigated. However, the LOWER VSL for R6 indicates that: The 
Reliability Coordinator did not notify one other impacted Reliability Coordinator as 
indicated in its Operating Plan “when the Emergency identified in Requirement R6 was 
prevented or mitigated.” Please revise VSL to read “when the SOL or IROL exceedance 
identified in Requirement R5 has been prevented or mitigated” as opposed to “Emergency” 
for consistency. c. The language between R4 and its VSL is inconsistent. R4. Each Reliability 
Coordinator shall ensure that a Real-time Assessment is performed at least once every 30 
minutes. This requirement was changed from having the RC to “perform” to “ensure that” a 
Real-time Assessment is performed. However, the VSL still assesses the condition that the 
RC did not “perform” as opposed to did not “ensure that” the Real-time Assessment was 
performed. Please revise as appropriate. 
Yes 
 
No 
a. We generally agree with the changes made to IRO-014-3. However, the replacement of 
“other” with “adjacent” may leave a reliability gap. For example, the notification of 
Transmission Loading Relief invasion may require “notification or coordination of actions” 
by, and can have an impact on, RCs other than just the adjacent RCs. Since the words “may 
impact” already serve as the qualifier for the RC to select who to notify, then the RC is not 
obligated to notify all RCs hence the scope of notification is finite. We urge the SDT to 
consider reinserting the word “other” into R1. b. We do not have a preference, but ask the 
SDT to review the use of the phrase “Wide Area” in IRO-008-2 (and other IRO standards) 
and the phrase “Reliability Coordinator Area” in IRO-014-3. If these phrases are expected or 
interpreted to be synonymous, we suggest to use one or the other, but not both, 
throughout the IRO (and other) standards for consistency and to avoid confusion. c. 
Retention Period: We are unable to find the data retention period for Requirements R3 and 
R4. Instead, there are retention period requirements for R8 and R9, which do not exist. We 
urge the SDT and NERC to conduct a thorough and independent quality review for all 
standards posted for commenting and balloting to avoid unnecessary delays in approving 
standards due to these errors. 
No 



During the last posting, we commented that the requirement for TOP and BA to coordinate 
outage plans is inappropriate since the BA does not develop outage plans or schedules; it 
only receives them from the Generator Owners and may suggest adjustments based on 
resource/demand/interchange assessments. The SDT’s response suggests that these details 
would be elaborated in the process document and hence no changes were made. While we 
agree that such details can be elaborated in the process document, Part 1.1.2 should be 
expanded to include facility owners in order for the RC to develop a workable and 
appropriate outage coordination process involving the correct entities. We are unable to 
support Part 1.1.2 as written, and suggest the SDT to either revise it to remove the BA from 
it, or to expand it to include the facility owners and/or operators. Corresponding changes 
will need to be made to Requirement R2. 
No 
We do not have any concerns or comments on R19 and R20, which are added to address 
data exchange requirement and to achieve consistency with the proposed IRO-002-4, 
Requirement R2. However, we suggest that the SDT add Requirement R20 to the NERC 
issue data base along with requirements R2, R5, R6, R11, and R17 which the SDT agrees 
with our previous comment that these requirements belong to the BAL standards and 
hence a future assessment of creating such a BAL standard will be conducted. 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
During the last posting, we commented on the need to shed load under the pre-
contingency loading condition when the 4-hour rating is exceeded. The SDT’s response 
indicates that “it has revised the whitepaper to include “as necessary and appropriate”. 
However, this change is made to the post-contingency condition for exceeding the 15-
minute Emergency Rating, but not to the pre-contingency loading condition when the 4-
hour rating is exceeded as it still stipulates that “All of the above plus load shed to control 
violation below Emergency Rating consistent with timelines identified in Operating Plan.” 
We speculate that the insertion of “as necessary and appropriate” to the post-contingency 
condition when the 15-minute Emergency rating is exceeded was an error. However, if the 
SDT really meant to keep load shedding under the pre-contingency loading condition when 
the 4-hour rating is exceeded, then we will again express our disagreement with the 
approach. When the 4-hour rating is exceeded, the TOP still have up to 15 minutes to 
reduce loading to within the Normal rating. Further, as stated in the paragraph preceding 
Table 1, “However, operating between 900 MVA and 950 MVA (commenter insert: i.e. 
exceeding the 4-hour rating but not the 15-minute rating) is not an SOL exceedance unless 
the associated Operating Plan time parameter is exceeded as explained in Figure 1 
(commenter insert: i.e. 15 minutes have elapsed and still unable to return loading to below 
4-hour rating).” We urge the SDT to reassess whether or not the “as necessary and 



appropriate” should be inserted to the pre-contingency loading condition for exceeding the 
4-hour rating. 
Yes 
 
Yes 
During the last posting, we expressed a concern over the proposed retirement of TOP-004-
2, Requirement R4, which stipulates that: R4. If a Transmission Operator enters an 
unknown operating state (i.e. any state for which valid operating limits have not been 
determined), it will be considered to be in an emergency and shall restore operations to 
respect proven reliable power system limits within 30 minutes. The SDT’s response to our 
comment indicates that: As presented in the white paper on the Treatment of SOLs, the 
proposed requirements are based on the concept of not depending on pre-determined 
existing SOLs/IROLs but rather to monitor the existing and potential operating conditions 
and evaluate them against the same ratings and limits that SOLs/IROLs would be based 
upon. Those ratings and limits rarely change due to changes in system conditions, whereas 
predetermined SOLs and IROLs may change due to the assumptions they were based on. No 
change made. While we agree that the ratings and limits upon which the SOLs/IROLs are 
based rarely change due to changes in system conditions, the changes in system condition 
themselves can render any SOLs/IROLs invalid, especially those that are voltage or stability 
limits. In other word, there does not exist any “proven reliable power system limits” as 
stated in R4 of TOP-002-4. We generally support the concept of not depending on pre-
determined existing SOLs/IROLs but rather, to monitor the existing and potential operating 
conditions and evaluate them against the same ratings and limits that SOLs/IROLs would be 
based upon. However the concept itself (and being in a “white paper” status), or use of any 
information in the white paper, does not help or mandate re-calculation of valid SOLs and 
IROLs when entering an unknown state, and the ratings and limits that do not change have 
no bearing on those SOLs/IROLs that are voltage or stability limited and which are more 
dependent on system conditions, which have changed. While R13 in TOP-001- 3 requires a 
TOP to ensure that a Real-time Assessment is performed at least once every 30 minutes, it 
falls short of specifying the expected outcome (or objectives), such as new/revised 
SOLs/IROLs and assessing system performance against the new limits. The proposed 
definition of Real-time Assessment is also short of specifying the development or 
calculation of SOLs/IROLs. Hence, between R13 of TOP-003-1 and the definition of RTA, 
there is a gap that in an unknown state/condition, a TOP is not required to (and hence will 
not) develop SOLs/IROLs that are valid for the prevailing conditions. Hence, if R4 in TOP-
004-2 is retired, it will leave a reliability gap. The white paper does not mandate the proper 
and necessary action to “restore operations to respect proven reliable power system limits 
within 30 minutes” when entering into an unknown state. We again urge the SDT to 
consider not retiring Requirement R4 of TOP-002-4. Finally, we are unclear whether or not 
the proposed retirement of TOP-004-2 will be balloted separately, which it should. Please 
advise. 
Group 



Colorado Springs Utilities 
Kaleb Brimhall 
No 
We agree with Southwest Power Pool comments for this question. We were not allowed to 
associate with another entities comments at the beginning of this comment form so we are 
stating that in the questions. The following were the comments that we had in addition to 
SPP's comments. CSU references our previous comments again as we do not feel they were 
addressed correctly. 1. In R6 there should be a timeframe requirement that the RC needs to 
adhere to in notifying impacted entities. 2. In R8 there should be a timeframe requirement 
that the RC needs to adhere to in notifying impacted entities. The response by the SDT 
referenced other requirements that require notification in other standards stating that the 
time requirements are covered under those requirements. The requirements referenced by 
the SDT do require notification at the time of an actual SOL or IROL etc. IRO-001-4 is the 
pre-contingency analysis that needs to be communicated. We do not feel that the 
requirements referenced by the SDT cover the pre-contingency analysis required to be 
communicated by IRO-001-4.  
No 
We agree with Southwest Power Pool comments for this question. We were not allowed to 
associate with another entities comments at the beginning of this comment form so we are 
stating that in the questions. 
No 
We agree with Southwest Power Pool comments for this question. We were not allowed to 
associate with another entities comments at the beginning of this comment form so we are 
stating that in the questions. 
Yes 
No Comments 
Yes 
No Comments 
No 
We agree with Southwest Power Pool comments for this question. We were not allowed to 
associate with another entities comments at the beginning of this comment form so we are 
stating that in the questions. 
No 
We agree with Southwest Power Pool comments for this question. We were not allowed to 
associate with another entities comments at the beginning of this comment form so we are 
stating that in the questions. The following are our additional comments above and beyond 
what SPP's comments are. R13 - Would a tool such as a state estimator or RTCA be required 
to meet the Real-time Assessment definition or can it be done without “real-time” tools? 
Your response to our previous comments allude to the fact that all entities are currently 
using or contracting for such “real time” tools which is not universally true. Additional 



implementation period is needed and thus requested due to the time needed for budgeting 
and implementation of “real time” tools. 
No 
We agree with Southwest Power Pool comments for this question. We were not allowed to 
associate with another entities comments at the beginning of this comment form so we are 
stating that in the questions. 
Yes 
 
Yes 
We agree with Southwest Power Pool comments for this question. We were not allowed to 
associate with another entities comments at the beginning of this comment form so we are 
stating that in the questions. 
No 
We agree with Southwest Power Pool comments for this question. We were not allowed to 
associate with another entities comments at the beginning of this comment form so we are 
stating that in the questions. 
Yes 
We agree with Southwest Power Pool comments for this question. We were not allowed to 
associate with another entities comments at the beginning of this comment form so we are 
stating that in the questions. 
Individual 
Sergio Banuelos 
Tri-State Generation and Transmission Association, Inc. 
Yes 
There are still mentions of the "Transmission Service Provider" even though it has been 
removed as an applicable entity. It is mentioned twice in Measure M2 and once again under 
the compliance section "1.3 Data Retention." All references to the Transmission Service 
Provider should be removed.  
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 



 Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
 
Yes 
 
No 
 
Individual 
Michael Moltane 
ITC 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Yes 
ITC has concerns with the definitions of “Operational Planning Analysis” and “Real-time 
Assessment”, as they are used throughout the IRO and TOP standards. “Operational 
Planning Analysis” definitions states: The evaluation shall reflect applicable inputs including, 
but not limited to, load forecasts; generation output levels; Interchange; known Protection 
System and Special Protection System status or degradation; Transmission outages; 
generator outages; Facility Ratings; and identified phase angle and equipment limitations.” 
“Real-Time Assessment” definition states: The assessment shall reflect applicable inputs 
including, but not limited to: load, generation output levels, known Protection System and 
Special Protection System status or degradation, Transmission outages, generator outages, 
Interchange, Facility Ratings, and identified phase angle and equipment limitations. ITC is 
appreciative of the addition of the word “applicable” in the two definitions noted above, to 
provide more flexibility in selection the input. However, while the addition of the word 
“applicable” was an improvement, we are left with the issue of who determines 
“applicability” of the inputs. Lack of specificity in this regard will lead to confusion as to 



whether the audit team or the entity will determine input. To clear this up, ITC suggests the 
addition of the following language to both definitions: “The evaluation [assessment] shall 
reflect inputs determined applicable by the entity such as …”. An example of how this 
would be beneficial would be regarding the input of “known Protection System and Special 
Protection System status or degradation”. This input can be utilized in the dynamic analysis 
conducted outside the next day or real time horizon. The revised wording would make it 
clear that the entity can exclude this input from it next day or real time studies.  
Group 
Southern Company: Southern Company Services, Inc.; Alabama Power Company; Georgia 
Power Company; Gulf Power Company; Mississippi Power Company; Southern Company 
Generation; Southern Company Generation and Energy Marketing  
Wayne Johnson 
Yes 
See VSL comments in response to question #11 below. 
Yes 
R4 begins with ‘Each Reliability Coordinator shall monitor Facilities...’ Southern suggest that 
the words, “Bulk Electric System” be added to R4 so that it reads ‘Each Reliability 
Coordinator shall monitor “Bulk Electric System Facilities”, consistent with the verbiage in 
IRO-003-2 Requirement 1. Measure 4 should also be changed accordingly. R4 - Southern 
suggest that utilization of the words, “as necessary” makes the requirement confusing and 
proposes the below verbiage to add clarity: ‘Each Reliability Coordinator shall monitor “Bulk 
Electric System Facilities”, the status of Special Protection Systems, and sub-100 kV facilities 
identified by the Reliability Coordinator, within its Reliability Coordinator Area and 
neighboring Reliability Coordinator Areas, “as being necessary to determine” any System 
Operating Limit (SOL) exceedances within its Reliability Coordinator Area.’ Changes would 
apply to Measure 4 as well.  
No 
R4 – It is not clear why the SDT removed the qualifier “NERC registered”. Southern 
recommends adding “NERC registered” back to the requirement. The NERC registered 
entities have established a reliability relationship with the RC, TOP, and BA and should be 
notified per this requirement. In addition, Southern noted that the SDT responded with the 
following comment in consideration of comments received for R4. “Impacted goes beyond 
the concept of those entities that have an active role to play in the Operating Plan. It also 
includes those entities which may not have an active role to play in the plan but are still 
impacted by the given operating condition. For example, an entity may have Load impacted 
by a given situation and the only available option that entity may have is to shed that Load. 
But if the plan doesn’t call for that entity to shed the Load, then the entity doesn’t have an 
active role in the plan but is still impacted by the situation and therefore is deserving of 
notification.” It is very unclear on what expectation the SDT is suggesting in this comment. 
If the RC conducts a next day study and identifies potential issues, the RC will develop a 
plan to resolve the issue. This plan will be communicated to the NERC registered entity that 
is responsible for implementing the plan. The example provided by the SDT is unclear and 



confusing in that it introduces an entity that was never part of the plan to resolve the issue. 
If this entity was never part of the plan, why would or should the RC notify such entity? R8 
– Southern suggests modifying R8 as follows (include “actual”) to require notification in the 
event of an actual SOL or IROL exceedance within the RC area, but not require notification 
in the case where there was a possible SOL/IROL exceedance, but system conditions 
changed that cause the potential issue to subside. Southern believes that requiring 
notification for the latter is a good utility practice, but does not maintain or enhance 
reliability as it is nothing more than a notification that “nothing is required any longer for 
what could have been” “Each Reliability Coordinator shall notify impacted Transmission 
Operators and Balancing Authorities within its Reliability Coordinator Area, and other 
impacted Reliability Coordinators as indicated in its Operating Plan, when the actual System 
Operating Limit (SOL) or Interconnection Reliability Operating Limit (IROL) exceedance 
identified in Requirement R6 has been prevented or mitigated. [Violation Risk Factor: 
Medium] [Time Horizon: Same-Day Operations, Real-time Operations] Southern also 
recommends moving the word “known” in the definition of Operational Planning Analysis 
to the beginning of the second sentence to reflect that the evaluation shall reflect 
applicable “known” inputs. The “known” should apply to each of the inputs and not just 
Protection Systems and SPS status and degradation. The Operational Planning Analysis 
should reflect what the TOP knows at the time the evaluation is conducted. TOPs continue 
to update the studies as updated or “known” information becomes available. See suggested 
revision below. Operational Planning Analysis: An evaluation of projected system conditions 
to assess anticipated (pre-Contingency) and potential (post-Contingency) conditions for 
next-day operations. The evaluation shall reflect applicable known inputs including, but not 
limited to, load forecasts; generation output levels; Interchange; Protection System and 
Special Protection System status or degradation; Transmission outages; generator outages; 
Facility Ratings; and identified phase angle and equipment limitations. (Operational 
Planning Analysis may be provided through internal systems or through third-party 
services.)  
Yes 
 
No 
Southern agrees with the compliance assessment approach and note to the auditor in the 
RSAW and recommends that the SDT incorporate these concepts into the standard itself. 
The RSAW clearly recognizes that events / Emergencies have varying levels of significance. 
Southern continues to think the current definition of “Emergency” is too broad and is 
misused in standards development. This standard, and in particular requirements to notify 
neighboring RCs, should be focused more on issues that can truly impact them, not any 
situation that could be interpreted as an “Emergency” as it is currently defined. Southern 
recommends the SDT replace Emergency with Adverse Reliability Impact as it was before. If 
the SDT does not accept this recommendation, the SDT should consider modifying the 
requirements or even the definition of “Emergency” to incorporate the concept that an 
“Emergency” is an operating condition which has not been studied or for which no 
mitigation plan has previously been developed. For example, having a contingency occur 



which was studied and for which a post-contingency mitigation plan has been developed, 
communicated, and can be implemented prior to an SOL exceedance, is not an emergency 
even though it may require immediate manual action by an operator. Similarly, an IROL 
which can be mitigated prior to Tv as required by IRO-009 should not be considered an 
Emergency regardless of what actions the IRO-009-1, R1’s Operating 
Process/Procedure/Plan requires. An Emergency should be limited to multi-element 
contingencies due to things like weather, differential relay operations, relay failures, etc. or 
to other unstudied states where a potential or actual SOL exceedance needs to be managed 
as quickly as possible. 
Yes 
Southern believes that Requirement 4 should provide clear guidance that the Planning 
Coordinator and Transmission Planner are responsible for initiating the review of solutions 
with their Reliability Coordinator and additional language should be added to clarify that 
the joint discussions should only be focused on issues that may impact the Operations 
Planning Horizon. Southern proposes the following revision to the requirement: “Each 
Planning Coordinator and Transmission Planner shall coordinate with its respective 
Reliability Coordinator to jointly develop solutions for identified issues or conflicts with 
planned outages in its Planning Assessment for the Near-Term Transmission Planning 
Horizon, which may ultimately impact the Operations Planning Horizon.”  
No 
R1 and R2 - Southern understands other commenter’s concerns about BAs, GOPs, DPs, and 
LSEs not falling into a Transmission Operator’s TOP Area, but Southern disagrees with the 
approach taken by the SDT to address these concerns. Rather than removing “within its 
TOP Area” in R1 and “within its BA Area” in R2, the requirement should spell out the 
entities to link to R4 and R5. Suggested change as follows: R1 - Each Transmission Operator 
shall act, or direct its Balancing Authorities, Generator Operators, Distribution Providers, 
and Load Serving Entities to act by issuing Operating Instructions, to ensure the reliability of 
its Transmission Operator Area. [Violation Risk Factor: High][Time Horizon: Operations 
Planning, Same-Day Operations, Real-time Operations] R2 - Each Balancing Authority shall 
act, or direct its Transmission Operators, Generator Operators, Distribution Providers, and 
Load Serving Entities to act by issuing Operating Instructions, to ensure reliability within its 
Balancing Authority Area. [Violation Risk Factor: High][Time Horizon: Operations Planning, 
Same-Day Operations, Real-time Operations] R10 begins with ‘Each Transmission Operator 
shall monitor Facilities...’ Southern suggest that the words, “Bulk Electric System” be added 
to R10 so that it reads ‘Each Transmission Operator shall monitor “Bulk Electric System 
Facilities”, consistent with the verbiage in IRO-003-2 Requirement 1. Measure 10 should 
also be changed accordingly. R10 - Southern suggest that utilization of the words, “as 
necessary” makes the requirement confusing and proposes the below verbiage to add 
clarity: ‘Each Transmission Operator shall monitor “Bulk Electric System Facilities”, the 
status of Special Protection Systems, and sub-100 kV facilities identified by the 
Transmission Operator, within its Transmission Operator Area and neighboring 
Transmission Operator Areas, “as being necessary to determine” any System Operating 
Limit (SOL) exceedances within its Transmission Operator Area.’ Measure 10 should also be 



changed accordingly. R15 - Southern appreciates the SDT’s consideration of Southern’s 
comments but disagrees that the Requirement as currently drafted, does not reflect “past 
tense” with respect to actions taken. Southern suggest that the SDT reword the 
Requirement for clarification purposes: ‘Each Transmission Operator shall inform its 
Reliability Coordinator of its actions taken to return the system to within limits when a SOL 
has been exceeded.’  
No 
R3 - It is not clear why the SDT removed the qualifier “NERC registered”. Southern 
recommends adding “NERC registered” back to the requirement. The NERC registered 
entities have established a reliability relationship with the RC, TOP, and BA and should be 
notified per this requirement. R5 – See comment regarding removal of “NERC Registered” 
for R3. Also, in the SDT’s consideration of our previous comments, the SDT states they do 
not believe R5 requires notification. Given R5 clearly states that the BA shall notify 
impacted entities, it is not clear what the SDT’s expectation / interpretation of this 
requirement is. Southern suggests modifying the requirement to incorporate the concept 
that notification from the BA is only required to entities where the BA is requesting an 
action that is different than what the entity provided to the BA. For example, if a GOP 
provided their expected generation resource commitment and dispatch to the BA, the BA 
reviews the information and determines that this particular GOP needed to commit 
additional units to provide more regulation, frequency response, etc., then the BA should 
notify this GOP. If another GOP provided data and the BA did not have any suggested 
changes, then there should not be a notification requirement. Suggested changes are as 
follows: “Each Balancing Authority shall notify NERC registered entities identified in the 
Operating Plan(s) cited in Requirement R4 when the BA is requesting the entity to take an 
action that is different from the last submitted plan the entity originally provided to the 
BA.”  
Yes 
 
Yes 
As currently presented, the example Operating Plan in Table 1 on page 8 of the SOL 
Exceedance White Paper is confusing. It is actually a pretty good attempt to capture in table 
form the concepts described in the document text related to the time limit is exceeded 
versus pre-/post- contingency. However, it uses terms such as “non-cost” and “off-cost” 
which are not standard industry terms and which are not used elsewhere in the document. 
The SDT should consider removing these terms and using more standard terms, such as re-
dispatch reconfiguration, etc. as appropriate. In addition, the “Legend” shown is confusing 
and does not help support the example. 
No 
Southern disagrees that any violation of IRO-001-4 requirements constitutes a Severe VSL. 
The RSAW suggests that auditors are to use the NERC EAP process (i.e. reviewing entity’s 
Category 2 or higher events) in their compliance assessment. Southern agrees with this 
approach and suggest the SDT adopt this thought process in the VSLs. For example, a 



Severe VSL would be a case where there was non-compliance for a Category 4 or 5 event, a 
High VSL would be for Category 3 events, and so on. This method should be used as not all 
events where Operating Instructions are issued, are equal. 
No 
 
Individual 
Ayesha Sabouba 
Hydro One 
Yes 
Agree with same comments as NPCC-RSC 
No 
Agree with same comments made by NPCC-RSC 
Yes 
Agree with same comments made by NPCC-RSC 
Yes 
Agree with same comments made by NPCC-RSC 
Yes 
Agree with same comments made by NPCC-RSC 
Yes 
Agree with same comments made by NPCC-RSC 
Yes 
Agree with comments by NPCC-RSC 
Yes 
Agree with comments by NPCC-RSC 
Yes 
Agree with comments by NPCC-RSC 
Yes 
Agree with comments from NPCC-RSC 
Yes 
Agree with comments by NPCC-RSC 
No 
 
Individual 
Bill Temple 
Northeast Utilities 
Yes 
 
Yes 



 Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
 
Yes 
 
No 
 
Individual 
Jason Snodgrass 
Georgia Transmission Corporation 
No 
(1) We agree with the removal of the PSE and LSE from the applicability section of IRO-001-
4. (2) The current proposal for R2 as written could overly expose the DP to excess and 
double jeopardy compliance obligations for routine switching operations DPs perform on a 
daily basis which does not affect the reliability of the BES. Daily switching which require 
Operating Instructions could include scheduled outages for maintenance items and new 
construction. The functional model clearly states that RCs “…Issues corrective actions and 
emergency procedures directives (e.g., curtailments or load shedding) to Transmission 
Operators, Balancing Authorities, Generator Operators, Distribution Providers, and 
Interchange Coordinators”. Based on this, one could assume the Operating Instruction 
issued by an RC to a DP would be limited to a load shedding scenario and not daily 
switching routines mentioned above. However, this arrangement becomes less clear when 
the issuer of the Operating Instruction has multiple registrations with NERC as the RC, BA, 
and TOP; and when the recipient of the operating instruction is registered with NERC as a 
DP, TO, and TSP. Under such exchange, a single Operating Instruction issued from such an 
entity is technically an Operating Instruction from the RC, BA, and TOP; the recipient of this 



single Operating Instruction also applies to each of their registration type being a DP, TO, 
and TSP. To the auditor, this single Operating Instruction could be the same piece of 
evidence for multiple requirements across multiple Standards such as IRO-001 and TOP-
001. GTC believes the RC to DP interaction (with the RCs wide area view) is limited to 
Emergency scenarios which warrant a separate requirement for clarification of such 
exchange. A separate requirement for the DP is also justified and helps the ambiguity 
surrounding Real Time vs Ahead of Time activities within scope of the RC. The RC could 
issue Operating Instructions to the TOP, BA, GOP and IA for both Real Time and Ahead of 
Time, but GTC believes the DP is limited to Real Time horizon associated with “load shed” 
only in order for the RC to ensure the reliability of its Reliability Coordinator Area. A 
standalone requirement would correct the ambiguity expressed above and would more 
accurately capture the scenario of when the RC would be issuing Operating Instructions to 
the DP rather than BA, TOP, GOP, etc. Again, GTC’s goal is for this requirement not to 
overlap on the daily switching routines performed by the DP which require Operating 
Instructions such as scheduled outages for maintenance items and new construction when 
the issuing entity has both registrations of RC and TOP. GTC proposes the following 
standalone requirement for the DP: “Each Distribution Provider shall comply with its 
Reliability Coordinator’s Operating Instructions associated with load shed unless 
compliance with the Operating Instructions cannot be physically implemented or unless 
such actions would violate safety, equipment, regulatory, or statutory requirements.” 
Alternately, GTC would accept “Each Distribution Provider shall comply with its Reliability 
Coordinator’s Operating Instructions during an Emergency unless compliance with the 
Operating Instructions cannot be physically implemented or unless such actions would 
violate safety, equipment, regulatory, or statutory requirements.”  
No 
GTC supports comments made by GSOC for IRO-002-4 
No 
GTC supports comments made by GSOC for IRO-008-2 
No 
(1) The applicability section needs to be revised to remove the Load Serving Entity. The Risk 
Based Registration project will retire the LSE from Appendix 5B from the NERC Rules of 
Procedure. Having the LSE listed as an applicable entity leads to confusion and questions. 
For example, a reviewer of this standard could question how the RBRAG could arrive at the 
conclusion that LSE is not needed for reliability but this drafting team apparently 
determined it was needed for reliability by including it in the standard. At the very least, if 
the SDT is not intending to contradict the RBRAG’s finding’s a rationale box should state 
that LSE is only being included for historical purposes and will be removed pending the final 
approval of the RBRAG recommendations by the NERC Board of Trustees. (2) We disagree 
with Requirement R1, part 1.1 that includes sub-100 kV data. The BES definition is very 
clear to the applicability of standards. IRO-010-2 should apply to BES Facilities, which may 
include sub-100 kV Elements and Facilities based on a determination from Regional Entity 



through the BES exceptions process. Asking for non-BES data is out of scope of the 
jurisdictional bounds of reliability standards.  
No 
GTC supports GSOC's comments for IRO-014-3 
No 
(1) GTC disagrees that outages are planned for the near term planning horizon (years 1 – 5). 
Outages are planned and scheduled within the operational planning horizon (up to year 1). 
The Planning Assessment only covers the near term and the long term planning horizons; it 
does not cover the operational planning horizon. Furthermore, the RC model can only 
include the current system that has been built and deals with real time parameters. They 
cannot grant outages on proposed planning solutions. The Planning Assessment does not 
provide any useful information for scheduling outages in the operations horizon. An outage 
request for construction of new stations, lines, or facility upgrades is what is required so 
that the RC can run a real-time assessment and grant approval for outages. R1 and R2 
adequately cover the process to grant outages as they are requested, and sufficiently cover 
the purpose of this standard. GTC believes R3 and R4 are not necessary for outage 
coordination in the operations horizon and should be eliminated from this Standard. 
Additionally, the purpose statement should remove reference to Near-Term Transmission 
Planning Horizon.  
No 
(1) The current proposal for R3 and R5 as written could overly expose the DP and LSE excess 
compliance obligations for routine switching operations performed on a daily basis which 
are not performed to “ensure the reliability” of the BES, such as scheduled outages for 
maintenance items and new construction, etc. The DP and LSE implement Operating 
Instructions on non-BES equipment on a routine basis, but the implementation of 
Operating Instructions on BES or non-BES equipment “to ensure the reliability of the BES” is 
not very routine. Based on the stated purpose of the standard, GTC believes this 
requirement for the DP/LSE should complement COM-002-4 R6 relating to Operating 
Instructions during an Emergency “affecting the reliability of the BES”. We believe that the 
use of the NERC term “Emergency” would properly capture the stated intent of this 
standard. GTC proposes the language “[during an Emergency]” be added after “....shall 
comply with each Operating Instruction issued by its Transmission Operator(s) [during an 
Emergency] “. Based on the stated purpose (which we believe is adequately captured by 
the use of the term “Emergency”), at a minimum, Operating Instructions issued to ensure 
the reliability of the BES should be the only Operating Instructions covered by this standard 
(as was done in R1 and R2). As is currently written Operating Instructions for scheduled 
outages associated with maintenance items and new construction will also be in scope 
which conflicts with the stated purpose of this standard. (2) Based on the functional model, 
the TOP is responsible for the Real-time operating reliability of its Area and has the 
authority to ensure that its TOP Area operates reliably. Thus, it is clear to us that part of the 
job of the TOP and/or BA to ensure that the Operating Instructions they issue are 
performed. Recipient entities such as the DP would rely on the TOP or BAs voice recordings 



as evidence which is duplicative to what the TOP or BA is already collecting. We would 
suggest the following: R3: Each Transmission Operator is to verify each Operating 
Instruction it issues as a part of R1 is completed, unless informed that such action cannot 
be physically implemented or it would violate safety, equipment, regulatory, or statutory 
requirements. R4: Each Balancing Authority is to verify each Operating Instruction it issues 
as a part of R2 is completed, unless informed that such action cannot be physically 
implemented or it would violate safety, equipment, regulatory, or statutory requirements. 
An additional benefit to writing the requirements in this manner is a substantial reduction 
in redundant administrative record-keeping. TOPs and BAs will already be collecting such 
information as a part of R1 and R2, so requirements along the lines of those proposed 
above would provide the additional benefit of preventing duplication of records between 
multiple entities, keeping records of these Operating Instructions performed with the TOP 
and BA.  
No 
GTC supports GSOC's comments 
No 
(1) The applicability section needs to be revised to remove the Load Serving Entity. The Risk 
Based Registration project will retire the LSE from Appendix 5B from the NERC Rules of 
Procedure. Having the LSE listed as an applicable entity leads to confusion and questions. 
For example, a reviewer of this standard could question how the RBRAG could arrive at the 
conclusion that LSE is not needed for reliability but this drafting team apparently 
determined it was needed for reliability by including it in the standard. At the very least, if 
the SDT is not intending to contradict the RBRAG’s finding’s a rationale box should state 
that LSE is only being included for historical purposes and will be removed pending the final 
approval of the RBRAG recommendations by the NERC Board of Trustees. (2) Requirement 
R1 is problematic because it lists sub-100 kV transmission equipment as being subject to a 
standard. Sub-100 kV transmission equipment are not subject to reliability standards unless 
they are deemed to be a part of the Bulk Electric System. A simple solution would be to 
remove the clause “including sub-100 kV facilities needed to make this determination.” If 
these sub-100 kV facilities are needed for reliability they would be included in the BES per 
the BES exceptions process and would be covered by the NERC defined term “Facilities.” (3) 
For Requirements R1 and R2, we recommend changing the term “Special Protection 
System” to “Remedial Action Scheme” because the SDT Project 2010-05.2 has determined 
that RAS is more appropriate and SPS will be retired upon FERC approval. This standard 
would potentially have an outdated glossary term if it keeps SPS in the requirement. (4) 
Requirement R5 should be revised to remove the LSE function.  
No 
 
No 
GTC will delay providing feedback to VRSs VSLs per revisions to the aforementioned 
requirements during the following ballot period. 
No 



 Individual 
Catherine Wesley 
PJM Interconnection 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
 
 
No 
PJM is submitting affirmative ballots for all the standards. The revisions made to IRO-002-4 
and IRO-008-2 addressed PJM's concerns with the previous drafts of these standards. 
Group 
Peak Reliability 
Jared Shakespeare 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
R1 as written requires the RC to perform an OPA to assess whether planned operations will 
exceed SOLs and IROLs in its Wide Area. NERC defines Wide Area as “The entire Reliability 
Coordinator Area as well as the critical flow and status information from adjacent Reliability 
Coordinator Areas as determined by detailed system studies to allow the calculation of 



Interconnected Reliability Operating Limits”. According to this NERC definition, the Wide 
Area does not include actual Facilities outside the RC Area, but rather includes flow and 
status information from adjacent RC Areas for the purposes of IROL calculation (whether 
the IROL is in the RC Area, in the adjacent RC Area, or spanning across multiple RC Areas). It 
brings in information from outside the RC Area for IROL calculation – it does not bring in 
additional Facilities outside the RC Area for general monitoring. Therefore, requiring an 
OPA to assess SOL and IROL exceedances in a Wide Area actually doesn't make sense, given 
the fact that the Wide Area does not include actual Facilities outside the RC Area, but 
rather information from outside the RC Area. Given the NERC definition of Wide Area, the 
requirement can only make sense if it requires the OPA to assess whether planned 
operations in its Wide Area (i.e., flows and statuses outside its RC Area for the purposes of 
IROL calculation) is expected to exceed any of its SOLs and IROLs. Peak believes that the 
standard should be rephrased to state, “Each Reliability Coordinator shall perform an 
Operational Planning Analysis that will allow it to assess whether the planned operations 
within its Wide Area for the next-day will exceed any of its System Operating Limits (SOLs) 
and Interconnection Operating Reliability Limits (IROLs).” With this language change, the 
flow and status information from the Wide Area are included in the RC’s OPA to determine 
SOL and IROL exceedances appropriately (including IROLs within the RC Area as well as 
IROLs that span multiple RC Areas). This language change will also bring consistency with its 
companion requirement TOP-002-4 R1, which states, “Each Transmission Operator shall 
have an Operational Planning Analysis that will allow it to assess whether its planned 
operations for the next day within its Transmission Operator Area will exceed any of its 
System Operating Limits (SOLs).” Peak believes this language change accurately reflects the 
NERC definition of Wide Area and ensures SOLs and IROLs are addressed appropriately to 
ensure reliability across the board. R5: It should be clarified what evidence will be needed 
to ensure that a Real Time Assessment is performed if the entity does not perform it 
themselves. If an entity relies on a third party to perform the Real-Time Assessment, there 
should be a requirement showing that this reliance was coordinated with the third party.  
Yes 
IRO-010-2 R1 states, "The Reliability Coordinator shall maintain a documented specification 
for the data necessary for it to perform its Operational Planning Analyses, Real-time 
monitoring, and Real-time Assessments." The concern with this language is the limiting 
nature of the scope of the data specification. The OPA is limited to data for next-day 
operations. R1 should not confine the RC’s data specification to data for its OPA and RTA 
only, but rather should facilitate the RC to obtain the data it needs to perform its RC 
functions overall. With the current language, a TOP or BA may be able to claim that they 
have no compliance obligation to provide the RC with data it needs to perform its reliability 
functions. Peak recommends that R1 be rewritten to state: “The Reliability Coordinator 
shall maintain a documented specification for the data necessary for it to perform its 
reliability functions.” R2 should be updated similarly.  
Yes 
The new R4, R5, and R6 should also include "actual or expected Emergency" like R3. 



Yes 
 
No 
There still needs to be clarity about conflicting Operating Instructions. For example, if TOP 1 
gives and Operating Instruction to TOP 2 and then TOP 3 gives an Operating Instruction to 
TOP 2, which one trumps? The same would be true for BAs. This creates potential conflicts 
for TOPs, BAs, and RCs. "within its … Area" should not have been removed. R9: Why restrict 
to NERC registered entities when this term was removed from other requirements 
throughout the IRO/TOP revisions? R13: Should be clarified what evidence will be needed 
to ensure that a Real Time Assessment is performed if the entity does not perform it 
themselves. If an entity relies on a third party to perform the Real-Time Assessment, there 
should be a requirement showing that this reliance was coordinated with the third party.  
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
The SOL Whitepaper directly addresses the confusion, debates, and misconceptions around 
the SOL concept that is so prevalent in the industry. Many thanks to the SDT for issuing the 
much needed SOL Whitepaper. Peak believes this paper will not only bring clarity and 
resolution to confusing and even contentious issues related to SOL establishment and 
exceedance, but will also result in improved reliability. 
Yes 
TOP-001-3 R13: The High VSL and Severe VSL overlap (High VSL TO RTA not conducted …3 
times….Severe VSL TO RTA not conducted 3 or more times…) IRO-008-2 R4: The VSL 
removed the first occurrence of the term “NERC registered” entity but left the term in the 
second half of the VSL. IRO-008-2 R5: The High VSL and Severe VSL overlap (High VSL TO 
RTA not conducted …3 times….Severe VSL TO RTA not conducted 3 or more times…)  
No 
 
Individual 
Glenn Pressler 
CPS Energy 
No 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 



R1.2 in general, support CenterPoint Energy comments (heard through NSRS). 
Yes 
 
No 
Propose the following: Strike “Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon” from Purpose; 
TPL-001-4 R1.1.1 already requires the model to represent known outages of generation or 
Transmission Facilities with a duration of at least six months. If outages with a duration of 
less than six months are required, then this should be a revision to the TPL standard. Strike 
“4.5. Transmission Planner” from Applicability: All requirements related to the Transmission 
Planner are either redundant to the TPL-001-4 standard or should be incorporated therein. 
Strike all of requirement R3: This requirement is redundant to the TPL-001 R8 requirement, 
since for ERCOT, the Planning Coordinator is the same as the Reliability Coordinator. If it 
cannot be stricken, then there should be a qualifier that states “this requirement only 
applies if the Planning Coordinator is NOT the same as the Reliability Coordinator”. 
Otherwise, the Transmission Planner in the ERCOT system is subject to double-jeopardy 
regarding this standard and the TPL-001 standard. Strike all of requirement R4: If it is 
required that the Planning Coordinator, Transmission Planner and Reliability Coordinator all 
have to work together to jointly develop solutions for planned outages less than 6 months 
in duration, then this should be reflected in the TPL-001 standard. In general, introducing 
standards that impose requirements on the Planning Assessment should all be incorporated 
in the TPL-001 standard as opposed to several disjointed standards, which creates 
confusion and possible redundant and double-jeopardy situations. Regarding R3 & R4, in 
general Paragraph 90 perspective is misinterprete & should be limited to next day (not up 
to 1-year). 
No 
R1, in general, change to only require TOP to have the authority to act, or direct others to 
act, R10, in general, regarding monitoring Facilityies reaching into a neighboring TOP area 
needs clarifying...best to delete neighboring areas wording. 
Yes 
 
No 
see comments for IRO-010-2 
No 
 
 
No 
 
Individual 
Scott Berry 
Indiana Municipal Power Agency 



  
 
No 
The use of a documented specification for the data needed by the Reliability Coordinator is 
extremely vague and allows the inclusion of all other data needed by the current NERC 
standards which creates a double jeopardy issue or an instances where an entity may meet 
one NERC standard but violate IRO-010-2. For example, VAR-002-3 becomes effective on 
October 1, 2014 and does not require the notification of AVR status change if it has been 
restored within 30 minutes of such change. The Reliability Coordinator has already given 
notice that its manuals will reflect this change a few months after October 1, 2014. This 
means Generator Operators in this RC area will have to still give notification within 30 
minutes in order not to violate IRO-010-2 even though VAR-002-3 says differently. The 
documented specification for data needs to exclude data that is covered by other NERC 
standards to prevent this from happening and to reduce the workload on entities. 
 
 
No 
IMPA does not agree with using Operating Instructions within this standard. By using 
Operating Instructions within this standard, NERC has created an extremely administrative 
type of standard for entities to follow. What happen to results-based standards? Just 
keeping the telephone logs in many instances will not be enough and it will require much 
more documented evidence to show that an entity followed the TOP’s Operating 
Instructions. If a Generator Operator is asked to change MW/VAR output or asked to 
maintain the same output numerous times in a day by its Transmission Operator, it will 
have to keep evidence to show that it carried out every single Operating Instruction 
throughout the entire day. Does this mean keeping track of the output of the Generator for 
the day and giving the entire log to the auditor to show the Generator Operator carried out 
each Operating Instruction? 
 
No 
The use of a documented specification for the data needed by the Transmission Operator is 
extremely vague and allows the inclusion of all other data needed by the current NERC 
standards which creates a double jeopardy issue or an instance where an entity may meet 
one NERC standard but violate IRO-010-2. For example, VAR-002-3 becomes effective on 
October 1, 2014 and does not require the notification of AVR status change if it has been 
restored within 30 minutes of such change. The Transmission Operator has already given 
notice that its manuals will reflect this change a few months after October 1, 2014. This 
means that Generator Operators in this TOP area will have to still give notification within 30 
minutes in order not to violate IRO-010-2 even though VAR-002-3 says differently. The 
documented specification for data needs to exclude data that is covered by other NERC 
standards to prevent this from happening and to reduce the workload on entities. 



  
No 
 
Group 
PacifiCorp 
Sandra Shaffer 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
The implications of removing the term NERC Registered from R4 are unclear because a 
Planning Coordinator may not be able to rely on information provided by unregistered 
entities. If the RC in IRO-008-2 M3 creates an Operating plan that includes non-registered 
Entities (TOP-002-4 R4 clearly shows that NERC thinks that non-registered entities WILL be 
included in some Operating Plans), the TOP responsibility of TOP-002-4 will only pertain to 
the NERC registered entities. This creates a serious potential reliability “gap” that must be 
addressed before this draft can be evaluated.  
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
PacifiCorp cannot agree to the proposed new standard without having an understanding of 
the “Reliability Coordinator outage coordination process”. Additionally, PacifiCorp needs to 
understand how the Reliability Coordinator will resolve identified outage conflicts. 
PacifiCorp cannot support the proposed change of the Violation Risk Factor in R3 from Low 
to Medium. 
No 
PacifiCorp needs clarification concerning how R16 works in tandem with the Reliability 
Coordinator outage process noted in IRO-017-1. Additionally, PacifiCorp questions whether 
we have the ability to compel a non-NERC Registered Entity to provide data in order to 
maintain reliability in the Transmission Operator Area. Also, inclusion of the Near-term 
Planning Horizon (which is 1 – 5 years) into the future isn’t appropriate. This should be 
addressed in a revised TPL standard. Does this mean that Planning must coordinate all 
proposed 6 month (see TPL-001-4 R1 effective on 1/1/2015) or longer outages with the 
DMCC up to 5 years into the future every X days, months, or annually?  
No 
: PacifiCorp cannot support the standard as proposed with the removal of the term NERC 
Registered from R3 and R5 given that the obligation to notify non-NERC Registered entities 



introduces an element of uncertainty into our notification obligations. Also, does next day 
require DMCC changes for Saturdays and Sundays? At least Operating Plan Analysis seems 
to allow for next-day analysis. Is the intention to mandate 24/7 rotating staff in control 
rooms? 
Yes 
 
No 
 
No 
PacifiCorp cannot support the proposed change of the Violation Risk Factor in IRO-017-1 R3 
from Low to Medium with inadequate justification for the change. 
No 
TOP-001-3 exceeds the NOPR by requiring Protection Systems in addition to Special 
Protection Systems. The tools used to produce Real-time Assessments using Real-time data 
are not dynamic stability assessment tools, and do not inherently understand the status of 
all “Protection Systems”, degradations, or identified phase angles and equipment 
limitations. Note the definition references “Protection System and Special Protection 
System status,” while the NOPR references only Special Protection Schemes.  
Individual 
Rich Salgo 
NV Energy 
Yes 
 
No 
The changes made to R2 and R5 are responsive to our prior concerns. However, the 
language of R3 continues to be imprecise with regard to the requirement that an RC 
Operator approve each and every planned outage or maintenance of monitoring and 
analysis capabilities. Merely having the “authority to approve” doesn’t literally mean the 
same thing as “work shall not be performed without RC approval.” The latter appears to be 
what the SDT intends, but the language does not appear to support it. 
 
Yes 
 
 
No 
We understand the SDT’s intent to include the RC in Near-Term planned outage solutions 
and reconciliations; however, we don’t believe that the RC has the tools nor the ability to 
adequately consider outages that may be proposed up to five years from the present day. 
Any attempts for the TP or PC to jointly develop solutions with the RC for outages in this 
time frame would be ineffective. We suggest the following language: Each Planning 



Coordinator and Transmission Planner shall provide notice to its respective Reliability 
Coordinator regarding identified conflicts with planned outages in its Planning Assessment 
for the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon.  
No 
The SDT has made a number of improvements to this particular standard in this latest 
posting. We are troubled by the following items: Definition of Real-Time Assessment 
contains two provisions that will make compliance with the Requirements unattainable. 
First, the applicable inputs to the assessment include among other things, “known 
Protection System status or degradation.” Real time tools are generally incapable of 
consideration of the performance of protection systems, and accordingly conducting these 
assessments prescribed in the Requirements will fall short of the expectation. Secondly, the 
real time assessment is to consider “identified phase angle and equipment limitations.” We 
are unclear as to whether this is intended to mean the identification of post-contingent 
standing phase angles (which current RTCA tools are ineffective at modelling and assessing) 
or alternatively, the identification of the angular limitations of power system equipment, 
such as sync check permission settings for circuit breakers. Such analyses are more readily 
conducted using on line power flow tools, and do not lend themselves to the real-time 
environment. We understand that the insertion of the modifier “applicable” may provide 
some relief in these considerations, but we fear that compliance enforcement will not allow 
discretion as to what inputs are applicable and which are not. We appreciate the significant 
improvement with regard to the language in Requirement R10. With regard to R13, we 
believe the SDT has improved the language by revisions such that the TOP shall “ensure 
that a Real-time Assessment is performed at least once every 30 minutes;” however, we 
continue to question the 30-minute requirement and believe that there will be tremendous 
difficulty in achieving this without defect. Rather, we would suggest the following: R13: 
“Each TOP shall ensure that a Real-time Assessment is performed with such periodicity so 
as to ensure continuous situational awareness of the TOP.” Measure M13 would need 
commensurate edits to conform with this R13 language.  
No 
We are troubled by the removal of the limiter “NERC registered” in reference to the entities 
that are to be notified under R3. This unnecessarily opens the requirement scope to an un-
provable state. Suggest restoring the modifier “NERC registered” in front of “entities.” 
Yes 
 
 
 
 
Individual 
Terry Harbour 
MidAmerican Energy Company 
Yes 



 No 
MidAmerican remains concerned that the real-time assessment and operational planning 
assessment definitions as written will be wrongly interpreted to require things a real-time 
assessment tool cannot perform or an operational planning assessment cannot comply 
with. Real-time Assessment tools are not dynamic assessment tools and do not inherently 
understand phase angle impacts nor stability as suggested by the inclusion of Protection 
System status, degradation, and identified phase angle / equipment limitations. The SDT 
could check with real-time assessment vendors and verify that the revised definitions 
match the capabilities of real-time assessment tools and adjust the proposed definition. At 
a minimum, the SDT needs to clarify / modify words in the definition to ensure that real-
time assessment tools can be compliant. Suggested clarifications include: Real-time 
assessment means a steady state analysis of thermal and voltage impacts. Power system 
transients, dynamics, nor actual phase angles are required. Protection Systems in the case 
of Real-time Assessment means the accurate system topology representation of normal 
protection system clearing (e.g. a three-terminal line as a single N-1 next worse 
contingency). Identified phase angles and equipment limits are identified in-terms of 
equipment ratings (amps, MVA, etc). Phase angle inputs (from PMU’s etc) or phase angle 
calculations are not required. Further, personnel cannot be substituted for Real-time 
Assessments tools due to the 30 minute limitations imposed. Power system transient or 
dynamic analyses using real-time data can be time consuming to construct and run. At 
most, only a few power system dynamic analyses can be performed in the space of 30 
minutes and may not keep pace with changing real-time conditions. The language of R3 
continues to be imprecise with regard to the requirement that an RC Operator approve 
each and every planned outage or maintenance of monitoring and analysis capabilities. 
Merely having the “authority to approve” doesn’t literally mean the same thing as “work 
shall not be performed without RC approval.” The latter appears to be what the SDT 
intends, but the language does not appear to support it.  
No 
MidAmerican remains concerned that the real-time assessment and operational planning 
assessment definitions as written will be wrongly interpreted to require things a real-time 
assessment tool cannot perform or an operational planning assessment cannot comply 
with. Real-time Assessment tools are not dynamic assessment tools and do not inherently 
understand phase angle impacts nor stability as suggested by the inclusion of Protection 
System status, degradation, and identified phase angle / equipment limitations. The SDT 
could check with real-time assessment vendors and verify that the revised definitions 
match the capabilities of real-time assessment tools and adjust the proposed definition. At 
a minimum, the SDT needs to clarify / modify words in the definition to ensure that real-
time assessment tools can be compliant. Suggested clarifications include: Real-time 
assessment means a steady state analysis of thermal and voltage impacts. Power system 
transients, dynamics, nor actual phase angles are required. Protection Systems in the case 
of Real-time Assessment means the accurate system topology representation of normal 
protection system clearing (e.g. a three-terminal line as a single N-1 next worse 
contingency). Identified phase angles and equipment limits are identified in-terms of 



equipment ratings (amps, MVA, etc). Phase angle inputs (from PMU’s etc) or phase angle 
calculations are not required. Further, personnel cannot be substituted for Real-time 
Assessments tools due to the 30 minute limitations imposed. Power system transient or 
dynamic analyses using real-time data can be time consuming to construct and run. At 
most, only a few power system dynamic analyses can be performed in the space of 30 
minutes and may not keep pace with changing real-time conditions.  
No 
MidAmerican remains concerned that the real-time assessment and operational planning 
assessment definitions as written will be wrongly interpreted to require things a real-time 
assessment tool cannot perform or an operational planning assessment cannot comply 
with. Real-time Assessment tools are not dynamic assessment tools and do not inherently 
understand phase angle impacts nor stability as suggested by the inclusion of Protection 
System status, degradation, and identified phase angle / equipment limitations. The SDT 
could check with real-time assessment vendors and verify that the revised definitions 
match the capabilities of real-time assessment tools and adjust the proposed definition. At 
a minimum, the SDT needs to clarify / modify words in the definition to ensure that real-
time assessment tools can be compliant. Suggested clarifications include: Real-time 
assessment means a steady state analysis of thermal and voltage impacts. Power system 
transients, dynamics, nor actual phase angles are required. Protection Systems in the case 
of Real-time Assessment means the accurate system topology representation of normal 
protection system clearing (e.g. a three-terminal line as a single N-1 next worse 
contingency). Identified phase angles and equipment limits are identified in-terms of 
equipment ratings (amps, MVA, etc). Phase angle inputs (from PMU’s etc) or phase angle 
calculations are not required. Further, personnel cannot be substituted for Real-time 
Assessments tools due to the 30 minute limitations imposed. Power system transient or 
dynamic analyses using real-time data can be time consuming to construct and run. At 
most, only a few power system dynamic analyses can be performed in the space of 30 
minutes and may not keep pace with changing real-time conditions.  
Yes 
 
No 
MidAmerican understands the SDT’s intent to include the RC in Near-Term planned outage 
solutions and reconciliations; however, we don’t believe that the RC has the tools nor the 
ability to adequately consider outages that may be proposed up to five years from the 
present day. Any attempts for the TP or PC to jointly develop solutions with the RC for 
outages in this time frame would be ineffective. MidAmerican suggests the following 
language: Each Planning Coordinator and Transmission Planner shall provide notice to its 
respective Reliability Coordinator regarding identified conflicts with planned outages in its 
Planning Assessment for the Near-Term Transmission Planning Horizon.  
No 
MidAmerican remains concerned that the real-time assessment and operational planning 
assessment definitions as written will be wrongly interpreted to require things a real-time 



assessment tool cannot perform or an operational planning assessment cannot comply 
with. Real-time Assessment tools are not dynamic assessment tools and do not inherently 
understand phase angle impacts nor stability as suggested by the inclusion of Protection 
System status, degradation, and identified phase angle / equipment limitations. The SDT 
could check with real-time assessment vendors and verify that the revised definitions 
match the capabilities of real-time assessment tools and adjust the proposed definition. At 
a minimum, the SDT needs to clarify / modify words in the definition to ensure that real-
time assessment tools can be compliant. Suggested clarifications include: Real-time 
assessment means a steady state analysis of thermal and voltage impacts. Power system 
transients, dynamics, nor actual phase angles are required. Protection Systems in the case 
of Real-time Assessment means the accurate system topology representation of normal 
protection system clearing (e.g. a three-terminal line as a single N-1 next worse 
contingency). Identified phase angles and equipment limits are identified in-terms of 
equipment ratings (amps, MVA, etc). Phase angle inputs (from PMU’s etc) or phase angle 
calculations are not required. Further, personnel cannot be substituted for Real-time 
Assessments tools due to the 30 minute limitations imposed. Power system transient or 
dynamic analyses using real-time data can be time consuming to construct and run. At 
most, only a few power system dynamic analyses can be performed in the space of 30 
minutes and may not keep pace with changing real-time conditions. With regard to R13, 
MidAmerican believes the SDT has improved the language by revisions such that the TOP 
shall “ensure that a Real-time Assessment is performed at least once every 30 minutes;” 
however, we continue to question the 30-minute requirement and believe that there will 
be tremendous difficulty in achieving this without defect. Rather, MidAmerican suggest the 
following: R13: “Each TOP shall ensure that a Real-time Assessment is performed with such 
periodicity so as to ensure continuous situational awareness of the TOP.”  
No 
MidAmerican remains concerned that the real-time assessment and operational planning 
assessment definitions as written will be wrongly interpreted to require things a real-time 
assessment tool cannot perform or an operational planning assessment cannot comply 
with. Real-time Assessment tools are not dynamic assessment tools and do not inherently 
understand phase angle impacts nor stability as suggested by the inclusion of Protection 
System status, degradation, and identified phase angle / equipment limitations. The SDT 
could check with real-time assessment vendors and verify that the revised definitions 
match the capabilities of real-time assessment tools and adjust the proposed definition. At 
a minimum, the SDT needs to clarify / modify words in the definition to ensure that real-
time assessment tools can be compliant. Suggested clarifications include: Real-time 
assessment means a steady state analysis of thermal and voltage impacts. Power system 
transients, dynamics, nor actual phase angles are required. Protection Systems in the case 
of Real-time Assessment means the accurate system topology representation of normal 
protection system clearing (e.g. a three-terminal line as a single N-1 next worse 
contingency). Identified phase angles and equipment limits are identified in-terms of 
equipment ratings (amps, MVA, etc). Phase angle inputs (from PMU’s etc) or phase angle 
calculations are not required. Further, personnel cannot be substituted for Real-time 



Assessments tools due to the 30 minute limitations imposed. Power system transient or 
dynamic analyses using real-time data can be time consuming to construct and run. At 
most, only a few power system dynamic analyses can be performed in the space of 30 
minutes and may not keep pace with changing real-time conditions. Removal of the limiter 
“NERC registered” in reference to the entities that are to be notified under R3 opens the 
requirement scope to an un-provable state and potential non-compliance. MidAmerican 
suggests the modifier “NERC registered” be restored in front of “entities.” 
No 
MidAmerican remains concerned that the real-time assessment and operational planning 
assessment definitions as written will be wrongly interpreted to require things a real-time 
assessment tool cannot perform or an operational planning assessment cannot comply 
with. Real-time Assessment tools are not dynamic assessment tools and do not inherently 
understand phase angle impacts nor stability as suggested by the inclusion of Protection 
System status, degradation, and identified phase angle / equipment limitations. The SDT 
could check with real-time assessment vendors and verify that the revised definitions 
match the capabilities of real-time assessment tools and adjust the proposed definition. At 
a minimum, the SDT needs to clarify / modify words in the definition to ensure that real-
time assessment tools can be compliant. Suggested clarifications include: Real-time 
assessment means a steady state analysis of thermal and voltage impacts. Power system 
transients, dynamics, nor actual phase angles are required. Protection Systems in the case 
of Real-time Assessment means the accurate system topology representation of normal 
protection system clearing (e.g. a three-terminal line as a single N-1 next worse 
contingency). Identified phase angles and equipment limits are identified in-terms of 
equipment ratings (amps, MVA, etc). Phase angle inputs (from PMU’s etc) or phase angle 
calculations are not required. Further, personnel cannot be substituted for Real-time 
Assessments tools due to the 30 minute limitations imposed. Power system transient or 
dynamic analyses using real-time data can be time consuming to construct and run. At 
most, only a few power system dynamic analyses can be performed in the space of 30 
minutes and may not keep pace with changing real-time conditions.  
No 
 
Yes 
 
No 
 
Group 
Bonneville Power Administration 
Andrea Jessup 
Yes 
 
Yes 



 Yes 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 
 
No 
Regarding R4, Transmission Planning Assessments for the Near Term Planning Horizon do 
not consider outages that are less than one year in duration. If the transmission system is 
incapable of serving expected peak load during the Near Term Planning Horizon, current 
TPL standards and the future TPL-001-4 dictate Corrective Action Plans be undertaken and 
put in place. As currently written, R4 appears to be duplicative of TPL-001-4. BPA suggests 
R4 be rewritten to direct TOP and BA coordinate outages conflicts within the Operations 
Planning Horizon. BPA believes altering R4 in this fashion covers the reliability gap identified 
by the SW Outage Report, the IERP and FERC with respect to planning of outages. 
Additionally, this change will logically align R4 with R1.1.2, and R2, directing coordination 
between RC and TOP/BA. 
No 
BPA suggests referencing the System Operating Limit (SOL) Definition and Exceedance 
Clarification white paper in the language of the Requirements, as Regional Entities are not 
required to audit to appendices, unless indicated by the language of a Requirement. BPA 
believes the language in requirement R8 is still ambiguous and open-ended regarding, “… 
operations that result in, or could result in, an Emergency.” It is unclear how entities are 
expected to determine events that could possibly happen. BPA suggests the drafting team 
include parameters for possible events, so applicable entities are not required to predict all 
possible future events. BPA also opposes language in the Standard conflates events that are 
actually happening with events that may happen at some point. BPA suggests the drafting 
team clearly separate these two concepts. Specifically, R8 requires entities to identify “… 
operations that result in, or could result in, an Emergency,” without any qualification for 
likelihood. BPA does not feel it is appropriate to treat an actual Emergency the same way it 
treats a possible future Emergency that could, but likely will not happen. 
No 
BPA suggests referencing the System Operating Limit (SOL) Definition and Exceedance 
Clarification white paper in the language of the Requirements, as Regional Entities are not 
required to audit to appendices, unless indicated by the language of a Requirement. 
Yes 
 
No 
 
Yes 



 No 
 
Individual 
Cheryl Moseley 
Electric Reliability Council of Texas, Inc. 
No 
1. The term Operating Instruction is defined as a command by operating personnel 
responsible for the Real-time operation of the interconnected Bulk Electric System to 
change or preserve the state, status, output, or input of an Element of the Bulk Electric 
System or Facility of the Bulk Electric System. (A discussion of general information and of 
potential options or alternatives to resolve Bulk Electric System operating concerns is not a 
command and is not considered an Operating Instruction.) Because the definition of 
Operating Instruction is focused on real-time activities necessary to preserve the real-time 
status and condition of the BES and indicates that such activities may only be issued by 
operating personnel responsible for the Real-time operation of the BES, ERCOT suggests 
that the use of the term Operating Instruction within the multiple time horizons referenced 
throughout IRO-001-4 (especially the operations planning and same-day operations time 
horizons) undermines the objectives of issuing Operating Instructions in Real-Time, are 
likely to cause confusion regarding the Operating Instruction an entity should implement, 
and would result in significant resource and operational concerns. First, because the term 
Operating Instruction as developed and utilized in COM-002-4 is intended to provide 
operating personnel responsible for the real-time status and condition of the BES with 
additional tools and authority to prevent miscommunications and ensure the reliability of 
the BES, its definition has been tailored to real-time scenarios and responsibilities. Indeed, 
the very definition is focused on responding to emerging conditions within the BES to 
ensure reliability, connoting urgency and ensuring that the issuer’s authority and direction 
is unchallenged and timely implemented. This sense of urgency and authority that provided 
additional strength to Reliability Coordinators in fulfilling obligations under COM-002-4 is 
weakened significantly when the term Operating Instruction is applied to activities 
expected to be performed days in advance of target operating day. Specifically, because the 
activities identified as mitigations to forecasted system conditions are based on forecasts 
and best available information in advance of the actual operating day, such conditions may 
never manifest themselves and the “command” issued may never need to be implemented. 
Accordingly, the use of the term Operating Instruction within Same-Day and Operations 
Planning Horizons is likely to cause confusion as the directed activities may never need to 
be taken, but would essentially be defined through the use of the term Operating 
Instructions, as “urgent” actions. Additionally, entities being issued advance “Operating 
Instructions” may become confused regarding what activities they should perform if 
Operating Instructions devised as a result of a Next-Day Study differed from the Operating 
Instructions received in Real-Time. Generally, actions in advance of the target operating day 
are coordinated amongst impacted entities with the objective of ensuring that operating 
parameters are respected should adverse conditions manifest during the target operating 



day. These activities are generally plans that are developed prior to the target operating 
day in response to forecasted conditions. As discussed earlier, the term Operating 
Instruction was devised to provide Reliability Coordinators and other responsible entities 
with the tools and authority necessary to proactively ensure the reliability of the BES in 
real-time. Plans developed in response to forecasted conditions that may or may not 
manifest themselves are not and should not equated with actions that should be taken 
immediately to preserve reliability. Finally, ERCOT notes potential resource and operational 
concerns with requiring Reliability Coordinators to utilize their operating personnel 
responsible for Real-time activities to issue Operating Instructions that would result from 
Operational Planning Analyses conducted well in advance of real-time. In particular, 
because the definition of Operating Instruction requires that such an instruction be issued 
by operating personnel responsible for the real-time operation of the BES (which is 
generally interpreted synonymously with “system operator”), ERCOT respectfully submits 
its significant concerns regarding diverting its real-time personnel and resources to tasks 
generally performed by personnel focused on the day-ahead or operations planning time 
horizons. More specifically, Operational Planning Analyses are generally performed by 
personnel that are not considered operating personnel, but are, rather Operations Support 
Personnel or other technical personnel. The review, analysis, and final decisions regarding 
necessary actions, while coordinated with operating personnel, are generally completed 
and communicated by those same personnel. To issue Operating Instructions for analyses 
performed in the forward planning horizons would require diversion of operating personnel 
from their primary tasks in the real-time environment to tasks generally performed by 
personnel focused on operations planning. ERCOT respectfully submits that such would not 
only cause resource concerns by diverting real-time personnel from ensuring the reliability 
of the BES, but would also cause operational concerns as entities receiving such Operating 
Instructions from personnel that are essentially System Operators may cause confusion 
regarding when such Operating Instructions should be implemented. To resolve the 
foregoing concerns, ERCOT respectfully suggests that the Standards Drafting Team (SDT) 
insert the term “directive” or other verbiage where the use of Operating Instruction is 
intended to address multiple time horizons until the definition of operating instruction is 
modified or – should such modification not be possible –permanently (e.g., IRO-001-4, R1, 
R2, and R3) and coordinated with COM-002-4. As it stands today, applying the term to more 
than the Real Time horizon will likewise expand the scope of communications that must be 
addressed in COM-002-4 R1-R3. R1. Each Reliability Coordinator shall act, or direct others 
to act, by issuing directives or Operating Instructions, to ensure the reliability of its 
Reliability Coordinator Area. [Violation Risk Factor: High][Time Horizon: Operations 
Planning, Same-Day Operations, Real-time Operations] 2. To ensure consistency amongst 
requirements within the IRO-001-4 standard, it is recommended that Requirement R3 be 
revised to more closely reflect its triggering or immediately preceding requirement, 
Requirement R2. The proposed Requirement R3 would read: R3. Each Transmission 
Operator, Balancing Authority, Generator Operator, and Distribution Provider shall inform 
its Reliability Coordinator upon recognition that the Operating Instruction issued by its 
Reliability Coordinator pursuant to Requirement 1 cannot be physically implemented or 



would violate safety, equipment, regulatory, or statutory requirements. Additionally, it is 
recommended that the associated VSL also be modified accordingly.  
No 
1. ERCOT respectfully submits that Requirement R1 is duplicative to COM-001, R1 and 
recommends that it remain deleted. 2. ERCOT respectfully suggests that Requirement R2 
requires clarification regarding the entities with which a Reliability Coordinator shall have 
data exchange capabilities and what shall constitute such data exchange capabilities as 
some information sharing does not lend itself to data links. The following revisions are 
proposed: R2. Each Reliability Coordinator shall exchange data with Balancing Authorities, 
Transmission Operators, and other entities as identified in the data specification developed 
and maintained in accordance with IRO-010 and necessary to perform its Operational 
Planning Analyses, Real-time monitoring, and Real-time Assessments. [Violation Risk Factor: 
High] 3. ERCOT respectfully suggests that Requirement R3 may be confusing and redundant 
as written and proposes a streamlined, less ambiguous version for the SDT’s consideration. 
The following revisions are proposed: R3. Each Reliability Coordinator shall monitor the 
Facilities, status of Special Protection Systems, and sub-100 kV facilities within its Reliability 
Coordinator Area and neighboring Reliability Coordinator Areas that are necessary to 
identify System Operating Limit exceedances and Interconnection Reliability Operating 
Limit exceedances within its Reliability Coordinator Area. [Violation Risk Factor: High] [Time 
Horizon: Real-Time Operations]  
No 
1. ERCOT respectfully submits that Requirement R3 is ambiguous as written. More 
specifically, the use of terms such as “coordinated” and “considered” are undefined and 
unnecessarily complicate Reliability Coordinator’s responsibilities and documentation. In 
R2-R3, the current definition of Operating Plan states “a document”. While this context is 
appropriate for processes/procedures determined well in advance of real time (e.g. EOP 
005, EOP 008). The timeframe described is really next day and while most “Operating 
Plans” are documented, all plans to operate reliably may not be documented or in “a 
document”. The definition should be modified to address this new usage of the term to 
make it appropriate for all its uses, or a different term should be used. In its current form, it 
may lead to unnecessary administrative violations due to the lack of having “a document” 
rather than operations being coordinated and have a plan to operate reliably. The plan can 
be still coordinated but exist in various systems and conversations/emails/documents. This 
presents similar challenges for R4 as well as it further infers a single “document” and have 
several required elements. This can be overly prescriptive and burdensome. 2. ERCOT 
respectfully submits that Requirement R4 is ambiguous as written. More specifically, it is 
unclear as to whether the Reliability Coordinator is responsible for notification of those 
entities impacted in its Operating Plan or all Operating Plans referenced in Requirement R3. 
3. ERCOT suggests that the SDT review the language of Requirement R5 and its VSL for 
consistency. In particular, Requirement R5 was modified to require that the Reliability 
Coordinator ensure that a Real-Time Assessment is performed every 30 minutes. However, 
the VSL still assesses the condition that the Reliability Coordinator did not “perform” as 
opposed to did not “ensure that” the Real-time Assessment was performed. These should 



be reviewed and revised to ensure consistency between the requirement and its VSL. 4. 
ERCOT respectfully notes that Requirement R5 and the associated VSLs do not acknowledge 
the necessary tool outages that occur as part of planned system maintenance to ensure 
that Reliability Coordinator tools continue to run with high availability and accuracy. With 
the continuing obligations of Registered Entities to ensure the cybersecurity of their tools 
and the clear acknowledgment of the need for planned outages of Reliability Coordinator 
tools in IRO-002-4, R3, the current Requirement R5 and the associated VSLs create conflict 
and inconsistency amongst the overall set of Reliability Standards. If Registered Entities 
(and Reliability Coordinators in particular) are required to maintain their analysis tools, 
which maintenance may require outages of such tools, Requirement R5 should not provide 
that Reliability Coordinators will be penalized for the very activities they are required to 
conduct under its obligations set forth within the overall set of enforceable Reliability 
Standards. More clearly stated, it should not be a violation if an entity has a planned tool 
outage that causes a reasonable time deviation from the normal 30 minute timeframe. The 
following revisions are proposed are proposed to address this inconsistency: R5. Each 
Reliability Coordinator shall ensure that a Real-time Assessment is performed at least once 
every 30 minutes except where performance is delayed as a result of a planned or 
unplanned tool outage and potential effects of the delay are mitigated where possible. 
[Violation Risk Factor: High] [Time Horizon: Same-day Operations, Real-time Operations] It 
is further recommended that the associated VSLs also be modified accordingly. 5. ERCOT 
has identified a potential typographical error in R6 and all of its VSLs. Specifically, the 
reference to “as identified in identified in Requirement R6” should likely be reviewed and 
revised to “as identified in Requirement R5”. 6. ERCOT respectfully reiterates its previous 
comment on the inconsistent language used between Requirements R5 and R6 and the 
LOWER VSL for Requirement R8. In particular, the word “Emergency” is used in the VSL for 
Requirement R8 but the condition is not specified elsewhere in the standard or the 
appropriate referenced requirements. Please revise the lower VSL for Requirement R8 to 
ensure consistency. The following language is proposed: “when the SOL or IROL exceedance 
identified in Requirement R5 has been prevented or mitigated”. 7. The reference in 
Requirements R6 and R8 to “as indicated in its Operating Plan” is unnecessary and only 
creates additional compliance burden. Operating conditions can change very quickly and 
can cause a “plan” to vary and the impacted entities to vary. The phrase “as indicated in its 
Operating Plan” should be deleted. 8. It is recommended that the additional text under 
Associated Documents be utilized to initiate a modification of the definition of “Operating 
Plan” and deleted from the standard. Registered Entities should be able to rely upon the 
official definitions and other associated Reliability Standards to discern their obligations. If 
the SDT has determined that Registered Entities cannot appropriately discern their 
responsibilities utilizing approved definitions and standards, such definitions should be 
evaluated for modification and enhancement.  
No 
Thought should be given to the overall approach to incorporating Protection System Status. 
While SPSs are currently in the standards, incorporating the broader definition of 
Protection Systems will likely incur additional hardware, modeling, display creation, etc. 



ERCOT does not support its inclusion without a holistic review of its impact within the 
standards. At a minimum, the implementation timeframe should be extended to realize 
that additional time is necessary after the RC requests the data, for an entity to actually 
provide such data. ERCOT recommends a minimum of 24 months vs the 12 months for R3. 
No 
1. ERCOT notes that the consolidated set of IRO and TOP Reliability Standards utilize the 
terms “Wide Area” and “Reliability Coordinator Area”. If these phrases are expected or 
interpreted to be synonymous, ERCOT suggests use one or the other, but not both, 
throughout the IRO (and other) standards for consistency and to avoid confusion. 2. To 
ensure consistency, ERCOT recommends that, in Requirement R1.6, “provisions for” is 
removed and the sub-requirement begins with “Periodic”. 3. ERCOT respectfully 
recommends deletion of Requirement R3 as it is duplicative of IRO-008, Requirements R4 
and R6. If the distinguishing factor and reason for inclusion is the acknowledgment of 
Emergency conditions, ERCOT recommends that such language is added to IRO-008. 4. 
ERCOT respectfully recommends deletion of Requirement R4 as it has been rendered moot 
by revisions to Requirement R6 and R7. Specifically, since Requirement R6 requires 
impacted Reliability Coordinators to implement any action plan developed by the Reliability 
Coordinator with the emergency and Requirement R7 requires assistance so long as the 
Reliability Coordinator with the emergency has implemented its emergency procedures, the 
dictation of operating state by other Reliability Coordinators is unnecessary. 5. ERCOT 
respectfully recommends deletion of Requirement R5 as it is duplicative of IRO-001-4, 
Requirement R1. Specifically, since Reliability Coordinators always have primary 
responsibility and ultimate authority to act when they observe conditions in their area that 
threaten reliability, disagreement with the Reliability Coordinator’s assessment of the 
conditions by another entity is of no consequence. However, if the objective is to ensure 
that Reliability Coordinators assist each other in Emergencies, Requirements R5 and R7 
could be eliminated and Requirement R6 could be modified as follows: R6. Each impacted 
Reliability Coordinator shall implement any actions and/or provide any assistance 
requested by the Reliability Coordinator that identified an Emergency in its Reliability 
Coordinator Area unless such actions would violate safety, equipment, regulatory, or 
statutory requirements. 6. ERCOT respectfully notes that it is unable to discern the data 
retention period for Requirements R3 and R4. Instead, there are retention period 
requirements for R8 and R9, which do not exist. ERCOT urges the SDT and NERC to conduct 
a thorough and independent quality review for all standards posted for commenting and 
balloting to avoid unnecessary delays. 7. ERCOT respectfully recommends that, for 
consistency, the VSLs for Requirement R2 be modified to remove references to criteria and 
state that Reliability Coordinator failed to maintain Operating Plans, Processes, or 
Procedures pursuant to one part of Parts 2.1 – 2.3, two parts of Parts 2.1 – 2.3, and so on. 
8. It is recommended that the additional text under Associated Documents be utilized to 
initiate a modification of the definition of “Operating Plan” and deleted from the standard. 
Registered Entities should be able to rely upon the official definitions and other associated 
Reliability Standards to discern their obligations. If the SDT has determined that Registered 



Entities cannot appropriately discern their responsibilities utilizing approved definitions and 
standards, such definitions should be evaluated for modification and enhancement.  
No 
1. As an overarching comment, the proposed standard references both transmission and 
generation outages, but then appears to focus in on transmission outages. As a result, 
entities responsible for generation outages do not appear to be adequately addressed 
relative to potential obligations to comply with Reliability Coordinator processes that are 
developed. This oversight could have significant consequences and the standard should be 
reviewed to ensure that no gaps exist. At a minimum, those entities responsible for 
generator outages should be included under the Applicability Section as well as other 
applicable Requirements (e.g., Requirement R2). More specifically, during the last posting, 
ERCOT commented that the requirement for TOP and BA to coordinate outage plans is 
inappropriate since the BA does not develop outage plans or schedules; it only receives 
them from the Generator Owners and may suggest adjustments based on 
resource/demand/interchange assessments. The SDT’s response suggests that these details 
would be elaborated in the process document and hence no changes were made. While 
ERCOT agrees that such details can be elaborated in the process document, Part 1.1.2 and 
other requirements should be expanded to include all appropriate entities to facilitate RC 
development of a workable and appropriate outage coordination process involving the 
correct entities. 2. ERCOT is unable to support Part 1.1.2 as written, and suggest the SDT to 
either revise it to remove the BA from it, or to expand it to include the facility owners 
and/or operators. Corresponding changes will need to be made to Requirement R2 as 
discussed above. ERCOT respectfully notes that Requirement R1 requires some revisions to 
ensure clarity and ensure that the obligations imposed are clear and unambiguous. 
Specifically, the requirement indicates that Reliability Coordinators shall develop, 
implement, and maintain and outage coordination process. However, it does not define 
what maintenance shall be performed. R1. Each Reliability Coordinator shall develop and 
implement an outage coordination process for generation and Transmission outages within 
its Reliability Coordinator Area. The outage coordination process shall: [Violation Risk 
Factor: Lower] [Time Horizon: Operations Planning] ERCOT believes “develop” in R1 is 
unnecessary and only creates confusion when auditing and enforcing. To implement and 
maintain addresses the reliability concept. Replace R1.5 “document and” with “maintain”, 
which is sufficient. Document is purely administrative. M1 infers a requirement by including 
“dated”. By having current specifications for outage analysis during the operations planning 
horizon should be sufficient in itself for compliance. If a date is required, it should be in the 
requirement. Additionally, it is noted that use of the term “define” may not adequately 
connote the level of detail expected regarding the documentation of the outage evaluation 
and coordination process referenced in sub-requirements R1.3 and R1.4. Accordingly, the 
following revisions are suggested: 3. ERCOT respectfully notes that Requirement R2 
requires some revisions to ensure clarity and ensure that the obligations imposed upon 
participants in each Reliability Coordinator’s outage coordination process are clear and 
unambiguous. Accordingly, it is recommended that Requirement R2 be modified as follows: 
R2. Each Transmission Operator and Balancing Authority shall perform the roles, 



responsibilities, and activities assigned to its function in its Reliability Coordinator outage 
coordination process. [Violation Risk Factor: LowMedium] [Time Horizon: Operations 
Planning] 4. ERCOT respectfully notes that TPL-001-4 already requires distribution of 
Planning Assessments to various entities. To ensure that all obligations related to Planning 
Assessments are clearly communicated and consolidated such that they are easily identified 
and fulfilled, it is recommended that Requirement R3 be deleted from IRO-017 and 
Requirement R8 within TPL-001-4 be reviewed for the necessary revisions.  
No 
Similar to comments provided for IRO-001 R1, ERCOT recommends maintaining existing 
TOP-001-1a R1 language as much as possible as follows: “Each Transmission Operator shall 
have clear decision-making authority to act and to direct actions to be taken by other 
entities to preserve the reliability of its Transmission Operator Area and shall exercise 
specific authority to prevent or mitigate operating emergencies without delay, but no 
longer than 30 minutes. [Violation Risk Factor: High][Time Horizon: Real-time Operations]”. 
This would preserve the original purpose of the requirement, address NOPR paragraph 64, 
be consistent with IRO-001 R1, and provide a timeliness requirement where appropriate for 
all requirements that require action by a TOP in real time without redundancy. R2 should 
be applied consistent to these changes as well. For R14, the current definition of Operating 
Plan states “a document”. Please refer to previous comments for IRO-008 related to this 
issue. Please refer to previously provided comments for IRO-001 related to the use of the 
defined term “Operating Instruction” outside of real time. We do not have any concerns or 
comments on R19 and R20, which are added to address data exchange requirement and to 
achieve consistency with the proposed IRO-002-4, Requirement R2. However, we suggest 
that the SDT add Requirement R20 to the NERC issue data base along with requirements 
R2, R5, R6, R11, and R17 which the SDT agrees with our previous comment that these 
requirements belong to the BAL standards and hence a future assessment of creating such 
a BAL standard will be conducted.  
No 
The current definition of Operating Plan states “a document”. Please refer to previous 
comments for IRO-008 related to this issue. For R3 and R5, please see previously provided 
comments for IRO-008 R4. For R4, the SDT should consider consistency of use of “Demand 
patterns” and “Load Forecast”.  
No 
Additional thought should be given to the overall approach to incorporating Protection 
System Status. While SPSs are currently in the standards, incorporating the broader 
definition of Protection Systems will likely incur additional hardware, modeling, display 
creation, etc. ERCOT does not support its inclusion without a holistic review of its impact 
within the standards. At a minimum, the implementation timeframe should be extended to 
realize that additional time is necessary after the RC requests the data, for an entity to 
actually provide such data. ERCOT recommends a minimum of 24 months vs the 12 months 
for R3. 
Yes 



During the last posting, we commented on the need to shed load under the pre-
contingency loading condition when the 4-hour rating is exceeded. The SDT’s response 
indicates that “it has revised the whitepaper to include “as necessary and appropriate”. 
However, this change is made to the post-contingency condition for exceeding the 15-
minute Emergency Rating, but not to the pre-contingency loading condition when the 4-
hour rating is exceeded as it still stipulates that “All of the above plus load shed to control 
violation below Emergency Rating consistent with timelines identified in Operating Plan.” If 
there is a basecase exceedance, the entity should take all actions up to and including 
shedding load within the timeframe to protect the equipment. If the entity is somewhere 
between the 4 hr. and 15 min. rating they have up to 15 min to get below the continuous 
(normal) rating for a basecase (pre contingency) exceedance. 
Yes 
Except as noted. 
Yes 
The proposed definitions of Real-Time Assessment and Operational Planning Analysis 
require use of applicable inputs. ERCOT respectfully submits that many of these inputs can 
only be utilized once communicated by other entities. Accordingly, the following revision is 
proposed: Real-time Assessment: An evaluation of system conditions using Real-time data 
to assess existing (pre-Contingency) and potential (post-Contingency) operating conditions. 
The assessment shall reflect applicable, known inputs including, but not limited to: load, 
generation output levels, known Protection System and Special Protection System status or 
degradation, Transmission outages, generator outages, Interchange, Facility Ratings, and 
identified phase angle and equipment limitations. (Real-time Assessment may be provided 
through internal systems or through contracted third-party services.) Operational Planning 
Analysis: An evaluation of projected system conditions to assess anticipated (pre-
Contingency) and potential (post-Contingency) conditions for next-day operations. The 
evaluation shall reflect applicable, known inputs including, but not limited to, load 
forecasts; generation output levels; Interchange; known Protection System and Special 
Protection System status or degradation; Transmission outages; generator outages; Facility 
Ratings; and identified phase angle and equipment limitations. (Operational Planning 
Analysis may be provided through internal systems or through contracted third-party 
services.) During the last posting, we expressed a concern over the proposed retirement of 
TOP-004-2, Requirement R4, which stipulates that: R4. If a Transmission Operator enters an 
unknown operating state (i.e. any state for which valid operating limits have not been 
determined), it will be considered to be in an emergency and shall restore operations to 
respect proven reliable power system limits within 30 minutes. The SDT’s response to our 
comment indicates that: As presented in the white paper on the Treatment of SOLs, the 
proposed requirements are based on the concept of not depending on pre-determined 
existing SOLs/IROLs but rather to monitor the existing and potential operating conditions 
and evaluate them against the same ratings and limits that SOLs/IROLs would be based 
upon. Those ratings and limits rarely change due to changes in system conditions, whereas 
predetermined SOLs and IROLs may change due to the assumptions they were based on. No 
change made. While we agree that the ratings and limits upon which the SOLs/IROLs are 



based rarely change due to changes in system conditions, the changes in system condition 
themselves can render any SOLs/IROLs invalid, especially those that are voltage or stability 
limits. In other word, there does not exist any “proven reliable power system limits” as 
stated in R4 of TOP-002-4. We generally support the concept of not depending on pre-
determined existing SOLs/IROLs but rather, to monitor the existing and potential operating 
conditions and evaluate them against the same ratings and limits that SOLs/IROLs would be 
based upon. However the concept itself (and being in a “white paper” status), or use of any 
information in the white paper, does not help or mandate re-calculation of valid SOLs and 
IROLs when entering an unknown state, and the ratings and limits that do not change have 
no bearing on those SOLs/IROLs that are voltage or stability limited and which are more 
dependent on system conditions, which have changed. While R13 in TOP-001- 3 requires a 
TOP to ensure that a Real-time Assessment is performed at least once every 30 minutes, it 
falls short of specifying the expected outcome (or objectives), such as new/revised 
SOLs/IROLs and assessing system performance against the new limits. The proposed 
definition of Real-time Assessment is also short of specifying the development or 
calculation of SOLs/IROLs. Hence, between R13 of TOP-003-1 and the definition of RTA, 
there is a gap that in an unknown state/condition, a TOP is not required to (and hence will 
not) develop SOLs/IROLs that are valid for the prevailing conditions. Hence, if R4 in TOP-
004-2 is retired, it will leave a reliability gap. The white paper does not mandate the proper 
and necessary action to “restore operations to respect proven reliable power system limits 
within 30 minutes” when entering into an unknown state. We again urge the SDT to 
consider not retiring Requirement R4 of TOP-002-4. Finally, we are unclear whether or not 
the proposed retirement of TOP-004-2 will be balloted separately, which it should. TOP-006 
R6 is not captured accurately. If the BAL-005 standard is intended to address metering 
outside of generation resources and the equipment that ties it to the BES, then the TO/TOP 
should be added to the BAL-005 R17 requirement. ERCOT suggests creating a requirement 
that addresses accuracy, range, and sampling rate holistically and apply it to Transmission 
Owners and Generation Owners as they typically purchase and maintain such devices. 
ERCOT does not agree that TOP-004 R6.2 is addressed sufficiently in TOP-001-3 R8. ERCOT 
believes that all switching that could impact another Transmission Operator should be 
coordinated, and not a subset which R8 limits it to. Failure to coordinate by the 
Transmission Operators that have local or direct control could result in inadvertent loss of 
load. ERCOT does not agree with the justification utilized for TOP-002 R19. Planning models 
may differ from Operations models due to software variances, new / retired facilities 
timelines, seasonal variations, etc. Therefore MOD-033-1 does not address R19.  

 

 
Additional Comments 

City of Tacoma, Department of Public Utilities, Light Division, dba Tacoma Power 
John Merrell 

TOP-001-3 Requirement R9 states that the RC will be notified of all outages of telemetering 
equipment, control equipment, monitoring and assessment capabilities and associated 



communication channels without regard to being a planned or a unplanned outage. This will 
most likely result in overburdening of operating personnel and the RC being inundated with 
phone calls. A majority of calls will likely be notifications of unplanned outages that are short in 
duration and of no real impact to the interconnection. Tacoma recommends the word 
“planned” be added to R9 as it is in M9 such that all planned outages are communicated. 
 

City of Austin dba Austin Energy 
Thomas Standifur 

1. Do you agree with the changes made to respond to industry comments to proposed IRO-
001-4?  If not, please provide technical rationale for your disagreement along with 
suggested language changes.         

Yes:       
No:  X 
 
Comments: (1) City of Austin dba Austin Energy (AE) continues to disagree with the change 
to R1, which removes the “clear decision-making authority” language from the previous 
standard.  AE believes the authority language provides clarity and substance in an easily 
recognizable format.  AE believes the remaining requirements in the TOP/IRO families 
instruct the RC or TOP to “act, or direct others … to act” while providing more specificity 
regarding such actions.  In this way, R1, as proposed, is redundant and difficult to 
demonstrate from a compliance perspective given its general nature.  (2) AE understands 
the SDT’s intent in including the Operations Planning time horizon with respect to Operating 
Instructions is to cover the concept of “next day directives” previously in IRO-004.  AE also 
understands there is no Next-Day Planning time horizon available.  AE requests the SDT 
make its intent clear by adding additional language to the requirement, the rationale box or 
a Guidelines and Technical Basis section so it is not lost that the SDT expects Operating 
Instructions to be limited to next day, same day or real-time situations.  This aligns with the 
concept of Operating Instructions coming out of Operations Planning Analyses, Real-Time 
Assessments and Real-Time operations.  It would remove confusion that Operating 
Instructions could occur anytime within the Operations Planning time horizon. 
 

4. Do you agree with the changes made to respond to industry comments to proposed IRO-
010-2?  If not, please provide technical rationale for your disagreement along with 
suggested language changes. 

Yes: X 
No:        

 

6. The drafting team has proposed a new standard to address outage coordination concerns.  
Do you agree with the changes made to respond to industry comments to the new 



standard, IRO-017-1?  If not, please provide technical rationale for your disagreement along 
with suggested language changes. 

Yes:       
No:  X 
 
Comments: City of Austin dba Austin Energy (AE) AE believes R3 and R4 are redundant with 
requirements in TPL-001-4.  TPL-001-4, R8 provides a mechanism for any entity with a 
reliability need to obtain a copy of the Planning Assessment.  Through this requirement, the 
RC could certainly make a case for receiving copies from the PC and TPs.  TPL-001-4, R4 Part 
4.1 provides a mechanism for coordination, as necessary.  AE notes the SDT’s response in 
comments, “The SDT believes that Requirements R3 and R4 could be incorporated into a 
future version of TPL-001, but due to timing, is recommending that these requirements 
should be kept in proposed IRO-017-1 until such a change occurs. The SDT has added 
revisions to approved TPL-001-4 Requirement R8 to a draft SAR for other possible changes 
to approved TPL-001-4 which is posted on the project web site as a supporting document.”  
AE suggests these changes should all be considered under the TPL-001-5 SAR and not in a 
separate IRO-017-1 standard.   

 

7. Do you agree with the changes made to respond to industry comments to proposed TOP-
001-3?  If not, please provide technical rationale for your disagreement along with 
suggested language changes. 

Yes:       
No:  X 

Comments: City of Austin dba Austin Energy (AE) supports the streamlining effort and 
removal of redundant requirements.  However, AE offers the following comments: (1) AE 
continues to disagree with the change to R1, which removes the “responsibility and clear 
decision-making authority” language from the previous standard.  AE believes the authority 
language provides clarity and substance in an easily recognizable format.  AE believes the 
remaining requirements in the TOP/IRO families instruct the TOP to “act, or direct others … 
to act” while providing more specificity regarding such actions.  In this way, R1, as 
proposed, is redundant and difficult to demonstrate from a compliance perspective given its 
general nature.  (2) AE understands the SDT’s intent in including the Operations Planning 
time horizon with respect to Operating Instructions is to cover the concept of “next day 
directives” previously in IRO-004-2.  However, IRO-004-2, as written is limited to RC 
directives.  AE suggests the SDT remove the Operations Planning Horizon from R1.  (3) R9 is 
too broad a scope to be useful.  The phrase “…outage of telemetering equipment, control 
equipment, monitoring and assessment capabilities and associated communication 
channels…” is all encompassing.  If each BA or TOP were to contact the RC every time there 
was the slightest glitch with telemetering  or every time an ICCP link or microwave channel 
was cycled for maintenance or some type of momentary signal fade, the RC’s phone would 
be ringing continually.  The intent of this requirement is to be sure all entities are aware of a 



loss of situation awareness.  This risk associated with this is not of a momentary nature and 
a time qualifier should be used.  Using the 30 minute time requirement that is used for R13 
is sufficient to meet the intent.  See suggested wording below:  
Each Balancing Authority and Transmission Operator shall notify its Reliability Coordinator 
and impacted interconnected NERC registered entities of outages of equipment or 
assessment capabilities that prevent Real-time Assessment for 30 minutes. (4) R19 and R20 
are redundant with existing COM standards.  They will remain redundant when future COM 
standards come into effect.  AE requests the SDT remove these added requirements from 
TOP-001-3. 

 

8. Do you agree with the changes made to respond to industry comments to proposed TOP-
002-4?  If not, please provide technical rationale for your disagreement along with 
suggested language changes. 

Yes: X 
No:     
 

9. Do you agree with the changes made to respond to industry comments to proposed TOP-
003-3?  If not, please provide technical rationale for your disagreement along with 
suggested language changes. 

Yes: X 
No:    
 

11. The SDT has made revisions to VRFs and VSLs as needed to conform to changes made to 
requirements and to respond to industry comments.  Do you agree with the VRFs and VSLs 
for the nine posted standards?  If you do not agree, please indicate specifically which 
standard(s) and requirement(s), and whether it is the VRF or VSLs you disagree with, and 
explain why. 

Yes:       
No:  X 
 
Comments: City of Austin dba Austin Energy (AE) provides the following comments 
regarding VSLs: (1) The VSL for TOP-003-3, R5 should parallel the VSL for IRO-010-2, R3. That 
is, the moderate level should be lower, the high should be moderate and the first half of 
severe should be high. 
 

12. Are there any other concerns with these standards that haven’t been covered in previous 
questions and comments?  

Yes:       
No:  X 
 



SCE&G 
RoLynda Shumpert 
 

1. Do you agree with the changes made to respond to industry comments to proposed IRO-
001-4?  If not, please provide technical rationale for your disagreement along with 
suggested language changes.         

Yes. 

2. Do you agree with the changes made to respond to industry comments to proposed IRO-
002-4?  If not, please provide technical rationale for your disagreement along with 
suggested language changes. 

No.  
Comments: The OC Review Group suggests adding the word ‘its’ between ‘with’ and 
‘Balancing Authorities’ to provide clarity. 

Suggested Wording: “R2: Each Reliability Coordinator shall have data exchange capabilities 
with its Balancing Authorities and Transmission Operators, and with other entities it deems 
necessary, for it to perform its Operational Planning Analyses, Real-time monitoring, and 
Real-time Assessments.” 
 

3. Do you agree with the changes made to respond to industry comments to proposed IRO-
008-2?  If not, please provide technical rationale for your disagreement along with 
suggested language changes. 

No.   
Comments: In R5, the OC Review Group suggests expanding the time interval to 45 minutes 
instead of 30 minutes. When new EMS models are brought online, they may require greater 
than 30 minutes to perform an assessment. Either the time could be expanded or some sort 
of allowance provided for the times when the new models are being placed in service.  
 
In R8, the OC Review Group suggests removing the words ‘prevented or’ because 
prevention of SOL or IROL exceedance is difficult to prove and would typically not be 
communicated to BAs and TOPs.  
 
Suggested Wording: “R8: Each Reliability Coordinator shall notify impacted Transmission 
Operators and Balancing Authorities within its Reliability Coordinator Area, and other impacted 
Reliability Coordinators as indicated in its Operating Plan, when the System Operating Limit 
(SOL) or Interconnection Reliability Operating Limit (IROL) exceedance identified in Requirement 
R6 has been prevented or mitigated.” 
 

4. Do you agree with the changes made to respond to industry comments to proposed IRO-
010-2?  If not, please provide technical rationale for your disagreement along with 
suggested language changes. 



Yes. 
Comments: Should LSE be removed from applicable entities since LSE may be removed from 
the NERC Functional Model? 
 

5. Do you agree with the changes made to respond to industry comments to proposed IRO-
014-3?  If not, please provide technical rationale for your disagreement along with 
suggested language changes. 

No.   
Comments: In R1.1, the OC Review Group suggests adding “as identified in R1” at the end of 
the sentence to identify the criteria and process being addressed. 
 
Suggested Wording: “R1.1: Criteria and processes for notifications as identified in R1.”  
 
The OC Review Group suggests adding “may” before “impact adjacent Reliability Coordinator Areas” 
in M1 to match R1.  
 
Suggested Wording: “M1: Each Reliability Coordinator shall have available the latest 
approved documented version of its Operating Procedures, Operating Processes, and 
Operating Plans that require notifications, or the coordination of actions among impacted 
Reliability Coordinators for conditions or activities that may impact adjacent Reliability 
Coordinator Areas. This documentation shall include dated, current in force documentation 
with the specified elements, and notes from periodic communications.  
 

6. The drafting team has proposed a new standard to address outage coordination concerns.  
Do you agree with the changes made to respond to industry comments to the new 
standard, IRO-017-1?  If not, please provide technical rationale for your disagreement along 
with suggested language changes. 

No.   
Comments: In R2, the OC Review Group suggests changing the word “function” to “roles 
and responsibilities” to match R1.  
 
Suggested Wording: “R2: Each Transmission Operator and Balancing Authority shall perform the 
functions roles and responsibilities specified in its Reliability Coordinator outage coordination 
process.”  

In R4, the OC Review Group suggests adding “on the BES” before “with planned outages” to 
clearly define the BES as the subject portion of the system. 
 
Suggested Wording: “R4: Each Planning Coordinator and Transmission Planner shall jointly 
develop solutions with its respective Reliability Coordinator(s) for identified issues or conflicts 



on the BES with planned outages in its Planning Assessment for the Near-Term Transmission 
Planning Horizon.” 

 

7. Do you agree with the changes made to respond to industry comments to proposed TOP-
001-3?  If not, please provide technical rationale for your disagreement along with 
suggested language changes. 

No. 
Comments:       With regard to R13, we understand and support the need to do real-time 
assessments at least once every 30 minutes to avoid being in an unstudied state.  However, if 
significant SCADA losses occur or an ICCP link is lost to a neighboring BA/TOP, the State Estimator 
solution can be affected to such a degree that a real-time assessment, with real-time data, may not 
be possible within 30 minutes.  While this does not happen often, it does occur on occasion, but the 
requirement allows for NO exceptions to the 30 minute requirement. (As an example. the MOD-001 
standard allows for a certain number of hours that ATC may not be recalculated without being in 
non-compliance). 

 
8. Do you agree with the changes made to respond to industry comments to proposed TOP-

002-4?  If not, please provide technical rationale for your disagreement along with 
suggested language changes. 

No. 
Comments: In R1, the OC Review Group suggests adding the word “identified” before 
“SOLs” to clarify transmission operators are operating to the identified SOLs.  
 
Suggested Wording: “R1: Each Transmission Operator shall have an Operational Planning 
Analysis that will allow it to assess whether its planned operations for the next day within its 
Transmission Operator Area will exceed any of its identified System Operating Limits (SOLs).”   

 
9. Do you agree with the changes made to respond to industry comments to proposed TOP-

003-3?  If not, please provide technical rationale for your disagreement along with 
suggested language changes. 

Yes. 
Comments: Should LSE be removed from applicable entities since LSE may be removed from 
the NERC Functional Model? 
 

10. Do you have any comments on the changes made to respond to industry comments on the 
SOL Exceedance White Paper? If so, please provide technical rationale for your 
disagreement along with suggested language changes. 

Yes. 
 



11. The SDT has made revisions to VRFs and VSLs as needed to conform to changes made to 
requirements and to respond to industry comments.  Do you agree with the VRFs and VSLs 
for the nine posted standards?  If you do not agree, please indicate specifically which 
standard(s) and requirement(s), and whether it is the VRF or VSLs you disagree with, and 
explain why. 

No. 
Comments: See comments above for specific suggestions for changes to VSLs.  
 

12. Are there any other concerns with these standards that haven’t been covered in previous 
questions and comments?  

No. 

Georgia System Operations Corporation 

2. Do you agree with the changes made to respond to industry comments to proposed IRO-
002-4?  If not, please provide technical rationale for your disagreement along with 
suggested language changes. 
 
No.  

Comments: GSOC suggests adding the word ‘its’ between ‘with’ and ‘Balancing Authorities’ 
to provide clarity. 

Suggested Wording: “R2: Each Reliability Coordinator shall have data exchange capabilities 
with its Balancing Authorities and Transmission Operators, and with other entities it deems 
necessary, for it to perform its Operational Planning Analyses, Real-time monitoring, and 
Real-time Assessments.”   

 
3. Do you agree with the changes made to respond to industry comments to proposed IRO-

008-2?  If not, please provide technical rationale for your disagreement along with 
suggested language changes. 

No.   
Comments: In R5, the GSOC suggests expanding the time interval to 45 minutes instead of 
30 minutes. When new EMS models are brought online, they may require greater than 30 
minutes to perform an assessment. Either the time could be expanded or some sort of 
allowance provided for the times when the new models are being placed in service.  
 
In R8, the GSOC suggests removing the words ‘prevented or’ because prevention of SOL or 
IROL exceedance is difficult to prove and would typically not be communicated to BAs and 
TOPs.  
 
Suggested Wording: “R8: Each Reliability Coordinator shall notify impacted Transmission 
Operators and Balancing Authorities within its Reliability Coordinator Area, and other impacted 
Reliability Coordinators as indicated in its Operating Plan, when the System Operating Limit 



(SOL) or Interconnection Reliability Operating Limit (IROL) exceedance identified in Requirement 
R6 has been prevented or mitigated.”  
 

4. Do you agree with the changes made to respond to industry comments to proposed IRO-
010-2?  If not, please provide technical rationale for your disagreement along with 
suggested language changes. 

 
Comments: Do you agree with the changes made to respond to industry comments to 
proposed IRO-014-3?  If not, please provide technical rationale for your disagreement along 
with suggested language changes. 

No.   
Comments: In R1.1, the GSOC suggests adding “as identified in R1” at the end of the 
sentence to identify the criteria and process being addressed. 
 
Suggested Wording: “R1.1: Criteria and processes for notifications as identified in R1.”  
 
The GSOC suggests adding “may” before “impact adjacent Reliability Coordinator Areas” in 
M1 to match R1.  

Suggested Wording: “M1: Each Reliability Coordinator shall have available the latest 
approved documented version of its Operating Procedures, Operating Processes, and 
Operating Plans that require notifications, or the coordination of actions among impacted 
Reliability Coordinators for conditions or activities that may impact adjacent Reliability 
Coordinator Areas. This documentation shall include dated, current in force documentation 
with the specified elements, and notes from periodic communications.  

 

5. The drafting team has proposed a new standard to address outage coordination concerns.  
Do you agree with the changes made to respond to industry comments to the new 
standard, IRO-017-1?  If not, please provide technical rationale for your disagreement along 
with suggested language changes. 

No.   
Comments: In R2, the GSOC suggests changing the word “function” to “roles and 
responsibilities” to match R1.  

Suggested Wording: “R2: Each Transmission Operator and Balancing Authority shall perform 
the functions roles and responsibilities specified in its Reliability Coordinator outage 
coordination process.” 

In R4, the GSOC suggests adding “on the BES” before “with planned outages” to clearly 
define the BES as the subject portion of the system. 
 
Suggested Wording: “R4: Each Planning Coordinator and Transmission Planner shall jointly 
develop solutions with its respective Reliability Coordinator(s) for identified issues or 



conflicts on the BES with planned outages in its Planning Assessment for the Near-Term 
Transmission Planning Horizon.” 
 

6. Do you agree with the changes made to respond to industry comments to proposed TOP-
001-3?  If not, please provide technical rationale for your disagreement along with 
suggested language changes. 

No. 
Comments:  

The current language in TOP-001 R1 and R2 has further expanded the applicable use of 
operating instructions encompassing all individuals to the point where the compliance risk 
of the requirement is not appropriately weighted with the benefit to reliability.    

R3 and R4 state that only the registered entities identified must comply with OI; they do not 
state that registered entities identified are the only entities that can receive OI.  Therefore, 
without the lack of specificity in R1 and R2 (or in R3 and R4) to whom OI can be issued to, 
the standard now requires three point communication to any party or entity for actions that 
will affect the BES, even though that entity (unless identified in R3 and R4) does not have to 
comply. 

Although the NERC functional model states to whom a BA and TOP can direct, this is not 
referenced or mentioned in the standard, and must be inferred by not only the entity 
maintaining compliance, but also the individual performing an audit.  It would seem very 
beneficial to specify this assumption within R1 and R2.  

Suggested Wording: R1 and R2: “Each Transmission Operator (Balancing Authority) shall act, 
or direct others (referenced in R3 and R4) to act by issuing Operating Instructions, to ensure 
the reliability of its Transmission Operator (Balancing Authority) Area.” 

In R10, replace “necessary” with “applicable” to maintain consistency with the definitions of 
Real-Time Assessment and Operational Planning Analysis.   

Suggested Wording: Each Transmission Operator shall monitor Facilities, the status of 
Special Protection Systems, and sub-100 kV facilities identified as necessary applicable by 
the Transmission Operator, within its Transmission Operator Area and neighboring 
Transmission Operator Areas to determine any System Operating Limit (SOL) exceedances 
within its Transmission Operator Area  

In R13, the GSOC suggests expanding the time interval to 45 minutes instead of 30 minutes. 
When new EMS models are brought online, they may require greater than 30 minutes to 
perform an assessment. Either the time could be expanded or some sort of allowance 
provided for the times when the new models are being placed in service.  

In the R13 VSL, the GSOC suggests the time graduations for each level of VSL be retained 
(30-35 minutes, 30-40 minutes, 40-45 minutes, >45 minutes).  



 

In R18, the GSOC suggests removing the word “always” before “operate” and provide 
graduated VSL to allow for when limits were determined to be incorrect due to mistake in 
entry of data.  

Suggested Wording: “R18: Each Transmission Operator and Balancing Authority shall always 
operate to the most limiting parameter in instances where there is a difference in SOLs.” 
 
Should LSE be removed from applicable entities since LSE may be removed from the NERC 
Functional Model? 

 
7. Do you agree with the changes made to respond to industry comments to proposed TOP-

002-4?  If not, please provide technical rationale for your disagreement along with 
suggested language changes. 

No. 
Comments: In R1, the GSOC suggests adding the word “identified” before “SOLs” to clarify 
transmission operators are operating to the identified SOLs.  
 
Suggested Wording: “R1: Each Transmission Operator shall have an Operational Planning 
Analysis that will allow it to assess whether its planned operations for the next day within 
its Transmission Operator Area will exceed any of its identified System Operating Limits 
(SOLs).”   
 

12. Are there any other concerns with these standards that haven’t been covered in previous 
questions and comments?  

No. 

 
 


