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Agenda Item 

1. Call to Order and Determination of Quorum
Thomas Kent, Board Chair

2. Standards of Conduct and Anti-trust Guidelines
Lisa Zell, Vice President General Counsel and Corporate Secretary

3. Consent Agenda
Jessica Mitchell, Assistant Corporate Secretary

a. Minutes from December 3, 2020, annual member and board meeting and annual board only

meeting

4. President’s Report
Sara Patrick, President and CEO

5. Chair’s Remarks
Thomas Kent, Board Chair

6. NERC Trustee Remarks
Jim Piro, NERC Board of Trustees

7. NERC Trustee Remarks
Jane Allen, NERC Board of Trustees

8. 2021 Regional Risk Assessment Review
John Seidel, Principal Technical Advisor; Steen Fjalstad, Director of Security; Lee Felter, Principal Risk 
Assessment and Mitigation Engineer

Break 

9. Independent Auditor Report
Jeff Gendreau, Partner, and David Freund, Senior Manager, Baker Tilly

10. Board Committee Reports

a. Finance and Audit Committee Report
Brad Cox, Chair

b. Governance and Personnel Committee Report
Jeanne Tisinger, Chair

c. Organizational Group Oversight Committee Report
Keri Glitch, Chair

11. Reliability Advisory Council Report (Written Report)
Dick Pursley, Reliability Advisory Council Chair

12. MRO Operational Activities (Written Report)
Richard Burt, Senior Vice President and Chief Operating Officer

13. MRO Outreach Report (Written Report)
Richard Burt, Senior Vice President and Chief Operating Officer

14. External Affairs Report (Written Report)
Tasha Ward, Senior Counsel and Director of External Affairs
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Agenda Item 

15. Policy Matters (Written Report) 
Sara Patrick, President and CEO 

 NERC February Board and MRC meetings 

 NERC Reliability Leadership Summit 

16. Other Business and Adjourn  
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 Meeting Agenda – MRO Board of Directors – March 25, 2021  

 
 

Call to Order and Determination of Quorum 

Thomas Kent, Chair 

 

 

A current roster for the MRO Board of Directors is posted on MRO’s public website here. The board will 

follow these guiding principles during the conduct of its work: 

 

Highly effective and reliable board members: 
 

1. Support the MRO mission and its values, and understand the role of the board. 

2. Exercise their fiduciary duty of care by preparing for, attending, and participating in 
board and assigned committee meetings. Absent compelling and stated reasons, 
directors should be present at meetings. 

3. Are objective decision makers and avoid participation in board issues that are self-
serving or may be perceived as a conflict of interest. 

4. Read the materials before board meetings and come prepared with questions. 

5. Advocate why MRO is important and why it needs our support. 

6. Take leadership roles by chairing a committee and knowing what the committee’s 
responsibilities are, and initiate, as necessary. 

7. Respect the different roles of staff and the board. 

8. Collaborate and cooperate with other board members. 
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 Meeting Agenda – MRO Board of Directors – March 25, 2021 

 
 

Standards of Conduct and Anti-trust Guidelines 
Lisa Zell, Vice President General Counsel and Corporate Secretary  

 

Standards of Conduct Reminder: 
Standards of Conduct prohibit MRO staff, committee, subcommittee, and task force members from sharing 

non-public transmission sensitive information with anyone who is either an affiliate merchant or could be a 

conduit of information to an affiliate merchant. 

 

Anti-trust Reminder: 
Participants in Midwest Reliability Organization meeting activities must refrain from the following when 

acting in their capacity as participants in Midwest Reliability Organization activities (i.e. meetings, 

conference calls, and informal discussions): 

 Discussions involving pricing information; and  

 Discussions of a participants marketing strategies; and 

 Discussions regarding how customers and geographical areas are to be divided among 

competitors; and 

 Discussions concerning the exclusion of competitors from markets; and 

 Discussions concerning boycotting or group refusals to deal with competitors, vendors, or 

suppliers. 
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 Meeting Agenda – MRO Board of Directors – March 25, 2021 

 
 

Consent Agenda 

Review and approve minutes from December 3, 2020, annual member and board meeting, and annual 
board meeting. 

Jessie Mitchell, Assistant Corporate Secretary 

 

Action 
Review and approve the draft minutes from the open annual member and board meeting and annual board 

meeting held on December 3, 2020. 

Report 
The draft minutes from the annual member and board meeting and annual board meeting held on 

December 3 2020, are available for your review on MRO’s website. Please provide any edits or comments 

to jessie.mitchell@mro.net.  
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 Meeting Agenda – MRO Board of Directors – March 25, 2021 

 
 

President’s Report 
Sara Patrick, President and CEO 

 

Action 
Discussion 

Report 
I will provide an oral report at the meeting. 
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 Meeting Agenda – MRO Board of Directors – March 25, 2021 

 
 

Chair’s Remarks 
Tom Kent, Board Chair 

 

Action 
Discussion 

Report 
I will provide an oral report at the meeting. 
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 Meeting Agenda – MRO Board of Directors – March 25, 2021 

 
 

NERC Trustee Remarks 
Jim Piro, NERC Board of Trustees  

 

Action 
Discussion 

Report 
Jim Piro was elected to the Board of Trustees of the North American Electric Reliability 

Corporation in February 2020. Mr. Piro serves on the Enterprise-wide Risk, Finance 

and Audit, and Nominating Committees. He also serves as liaison to the Standards 

Committee and Reliability and Security Technical Committee. 

Mr. Piro served as president and CEO for Portland General Electric (PGE) from 2009 

up to his retirement at the end of 2017. His tenure as CEO is noted for an unwavering 

commitment to public and employee safety, operational excellence, business growth, 

and giving back to the community. 

Mr. Piro began his 43-year career in the energy industry in 1974 as a civil engineer designing transmission 

towers for Pacific Gas and Electric. Joining PGE in 1980, he worked his way through the company, first as 

an engineer at the Trojan Nuclear Plant, then in thermal plants. Eventually, he transferred into the rates 

and regulatory area. From 1998 to 2000, Jim was responsible for business development during the heady 

days of non-regulated growth for most utility companies. In 2000, he was appointed as executive vice 

president and chief financial officer and served in this role for eight years. 

Throughout his career, Mr. Piro has been an advocate for smart energy solutions, a healthy state economy, 

and improved educational outcomes. He has served on local, state level, and national boards for a number 

of organizations, including: the Edison Electric Institute (as co-chair of the Electrification of Transportation 

Committee and member of the Policy Committee on Reliability, Security & Business Continuity); the 

Transportation Electrification Coalition, the Oregon Global Warming Commission; the Science, Technology, 

Engineering and Math (STEM) Investment Council (as chair); the Oregon Business Council; All Hands 

Raised; Cradle to Career; Greater Portland Inc. (as chair); Oregon State University Foundation; and the 

PGE Foundation. 

Mr. Piro earned a bachelor’s degree in Civil Engineering with an emphasis in Structural Engineering from 

Oregon State University and was inducted into the OSU Engineering Hall of Fame in 2018. 
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 Meeting Agenda – MRO Board of Directors – March 25, 2021 

 
 

NERC Staff Remarks 
Jane Allen, NERC Board of Trustees 

 

Action 
Discussion 

Report 
Jane Allen was elected to the Board of Trustees of the North American Electric 

Reliability Corporation in August 2020 and serves on the Compliance, Corporate 

Governance and Human Resources, and the Technology and Security Committees. 

Ms. Allen is an experienced Board director, management consultant, and former utility 

executive. She had a distinguished 20-year career at Deloitte, where she was the 

partner in charge of the power and utilities management consulting practice and led 

the renewable energy practice worldwide. Her expertise is in corporate strategy and 

implementing large-scale transformational change, as well as governance of complex 

organizations. Ms. Allen served on Deloitte’s Management Committee and Board of 

Directors and was Deloitte’s first Chief Diversity Officer, establishing a number of 

important award-winning programs to advance diversity and inclusion in the firm and in the broader 

business community.  

After retiring from Deloitte, Ms. Allen joined Hydro One as senior vice president of Strategy & Innovation. 

She was responsible for guiding the strategic direction of the company and leading its innovation agenda. 

She developed new revenue streams, including an electric vehicle charging network and a behind-the- 

meter power generation offering for commercial and industrial customers.  

She has been a Board member for many organizations, including the Energy Council of Canada, McMaster 

University, Oakville Enterprises/Oakville Hydro, Ontario Centres of Excellence, and the National Ballet of 

Canada.   

Ms. Allen earned her bachelor’s and master’s degrees, summa cum laude, from McMaster University. She 

also attended executive programs at the International Institute for Management Development in Lausanne, 

Switzerland, and the Rotman School of Business.   

Ms. Allen has received the Catalyst Canada Honours Award for Diversity Leadership and the YWCA 

Woman of Distinction Award for Corporate Leadership and has been named one of Canadas Top 100 Most 

Powerful Women and Top 25 Most Influential Women for multiple years. 
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 Meeting Agenda – MRO Board of Directors – March 25, 2021 

 
 

2021 Regional Risk Assessment Review 
John Seidel, Principal Technical Advisory; Steen Fjalstad, Director of Security; Lee Felter, Principal Risk 

Assessment and Mitigation Engineer 

 

Action 
Discussion 

Report 
The MRO Regional Risk Assessment (RRA) is a document that MRO staff, with input from industry subject 

matter experts, prepares annually to identify risks to the reliable and secure operations of the bulk power 

system within MRO’s regional footprint. Several continent-wide risks identified by NERC and the ERO 

Enterprise are summarized in the assessment. Some risks identified at the North American level can 

broadly present themselves in any of the ERO regions, such as Human Performance and Skilled 

Workforce. However, other risks may be more geographic, regional, or registered entity-specific, that is, 

certain areas, regions or entities may have a higher exposure to, or are more susceptible to, a specific risk. 

Severe weather conditions or high concentrations of renewable generation are examples of these. 

Therefore, this assessment identifies which of the risks in the NERC-wide reports may have a higher (or 

lower) probability of occurrence within the MRO Region, and seeks to identify any additional risks to bulk 

power system reliability and security that may be regionally unique. 

This year’s RRA introduces MRO’s new Risk Matrix—originally developed by the RAC and further refined 

by the SAC, CMEPAC, and the OGOC—to assess, quantify, and prioritize risk. The intent of the matrix is to 

keep the risk ranking process simple by focusing on the consequence/impact of the risk on the bulk power 

system, and the likelihood of occurrence. The RRA also identifies which risks highlighted in the ERO-wide 

CMEP Implementation Plan should be a focus of MRO’s compliance monitoring and enforcement activities.  

To the extent possible, recommendations and suggestions are presented in this assessment to help 

registered entities become more aware of and reduce risk to their individual systems. However, not all risk 

topics identified in the RRA include discussion on ways to reduce the risk. 

We will provide a presentation on the 2021 RRA at the meeting. 
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 Meeting Agenda – MRO Board of Directors – March 25, 2021 

 
 

Independent Auditor Report 
Jeff Gendreau, Partner, and David Freund, Senior Manager, Baker Tilly 

 

Action 
Accept the draft independent audit report of MRO’s 2020 financials as presented by Baker Tilly, subject to 

no material changes in the final report. 

Report 
Jeff Gendreau and David Freund from the audit firm Baker Tilly will provide a draft report on MRO’s audited 

2020 financial statements. A link to the draft report, along with Baker Tilly’s presentation, is included in the 

Finance and Audit Committee report in this agenda. 
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 Meeting Agenda – MRO Board of Directors – March 25, 2021 

 
 

Board Committee Reports 

a. Finance and Audit Committee Report 
Brad Cox, Finance and Audit Committee Chair 

 

Action 
Recommendation to the board to accept Baker Tilly 2020 independent financial audit. 

Report 
The FAC met on February 25. The following is a summary of items discussed and actions taken by the 

committee at this meeting. The full meeting agenda is on Boardvantage here. 

Review Year-to-Date Financials  

 

MRO staff reviewed the 2020 Treasurer’s Report with the committee. Initial unaudited expenses were 

reported to NERC as 9.1 percent under budget. The under budget variance is primarily due to reduced 

spending as a result of COVID-19. The underage in expenses helped absorb the costs for an approved 

unbudgeted office expansion. Another variable affecting the budget was the adjustment of $304K to the 

deferred liability for the retiree medical plan. This adjustment had an impact to the results of the budget 

underage of an additional 0.6 percent. 

The 2020 Unaudited Statement of Activities is attached.  

Independent Financial Audit 

MRO staff reviewed with the committee the timeline for completion of Baker Tilly’s independent financial 

audit. Staff also shared a presentation prepared by Deloitte of the actuarial review of the postretirement 

medical plan, the results of which are included in the audit report. The auditors completed their fieldwork on 

February 5, 2021 and the results show a clean audit opinion. Emphasized in the report were changes as a 

result of the office expansion. Auditors also commented on the impact of COVID-19 on 2020 expenses. 

The audit report is addressed separately in the board agenda. The FAC is recommending acceptance by 

the board of the 2020 audited financial statements. The draft 2020 audited financial statements are posted 

on Boardvantage and provided at the following link. 

Click here to view the Baker Tilly Audit Presentation to the MRO Board. 

Click here to view the Draft 2020 Audited Financial Statements.  

2022 Business Plan and Budget Schedule 

MRO staff provided the timeline to develop the 2022 business plan and budget. A board call to discuss the 

draft MRO 2022 Business Plan and Budget is scheduled for April 15, 2021 at 10:00 a.m. Central and will 

be hosted by the FAC. 

Annual Report of the Retiree Medical Plan Investment Committee 

The MRO Retiree Medical Plan Investment Committee provided its annual report to the FAC. The report 

noted that the trust investments outperformed the target return in 2020, referenced the fees for 

administration of the trust, and that the committee had conducted its assessment of the investment advisor.  
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 Meeting Agenda – MRO Board of Directors – March 25, 2021 

 
 

Quarterly Review of the 401(k) Plan 

Staff provided the FAC with the quarterly 401(k) plan performance report. Overall, the plan experienced 

positive returns in the fourth quarter. Participants in the plan are also experiencing above benchmark 

returns. There will be one fund change in the investment lineup due to consecutive underperformance.  

Quarterly Governance Task List Status Report 

MRO staff reviewed the Governance Task List with the committee. The key tasks of the first quarter were 

the independent audit review addressed earlier in this report, the annual report of the MRO Retiree Medical 

Plan Investment Committee, and the quarterly review of the MRO 401(k) plan. The committee received a 

full list of all tasks to be completed this year. 

The FAC Matrix of Governance Tasks is attached. 

Other Business 

MRO staff discussed with the committee moving excess working capital to its assessment stabilization 

reserve. The use of the reserve will be evaluated during the budget process. 

 

FAC Members 

For your reference, the FAC consists of the following board members: 

 Brad Cox (Chair), Generator and/or Power Marketer Sector 

 Dr. Dana Born, Independent Director 

 Charles Marshall, Transmission System Operator Sector 

 JP Brummond, Investor Owned Utility Sector 

 Michael Desselle, Transmission System Operator Sector 

 Scott Nickels, Municipal Utility Sector 

 Thomas Graham, Independent Director 
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Lam Chung, Corporate Treasurer 
P:  651.256.5187 
F:  651.855.1712 

E:  lam.chung@mro.net 
January 15, 2021 

Mr. Andy Sharp 
North American Electric Reliability Corporation (NERC) 

RE: Unaudited Midwest Reliability Organization (MRO) 2020 Fourth Quarter Statement of Activity – 
Cash Flow through December 31, 2020 

Dear Mr. Sharp: 

MRO experienced variances greater than $10,000 and 10 percent. Fourth quarter results indicate that 
MRO’s budget remains underspent by 9.1 percent.  

Meeting Expenses (Variance of $1,199,272 (93.4%) under budget) 
Meetings and travel have been severely impacted by COVID-19. MRO transitioned to 100 percent virtual 
means using WebEx technology through year-end. In-person meetings and travel will be re-evaluated in 
first quarter 2021. 

Operating Expenses (Variance of $1,191,922 (33.7%) under budget) 
There is reduced spending in Consultants and Contracts and Office Costs due to COVID-19. Staff worked 
through remote capability and much of the cost to maintain onsite operations remained low. Need for 
outside consulting in main technical areas was also minimal as staff managed its work with greater use of 
virtual technology. Internal IT staff continue to maintain MRO’s virtual environment, reducing the need for 
external IT support.  

Budget Outlook 
The 2020 budget has seen minimal travel and in-person meetings in response to COVID-19. Reallocation 
of budget costs in this area and in budgeted consulting and office costs was used to offset the unbudgeted 
costs of a board-approved office expansion to accommodate increased staff and physical distancing.  

If you have any questions regarding this report, please contact me. Thank you. 

Lam Chung 
Vice President and Engineer for Strategy, Innovation, and Finance 

Cc: Sara Patrick, MRO President and CEO 
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(In Whole Dollars)
2020 YTD 

Actual
2020 YTD 
Budget

2020 YTD 
Variance %

Funding
ERO Funding

ERO Assessments 16,983,251$    16,983,251$                           -   
Penalty Sanctions 557,718          557,718                                  -   

A. Total ERO Funding 17,540,970$    17,540,969$      $                      -

Personnel Expenses
Salaries 9,855,113$      9,334,262$                     520,851 
Payroll Taxes 567,729          586,604                          (18,875)
Benefits 1,003,158       1,061,581                       (58,423)
Retirement Costs 1,488,902       1,500,244                       (11,342)

Total Personnel Expenses 12,914,902$    12,482,691$      432,211$          3.5%

Meeting Expenses
Meetings & Conference Calls 10,124$          175,900$                      (165,776)
Travel 75,236            1,108,732                  (1,033,496)

Total Meeting Expenses 85,360$          1,284,632$        (1,199,272)$      -93.4%

Operating Expenses
Consultants & Contracts 618,017$        1,306,319$                   (688,302)
Office Rent 723,154          774,000                          (50,846)
Office Costs 557,310          930,327                        (373,017)
Professional Services 448,244          528,000                          (79,756)

Total Operating Expenses 2,346,724$      3,538,646$        (1,191,922)$      -33.7%

Total Direct Expenses 15,346,986$    17,305,969$      (1,958,983)$      -11.3%

Indirect Expenses

Other Non-Operating Expenses -$               -$                                       -   

B. Total Expenses 15,346,986$    17,305,969$      (1,958,983)$      

Net Funding less Expenses (A-B) 2,193,984$      235,000$           1,958,983$        

C. Fixed Asset Additions, excluding Right of Use Assets 605,314$        235,000$           370,314$          157.6%

Total Budget (B + C) 15,952,300$    17,540,969$      (1,588,669)$      -9.1%

Head Count               61.00                  63.00                  (2.00)
FTEs               62.13                  63.00                  (0.87)

Reserve Activity:
Beginning ASR - 1/1/20 3,157,719$        3,157,719$         $          -   

Penalties Released (557,718)           (557,718)                        -   
Penalties Received -                    

ASR at December 2020 : 2,600,001$        2,600,001$         $          -   

Reserve Summary 1/1/2020 Additions Uses 12/31/2020
Working Capital 2,770,044       1,588,669          -                   4,358,713 

Operating Reserve 1,441,723       1,441,723 
Penalties 918,222          (557,718)           360,504    

Assessment Stabilization 2,239,496       2,239,496 
Total Reserves 7,369,485       1,588,669          (557,718)           8,400,436 

Midwest Reliability Organization
Statement of Activity 

12/31/2020
PRELIMINARY (Unaudited) 
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2/24/2021
Group Task Doc Timing Timing Responsible Party Source Source Location Notes

FAC PP12 (General Finance Policies). Staff and the FAC will monitor the budget for financial performance to 
ensure program goals are met consistent with BPB. Periodically

Vice President and Engineer for Strategy, 
Innovation, and Finance; and Chief 
Compliance Officer

PP12: General Finance Policies

FAC

Review MRO's annual audited financial statements and discuss with management and the external 
auditor; consider a report by the external auditor to the committee of matters related to the conduct of the 
audit; discuss with external auditor matters pertaining to auditor's judgement (see charter). Based on 
FAC review and discussion, determine whether to recommend the acceptance by the board of such 
audited financial statements.

Quarterly Qtr 1
Vice President and Engineer for Strategy, 
Innovation, and Finance; and Chief 
Compliance Officer

Charter Responsibilities 1 a-f, 2 Recommend to Board for approval. Included in Quarterly Board 
Report. Review provided in 2/25/21 agenda

FAC
Review and/or recommend approval of company management to authorize new financing agreements 
and renewal of existing financing agreement(s) including compliance with various covenants and any 
long-term contractual agreements of material value.

Annually Qtr 1
Vice President and Engineer for Strategy, 
Innovation, and Finance; and Chief 
Compliance Officer

Charter Responsibilities 4 Included in Quarterly Board Report. Review performed as new 
agreements occur or existing agreements are updated.

FAC Review existing covenants of current financing agreements and/or long-term contractual agreements of 
material value. Annually Qtr 4

Vice President and Engineer for Strategy, 
Innovation, and Finance; and Chief 
Compliance Officer

Charter Responsibilities 3 Included in Quarterly Board Report

FAC MRO staff prepare the annual retiree medical trust funding for FAC review and approval by April 15. (See 
PP12 #8 for medical trust requirements) Annually Qtr 1

Vice President and Engineer for Strategy, 
Innovation, and Finance; and Chief 
Compliance Officer

Charter, PP12 Responsibilities 12, PP12, section 8
Included in Quarterly Board Report. Internal oversight provided by 
MRO Investment Committee. Annual Report provided in 2/25/21 
agenda.

FAC Recommend the retiree medical trust funding to the board for approval. Annually Qtr 2 FAC Chair Charter, PP12 Responsibilities 12, PP12, section 8

FAC Pursuant to Policy and Procedure 12: General Finance Policies, recommend a budget and reserves to 
the board for adoption. (see PP12, section 8, for reserve requirements.) Annually Qtr 2

Vice President and Engineer for Strategy, 
Innovation, and Finance; and Chief 
Compliance Officer

Charter, PP12 Responsibilities 10 Recommend to Board for Approval 

FAC

Review with management, the external auditor and legal counsel, the company’s procedures to ensure 
compliance with applicable laws and regulations, and any significant litigation, claim, or other 
contingency, including tax assessments, that would have a material effect upon the financial position or 
operating results of the company and the disclosure or impact on the results of these matters in the 
annual financial statements.

Annually Qtr 1
Vice President and Engineer for Strategy, 
Innovation, and Finance; and Chief 
Compliance Officer

Charter Responsibilities 5 Included in Quarterly Board Report. Review provided in agenda.

FAC Meet privately with management to assess the performance of the external auditor. Annually Qtr 2
Vice President and Engineer for Strategy, 
Innovation, and Finance; and Chief 
Compliance Officer

Charter Responsibilities 6a Included in Quarterly Board Report

FAC

Meet privately with the external auditor to inquire about time pressures on the external auditor, to 
understand any restrictions placed on them or other difficulties encountered in the course of the audit, 
including restrictions on the scope of their work and access to requested information and the level of 
cooperation received from management during the performance of their work and their evaluation of the 
company’s financial, accounting, and personnel systems.

Annually Qtr 1
Vice President and Engineer for Strategy, 
Innovation, and Finance; and Chief 
Compliance Officer

Charter Responsibilities 6b Included in Quarterly Board Report. Review provided in 2/25/21 
agenda.

FAC Evaluate the performance of the external auditor and, if so determined, recommend to the board the 
reappointment of the external auditor or steps to replace the external auditor. Annually Qtr 3

Vice President and Engineer for Strategy, 
Innovation, and Finance; and Chief 
Compliance Officer

Charter Responsibilities 7 Recommend to Board for approval

FAC

Obtain from the company’s external auditor the major audit findings and internal control 
recommendations reported during the period under review, the response of management to those 
recommendations, and review the follow-up performed by management in order to monitor whether 
management has implemented an effective system of internal accounting control.

Annually Qtr 1
Vice President and Engineer for Strategy, 
Innovation, and Finance; and Chief 
Compliance Officer

Charter Responsibilities 8 Included in Quarterly Board Report. Review provided in 2/25/21 
agenda.

FAC Review significant emerging accounting and reporting issues, including recent professional and 
regulatory pronouncements, and assess their impact on the company’s financial statements. Annually Qtr 1

Vice President and Engineer for Strategy, 
Innovation, and Finance; and Chief 
Compliance Officer

Charter Responsibilities 9 Included in Quarterly Board Report. Completed 2/10/2021. No 
emerging accounting or reporting issues.

FAC
Review the investment performance of the Midwest Reliability Organization Thrift Savings Plan (TSP). 
Review annually investment performance, fees and the performance of the investment manager each 
year. Review any changes to the Investment Committee Charter and report to the board as appropriate.

Annually Qtr 1
Vice President and Engineer for Strategy, 
Innovation, and Finance; and Chief 
Compliance Officer

Charter Responsibilities 11 Included in Quarterly Board Report. Annual Report provided in 
2/25/21 agenda.

FAC

Annually review the Investment performance of Midwest Reliability Organization Retiree Medical Plan 
and if necessary and appropriate, recommend any revisions to the board for its approval. Additionally, 
annually review the report from the MRO Investment committee regarding investment performance, the 
associated fees and the performance of the investment manager each year.  Review the report from the 
Treasurer regarding the annual actuarial study that is completed to assess the trust’s obligations, 
consider the treasurer’s funding recommendations, if any, and report to the Board of Directors. 

Annually Qtr 1
Vice President and Engineer for Strategy, 
Innovation, and Finance; and Chief 
Compliance Officer

Charter Responsibilities 11, 12, 13
Included in Quarterly Board Report. Internal oversight provided by 
MRO Investment Committee. Annual Report provided in 2/25/21 
agenda.

FAC Review any changes to the MRO Investment committee Charter made by the committee and report to the 
board as appropriate. Make recommendations, as appropriate, to the board for changes to the charter. Annually Qtr 1

Vice President and Engineer for Strategy, 
Innovation, and Finance; and Chief 
Compliance Officer

Charter Responsibilities 12b Review provided in 2/25/21 agenda.

FAC

Review Midwest Reliability Organization 457B Plan and Trust. Review annually a written report from the 
Trustee regarding the administration of the Rabbi Trust during the preceding year setting forth all 
investments, receipts, disbursements and other transactions effected by it, including a description of all 
securities and investments purchased and sold with the cost or net proceeds of such purchases or sales 
(accrued interest paid or receivable being shown separately), and showing all cash, securities and other 
property held in the Trust at the end of the such year.

Annually Qtr 1
Vice President and Engineer for Strategy, 
Innovation, and Finance; and Chief 
Compliance Officer

Charter Responsibilities 13 Included in Quarterly Board Report. Annual Report provided in 
2/25/21 agenda.

FAC Report to the board annually on activities, findings, and conclusions of the committee. Annually Qtr 4
Vice President and Engineer for Strategy, 
Innovation, and Finance; and Chief 
Compliance Officer

Charter Responsibilities 14 Included in Quarterly Board Report

FAC Review MRO's annual Form 990 tax filing. This includes posting the draft filing for board member 
comments prior to being filed with the IRS. Annually Qtr 3

Vice President and Engineer for Strategy, 
Innovation, and Finance; and Chief 
Compliance Officer

Charter Responsibilities 15 Included in Quarterly Board Report

  MRO Governance Task List
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2/24/2021
Group Task Doc Timing Timing Responsible Party Source Source Location Notes
  MRO Governance Task List

FAC Review the FAC charter. Any changes shall be approved by the committee and recommended for 
approval to the GPC. Annually Qtr 3

Vice President and Engineer for Strategy, 
Innovation, and Finance; and Chief 
Compliance Officer

Charter Responsibilities 16 Recommend to GPC and Board for approval

FAC Review General Finance Policy and Procedure 12. Any changes shall be approved by the committee and 
recommended for approval to the GPC. Annually Qtr 3

Vice President and Engineer for Strategy, 
Innovation, and Finance; and Chief 
Compliance Officer

Charter Responsibilities 17 Recommend to GPC and Board for approval

FAC Review the business insurance coverage and any recommended changes or additions as deemed 
necessary by MRO staff or its advisors. Annually Qtr 2

Vice President and Engineer for Strategy, 
Innovation, and Finance; and Chief 
Compliance Officer

Charter Responsibilities 18 Included in Quarterly Board Report

FAC Perform such other functions as may be delegated from time to time by the Board. As Requested
Vice President and Engineer for Strategy, 
Innovation, and Finance; and Chief 
Compliance Officer

Charter Responsibilities 19
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 Meeting Agenda – MRO Board of Directors – March 25, 2021 

 
 

Board Committee Reports 

b. Governance and Personnel Committee Report 
Jeanne Tisinger, Governance and Personnel Committee Chair 

 

Action 
Review and approve revisions to Policy and Procedure 10 (Conflict of Interest). 

 

Report 
The Governance and Personnel Committee (GPC) held its quarterly meeting via Webex on March 1, 2021. 

The following is a summary of the items discussed and actions taken by the committee during the meeting. 

For your reference, the GPC agenda packet is available on Boardvantage here. 

Policy and Procedure 10: Conflict of Interest  

During the committee’s annual review of the policies and procedures in 2020, the GPC identified changes 

to Policy and Procedure 10: Conflict of Interest (PP10). Therefore, in order to a) broaden the reach of the 

policy; b) better define for MRO directors’ conflict of interest policy limitations; and c) protect the integrity of 

board decision-making, the policy was redrafted. 

The GPC is seeking board approval of PP10, which is attached to this report.  

Independent & Regional Director Expiring Seats 

The GPC is tasked with: (1) Identifying and recommending independent board member candidates to the 

board, (2) Encouraging the members to identify qualified regional and industry sector board candidates, 

and (3) Recommending regional board member candidates to the board. 

The following regional and independent directors’ seats have terms ending on December 31, 2021.  

Name Term End Date Joined Seat Type 

Jeanne Tisinger 12/31/2021 1/1/2019 Independent 

Dr. Paul Barber 12/31/2021 8/29/2017 Independent 

Jennifer Flandermeyer 12/31/2021 1/1/2019 Regional 

Stuart Lowry 12/31/2021 1/1/2019 Regional 

 

Chair Tisinger indicated she is interested in reelection, but Dr. Paul Barber informed the GPC that he does 

not intend to seek reelection. The GPC is currently reviewing the position description for the regional 

director seat and the timeline for the nomination and search process for the regional and independent 

expiring seats. 

Board of Director’s Municipal Seat Election 

The election closed on February 24, and Scott Nickels from Rochester Public Utilities had the majority of 

the votes cast. Nickels is the Manager of System Operations for Rochester Public Utilities, the largest 

municipal utility in Minnesota. He was seated on the MRO Board effective February 25, 2021, and will 
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attend the board’s March 25 meeting, and will replace Sidney Jackson on the Finance and Audit 

Committee. 

Quarterly Human Resources Report 

Staff is focused on providing opportunities for learning and development initiatives, as well as reinforcing a 

dedicated focus on connection and engagement in a virtual environment. All staff took the Clifton Strengths 

Finders profile assessment with two facilitated training sessions. The individual profiles will be used in 

conjunction with Employee Development Plans scheduled for release in the second quarter of this year. 

MRO plans to administer an employee engagement survey this year with timing dependent on vendor 

selection.  

MRO’s current headcount is 64 of the budgeted 66 positions, and MRO has hired and onboarded eleven 

individuals since switching to a virtual work environment.  

Quarterly Report on Whistleblower Hotline Activity 

Lighthouse provides third-party hotline services for anonymous reports related to the investigation of 

suspected violations of law, MRO’s policies and procedures, and external regulations. The Chief 

Compliance Officer receives monthly reports on any use of the hotline as well as any actions taken on any 

reported issues and reports them quarterly to the GPC. As of today’s report, there has been no activity. 

Compliance with Regional Delegation Agreement 

Each year MRO staff verifies compliance with the representations MRO makes in its Regional Delegation 

Agreement (RDA) with NERC. Each responsible person noted the applicable documentation and executed 

the representation indicating MRO’s compliance with the respective requirement of the RDA.  

New Board Member Orientation 

The MRO New Director Orientation is scheduled for Tuesday, March 23, 2021, from 10:00 a.m. to 12:00 

p.m. The meeting serves as an opportunity for executive staff to answer questions and welcome new 

directors to the MRO Board. While this orientation is designed for new directors on the board, all directors 

are welcome to attend. 

For your reference, the GPC consists of the following board members: 

 Dr. Dana Born, Independent Director 

 Jeanne Tisinger, Independent Director 

 Michael Lamb, Investor Owned Utility Sector 

 Dr. Paul Barber (Chair), Independent Director 

 Silvia Parada Mitchell, Generator and/or Power Marketer Sector 

 Stuart Lowry, Regional Director 

 Thomas Graham, Independent Director 
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Policy and Procedure 10: Conflicts of Interest 

Objective 

The purpose of this Conflict of Interest Policy (Policy) is as follows:  

1. To protect the reputation and integrity of MRO’s business and the exercise of its delegated 
responsibilities from the North American Electric Reliability Corporation from real or perceived 
Conflicts of Interest. 

2. To protect MRO’s tax-exempt interest when MRO is contemplating entering into a transaction or 
arrangement that might benefit the private interest of a MRO director might result in a possible excess 
benefit transaction.1 

3. To provide for a procedure to identify, disclose, and resolve Conflicts of Interest. 

This policy is intended to supplement, but not replace, any applicable state and federal laws governing 
Conflict of Interest applicable to nonprofit corporations.  

Policy Application 

This policy and procedure is applicable to Midwest Reliability Organization’s (MRO) directors.  

Definitions 

1. Conflict of Interest:   

a. A director or a Family Member is a party to a contract with MRO; 

b. A director or a Family Member is a party to a contract with MRO and an entity in which the director 
or Family Member is also a director, officer or other legal representative;  

c. A director is involved or participating in a Particular Matter directly or indirectly involving MRO; or 

d. A director or a Family Member has a Material Financial Interest in a transaction or a Particular Matter 
between MRO and an entity in which the director or Family Member is also a director, officer, or other 
legal representative. 

                                                   

1 An “excess benefit transaction” is defined by the I.R.S. as “the amount by which the value of the economic benefit provided 

by an applicable tax-exempt organization directly or indirectly to or for the use of any disqualified person exceeds the value 

of the consideration (including the performance of services) received for providing such benefit.” 26 C.F.R. § 53.4958-1(b) 

(2013) http://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/26/53.4958-1 
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In situations where you are uncertain, err on the side of caution and disclose the potential conflict as set forth 
in the Policy. A potential conflict is not necessarily a Conflict of Interest.  

2. Family Member:  A “Family Member” is a spouse, parent, child, or spouse of a child of a director, and 
includes other members of the household of a director whereby the director’s impartiality may be 
influenced by the interests of Family Members and thus be imputed to the director for Conflict of Interest 
purposes. 

3. Material Financial Interest:  A “Material Financial Interest” is a financial interest of any kind, which in view 
of a reasonable person, there is a predictable (real, as opposed to speculative possibility) that the matter 
will affect the financial interests of the director or Family Member to a level greater than a Di Minimis 
Interest.   

4. Particular Matter:  A “Particular Matter” is a matter where MRO is directly or indirectly involved where in 
the view of a reasonable person the participation or involvement of the director may cause concerns a 
director is not acting in good faith and in the best interest of MRO. 

5. Disclosure:  A “Disclosure” is the Conflict of Interest Disclosure Questionnaire in the form attached to 
this Policy. 

6. Gift:  A “Gift” is anything of a value, which includes cash, loans, personal favors, discounts, contributions 
or goods or services from an industry stakeholder or any other person or entity doing business with MRO 
except to the extent such Gift is offered to the general public on the same terms and conditions. 

7. Independent Director: An “Independent Director” is a director who meets the criteria included in MRO’s 
Bylaws and any other requirements as approved by the board.  

8. Di Minimis Interest:  A “Di Minimis Interest” means: (a) it is not more than .0005 of that equity’s 
outstanding equity interests; (b) no more than 5%of the equity’s consolidated gross revenues come from 
activities related to the work that requires the entity to be on the NERC Compliance Registry; or (c) the 
investment is held in a (i) diversified fund; (ii) a blind trust; or (iii) unified investment trust. 

Disclosure Process - Disclosing Potential Conflicts of Interest 

1. If a director believes he or she may have a potential Conflict of Interest, the director shall first bring the 
matter to the Governance and Personnel Committee (GPC) Chair and the Vice President General 
Counsel to discuss the potential Conflict of Interest.i The director shall provide an updated Disclosure 
and a written statement describing the potential Conflict of Interest and detailing all material facts. If as 
a result of the review of the written statement and resulting discussion, all the parties involved agree 
there is a real Conflict of Interest, the director shall recuse him or herself from voting on the matter giving 
rise to the Conflict of Interest. If the director does not agree with the recusal decision, the matter will 
proceed to the Governance Process. 

2. Annually all directors shall review this Policy and sign the Disclosure in the form attached to this Policy. 
New directors must submit the Disclosure prior to first board meeting. The Disclosure shall be submitted 
to the Assistant Corporate Secretary. 

3. If the director or an MRO employee, has reasonable cause to believe that a director has failed to disclose 
a Conflict of Interest as required by this Policy, that individual shall inform the GPC Chair and the Vice 
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President General Counsel of the basis for such belief in a written statement and these individuals will 
investigate the matter. 

Governance Process - Determining Whether a Conflict of Interest Exists 

1. In the event there is a potential Conflict of Interest and the director disputes the recusal decision in the 
Disclosure Process, such director may bring the matter forward to the GPC.   

2. The GPC will ensure that the director has an opportunity to disclose all material facts and make a 
presentation related to the potential Conflict of Interest. After disclosure and an opportunity for the 
governing body to discuss the issue with the director, he or she will leave the meeting. The GPC will 
deliberate and determine if a Conflict of Interest exists.  

3. In determining whether a Conflict of Interest exists, the GPC shall consider whether the potential Conflict 
of Interest would cause the transaction entered into by MRO to raise questions concerning good faith, 
fair dealing, or acting in the best interest of MRO or any other impropriety. The person asserting the 
validity of contract or transaction has the burden of proof establishing the contract or transaction is fair 
and reasonable to MRO. 

4. After the material facts of the contract or transaction are fully disclosed and made known to the GPC, 
the GPC may determine by a majority vote of disinterested GPC members, that there is or is not a 
Conflict of Interest. If the GPC determines there is a Conflict of Interest, the director shall recuse him or 
herself from voting on the matter giving rise to the Conflict of Interest, or proceed to bring the matter 
before the MRO board.   

5. The MRO board may accept the GPC’s decision or allow the director to fully disclose to the board the 
material facts of the potential Conflict of Interest and the director’s interest. After such disclosure, the 
board will determine if it believes a real Conflict of Interest exists by a majority of the directors entitled to 
vote. If the board vote finds a Conflict of Interest, the director must recuse him or herself from voting on 
the matter giving rise to the Conflict of Interest. 

Record of Procedures 

The minutes of the governing body addressing the Conflict of Interests or any other matter under this Policy 
and Procedure shall be specific and where applicable contain: 

1. The names of the person(s) who disclosed or was otherwise found to have actual or possible Conflict of 
Interest, the nature of the Conflict of Interest, any action taken to determine whether a Conflict of Interest 
was present, and the governing body’s decision as to whether a Conflict of Interest in fact existed. 

2. The names of the persons who were present for discussions and votes relating to the contract or 
transaction, the content of the discussion, including any alternatives to the proposed transaction or 
arrangement, and a record of any votes taken in connection with the proceedings. 

Prohibitions Regarding Gifts  

Directors shall not accept any Gifts except to the extent such Gift is offered to the general public on the same 
terms and conditions or is a gift given by MRO. Gifts should be returned or offers declined with an explanation 
of these Policy requirements. If the Gift is perishable, it should be donated. 
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The acceptance of payment of a vested benefit by an Independent Director who has retired from an entity 
(including predecessor or successor entities) on the NERC Compliance Registry is not prohibited provided 
the benefit does not result in more than a Di Minimis equity interest. 

Prohibitions for Directors Regarding MRO’s Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement 

Program (CMEP) 

No director may participate in any manner in MRO’s investigations related to a potential violation, compliance 
audits, reports, sanction determinations, or other matters within the CMEP.  

MRO Industry Sector and Regional Directors may engage in actions on behalf of their employer regarding a 
compliance monitoring, mitigation and/or enforcement matter where MRO is involved. Concerns about the 
participation of any MRO Industry Sector or Regional Director may be raised by any director or MRO 
employee and should be brought to the attention of the MRO President and CEO who will seek an 
appropriate resolution of the matter with the advice and counsel of the Independent Directors.  

i If the matter involves the GPC Chair making such disclosure, the Disclosure and written statement shall be submitted to the 

MRO Board Chair and the Vice President, General Counsel. 
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Board Committee Reports 

c. Organizational Group Oversight Committee Report 
Keri Glitch, Organizational Group Oversight Committee Chair 

 

Action 
Consider and approve revisions to MRO’s Regional Standards Process Manual. 

Report 
The Organizational Group Oversight Committee (OGOC) will meet next by WebEx on March 24, 2021, the 

day before this board meeting. Topics on the agenda for this meeting include: 

 Consider and approve advisory council recommendations for open organizational group seats 

 Consider and approve advisory council work plans for 2021 

 Discuss opportunities to increase diversity of MRO organizational group members 

 Discuss MRO staff recommendations for organizational group members 

 Debrief on the joint risk meeting with advisory council leadership in December 2020 

 Consider future opportunities for the MRO Reliability Risk Matrix across the ERO 

 Discuss MRO’s approach to supporting NERC organizational groups, given that the RSTC and its 

subgroups have been finalized and regional seats have been discontinued 

 Conduct a joint meeting with the Reliability Advisory Council (RAC) to identify 2021 opportunities 

for the RAC based on the MRO 2021 Regional Risk Assessment and the recent cold weather event 

in February 2021. 

I will provide an oral report on the recent activities of the OGOC at the board meeting.  

Additionally, the OGOC will make a recommendation to the board to approve revisions to MRO’s 

Standards Process Manual at this meeting. 

Pursuant to MRO’s Regional Delegation Agreement with NERC, Section 2ii maintains that “MRO has 

developed a standards development procedure, which provides the process that MRO may use to develop 

Regional Reliability Standards that are proposed to NERC for adoption.” To satisfy this requirement, MRO 

maintains a Standards Process Manual that defines the characteristics of a MRO regional Reliability 

Standard and establishes the process for proposing regional Reliability Standards to NERC for 

enforcement under direct or delegated authority as designated by the Energy Policy Act of 2005, Section 

215 in the United States, and applicable Canadian authorities.  

The Standards Process Manual was last reviewed and approved by the MRO Board of Directors in March 

2016, and is required to be reviewed every five years. The Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement 

Program Advisory Council oversees the review process, and will present proposed revisions to the 

Standards Process Manual to the OGOC for review at its meeting on March 24, 2021. Upon its review, the 

OGOC will recommend the revisions to the full board for approval at this meeting. The revisions to the 

Standards Process Manual can be found in the OGOC meeting agenda. 

For your reference, the OGOC consists of the following board members: 

 Keri Glitch (Chair), Transmission System Operator Sector 

 Paul Crist (Vice Chair), Municipal Utility Sector  

 Dehn Stevens, Investor Owned Utility Sector 
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 Gordon Pietsch, Cooperative Sector 

 Iqbal Dhami, Canadian Sector 

 Jeanne Tisinger, Independent Director 

 Jennifer Flandermeyer, Regional Director 

 JoAnn Thompson, Investor Owned Utility Sector 

 Lloyd Linke, FPMA Sector 

 Dr. Paul Barber, Independent Director 

 Tony Clark, Canadian Sector 
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INTRODUCTION 

Purpose 

This manual defines the characteristics of a Midwest Reliability Organization (“MRO”) Regional Reliability Standard 

and establishes the process for proposing Regional Reliability Standards to North American Electric Reliability 

Corporation (“NERC”) for enforcement under direct or delegated authority as designated by the Energy Policy Act 

of 2005 (“EPAct 2005”), Section 215 in the United States and applicable Canadian authorities. MRO is a Cross-

Border Regional Entity (“CBRE”) as defined in EPAct 2005 and the final FERC reliability rule consistent with the 

US-Canadian Bilateral principles. For more information on MRO, please refer to 

http://www.midwestreliability.orgmro.net. 

The MRO standards process is consensus-based, technically vetted, and open to the public and bordering entities 

that may be impacted by a proposed Regional Reliability Standard of MRO. MRO Regional Reliability Standards 

apply to the reliability  planning, and operationplanning, operation, and security of bulk power systems located 

within the MRO region. NERC as the Electric Reliability Organization (“ERO”) and the applicable regulatory 

authorities in the United States and Canada will have the ability to enforce these standards 

Authority 

This manual is published by the authority of the MRO Board of Directors (“BOD”) who shall have the sole authority 

to approve the modifications to this manual. A procedure for revising this manual is provided in section VII titled 

“Maintenance of MRO Regional Reliability Standards Process.” 

Credits 

This manual was developed from the NERC Reliability Standards Development Procedure (available at 

www.nerc.com). Thus, the MRO Regional Reliability Standards process is very similar to the NERC process and 

the format is the same as the NERC Reliability Standard format. 

Background 

NERC and MRO work with all segments of the electric industry, including electricity end-users, to develop 

standards for the reliable planning and operationplanning, operation, and security of bulk power systems. The 

purpose of the NERC Reliability Standards is to promote reliability, while at the same time accommodating 

competitive electricity markets. 

EPAct 2005, Section 215 and NERC, ERO provide for Regional Entities (“RE”) to propose Regional Reliability 

Standards to NERC for eventual enforcement within the region of the RE or CBRE. Regions (such as MRO) may 

develop, through their own processes, regional reliability standards that; go beyond, add detail to, or cover matters 

not addressed in NERC Reliability Standards. MRO Regional Reliability Standards are proposed to NERC for 

approval and become enforceable, once approved by NERC and the applicable regulatory authorities in the United 

States and Canada, as Reliability Standards. 

MRO Regional Reliability Standards that are proposed shall not be inconsistent with, or less stringent than 

established NERC Reliability Standards. All MRO Regional Reliability Standards obligate MRO to monitor and 

enforce compliance and apply sanctions, if any, consistent with any regional agreements and the NERC rules. 

Proposed MRO Regional Reliability Standards shall be subject to approval by NERC, as the ERO, and by 
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applicable regulatory authorities in the United States and Canada, before becoming mandatory and enforceable. 

No Regional Reliability Standard shall be effective within the MRO area unless approved by NERC and the 

applicable regulatory authority in the United States or Canada. 

MRO proposed Regional Reliability Standards, when approved by NERC and the applicable regulatory authorities 

in the United States or Canada shall be made part of the body of NERC Reliability Standards and shall be enforced 

upon applicable bulk power system owners, operators, and users within the MRO region as per applicable 

delegation agreements. 

MRO REGIONAL RELIABILITY STANDARD DEFINITION, CHARACTERISTICS, 
AND ELEMENTS 

Definition of a MRO Regional Reliability Standard 

A MRO Regional Reliability Standard defines certain obligations or requirements of entities that operate, plan, and 

use the bulk power systems of the MRO region. 

The Bylaws of MRO define a Reliability Standard as: 

“Reliability Standard” means a NERC reliability standard, duly in effect, under the rules, regulations 

and laws governing such standards, to provide for reliable operation of the Bulk-Power System.” 

When proposing a Regional Reliability Standard in the MRO region, the obligations or requirements must be 

material to reliability and be measurable. 

Each MRO Regional Reliability Standard shall enable or support one or more of the NERC reliability principles, 

thereby ensuring that each standard serves a purpose in support of the reliability of the regional bulk power 

system. Each of those standards shall also be consistent with all of the NERC reliability principles, thereby 

ensuring that no standard undermines reliability through an unintended consequence. 

While MRO Regional Reliability Standards are intended to promote reliability, they must at the same time 

accommodate electricity markets. All MRO Regional Reliability Standards shall be consistent with NERC’s market 

interface principles. Consideration of the market interface principles is intended to ensure that standards are written 

such that they achieve their reliability objective without causing undue restrictions or adverse impacts on electricity 

markets. 

Characteristics of a MRO Regional Reliability Standard 

A MRO Regional Reliability Standard may include standards for the operation and planningplanning, operation, 

and security of interconnected systems as well as market interface practices. The format and process defined by 

this manual applies to all MRO Regional Reliability Standards. 

A MRO Regional Reliability Standard shall have the following characteristics: 

Material to Reliability - A MRO Regional Reliability Standard shall be material to the reliability of bulk power 

systems in the MRO region. If the reliability of the bulk power systems is compromised without a particular 

standard or by a failure to comply with that standard, then the standard is material to reliability. 
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Measurable - A MRO Regional Reliability Standard shall establish technical or performance requirements that can 

be practically measured. 

Relative to NERC Reliability Standards - A MRO Regional Reliability Standard shall go beyond, add detail to, or 

cover matters not addressed in already approved NERC Reliability Standards. 

Elements of a MRO Regional Reliability Standard: 

To ensure uniformity of MRO Regional Reliability Standards, a MRO Regional Reliability Standard shall consist of 

the elements identified in Appendix C of this manual. However, the most current version of the approved NERC 

Reliability Standard template and its associated elements posted on the NERC website will be used at the time of 

the development of a MRO Regional Reliability Standard if different from the elements listed in Appendix C. 

These elements are intended to apply a systematic discipline in the development and revision of MRO Regional 

Reliability Standards. This discipline is necessary to achieving standards that are measurable, enforceable, and 

consistent. 

The format allows a clear statement of the purpose, requirements, measures, and penalties for non-compliance 

associated with each standard. 

All mandatory requirements of a MRO Regional Reliability Standard shall be within an element of the standard. 

Supporting documents to aid in the implementation of a standard may be referenced by the standard but are not 

part of the standard itself. Types of supporting documents are described in a later section of this manual. 

ROLES IN THE MRO REGIONAL RELIABILITY STANDARDS DEVELOPMENT 
PROCESS 

Nomination, Revision or Withdrawal of a Standard: 

Any member of MRO, or group within the MRO region, shall be allowed to request that a MRO Regional Reliability 

Standard be developed, modified, or withdrawn. Additionally, any person (organization, company, government 

agency, individual, etc.) who is directly and materially affected by the reliability of the MRO bulk power system shall 

be allowed to request that a MRO Regional Reliability Standard be developed, modified, or withdrawn. 

Process Roles 

Board of Directors (BOD). The BOD will consider MRO Regional Reliability Standards that have been approved 

by the Registered Ballot Body (“RBB”) and recommended by the MRO Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement 

Program Advisory Council (CMEPAC) to be proposed to NERC and the regulatory authorities for enforcement 

consistent with direct or delegated regulatory authorities of MRO. Once the proposed MRO Regional Reliability 

Standard is approved by NERC and the regulatory authorities, it becomes effective in the MRO region consistent 

with the MRO’s direct or delegated regulatory authority. 

The One mission of the CMEPAC is to assure that the compliance program and policies are followed according to 

the rules and carried out in a non-discriminatory manner, subject to the BOD approval with MRO staff and BOD 

oversight. The compliance program is designed around compliance with Reliability Standards. The development of 

a MRO Regional Reliability Standard, in particular the measures and compliance administration portions of the 

standard, shall have direct input from the CMEPAC. The CMEPAC is also responsible for managing the standards 
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processes for the development of standards, VRFs, VSLs, definitions, variances, and interpretations in accordance 

with this manual. The CMEPAC is responsible for ensuring that the standards, VRFs, VSLs, definitions, variances, 

and interpretations developed by drafting teams are developed in accordance with the processes in this manual 

and meet NERC’s benchmarks for reliability standards as well as criteria for governmental approval1. 

The CMEPAC has the right to remand work to a drafting team, to reject the work of a drafting team, or to accept 

the work of a drafting team. The CMEPAC may direct a drafting team to revise its work to follow the processes in this 

manual, or to meet the criteria for NERC’s benchmarks for reliability standards, or to meet the criteria for 

governmental approval. The CMEPAC meets at regularly scheduled intervals (either in person, or by other means) 

and are open to all interested parties. 

When presented with a Standard Authorization Request (SAR) the CMEPAC will determine if the SAR is sufficient 

to guide standards development and whether the SAR is consistent with this manual. The CMEPAC will take one 

of the following actions: 

1. Accept the SAR. 

2. Remand the SAR back to the standards staff for additional work. 

3. Reject the SAR. If the CMEPAC rejects a SAR, it shall provide a written explanation 

for rejection to the sponsor within fifteen business days of the rejection decision. 

4. Delay action on the SAR pending development of a technical justification for the 

proposed project 

If the CMEPAC remands, rejects, or delays action on a SAR, the sponsor may file an appeal following the appeals 

process provided in this manual. 

If the CMEPAC is presented with a SAR that proposes developing a new standard but does not have a technical 

justification upon which the standard can be developed, the CMEPAC shall direct the standards staff to post the 

SAR for a 30-day comment period solely to collect stakeholder feedback on the scope of technical foundation, if 

any, needed to support the proposed project. If a technical foundation is determined to be necessary, the CMEPAC 

shall solicit assistance from MRO’s technical committees or other industry experts in providing that foundation 

before authorizing development of the associated standard. 

If the CMEPAC accepts a SAR, the CMEPAC shall work with the standards staff to coordinate the posting of the 

SAR(s). 

Compliance Manager (CM). -  The Compliance Manager (CM), a MRO staff function, and the CMEPAC shall 

provide input and comments during the standards development process to ensure the measures will be effective 

and other aspects of the compliance program practically implemented. 

Standards Process Manager (SPM) - . This is a MRO staff function. The Standards Manager who will act as the 

SPM shall manage the MRO Regional Reliability Standards Process. The SPM is responsible for ensuring that the 

                                                 
1 The Ten Benchmarks of an Excellent Reliability Standard Ten Benchmarks of an Excellent Reliability Standard and 

FERC’s Criteria for Approving Reliability Standards are posted on the NERC Standards Web Page. 
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development and revision of standards is in accordance with this manual. The SPM works to ensure the integrity of 

the process and consistency of quality and completeness of the MRO Regional Reliability Standards. The SPM 

facilitates all steps in the process. 

Standards Process Staff - MRO staff will assist the SC CMEPAC, SPM, Requester, and Standard Drafting Team 

(SDT). 

Registered Ballot Body (RBB) - The RBB comprises all entities that: 

1. Qualify for one of the Industry Segments approved by the BOD2, and 

2. Are registered in the MRO RBB. 

Each voter must be a member of the RBB - . Note: An individual's membership in the RBB will be in a “Pending” 

stage immediately following registration; in order to be able to vote, your registration must be activated, and 

activation may take up to 24 hours. 

Each registered member of the RBB is eligible to participate in the voting process for each Standards Action (add, 

change, or withdraw). However, each MRO RBB member (company) may have only one vote per eligible segment. 

The RBB will ensure, through its vote, the need for and the technical merits of, a proposed Standards Action and 

the appropriate consideration of views and objections received during the development process. The RBB votes to 

approve each Standards Action. 

The MRO Regional Reliability Standards Process relies on open and inclusive participation by the electric utility 

industry and the interested public. Participation and voting is open to non-members of MRO; at this time there are 

no fees for participation or voting. 

Requester - A requester is any person or entity (organization, company, government agency, etc.) that submits a 

complete request for development, revision, or withdrawal of a standard. Any person or entity that is directly and 

materially affected by an existing standard or the need for a new standard may submit a completed SAR for any of 

the three following actions; a new standard to be developed, a revision to an existing standard, or a withdrawal of an 

existing standard. 

SAR Drafting Team - A team of industry experts appointed by the SC CMEPAC, that: 

1. Assists in refining the SAR, 

2. Considers and responds to comments, and 

3. Participates in industry forums to help build consensus on the SAR. 

Standard Drafting Team (SDT) - A team of industry experts appointed by the SC CMEPAC, that: 

1. Develops the details of the standard 

2. Considers and responds to comments 

3. Participates in industry or regional forums to help build consensus on posted draft 

standards 

                                                 
2 Appendix D contains a description of the latest version of the Industry Segments approved by the Board of Directors. 
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Sub-RegionalSub-regional Variance - : A sub-regionalsub-regional variance is an approved, alternative method of 

achieving the reliability intent of one or more requirements in a standard. No Regional Entity or bulk power system 

owner, operator, or user shall claim a sub- regional variance from a regional reliability standard without approval of 

such a sub- regional variance through the relevant standard approval procedure for the sub- regional variance. 

Each sub-regionalsub-regional variance from a regional reliability standard that is approved by NERC and 

applicable governmental authorities shall be made an enforceable part of the associated regional reliability standard. 

Regional drafting teams shall aim to develop standards with requirements that apply on a regional basis, minimizing 

the need for sub-regionalsub-regional variances while still achieving the standard’s reliability objectives. If one or 

more requirements cannot be met or complied with as written, because of a physical difference in the bulk power 

system or because of an operational difference (such as a conflict with a Federally or Provincially approved tariff), 

but the requirement’s reliability objective can be achieved in a different fashion, an entity or a group of entities may 

pursue a sub-regionalsub-regional variance from one or more requirements in a regional standard. It is the 

responsibility of the entity that needs a sub-regionalsub-regional variance to identify that need and initiate the 

processing of that sub- regional variance through the submittal of a SAR. Such a sub-regionalsub-regional 

variance may be proposed by a group of sub-regionalsub-regional entities in accordance with Step 1 of this 

process manual. If approved by MRO, NERC and regulatory authorities, the sub- regional variance shall be 

enforced within the MRO region pursuant to its delegated authority. 

MRO REGIONAL RELIABILITY STANDARDS CONSENSUS DEVELOPMENT 
PROCESS OVERVIEW 

The process for development of MRO Regional Reliability Standards to be proposed to NERC and regulatory 

authorities for approval and eventual enforcement under direct or delegated authority is illustrated in the Process 

Diagram in Appendix A and has the following characteristics: 

Inclusive - . Any entity (person, organization, company, government agency, individual, etc.) with a direct material 

interest in the bulk power system in the MRO area shall have a right to participate by: a) expressing a position and 

its basis, b) having that position considered, and c) having the right to appeal. 

Openness - . Participation is open to all persons who are directly and materially affected by the reliability of the 

MRO region bulk power system. There shall be no undue financial barriers to participation. Participation shall not be 

conditional upon membership in MRO or any organization, andorganization, and shall not be unreasonably 

restricted on the basis of technical qualifications or other such requirements. 

Balance - . The MRO Regional Reliability Standards Development Process shall have a balance of interests and 

shall not be dominated by any two interest categories, and no single interest category shall be able to defeat a 

matter. 

Transparent - . All actions material to the development of MRO regional reliability standards shall be transparent. 

All standards development meetings shall be open and publicly announced on the MRO Web site. 

Timeliness - . The MRO Regional Reliability Standards Development Process does not unnecessarily delay 

development of the proposed reliability standard. 

Fair Due Process - . The MRO Regional Reliability Standards Development Process provides for reasonable 

notice and opportunity for public comment. The procedure includes public notice of the intent to develop a 

standard, a public comment period on the proposed standard, due consideration of those public comments, and a 

ballot of all persons who are directly and materially affected. 
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The MRO Regional Reliability Standards development process is intended to develop consensus, first on the need 

for the standard, then on the standard itself. The process includes the following key elements: 

Nomination of a proposed standard, revision to a standard, or withdrawal of a standard using a SAR. 

Public posting of the SAR -  to allow all parties to review and provide comments on the need for the proposed 

standard and the expected outcomes and impacts from implementing the proposed standard. Notice of standards 

shall provide an opportunity for participation by all directly and materially affected persons. 

Review of the public comments -  in response to the SAR and prioritization of proposed standards, leading to the 

authorization to develop standards for which there is a consensus-based need. 

Assignment of teams -  to draft the new or revised standard. 

Drafting of the standard. 

Public posting of the draft standard -  to allow all parties to review and provide comments on the draft standard. 

At this point, the need for the standard has been established and comments should focus on aspects of the draft 

standard itself. 

Field testing of the draft standard and measures - : The need and extent of recommendations for field testing 

shall be determined by the SDT and submitted through the SPM to the CMEPAC for approval. The SDT shall request 

input from the MRO Standing Committee members. 

 Field-testing may be region-wide or may consist of one or more, lesser scale demonstrations, evaluations, 

or other CMEPAC approved methods. 

 Field-testing should be cost effective and practical, yet sufficient to validate the requirements, measures, 

measurement processes, and other elements of the standard necessary to implement the Compliance 

Program. 

 For some standards and their associated measures, field-testing may not be appropriate, such as those 

measures that consist of administrative reports. 

Formal balloting of the standard for approval by the RBB. 

Re-ballot to consider specific comments -  by those submitting comments with negative votes. 

Approval of a MRO Regional Reliability Standard. 

Appeals mechanism as appropriate for the impartial handling of substantive and procedural complaints -  

regarding action or inaction related to the standards process. 

Process Steps 

The first three steps in the MRO Regional Reliability Standards Development Process serve to establish 

consensus on the need for the standard. 
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Step 1 - Request to Develop a Standard, Revise Existing Standard or withdraw a Standard 

Objective: A valid SAR shall contain a description of the proposed regional reliability subject matter containing 

sufficient descriptive detail to clearly define the purpose, scope, impacted parties, and other relevant information of 

the proposed standard. An example of a SAR form can be found in Appendix B. 

Sequence Considerations: Submitting a valid SAR is the first step in proposing a standard action. A requester 

may prepare a draft of the proposed standard, which the CMEPAC may authorize for concurrent posting with the 

SAR. This could be useful for a standard action with a clearly defined and limited scope or one for which 

stakeholder consensus on the need and scope is likely. Complex standards where broad debate of issues is 

required should be, presented in two stages. The first stage is the completion of a valid SAR to get agreement on 

the scope and purpose, the second stage is the development of the standard later in Step 6. 

Requests to develop, revise, interpret, or withdraw a MRO Regional Reliability Standard shall be submitted to the 

SPM by completing a SAR. Actions in the remaining steps of the standards process apply to proposed new 

standards, revisions to existing standards, sub-regionalsub-regional variances, interpretations, or withdrawal of 

existing standards, unless explicitly stated otherwise. 

The SAR is a description of the subject matter of the new or revised standard along with a proposed 

implementation plan and includes: 

 Descriptive detail to clearly define the scope of the standard. 

 A statement of the purpose of the standard 

 A needs statement that provides justification for the development or revision of the standard; including an 

assessment of the reliability and market interface impacts of implementing or not implementing the 

standard. 

Appendix B provides a sample template of the SAR form. 

The SPM shall maintain the SAR form and make it available electronically. 

Any person or entity directly or materially affected by an existing standard or the need for a new or revised 

standard may initiate a SAR. 

The requester shall submit the SAR to the SPM electronically and the SPM shall electronically acknowledge receipt 

of the SAR within 15 days. The SPM shall send the electronic acknowledgement simultaneously to the requester 

and to NERC. 

The SPM shall assist the requester in developing the SAR, reviewing NERC Reliability Standards to see whether 

they already address the need, identify issues with interconnected regions, and verify that the SAR complies with 

this manual. The SPM will respond to the requester within 45 days of the request. 

The SPM shall forward all properly completed SARs to the SCCMEPAC. The CMEPAC shall meet at established 

intervals to review all pending SARs. The frequency of the review process will depend on workload; in no case shall 

a properly completed SAR wait for CMEPAC action more than 60 days from the date of receipt. 

Within 60 days of receipt of a completed standard request, the CMEPAC shall determine the disposition of the 

38/118



MRO MRO REGIONAL RELIABILITY STANDARDS CONSENSUS DEVELOPMENT PROCESS OVERVIEW 

 

 

PREPARED BY: MRO CMEPAC                PAGE | 14 

standard request. The CMEPAC may take one of the following actions: 

 Accept the standard request as a candidate for development of a new standard, revision of an existing 

standard, or deletion of an existing standard. The CMEPAC may, at its discretion, expand or narrow the 

scope of the standard request under consideration. The CMEPAC shall prioritize the development of the 

standard in relation to other proposed standards, as may be required based on the volume of requests and 

resources. 

 Reject the standard request. If the CMEPAC rejects a standard request, a written explanation for rejection 

will be delivered to the requester within 30 days of the decision. 

 Remand the standard request back to the requester for additional work. The SPM will make reasonable 

efforts to assist the requester in addressing the deficiencies identified by the SCCMEPAC. The requester 

may then resubmit the modified standard request using the process above. The requester may choose to 

withdraw the standard request from further consideration prior to acceptance by the SCCMEPAC. 

The status of the SAR shall be tracked electronically by the SPM. The SAR and its status shall be posted for public 

viewing including any actions or decisions. 

Step 2 - Solicit Public Comments on the SAR 

Objective: Establish that there is stakeholder consensus on the need, scope, and applicability of the requester's 

proposed standards' action. 

Sequence Considerations: A SAR may be posted only after completion of Step 1.  A SAR may at the discretion of 

the SC CMEPAC, be posted for comment concurrently with a draft standard (Step 6). 

Once a SAR has been accepted by the CMEPAC as a candidate for the development of a new or revised standard, 

the SPM shall post the SAR for the purpose of soliciting public comments. 

The SPM shall notify the RBB, the MRO region, NERC, and other interested parties that the SAR has been 

accepted by the CMEPAC and posted for comment. 

Within thirty (30) days of acceptance by the SC CMEPAC, the SAR shall be posted electronically and comments 

on the SAR(s) will be accepted for a 30-day period from the date of posting. Comments will be accepted on-line. 

The SPM will provide a copy of the comments to the requester. In addition, comments will be visible to the RBB 

during the commenting period. Based on the comments, the requester may decide to: submit the SAR for 

authorization, withdraw the SAR, or revise and resubmit it to the SPM for another posting in the next available 

comment period. 

The requester shall give prompt consideration to the written views and objections of all participants. The requester, 

with support from the SPM or SPM assigned staff, shall make an effort to resolve all expressed objections and 

shall advise each objector of the disposition of the objection and the reasons therefore. In addition, the SPM shall 

inform each objector that an appeals process exists within the MRO standards process. 

While there is no established limit on the number of times a SAR may be posted for comment, the CMEPAC 

retains the right to reverse its prior decision and reject a SAR if it believes continued revisions are not productive. 

Once again, the CMEPAC shall notify the requester in writing of the rejection and the availability of the Appeals 
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Process. During the SAR comment process, the requester may become aware of potential sub-Regional regional 

differences (within MRO) related to the proposed standard. To the extent possible, the requester should make any 

sub-rRegional differences or exceptions a part of the SAR so that, if the SAR is authorized, such variations will be 

made a part of the draft new or revised standard. 

Step 3 - Authorization to Proceed With Drafting of a New or Revised Standard 

Objective: Authorize development of a standard that is consistent with the SAR and for which there is stakeholder 

consensus on the need, scope, and applicability. 

Sequence Considerations: The CMEPAC may formally authorize the development of a standards' action only after 

due consideration of SAR comments to determine there is consensus on the need, scope, and applicability of the 

proposed standard. 

After the public provides comments on the SAR, the requester may decide to submit the SAR to the CMEPAC for 

authorization to draft the standard. The CMEPAC reviews the comments received in response to the SAR and any 

revisions to the SAR. The SC CMEPAC, considering the public comments received and their resolution, may then 

take one of the following actions: 

 Authorize the drafting of the proposed standard or revisions to a standard. 

 Reject the SAR with a written explanation to the requester and post that explanation. 

If the CMEPAC rejects a SAR, the requester may file an appeal. 

Step 4 – Formation of the SDT 

Objective: Appoint a SDT that has the expertise, competencies, and diversity of views that are necessary to 

develop the standard. 

Sequence Considerations: The CMEPAC may appoint a SDT concurrently with or after authorization of the 

development of a standard (Step 3). 

For each new SAR, the SPM shall post a request that interested parties complete a ”SDT Self-Nomination” form. 

Those individuals who complete and submit these self- nomination forms will be considered for appointment to the 

associated SDT. 

Once a SAR has been authorized by the CMEPAC to proceed to the drafting stage, the CMEPAC shall assign the 

development of the standard to a SDT. The SPM shall recommend a list of candidates for appointment to the team 

and shall submit the list to the SCCMEPAC. The CMEPAC shall appoint the drafting team membership within 60 

days of accepting a standard request for development, modifying the recommendations of the SPM as the 

CMEPAC deems appropriate, and assign development of the proposed standard to the drafting team. In the event 

that the CMEPAC is unable to appoint a drafting team within 60 days, one shall be appointed at the earliest possible 

date. 

The SDT shall elect a Chairman for their team. This team shall consist of individuals who collectively have the 

necessary technical expertise and work process skills. 

The SPM shall assign MRO Standards Process staff personnel to assist in the drafting of the standard. 
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Step 5 - Draft New or Revised Standard 

Objective: Develop a standard within the scope of the SAR. 

Sequence Considerations: Development of the draft standard follows the authorization by the CMEPAC (Step 3) 

and appointment of a SDT (Step 4). Steps 5 and 6 may be iterated as necessary to consider stakeholder 

comments and build consensus on the draft standard. 

The drafting team shall develop a work plan for completing the regional reliability standard, including the 

establishment of a milestone schedule for completing critical elements of the work in sufficient detail to ensure that 

the drafting team will meet the objectives established by the SCCMEPAC. The drafting team shall submit its work 

plan to the CMEPAC for its approval. 

The drafting team shall convene periodically, either in person or by electronic means as necessary, to establish 

work teams (made up of members of the drafting team) as necessary, and perform other activities to complete the 

proposed standard within the milestone date(s) agreed upon by the SC CMEPAC. 

The work product of the drafting team will consist of the following: 

 A draft standard consistent with the standard request on which it was based. 

 An assessment of the reliability impact of the standard request within the region and in neighboring regions, 

including appropriate input from the neighboring regions if the standard request is determined to impact any 

neighboring region. 

 An implementation plan, including the nature, extent and duration of field- testing needed, if any. 

 Identification of any existing standard that will be deleted, in part or whole, or otherwise impacted by the 

implementation of the draft standard. 

 Technical reports, white papers and/or work papers that provide technical support for the draft standard 

under consideration. 

The team regularly (at frequency determined by the SCCMEPAC) shall inform the CMEPAC of its progress in 

meeting a timely completion of the draft standard. 

If the SDT determines that the scope of the SAR is inappropriate based on its own work and stakeholder 

comments, the team shall notify the SCCMEPAC. The SDT may recommend the scope of the standard be reduced 

to allow the effort to continue forward, while still remaining within the scope of the SAR. Reducing the scope defined 

in the SAR is acceptable if the SDT finds, for instance, that additional technical research is needed prior to developing 

a portion of the standard or if issues need to be resolved before consensus can be achieved on a portion of the 

standard. In this case, the SDT shall provide detailed justification of need for reducing the scope. The SCCMEPAC, 

based on the SDT recommendation and a review of stakeholder comments, will determine if the change in scope is 

acceptable. 

If the SDT determines it is necessary to expand the scope of the standard or to modify the scope in a way that is no 

longer consistent with the scope defined in the SAR, then the SDT may initiate or recommend another requester 

initiate a new SAR (Step 1) to develop the expanded or modified scope. At no time will a SDT develop a standard 

41/118



MRO MRO REGIONAL RELIABILITY STANDARDS CONSENSUS DEVELOPMENT PROCESS OVERVIEW 

 

 

PREPARED BY: MRO CMEPAC                PAGE | 17 

that is not within the scope of the SAR that was authorized for development. 

If the SDT elects to narrow the SAR scope, or identifies issues not in the SAR scope, then a report shall be 

prepared and sent to the CMEPAC. 

Once the standard has been drafted, the SPM in conjunction with the CMEPAC shall perform a review for quality3 

and completeness. The review for quality may include a legal review in conjunction with the quality review. Issues 

discovered after the quality review will be brought to the attention of the SDT for resolution. 

Each reliability standard shall include one or more requirements, which if achieved by the applicable entities, will 

provide for a reliable bulk power system, consistent with good utility practices and the public interest. Each 

requirement shall establish an objective that is the best approach for bulk power system reliability, considering the 

costs and benefits of implementing the proposal. Each requirement shall be stated to be objectively measurable by 

a third party with knowledge or expertise in the area addressed by that requirement. 

Requirements should have the following characteristics: 

 Each requirement shall identify what the functional entities shall do, under what special conditions (if any), 

for what reliability benefit. 

 Each requirement should be aimed at achieving one objective and written in the ‘active’ voice. 

 If specific results can be practically measured quantitatively, metrics should be provided within the 

requirement to indicate satisfactory performance. 

 To the maximum extent possible, the requirement shall be designed to apply throughout the interconnected 

MRO Bulk-Power System. 

The SPM shall also ensure the draft standard is within the scope and purpose identified in the SAR. This review shall 

occur within a 15-day period. 

At the direction of the SCCMEPAC, the SPM shall post the new or revised standard for public comment once this 

review is completed. The SPM shall notify the RBB, the MRO region, NERC, and other interested parties that the 

new or revised standard has been posted for public comment. 

Step 6 - Solicit Public Comments on Draft Standard 

Objective: Receive stakeholder inputs on the draft standard for the purpose of assessing consensus on the draft 

standard, and modifying the draft standard as needed to achieve consensus. 

Sequence Considerations: The posting of a draft standard will occur after the appointment of a SDT and 

development of a draft by the team. Alternatively, a draft standard submitted by the requester may be posted for 

comment concurrently with the associated SAR, with the condition that the SAR and draft standard meet the 

requirements of this procedure and are consistent with each other. In all cases, public comments on the draft 

standard shall be solicited prior to the CMEPAC approving the standard going to ballot (Step 9). 

Once a draft standard has been verified by the SPM to be within the scope and purpose of the SAR and in 

                                                 
3 See the latest NERC Quality Review DocumentNERC Quality Review Document. 
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compliance with this manual, the SPM will post the draft standard for the first formal comment period. The 

posting of the draft standard will be linked to the SAR for reference. Comments on the draft standard will be 

accepted for a minimum 30-day period from the notice of posting. Comments will be accepted on- line and will be 

viewable during the posted commenting period. 

The SDT shall develop an implementation plan for the standard that will be posted in conjunction with the standard 

for at least one stakeholder comment period. Once the implementation plan has been developed and posted for 

stakeholder comment, it shall remain part of the standard action for subsequent postings and shall be included on 

the ballot for the standard. The implementation plan shall describe when the standard will become effective. If the 

implementation is to be phased, the plan will describe which elements of the standard are to be applied to each 

class of responsible entities, and when. The plan will describe any deployment considerations unique to the 

standard, such as computer applications, measurement devices, databases, or training, as well as any other 

special steps necessary to prepare for and initially implement the standard. 

The second formal comment period will be 45-day duration and will take place after the SDT has posted its 

consideration of comments and conforming changes to the associated standard. Formation of the ballot pool will 

take place during the first 30- days of the 45- day posting. Balloting, in accordance with Step 9, will occur during  

the last 10 -days. 

In all cases, public comments on the draft standard shall be solicited prior to the CMEPAC approving the standard 

going to ballot (Step 9). 

Step 7 - Field Testing (At the discretion of the SCMEPAC) 

Objective: Determine if testing is required to validate the concepts, requirements, measures, and compliance 

elements of the standard and implement that testing. 

Sequence Considerations: Testing may be completed during or after Steps 1 through 6. Testing and associated 

analysis of results (Step 8) must be completed prior to determining whether to submit the standard to ballot (Step 

9). 

Taking into consideration stakeholder comments received through Step 6, the SDT may recommend to the 

CMEPAC or the CMEPAC may mandate that a test of one or more aspects of a standard is needed. The MRO 

Compliance Manager will also evaluate whether field-testing of the compliance elements of the proposed new or 

revised standard is needed and advise the SCMEPAC. The CMEPAC will approve all field tests of proposed 

standards based on the recommendations of the SDT and the Compliance Manager. If needed, the CMEPAC will 

also request inputs on technical matters from applicable standing committees or other experts. 

Once the field-testing plan is approved, the SPM will, under the direction of the SC CMEPAC, oversee the field-

testing of the standard. Throughout the field- testing process, compliance with the existing standard is required. 

In some cases, measurement may be an administrative task and no field-testing is required at all. 

In other cases, one or more limited scale demonstrations, evaluations, or another CMEPAC approved method may 

be sufficient. 

Step 8 - Analysis of the Comments and Field Test Results 

Objective: Evaluate stakeholder comments and field -test results to determine if there is consensus that the 
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proposed standard should go to ballot or requires additional work. 

Sequence Considerations: This step follows Steps 6 and 7 and must precede Step 9. 

The SPM will assemble the comments on the draft standard and distribute those comments to the SDT. The SDT 

shall give prompt consideration to the written views and objections of all participants. An effort to resolve all 

expressed objections shall be made, and each objector shall be advised of the disposition of the objection and the 

reasons therefore. The SDT shall prepare a summary of the comments received and the changes made to the 

proposed standard as a result of these comments. The SDT shall summarize comments that were rejected by the 

SDT and the reason(s) that these comments were rejected, in part or whole. The summary, along with a response 

to each comment received, will be posted on the MRO website no later than the next posting of the proposed 

standard. In addition, each objector will be informed that an appeals process exists within the MRO standards 

process. 

Based on comments received, the SDT may determine there is an opportunity to achieve consensus for the 

standard. In this case, the SDT may elect to return to Step 5 and revise the draft for another posting. Although 

there is no predetermined limit on the number of times a draft standard may be revised and posted, the SDT 

should ensure the potential benefits of another posting outweigh the burden on the SDT and stakeholders. 

Returning to Step 5 to continue working on the standard is the prerogative of the SDT, subject to CMEPAC 

oversight. 

If the SDT determines the draft standard is ready for ballot, the SDT shall submit the draft standard to the 

CMEPAC with a request to proceed to balloting, along with the comments received and responses to the 

comments. Based on the comments received and field-testing, the SDT may include revisions that are not 

substantive. Substantive changes to a draft standard shall not be permitted between the last posting for 

stakeholder comment and submittal for ballot. A substantive change is one that directly and materially affects the 

intent or use of the standard. For example, adding, deleting, or revising requirements; or adding, deleting, or 

revising measurements for which compliance is mandatory. Any non-substantive changes such as: spelling, 

grammar, or formatting, made prior to going to ballot, will be identified to stakeholders at the time of the ballot 

notice. If the SDT determines, based on comments received, that substantive changes to the standard are 

required, the standard will be re-posted for comment and a notice sent to the MRO region, the RBB, NERC, and 

other interested parties that the revised standard has been re-posted for public comment. 

When the CMEPAC receives a draft standard that has been recommended for ballot, the CMEPAC will review the 

standard to ensure that the proposed standard is consistent with the scope of the SAR; addresses all of the 

objectives cited in Steps 1-8, as applicable; and is compatible with other existing standards. If the proposed 

standard does not pass this review, the CMEPAC shall remand the proposed standard to the SDT to address the 

deficiencies. If the proposed standard passes the review, the CMEPAC shall set the proposed standard for ballot as 

soon as the workflow will accommodate. 

If the CMEPAC or SDT determines there is insufficient consensus to ballot the standard and further work is unlikely 

to achieve consensus, the following may occur: (1) the SDT may recommend to the CMEPAC that standard 

drafting be terminated and the SAR withdrawn or (2) the CMEPAC may terminate the standard drafting and accept 

the withdrawal of the SAR. If the CMEPAC believes the SDT recommendation is unsubstantiated, the CMEPAC 

may direct other actions consistent with this procedure, such as requesting the SDT to continue or appointing a new 

SDT. 
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Step 9 - Ballot the New Revised or Withdrawal of Standard 

Objective: Approve the proposed standard by vote of industry stakeholders. 

Sequence Considerations: The CMEPAC may determine, upon recommendation from the SDT, that all 

requirements of Steps 1 through 8 have been satisfactorily met before authorizing an action to go to ballot. 

If the CMEPAC decides to submit the standard to a vote, the SPM shall provide notice of such to the RBB, NERC, 

as well as other interested parties, and electronically post the standard, all comments received, the responses to 

those comments, and an implementation plan. Once the notice for a vote has been issued, no substantive 

modifications may be made to the proposed standard unless the revisions are posted and a new notice of the vote 

is issued. 

First Ballot 

Each voter must be a member of the Registered Ballot Body (RBB). Note: An individual's membership in the 

RBB will be in a “Pending” stage immediately following registration; in order to be able to vote, your 

registration must be activated, and activation may take up to 24 hours. 

The ballot will be conducted electronically. In the event of balloting difficulties with electronic balloting, the 

CMEPAC will address the issues and decide the corrective action accordingly to complete the ballot. All members 

of the RBB shall be eligible to vote on the associated standard except, that only one member from an entity may vote 

in any given segment. It is the responsibility of the entity to identify and notify the SPM of the eligible voter. The 

voting options are: 

 Affirmative, with or without comment; 

 Negative, with or without comment (the comments for a negative vote may be given and, if possible, should 

include specific wording or actions that would resolve the objection); 

 Abstain. 

The time window for voting shall be designated when the draft standard is posted. In no case shall the voting time 

window start sooner than fifteen (15) and no later than thirty (30) days from the notice of the posting. The voting 

time window will be a period of ten (10) days. 

This provides a minimum total of twenty-five (25) -days from the initial notice until the end of the voting period. 

Approval of a MRO Regional Reliability Standard or revision to a MRO Regional Reliability Standard requires: 

 A quorum, which is established by at least 4 of the Segments submitting a response with an affirmative 

vote, a negative vote, or an abstention; and 

 An affirmative vote from at least two-thirds of the segments participating in the vote. Each segment vote is 

determined by the majority of the votes cast in the segment, either affirmative or negative. Abstentions and 

non-responses will not be counted. 

Voting results, comments, and responses, if necessary, will be posted for public viewing as soon as is practical 

after the balloting period closes. Voting results and comments may be posted prior to the responses. 
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Balloting examples are provided in Appendix D. 

Members of the RBB should submit any comments on the proposed standard during the public comment period. If 

any Negative votes with comments are received during the ballot period, they shall be addressed in accordance 

with Step 8 and included with the re-circulation ballot. 

The SPM shall assist the SDT in preparing a response to negative votes submitted with comments. 

In addition, the SPM will inform each objector that an appeals process exists within the MRO standards process. A 

negative vote that does not contain comments does not require a response. If there are no negative votes with 

comments from the first ballot, then the results of the first ballot shall stand. If, however, one or more members 

submit negative votes with comments, regardless of whether those comments are resolved, a second ballot shall 

be conducted. 

If a quorum of the Segments is not established, the standard shall be re-balloted, allowing ten (10) days for the 

ballot. If a quorum is not established with the re-ballot, the SPM shall survey the RBB to establish interest in 

participating in a ballot on the standard. 

Second Ballot 

In the second ballot (also called a “re-circulation ballot”), members of the RBB shall again be presented the 

proposed standard (unchanged from the first ballot) along with the reasons for negative votes, the responses, and 

any resolution of the differences. 

All members of the RBB eligible to vote shall be permitted to reconsider and change their vote from the first ballot. 

Eligible voting members of the RBB that did not respond to the first ballot shall be permitted to vote in the second 

ballot. Only one vote will be accepted from each organization within a segment. 

In the second ballot, votes will be counted by exception only - members on the second ballot may indicate a revision 

to their original vote, otherwise their vote shall remain the same as in the first ballot. If a second ballot is conducted, 

the results of the second ballot shall determine the status of the standard, regardless of the outcome of the first 

ballot. 

The voting time window for the second ballot is ten (10) days (to allow members to review comments and 

responses). The 21-day posting is not required for the second ballot. Members of the RBB may submit comments 

in the second ballot but no response to those comments is required. 

In the second ballot step no revisions to the standard are permitted, as such revisions would not have been subject 

to public comment. However, if the CMEPAC determines that revisions proposed during the ballot process would 

likely provide an opportunity to achieve consensus on the standard, then such revisions may be made and the draft 

standard posted for public comment again beginning with Step 6 and continuing with subsequent steps. 

The SPM shall post the final outcome of the ballot process. If the standard is rejected, the process is ended and any 

further work in this area would require a new SAR. If the standard is approved, the SPM shall post the consensus 

standard and the CMEPAC Chair shall present it to the BOD for consideration. 

Step 10 –Board of Director (BOD) Approval of a Proposed MRO Regional Reliability Standard 

Objective: To have the BOD approve the proposed new or revised, MRO Regional Reliability Standard. Once 
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properly approved by the BOD, accepted by NERC, and accepted for filing by the applicable regulatory authorities 

in the United States and Canada, the Reliability Standard becomes enforceableeffective. 

Sequence Considerations: The thirty (30)- days’ notice prior to action by the BOD may begin concurrently with or 

any time after the start of the first ballot. The thirty (30)- day period shall not end any sooner than the end of the 

final ballot. 

A MRO Regional Reliability Standard submitted for consideration to the BOD must be publicly posted and noticed 

no less than fifteen (15) and no more than thirty (30) days prior to action by the BOD, included with the standard is 

the implementation plan that was part of the posting process. 

At a regular or special meeting, the BOD shall consider the proposed MRO Regional Reliability Standard. The BOD 

shall consider the results of the balloting and dissenting opinions. The BOD shall consider any advice offered by 

the MRO SC. The BOD may accept or reject a standard, but may not substantively modify a proposed MRO 

Regional Reliability Standard. If the BOD chooses not to propose a standard to NERC and the applicable 

regulatory authorities in the United States and Canada, it shall provide its reasons for not doing so. Upon 

acceptance of the standard, the SPM will submit the standard to NERC for approval and filing with the applicable 

regulatory authorities in the United States and Canada. 

A MRO Regional Reliability Standard that is approved by NERC and filed with the applicable regulatory authorities 

shall become effective in accordance with applicable NERC and applicable regulatory proceedings. The 

implementation plan is included with the proposed Reliability Standard. 

The SPM shall publicly post the standard, showing the final status. 

Step 11 - Implementation of the MRO Regional Reliability Standard 

Objective: That Organizations subject to the standard use the standard, and the compliance program incorporates 

the standard into its compliance monitoring and enforcement process. 

Sequence Considerations: The effective date of a standard is defined in the standard implementation plan. 

After approval of a MRO Regional Reliability Standard by the applicable authorities in the United States and 

Canada, the SPM will forward the standard to the Compliance Manager for implementation, enforcement, and 

monitoring by the CCCMEPAC, which will oversee the implementation and assess the effectiveness. 

INTERPRETATIONS AND APPEALS 

Interpretations of MRO Regional Reliability Standards 

All persons who are directly and materially affected by the reliability of MRO bulk power systems shall be permitted to 

request an interpretation of a MRO Regional Reliability Standard. The person requesting an interpretation shall 

submit a SAR form to the SPM explaining the specific circumstances surrounding the request and what 

clarifications are required as applied to those circumstances. The SAR should indicate the material impact to the 

requesting party or others caused by the lack of clarity or a possibly incorrect interpretation of the standard. The 

SPM shall provide notice to the MRO region within ten (10) business days of such a request for interpretation. 

Where practical, the SPM will assign the project to the team that developed the associated standard, or to a subset 

of that drafting team. Once assigned the project, the drafting team should draft and post its interpretation as quickly 
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as practical. The interpretation is intended to provide greater clarity to an existing requirement, and should not 

modify the intent of the original requirement. 

As soon as practical (not more than 45 days), the SDT will draft a written interpretation to the standard addressing 

the issues raised. The SPM shall take the draft interpretation to the CMEPAC for acceptance and coordination of a 

quality review. The quality review will assess whether the interpretation is clear and provides the requested clarity 

without expanding the requirement. The results of this review will be provided to the SDT and the SC CMEPAC. 

After consultation with the SDT, the CMEPAC will decide if the interpretation is ready for posting. 

The first formal comment period shall be 30- days. The SDT will consider stakeholder input provided during the 

comment period. If substantive changes are required to the interpretation, another quality review may be required. 

The second formal comment period shall be 45- days. The initial ballot shall occur during the last 10 days of the 45 

day comment period. Balloting shall be consistent with Step 9. Once the ballot is successful, the interpretation shall 

be sent to the MRO BOD for approval in accordance with Step 10. Implementation of the interpretation will be 

consistent with Step 11. 

Withdrawal of an Interpretation 

The interpretation shall stand until such time as the interpretation can be incorporated into a future revision of the 

regional standard, or the interpretation is retired due to a future modification of the applicable requirement. If the 

interpretation needs to be retired, a SAR shall be prepared and submitted in accordance with Steps 8, 9 and 10 

contained in this MRO Regional Reliability Standards Process Manual. 

Appeals 

Persons who have directly and materially affected interests and who have been or will be adversely affected by any 

substantive or procedural action or inaction related to the development, approval, revision, or withdrawal of a MRO 

Regional Reliability Standard shall have the right to appeal. This appeals process applies only to the MRO 

Regional Reliability Standards process as defined in this manual. 

The burden of proof to show adverse effect shall be on the appellant. Appeals shall be made within 30 days of the 

date of the action purported to cause the adverse effect, except appeals for inaction, which may be made at any 

time. In all cases, the request for appeal must be made prior to the next step in the process. 

The final decisions of any appeal shall be documented in writing and made public. 

The appeals process provides two levels, with the goal of expeditiously resolving the issue to the satisfaction of the 

participants: 

Level 1 Appeal 

Level 1 is the required first step in the appeals process. The appellant shall submit to the SPM, a complaint in 

writing that describes the substantive or procedural action or inaction associated with a MRO Regional Reliability 

Standard or the MRO Regional Reliability Standards process. The appellant shall describe in the complaint the 

actual or potential adverse impact to the appellant. Assisted by any necessary staff and CMEPAC resources, the 

SPM shall prepare a written response addressed to the appellant as soon as practical but not more than 45 days 

after receipt of the complaint. If the appellant accepts the response as a satisfactory resolution of the issue, both 

the complaint and response shall be made a part of the public record associated with the standard. 
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Level 2 Appeal 

If, after the Level 1 Appeal the appellant remains unsatisfied with the resolution, and indicates such in writing to the 

SPM, the SPM shall convene a Level 2 Appeals Panel. This panel shall consist of five (5) panel members’ total, 

appointed by the BOD. In all cases, Level 2 Appeals Panel members shall have no direct affiliation with the 

participants in the appeal. 

The SPM shall post the complaint and other relevant materials and provide at least 30 day notice of the meeting of 

the Level 2 Appeals Panel. In addition to the appellant, any person that is directly and materially affected by the 

substantive or procedural action or inaction referenced in the complaint shall be heard by the panel. The panel 

shall not consider any expansion to the scope of the appeal that was not presented in the Level 1 Appeal. The 

panel may in its decision find for the appellant and remand the issue to the CMEPAC with a statement of the issues 

and facts in regard to which fair and equitable action was not taken. The panel may find against the appellant with a 

specific statement of the facts that demonstrate fair and equitable treatment of the appellant and the appellant’s 

objections. The panel may not, however, revise, approve, or disapprove a MRO Regional Reliability Standard, as 

these responsibilities remain with the standard’s RBB and BOD respectively. The SPM shall publicly post the 

actions of the Level 2 Appeals Panel. 

In addition to the foregoing, a procedural objection that has not been resolved may be submitted to the BOD for 

consideration at the time the BOD decides whether to approve proposing a particular MRO Regional Reliability 

Standard for NERC consideration and eventual enforceability. The objection must be in writing, signed by an officer 

of the objecting entity, and contain a concise statement of the relief requested and a clear demonstration of the 

facts that justify that relief. The objection must be filed no later than 30 days after the announcement of the vote by 

the RBB on the MRO Regional Reliability Standard in question. 

ERRATA 

Approved Reliability Standards 

From time to time, an error may be discovered in an approved regional reliability standard. If the CMEPAC agrees 

that the correction of the error does not change the scope or intent of the associated standard, and agrees that the 

correction has no material impact on the end users of the standard, then the correction shall be submitted for 

information to the MRO Board of Directors and filed for approval with applicable governmental authorities. The 

MRO Board of Directors has resolved to concurrently approve any errata approved by the CMEPAC. 

Errata are errors in approved standards that, if corrected, do not change the scope or intent of the associated 

approved standard and do not have a material impact on the end users of the standard. 

1. If the error falls into one of the following categories, the SPM will produce a red line version of the 

standard that shows the proposed correction: 

a. A misspelled word 

b. An incorrect reference to a requirement or measure 

c. A missing word that, when added, improves readability but does not change 

the technical content 

d. An error that, if corrected, does not change the scope or technical content of 

the standard 
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e. A discrepancy between the redline and clean versions of a balloted standard 

2. If the error does not fall into the above categories as errata, the CMEPAC will review the standard to 

determine if the criticality of the error warrants actions prior to the next scheduled review of the 

standard. 

Draft Standards 

If a draft standard is found to have errata, as defined above, during an initial or recirculation ballot period; the SPM 

shall be allowed to make the changes. The SPM will post a redline version of the document and notify 

stakeholders. 

Errata found during commenting periods will be handled by the commenting process as defined in steps 1 – 8 of 

section IV. 

MAINTENANCE OF MRO REGIONAL RELIABILITY STANDARDS PROCESS 

Process Revisions 

A request to substantively change the MRO Regional Reliability Standards Process Development process shall 

begin with the preparation of a SAR, and be handled using the same procedure as a request to revise a MRO 

Regional Reliability Standard. The exception is that a single ballot without regard to negative comments from the 

RBB shall be conducted and the results of that ballot will be binding. Non-substantive changes will be handled 

through the abbreviated process listed below. Once approved by the RBB, any proposed revisions to this manual 

would go to the BOD, NERC, and the applicable authorities in the United States and Canada for approval. 

The BOD may make changes to the Industry Segments referenced in Appendix D. These changes shall be carried 

over to this process without the need to prepare a SAR. In addition, the CMEPAC may alter the document number 

on any existing or proposed standard without going through the MRO Regional Standards Process. 

Abbreviated Process for Procedural/Administrative Changes 

The SPM shall handle all procedural/administrative requests using an abbreviated process described here. The 

SPM shall post all proposed procedural/administrative revisions to the MRO Regional Reliability Standards 

Development Process for a minimum 30 -day comment period. The CMEPAC shall consider all comments received 

and modify the proposed revisions as needed. Based on the degree of consensus for the revisions, the CMEPAC 

may: 

a. Submit the revised procedure directly to the BOD for adoption; 

b. Submit the revised procedure for ballot pool approval prior to submitting it for BOD 

adoption (the regular voting process in the procedure, including a re- circulation ballot 

if needed, would be used and the results of the ballot would be binding on the decision 

to move the revisions to the BOD or not); 

c. Propose additional changes and repeat the posting for further comment; 

d. Remand the proposal to the requester for further work; or 

e. Reject the proposal. 

The SPM shall post any proposed revisions submitted for BOD adoption for a period of 30 days prior to BOD action. 
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The CMEPAC shall submit to the BOD a description of the basis for the procedure changes, a summary of the 

comments received, and any minority views expressed in the comment process. The proposed procedure revisions 

will be effective upon BOD adoption, or another date designated by the BOD. 

Five-Year Review 

The standards process manual and each MRO Regional Reliability Standard shall be reviewed at least once every 

five (5) years from the effective date or when it was reviewed last, whichever is the later. The review process shall 

be conducted by soliciting comments from the stakeholders. If no changes are warranted, the CMEPAC shall 

recommend to the BOD that the Standard or manual be reaffirmed. If the review indicates a need to revise or 

withdraw the standard or manual, a SAR shall be prepared and submitted to the SPM. The SPM shall be responsible 

for administration of the five year review of the standards process manual and the MRO Regional Reliability 

Standards. 

On-line Standards Information System 

The SPM shall be responsible for maintaining an electronic database of information regarding currently proposed 

and currently in effect MRO Regional Reliability Standards. This information shall include current standards in 

effect, proposed revisions to standards, and proposed new standards. This information shall provide a record, for at 

a minimum of the previous five years, of the review and approval process for each MRO Regional Reliability 

Standard, including public comments received during the development and approval process. This information shall 

be available through public Internet access. 

Archived Standards Information 

The SPM shall be responsible for maintaining an historical record of MRO Regional Reliability Standards 

information that is no longer maintained on-line. Archived information of previously approved standards and version 

history shall be retained indefinitely as practical, but in no case less than five years or one complete standard 

review cycle from the date on which the standard was no longer in effect. Archived records of standards 

information shall be available electronically within 30 days following the receipt by the SPM of a written request. 

Numbering System 

The SPM shall establish, maintain, and electronically post a system of identification numbers that allow MRO 

Regional Reliability Standards to be categorized and easily referenced. Re-numbering of approved standards does 

not warrant standard review but will be handled through the SCCMEPAC. The SPM will notify the MRO region and 

post the information electronically prior to making the change. 

Supporting Documents 

The following table identifies documents that may be developed to support a MRO Regional Reliability Standard. 

These documents may explain or facilitate implementation of standards but do not themselves contain mandatory 

requirements subject to compliance review. Any requirements that are mandatory must be incorporated into the 

standard. For example, a procedure that must be followed as written must be incorporated into a MRO Regional 

Reliability Standard. If the procedure defines one way, but not necessarily the only way, to implement a standard it is 

more appropriately a reference. 
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Type of Document Description Approval 

Standard Reference Descriptive or explanatory 

information to support the 

understanding and 

interpretation of an MRO 
Regional Reliability 

Standard. 

CMEPACSC 

Standard Supplement Data forms, pro forma 

documents, and 

associated instructions 

that support the 

implementation of an 
MRO Regional Reliability 

Standard. 

As assigned to the MRO 

Standing 

CommitteeCMEPAC 

Procedure Instructions defining a 

particular process or 

operation. Procedures 
may support the 

implementation of an 
MRO Regional Reliability 

Standard. 

As assigned to the MRO 

Standing 

CommitteeCMEPAC 

Technical Reference Descriptive, technical 

information or analysis. A 
technical reference may 

support the 

implementation of an 
MRO Regional Reliability 

Standard. 

As assigned to the MRO 

Standing 
CommitteeCMEPAC 

Guideline Recommended process 

that identifies a method of 

meeting a requirement 

under specific conditions. 

A guideline may support 

the implementation of an 

MRO Regional Reliability 
Standard. 

CMEPACSC 
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After MRO Board approval, the standard is submitted to NERC for approval and filing to the applicable regulatory 

authorities. Upon regulatory acceptance or approval, the standard becomes enforceable as a Reliability Standard. 
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APPENDIX B – INFORMATION IN A STANDARD AUTHORIZATION REQUEST 

Below is a template of the required information to complete a Standard Authorization Request. The SPM shall be 

responsible for implementing and maintaining this form as needed to support the information requirements of the 

standards process. 

Standard Authorization Request Form 

Title of Proposed Standard 

Request Date 

 

SAR Requestor Information 
SAR Type (Check a box for each one that 

applies.) 

 

Name 

 

 
 

 
New standard 

Primary Contact 
 

 Revision or withdraw of an existing 

standard 

Telephone 

Fax 

  
Interpretation of an existing standard 

 

E-mail 

  
Urgent action 

  

 
 

 
Other 

 

 

 
 

 

 

Purpose (Describe the purpose of the standard — what the standard will achieve in support of 

reliability.) 

Industry Need (Provide a detailed statement justifying the need for the proposed 

standard, along with any supporting documentation.) 

Brief Description (Describe the proposed standard in sufficient detail to clearly define the scope in 

a manner that can be easily understood by others.) 

 

Assigned 

SAR Label: (for in office use only) 

54/118



MRO APPENDIX B – INFORMATION IN A STANDARD AUTHORIZATION REQUEST 

 

 

PREPARED BY: MRO CMEPAC                PAGE | 30 

Reliability Functions 
 

The Standard will Apply to the Following Functions (Check box for each one that applies.) 

 
 

Reliability 

Coordinator 

Responsible for the real-time operating reliability of its area and 
in coordination with its neighboring reliability coordinator’s wide- 

area view. 

 
 

Balancing 

Authority 

Integrates resource plans ahead of time, maintains load- 

interchange-resource balance within its metered boundary, and 

supports system frequency in real time. 

 
 

Interchange 

Authority 

 
Authorizes valid and balanced interchange schedules. 

 
 

Planning 
Coordinator 

Assesses the longer-term reliability of its area and neighboring 
area. 

 
 

Resource 

Planner 

Develops a long-term (>one year) plan for the resource adequacy 

of specific loads within a planning coordinator’s area. 

 
 

Transmission 

Planner 

Develops a long-term (>one year) plan for the reliability of 

transmission systems within its portion of the planning 

coordinator area. 

 
 

Transmission 

Service 

Provider 

Provides transmission services to qualified market participants 

under applicable transmission service agreements 

 
 

Transmission 
Owner 

 
Owns transmission facilities. 

 
 

Transmission 

Operator 

Operates and maintains the transmission facilities, and executes 

switching orders. 

 
 

Distribution 

Provider 

Provides and operates the “wires” between the transmission 

system and the customer. 

 
 

Generator 

Owner 

 
Owns and maintains generation unit(s). 

 
 

Generator 

Operator 

Operates generation unit(s) and performs the functions of 

supplying energy and interconnected operations services. 

 
 

Purchasing- 

Selling Entity 

The function of purchasing or selling energy, capacity, and all 

necessary interconnected operations services as required. 

 
 

Market 

Operator 

Integrates energy, capacity, balancing, and transmission 

resources to achieve an economic, reliability-constrained dispatch. 
Formatted: Strikethrough

55/118



MRO APPENDIX B – INFORMATION IN A STANDARD AUTHORIZATION REQUEST 

 

 

PREPARED BY: MRO CMEPAC                PAGE | 31 

 
 

Load-Serving 

Entity 

Secures energy and transmission (and related generation 

services) to serve the end user. 

 

 

Version 5.1 30 Approved by FERC Effective May 6, 2016 
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NERC Reliability and Market Interface Principles 

Applicable Reliability Principles (Check box for all that apply.) 

 
 

1. Interconnected bulk power systems shall be planned and operated in a coordinated 

manner to perform reliably under normal and abnormal conditions as defined in the 

NERC Standards. 

 
 

2. The frequency and voltage of interconnected bulk power systems shall be controlled 

within defined limits through the balancing of real and reactive power supply and 

demand. 

 
 

3. Information necessary for the planning and operation of interconnected bulk power 

systems shall be made available to those entities responsible for planning and 

operating the systems reliably. 

 
 

4. Plans for emergency operation and system restoration of interconnected bulk power 

systems shall be developed, coordinated, maintained, and implemented. 

 
 

5. Facilities for communication, monitoring, and control shall be provided, used, and 

maintained for the reliability of interconnected bulk power systems. 

 
 

6. Personnel responsible for planning and operating interconnected bulk power systems 

shall be trained, qualified, and have the responsibility and authority to implement 

actions. 

 
 

7. The security of the interconnected bulk power systems shall be assessed, monitored, 

and maintained on a wide area basis. 

 
 

 
8. Bulk power systems shall be protected from malicious physical or cyber-attacks. 

Does the proposed standard comply with all of the following Market Interface 

Principles? (Select ‘yes’ or ‘no’ from the drop-down box.) 

1. The planning and operation of bulk power systems shall recognize that reliability is an 

essential requirement of a robust North American economy. Yes 

2. A MRO regional reliability standard shall not give any market participant an unfair 

competitive advantage. Yes 

3. A MRO regional reliability standard shall neither mandate nor prohibit any specific market 

structure. Yes 

4. A MRO regional reliability standard shall not preclude market solutions to achieving 

compliance with that standard. Yes 

5. A MRO regional reliability standard shall not require the public disclosure of commercially 

sensitive information. All market participants shall have equal opportunity to access 

commercially non-sensitive information that is required for compliance with reliability 

standards. Yes 
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Related Standards 

Standard No. Explanation 
  

  

  

  

Related SARs 

SAR ID Explanation 
  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Regional Differences 

Region Explanation 

TRE  

FRCC  

MRO  

NPCC  

SERC  

RFC  

SPP  

WECC  
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APPENDIX C – MRO REGIONAL RELIABILITY STANDARD EXAMPLE 

Below is an example of a MRO Regional Reliability Standard. Please see the NERC Regional Reliability Standards 

Evaluation Procedure for the most current format. 

 

Identification 
Number 

A unique identification number assigned by the SPM. 

Title A brief, descriptive phrase identifying the topic of the MRO Regional Reliability 
Standard. 

Applicability Clear identification of the functional classes of entities responsible for complying 

with the standard, noting any specific additions or exceptions. 

If not applicable to the entire MRO area, then a clear identification of the portion 

of the bulk power system to which the standard applies. Any limitation on the 

applicability of the standard based on electric facility requirements should be 

described. 

Effective Date 
and Status 

The effective date of the MRO Regional Reliability Standard shall be upon NERC 
and regulatory approvals. The status of the standard will be indicated as active 

or by reference to one of the numbered steps in the standards process. 

Purpose The purpose of the MRO Regional Reliability Standard shall explicitly state what 
outcome will be achieved by the approved Reliability Standard. The purpose is 

agreed to early in the process as a step toward obtaining approval to proceed 

with the development of the Reliability Standard. The purpose should link the 

standard to the relevant principle(s). 

Requirement(s) Explicitly stated technical, performance, preparedness, or certification 

requirements. 

Each requirement identifies who is responsible and what action is to be 

performed or what outcome is to be achieved. Each statement in the 

requirements section shall be a statement for which compliance is mandatory. 

Several types of requirements may exist, each with a different approach to 

measurement: 

 Performance-based requirements define a specific reliability objective 
or outcome that has a direct, observable effect on the reliability of the 

bulk power system, i.e., an effect that can be measured using power 

system data or trends. 

 Risk-based requirements define actions of entities that reduce a stated 

risk to the reliability of the bulk power system and can be measured by 

evaluating a particular product or outcome resulting from the required 

action. 

 Capability-based requirements define capabilities needed to perform 

reliability functions and can be measured by demonstrating that the 

capability exists as required. 

Any additional comments or statements for which compliance is not mandatory, 
such as background or explanatory information should be placed in a separate 

document and referenced (see Supporting References). 
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Violation Risk 

Factors 

The potential reliability significance of each requirement, designated as a High, 

Medium, or Lower Risk Factor in accordance with the criteria listed below: 

A High Risk Factor requirement (a) is one that, if violated, could directly cause or 

contribute to bulk power system instability, separation, or a cascading sequence of 

failures, or could place the bulk power system at an unacceptable risk of instability, 

separation, or cascading failures; or (b) is a requirement in a planning timeframe that, 

if violated, could, under emergency, abnormal, or restorative conditions anticipated by 

the preparations, directly cause or contribute to bulk power system instability, 

separation, or a cascading sequence of failures, or could place the bulk power system 

at an unacceptable risk of instability, separation, or cascading failures, or could hinder 

restoration to a normal condition. 

A Medium Risk Factor requirement (a) is a requirement that, if violated, could directly 

affect the electrical state or the capability of the bulk power system, or the ability to 

effectively monitor and control the bulk power system, but is unlikely to lead to bulk 

power system instability, separation, or cascading failures; or (b) is a requirement in a 

planning timeframe that, if violated, could, under emergency, abnormal, or restorative 

conditions anticipated by the preparations, directly affect the electrical state or 

capability of the bulk power system, or the ability to effectively monitor, control, or 

restore the bulk power system, but is unlikely, under emergency, abnormal, or 

restoration conditions anticipated by the preparations, to lead to bulk power system 

instability, separation, or cascading failures, nor to hinder restoration to a normal 

condition. 

A Lower Risk Factor requirement is administrative in nature and (a) is a requirement 

that, if violated, would not be expected to affect the electrical state or capability of the 

bulk power system, or the ability to effectively monitor and control the bulk power 

system; or (b) is a requirement in a planning time frame that, if violated, would not, 

under the emergency, abnormal, or restorative conditions anticipated by the 

preparations, be expected to affect the electrical state or capability of the bulk power 

system, or the ability to effectively monitor, control, or restore the bulk power system. 

Measure(s) Each requirement shall be addressed by one or more measures. These measures will 

be used to assess performance and outcomes for the purpose of determining 

compliance with the requirements stated above. 

Each measure shall identify to whom the measurement applies and the expected level 

of performance or outcomes required demonstrating compliance. 

Each measure shall be tangible, practical, and as objective as is practical. 

It is important to realize that measures are proxies to assess required performance or 

outcomes. 

Achieving the full compliance level of each measurement should be a necessary and 

sufficient indicator that the requirement was met. 

Each measure shall clearly refer to the requirement(s) to which it applies. 
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Glossary of Terms Used in Standards 

Definitions of 
Terms: 

All defined terms used in MRO Regional Reliability Standards, shall be defined in the 

glossary. Definitions may be approved as part of a standards action or as a separate 

action. All definitions must be approved in accordance with the standards process. 

Compliance Administration Elements 

Compliance 

Monitoring 

Process 

The following compliance elements, which are part of the standard and are balloted with 

the standard are developed for each measure in a standard by the NERC compliance 

program in coordination with the standard drafting team 

 The specific data or information that is required to measure performance or 

outcomes. 

 The entity that is responsible for providing the data or information for measuring 

performance or outcomes. 

 The process that will be used to evaluate data or information for the purpose of 

assessing performance or outcomes 

 The entity that is responsible for evaluating such data or information. 

 The time period in which performance or outcomes is measured, evaluated, and 

then reset. 

 Measurement data retention requirements and assignment of responsibility for data 

archiving. 

Violation 

Severity 

Levels 

Defines the degree to which compliance with a requirement was not achieved. The 

violation severity levels, are part of the standard and are balloted with the standard, and 

developed by the MRO compliance program in coordination with the standard drafting 

team. 

Supporting Information Elements 

Interpretations Formal interpretations of Regional Reliability Standard(s) proposed by the MRO and 

approved by NERC, FERC, and the applicable Canadian regulatory authorities. 

Interpretations are temporary, as the standard should be revised to incorporate the 

interpretation. 

Implementation 

Plan 

Each Regional Reliability Standard proposed by the MRO and approved by NERC, 

FERC and the applicable Canadian regulatory authorities shall have an associated 

implementation plan describing the effective date of the standard or effective dates if 

there is a phased implementation. The implementation plan may also describe the 

implementation of the standard in the compliance program and other considerations in 

the initial use of the standard, such as necessary tools, training, etc. The 

implementation plan must be posted for at least one public comment period and is 

approved as part of the ballot of the standard. 
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Supporting 

References 

This section will reference related documents that support implementation of the 

Reliability Standard proposed by the MRO and approved by NERC and the regulatory 

authorities, but are not themselves mandatory. Examples include, but are not limited to: 

 Developmental history of the standard and prior versions 

 Notes pertaining to implementation or compliance 

 Standard references 

 Standard supplements 

 Procedures 

 Practices 

 Guidelines 

 Training references 

 Technical references 

 White papers 

 Internet links to related information 

Data Retention Each Regional Standard shall identify the data retention requirements and assignment 

of responsibility for data archiving. 

Mitigation Time 

Horizon 

Each Regional Standard shall reference a mitigation time horizon (long-term planning; 

operations planning; same-day operations; real-time operations and operations 

assessment) for each requirement. 

Regulatory 

Directives 

Each Regional Standard shall be consistent with Regulatory Directives, if applicable. 

NERC Reliability 

Standards 

Each Regional Standard shall be consistent with related NERC reliability standards, as 

applicable. 
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APPENDIX D – REGISTERED BALLOT BODY (RBB) REGISTRATION 
PROCEDURES 

The RBB comprises all organizations and entities that: 

1. qualify for one of the segments, and 

2. are registered with MRO as ballot participants in the voting on standards, and 

3. are current with any MRO designated fees associated with this program. Designated 

fees are defined as fees associated with the Standards Development process. At this 

time, there are no fees for registration. 

Each entity, when initially registering to join the RBB, and will self-select to belong to one or more of the segments 

described below. 

The SPM shall review all applications for joining the RBB, and make a determination of whether the self-selection 

satisfies at least one of the guidelines to belong to that segment. The entity will then be “credentialed” to participate 

as a voting member of that segment. The CMEPAC will decide disputes, with an appeal to the BOD. 

In order to comment or vote you must have an active membership in the RBB. When you submit your registration 

request, you are placed in a “pending stage” until your account is activated. Activation of your account may take up 

to 24 hours. You will be unable to submit comments or vote until your account is activated. 

All registrations must be done electronically. There is no fee for registration at this time. 

Segment Qualification Guidelines 

The segment qualification guidelines are inclusive; i.e., any entity with a legitimate interest in the electric industry 

that can meet any one of the guidelines for a segment is entitled to belong to and vote in that segment. Only one vote 

per entity per segment is permitted. 

The general guidelines for all segments are: 

 Corporations or organizations with integrated operations or with affiliates that qualify 

to belong to more than one segment (e.g., Transmission Owners and Load Serving 

Entities) may belong to each of the segments in which they qualify, provided that each 

segment constitutes a separate membership in the RBB and is represented by a 

different representative. Only one vote per entity, per segment registered is allowed. 

 Corporations, organizations, and entities may participate freely in all subgroups. 

 After their initial selection, registered participants may apply to change segments with 

thirty (30) days’ notice to the SPM. In addition, a registered participant cannot change 

segments during a balloting period once the participant has cast a vote or designated 

a proxy. 

 Additionally, the SPM may change a participant segment under certain circumstances. 

These circumstances will be approved by the CMEPAC and posted electronically. 

 The qualification guidelines and rules for joining segments, as listed below, will be 
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reviewed periodically by the CMEPAC to ensure that the process continues to be fair, 

open, balanced, and inclusive. Public input shall be solicited in the review of these 

guidelines. 

 Since all balloting of standards will be done electronically, any registered participant 

may designate an agent or proxy to vote on its behalf. There are no limits on how many 

proxies an agent may hold. However, the MRO must have in its possession, either in 

writing or by e-mail, documentation that the voting right by proxy has been transferred 

from the registered participant to the agent prior to casting any vote. 

Segments 

Segment 1: Transmission Owners 

a. Any entity within the MRO region that owns or controls at least 200 circuit miles of 

integrated transmission facilities, or has an Open Access Transmission Tariff or 

equivalent on file with a regulatory authority. 

b. Transmission owners within the MRO region that have placed their transmission under 

the operational control of an RTO. 

c. Independent transmission companies or organizations, merchant transmission 

developers, and transmission companies (TRANSCOs) that are in the MRO region 

and are not RTOs. 

d. Excludes RTOs, RCs and ISOs (that are eligible to belong to Segment 2). 

Segment 2: Regional Transmission Organizations (RTOs), Regional Transmission Group (RTG), 
Independent System Operators (ISOs), Reliability Organizations, and Reliability Coordinators 

a. Authorized by appropriate regulator to operate as an RTO, RTG, or ISO within or 

adjacent to MRO. 

b. Reliability Organizations certified by NERC or its successor. 

c. Reliability Coordinators within or adjacent to MRO. 

d. In cases where the RTO or ISO and the RC have exactly the same geographic 

boundary, both may belong to this segment as long as they are separate entities. 

e. A voluntary organization of transmission owners, transmission users, and other entities 

approved by the Commission to efficiently coordinate transmission planning (and 

expansion), operation and use on a regional (and interregional) basis. 

Segment 3: Load-Serving Entities (LSEs) 

a. Entities within the MRO region serving end-use customers under a regulated tariff, a 

contract governed by a regulatory tariff, or other legal obligation to serve. 

b. A member within the MRO region of a generation and transmission (G&T) cooperative 

or a joint-action agency is permitted to designate the G&T or joint- action agency to 

represent it in this segment; such designation does not preclude the G&T or joint-action 

agency from participation and voting in another segment representing its direct 

interests. 
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Segment 4: Electric Generators 

a. Affiliated and independent generators within the MRO region. 

b. A corporation that sets up separate corporate entities for each one or two generating 

plants within the MRO region in which it is involved may only have one vote in this 

segment regardless of how many single-plant or two-plant corporations the parent 

corporation has established or is involved in. 

Segment 5: Electricity Brokers, Aggregators, and Marketers 

a. Entities serving end-use customers under a power marketing agreement or other 

authorization not classified as a regulated tariff. 

b. An entity that buys, sells, or brokers energy and related services for resale in wholesale 

or retail markets, whether a non-jurisdictional entity operating within its charter or an 

entity licensed by a jurisdictional regulator. 

c. G&T cooperatives and joint-action agencies that perform as an electricity broker, 

aggregator, or marketer function are permitted to belong to this segment. 

Segment 6: Electricity End Users 

a. Service delivery taken within the MRO region that is not purchased for resale. 

b. Agents, associations, consumer advocates can represent groups of end users or a 

transmission dependent utility. A Transmission Dependent Utility (TDU) is defined as 

an entity that relies on another entity for transmission service to service the majority of 

their contractual loads. 

Segment 7: Federal, State, and Provincial Regulatory or other Government Entities 

a. Does not include Power Marketing Administration or Federal Power Marketing Agency 

(PMAs) or Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA). 

b. May include Public Utility Commissions (PUCs). 
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APPENDIX E – BALLOTING EXAMPLES 

The MRO voting mechanism differs from NERC in that a quorum is established if at least four Segments have 

submitted an affirmative, negative, or abstention vote. A majority vote within a Segment is determined based on the 

affirmative and negative votes. A Standard is approved if at least two-thirds of the voting Segments have an 

affirmative vote. The following are examples of potential voting scenarios. The yellow areas indicate where a 

Segment did not cast a vote. The green areas with bold numbers represent majority votes within a Segment. 

Example RBB 

Segment Number 

Registered in the 

RBB 

1. Transmission Owners 15 

2. RTO’s, ISO’s, RRO’s & Reliability Coordinators 4 

3. Load Serving Entities 16 

4. Electric Generators 21 

5. Electricity Brokers, Aggregators, & Marketers 7 

6. Electricity End Users 6 

7. Federal, State, & Provincial Regulatory or other 

Government Entities 
8 

Totals 77 

Example 1 – A quorum has been established with 5 of the 7 Segments having registered an affirmative, negative, or 

an abstention vote. Two-thirds of the Segments (4 of 5 voting Segments) have voted to approve the Standard. The 

Standard is approved. 

 

Segment 

 
Ballot 

Pool 

Votes 

Affirmative 

Votes 

Negative 

Votes 

Abstain 

Votes 

No 

Ballot 
1. Transmission Owners 15 10 2 1 2 

2. RTO’s, ISO’s, RRO’s & Reliability 

Coordinators 
4 3 0 0 1 

3. Load Serving Entities 16 3 6 2 5 

4. Electric Generators 21 13 0 1 7 

5. Electricity Brokers, 

Aggregators, & Marketers 
7 0 0 0 7 

6. Electricity End Users 6 0 0 0 6 

7. Federal, State, & Provincial 

Regulatory or other 
Government Entities 

 

8 

 

3 

 

0 

 

1 

 

4 

Totals 77  
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Example 2 – A quorum has been established with 4 of the 7 Segments having registered an affirmative, negative, 

or an abstention vote. Less than two-thirds of the Segments (1 of 4 voting Segments) have voted to approve the 

Standard. The Standard is NOT approved. 

 

Segment 

 
Ballot 

Pool 

Votes 

Affirmative 

Votes 

Negative 

Votes 

Abstain 

Votes 

No 

Ballot 
1. Transmission Owners 15 10 2 1 2 

2. RTO’s, ISO’s, RRO’s & Reliability 

Coordinators 
4 1 2 0 1 

3. Load Serving Entities 16 3 6 2 5 

4. Electric Generators 21 0 0 0 21 

5. Electricity Brokers, 

Aggregators, & Marketers 
7 0 0 0 7 

6. Electricity End Users 6 0 0 0 6 

7. Federal, State, & Provincial 

Regulatory or other 
Government Entities 

 

8 

 

0 

 

3 

 

1 

 

4 

Totals 77  

Example 3 – A quorum has not been established because only 3 of the 7 Segments have registered an affirmative, 

negative, or an abstention vote. The Standard is NOT approved because of a lack of a quorum. 

 

 

Segment 

 

Ballot 

Pool 

Votes 

Affirmative 

Votes 

Negative 

Votes 

Abstain 

Votes 
No 

Ballot 

1. Transmission Owners 15 10 2 1 2 

2. RTO’s, ISO’s, RRO’s & Reliability 

Coordinators 
4 4 0 0 0 

3. Load Serving Entities 16 3 6 2 5 

4. Electric Generators 21 0 0 0 21 

5. Electricity Brokers, 

Aggregators, & Marketers 
7 0 0 0 7 

6. Electricity End Users 6 0 0 0 6 

7. Federal, State, & Provincial 

Regulatory or other 

Government Entities 

 

8 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0 

 

8 

Totals 77  
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Example 4 – A quorum has been established with 6 of the 7 Segments having registered an affirmative, 

negative, or an abstention vote. The Standard is NOT approved because two-thirds of the Segments did 

not cast an affirmative vote. Segment 2’s vote is considered negative because a majority did not cast an 

affirmative vote. 

 

Segment 

 

Ballot 

Pool 

Votes 

Affirmative 

Votes 

Negative 

Votes 

Abstain 

Votes 

No 

Ballot 
1. Transmission Owners 15 10 2 1 2 

2. RTO’s, ISO’s, RRO’s & Reliability 

Coordinators 
4 2 2 0 0 

3. Load Serving Entities 16 3 6 2 5 

4. Electric Generators 21 10 9 1 1 

5. Electricity Brokers, 
Aggregators, & Marketers 

7 4 3 0 0 

6. Electricity End Users 6 0 0 0 6 

7. Federal, State,  & Provincial 

Regulatory or  other 
Government Entities 

 

8 

 

2 

 

3 

 

0 

 

3 

Totals 77  
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INTRODUCTION 

Purpose 

This manual defines the characteristics of a Midwest Reliability Organization (“MRO”) Regional Reliability Standard 

and establishes the process for proposing Regional Reliability Standards to North American Electric Reliability 

Corporation (“NERC”) for enforcement under direct or delegated authority as designated by the Energy Policy Act 

of 2005 (“EPAct 2005”), Section 215 in the United States and applicable Canadian authorities. MRO is a Cross-

Border Regional Entity (“CBRE”) as defined in EPAct 2005 and the final FERC reliability rule consistent with the 

US-Canadian Bilateral principles. For more information on MRO, please refer to http://www.mro.net. 

The MRO standards process is consensus-based, technically vetted, and open to the public and bordering entities 

that may be impacted by a proposed Regional Reliability Standard of MRO. MRO Regional Reliability Standards 

apply to the planning, operation, and security of bulk power systems located within the MRO region. NERC as the 

Electric Reliability Organization (“ERO”) and the applicable regulatory authorities in the United States and Canada 

will have the ability to enforce these standards 

Authority 

This manual is published by the authority of the MRO Board of Directors (“BOD”) who shall have the sole authority 

to approve the modifications to this manual. A procedure for revising this manual is provided in section VII titled 

“Maintenance of MRO Regional Reliability Standards Process.” 

Credits 

This manual was developed from the NERC Reliability Standards Development Procedure (available at 

www.nerc.com). Thus, the MRO Regional Reliability Standards process is very similar to the NERC process and 

the format is the same as the NERC Reliability Standard format. 

Background 

NERC and MRO work with all segments of the electric industry, including electricity end-users, to develop 

standards for the reliable planning, operation, and security of bulk power systems. The purpose of the NERC 

Reliability Standards is to promote reliability, while at the same time accommodating competitive electricity markets. 

EPAct 2005, Section 215 and NERC ERO provide for Regional Entities (“RE”) to propose Regional Reliability 

Standards to NERC for eventual enforcement within the region of the RE or CBRE. Regions (such as MRO) may 

develop, through their own processes, regional reliability standards that; go beyond, add detail to, or cover matters 

not addressed in NERC Reliability Standards. MRO Regional Reliability Standards are proposed to NERC for 

approval and become enforceable, once approved by NERC and the applicable regulatory authorities in the United 

States and Canada, as Reliability Standards. 

MRO Regional Reliability Standards that are proposed shall not be inconsistent with, or less stringent than 

established NERC Reliability Standards. All MRO Regional Reliability Standards obligate MRO to monitor and 

enforce compliance and apply sanctions, if any, consistent with any regional agreements and the NERC rules. 

Proposed MRO Regional Reliability Standards shall be subject to approval by NERC, as the ERO, and by 

applicable regulatory authorities in the United States and Canada, before becoming mandatory and enforceable. 

No Regional Reliability Standard shall be effective within the MRO area unless approved by NERC and the 
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applicable regulatory authority in the United States or Canada. 

MRO proposed Regional Reliability Standards, when approved by NERC and the applicable regulatory authorities 

in the United States or Canada shall be made part of the body of NERC Reliability Standards and shall be enforced 

upon applicable bulk power system owners, operators, and users within the MRO region as per applicable 

delegation agreements. 

MRO REGIONAL RELIABILITY STANDARD DEFINITION, CHARACTERISTICS, 
AND ELEMENTS 

Definition of a MRO Regional Reliability Standard 

A MRO Regional Reliability Standard defines certain obligations or requirements of entities that operate, plan, and 

use the bulk power systems of the MRO region. 

The Bylaws of MRO define a Reliability Standard as: 

“Reliability Standard” means a NERC reliability standard, duly in effect, under the rules, regulations 

and laws governing such standards, to provide for reliable operation of the Bulk-Power System.” 

When proposing a Regional Reliability Standard in the MRO region, the obligations or requirements must be 

material to reliability and be measurable. 

Each MRO Regional Reliability Standard shall enable or support one or more of the NERC reliability principles, 

thereby ensuring that each standard serves a purpose in support of the reliability of the regional bulk power 

system. Each of those standards shall also be consistent with all of the NERC reliability principles, thereby 

ensuring that no standard undermines reliability through an unintended consequence. 

While MRO Regional Reliability Standards are intended to promote reliability, they must at the same time 

accommodate electricity markets. All MRO Regional Reliability Standards shall be consistent with NERC’s market 

interface principles. Consideration of the market interface principles is intended to ensure that standards are written 

such that they achieve their reliability objective without causing undue restrictions or adverse impacts on electricity 

markets. 

Characteristics of a MRO Regional Reliability Standard 

A MRO Regional Reliability Standard may include standards for the planning, operation, and security of 

interconnected systems as well as market interface practices. The format and process defined by this manual 

applies to all MRO Regional Reliability Standards. 

A MRO Regional Reliability Standard shall have the following characteristics: 

Material to Reliability - A MRO Regional Reliability Standard shall be material to the reliability of bulk power 

systems in the MRO region. If the reliability of the bulk power systems is compromised without a particular 

standard or by a failure to comply with that standard, then the standard is material to reliability. 

Measurable - A MRO Regional Reliability Standard shall establish technical or performance requirements that can 

be practically measured. 
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Relative to NERC Reliability Standards - A MRO Regional Reliability Standard shall go beyond, add detail to, or 

cover matters not addressed in already approved NERC Reliability Standards. 

Elements of a MRO Regional Reliability Standard: 

To ensure uniformity of MRO Regional Reliability Standards, a MRO Regional Reliability Standard shall consist of 

the elements identified in Appendix C of this manual. However, the most current version of the approved NERC 

Reliability Standard template and its associated elements posted on the NERC website will be used at the time of 

the development of a MRO Regional Reliability Standard if different from the elements listed in Appendix C. 

These elements are intended to apply a systematic discipline in the development and revision of MRO Regional 

Reliability Standards. This discipline is necessary to achieving standards that are measurable, enforceable, and 

consistent. 

The format allows a clear statement of the purpose, requirements, measures, and penalties for non-compliance 

associated with each standard. 

All mandatory requirements of a MRO Regional Reliability Standard shall be within an element of the standard. 

Supporting documents to aid in the implementation of a standard may be referenced by the standard but are not 

part of the standard itself. Types of supporting documents are described in a later section of this manual. 

ROLES IN THE MRO REGIONAL RELIABILITY STANDARDS DEVELOPMENT 
PROCESS 

Nomination, Revision or Withdrawal of a Standard: 

Any member of MRO, or group within the MRO region, shall be allowed to request that a MRO Regional Reliability 

Standard be developed, modified, or withdrawn. Additionally, any person (organization, company, government 

agency, individual, etc.) who is directly and materially affected by the reliability of the MRO bulk power system shall 

be allowed to request that a MRO Regional Reliability Standard be developed, modified, or withdrawn. 

Process Roles 

Board of Directors (BOD). The BOD will consider MRO Regional Reliability Standards that have been approved 

by the Registered Ballot Body (“RBB”) and recommended by the MRO Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement 

Program Advisory Council (CMEPAC) to be proposed to NERC and the regulatory authorities for enforcement 

consistent with direct or delegated regulatory authorities of MRO. Once the proposed MRO Regional Reliability 

Standard is approved by NERC and the regulatory authorities, it becomes effective in the MRO region consistent 

with the MRO’s direct or delegated regulatory authority. 

One mission of the CMEPAC is to assure that the compliance program and policies are followed according to the 

rules and carried out in a non-discriminatory manner, subject to the BOD approval with MRO staff and BOD 

oversight. The compliance program is designed around compliance with Reliability Standards. The development of 

a MRO Regional Reliability Standard, in particular the measures and compliance administration portions of the 

standard, shall have direct input from the CMEPAC. The CMEPAC is also responsible for managing the standards 

processes for the development of standards, VRFs, VSLs, definitions, variances, and interpretations in accordance 

with this manual. The CMEPAC is responsible for ensuring that the standards, VRFs, VSLs, definitions, variances, 

and interpretations developed by drafting teams are developed in accordance with the processes in this manual 
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and meet NERC’s benchmarks for reliability standards as well as criteria for governmental approval1. 

The CMEPAC has the right to remand work to a drafting team, to reject the work of a drafting team, or to accept 

the work of a drafting team. The CMEPAC may direct a drafting team to revise its work to follow the processes in this 

manual, or to meet the criteria for NERC’s benchmarks for reliability standards, or to meet the criteria for 

governmental approval. The CMEPAC meets at regularly scheduled intervals (either in person, or by other means) 

and are open to all interested parties. 

When presented with a Standard Authorization Request (SAR) the CMEPAC will determine if the SAR is sufficient 

to guide standards development and whether the SAR is consistent with this manual. The CMEPAC will take one 

of the following actions: 

1. Accept the SAR. 

2. Remand the SAR back to the standards staff for additional work. 

3. Reject the SAR. If the CMEPAC rejects a SAR, it shall provide a written explanation 

for rejection to the sponsor within fifteen business days of the rejection decision. 

4. Delay action on the SAR pending development of a technical justification for the 

proposed project 

If the CMEPAC remands, rejects, or delays action on a SAR, the sponsor may file an appeal following the appeals 

process provided in this manual. 

If the CMEPAC is presented with a SAR that proposes developing a new standard but does not have a technical 

justification upon which the standard can be developed, the CMEPAC shall direct the standards staff to post the 

SAR for a 30-day comment period solely to collect stakeholder feedback on the scope of technical foundation, if 

any, needed to support the proposed project. If a technical foundation is determined to be necessary, the CMEPAC 

shall solicit assistance from MRO’s technical committees or other industry experts in providing that foundation 

before authorizing development of the associated standard. 

If the CMEPAC accepts a SAR, the CMEPAC shall work with the standards staff to coordinate the posting of the 

SAR(s). 

Compliance Manager (CM). -  The Compliance Manager (CM), a MRO staff function, and the CMEPAC shall 

provide input and comments during the standards development process to ensure the measures will be effective 

and other aspects of the compliance program practically implemented. 

Standards Process Manager (SPM) -  This is a MRO staff function. The Standards Manager who will act as the 

SPM shall manage the MRO Regional Reliability Standards Process. The SPM is responsible for ensuring that the 

development and revision of standards is in accordance with this manual. The SPM works to ensure the integrity of 

the process and consistency of quality and completeness of the MRO Regional Reliability Standards. The SPM 

                                                   
1 The Ten Benchmarks of an Excellent Reliability Standard and FERC’s Criteria for Approving Reliability Standards are 

posted on the NERC Standards Web Page. 
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facilitates all steps in the process. 

Standards Process Staff - MRO staff will assist the CMEPAC, SPM, Requester, and Standard Drafting Team 

(SDT). 

Registered Ballot Body (RBB) - The RBB comprises all entities that: 

1. Qualify for one of the Industry Segments approved by the BOD2, and 

2. Are registered in the MRO RBB. 

Each voter must be a member of the RBB -  Note: An individual's membership in the RBB will be in a “Pending” 

stage immediately following registration; in order to be able to vote, your registration must be activated, and 

activation may take up to 24 hours. 

Each registered member of the RBB is eligible to participate in the voting process for each Standards Action (add, 

change, or withdraw). However, each MRO RBB member (company) may have only one vote per eligible segment. 

The RBB will ensure, through its vote, the need for and the technical merits of, a proposed Standards Action and 

the appropriate consideration of views and objections received during the development process. The RBB votes to 

approve each Standards Action. 

The MRO Regional Reliability Standards Process relies on open and inclusive participation by the electric utility 

industry and the interested public. Participation and voting is open to non-members of MRO; at this time there are 

no fees for participation or voting. 

Requester - A requester is any person or entity (organization, company, government agency, etc.) that submits a 

complete request for development, revision, or withdrawal of a standard. Any person or entity that is directly and 

materially affected by an existing standard or the need for a new standard may submit a completed SAR for any of 

the three following actions; a new standard to be developed, a revision to an existing standard, or a withdrawal of an 

existing standard. 

SAR Drafting Team - A team of industry experts appointed by the CMEPAC, that: 

1. Assists in refining the SAR, 

2. Considers and responds to comments, and 

3. Participates in industry forums to help build consensus on the SAR. 

Standard Drafting Team (SDT) - A team of industry experts appointed by the CMEPAC, that: 

1. Develops the details of the standard 

2. Considers and responds to comments 

3. Participates in industry or regional forums to help build consensus on posted draft 

standards 

Sub-regional Variance -  A sub-regional variance is an approved, alternative method of achieving the reliability 

                                                   
2 Appendix D contains a description of the latest version of the Industry Segments approved by the Board of Directors. 
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intent of one or more requirements in a standard. No Regional Entity or bulk power system owner, operator, or user 

shall claim a sub-regional variance from a regional reliability standard without approval of such a sub-regional 

variance through the relevant standard approval procedure for the sub-regional variance. Each sub-regional 

variance from a regional reliability standard that is approved by NERC and applicable governmental authorities 

shall be made an enforceable part of the associated regional reliability standard. Regional drafting teams shall aim to 

develop standards with requirements that apply on a regional basis, minimizing the need for sub-regional variances 

while still achieving the standard’s reliability objectives. If one or more requirements cannot be met or complied 

with as written, because of a physical difference in the bulk power system or because of an operational difference 

(such as a conflict with a Federally or Provincially approved tariff), but the requirement’s reliability objective can be 

achieved in a different fashion, an entity or a group of entities may pursue a sub-regional variance from one or more 

requirements in a regional standard. It is the responsibility of the entity that needs a sub-regional variance to 

identify that need and initiate the processing of that sub-regional variance through the submittal of a SAR. Such a 

sub-regional variance may be proposed by a group of sub-regional entities in accordance with Step 1 of this 

process manual. If approved by MRO, NERC and regulatory authorities, the sub-regional variance shall be 

enforced within the MRO region pursuant to its delegated authority. 

MRO REGIONAL RELIABILITY STANDARDS CONSENSUS DEVELOPMENT 
PROCESS OVERVIEW 

The process for development of MRO Regional Reliability Standards to be proposed to NERC and regulatory 

authorities for approval and eventual enforcement under direct or delegated authority is illustrated in the Process 

Diagram in Appendix A and has the following characteristics: 

Inclusive -  Any entity (person, organization, company, government agency, individual, etc.) with a direct material 

interest in the bulk power system in the MRO area shall have a right to participate by: a) expressing a position and 

its basis, b) having that position considered, and c) having the right to appeal. 

Openness -  Participation is open to all persons who are directly and materially affected by the reliability of the 

MRO region bulk power system. There shall be no undue financial barriers to participation. Participation shall not be 

conditional upon membership in MRO or any organization, and shall not be unreasonably restricted on the basis of 

technical qualifications or other such requirements. 

Balance -  The MRO Regional Reliability Standards Development Process shall have a balance of interests and 

shall not be dominated by any two interest categories, and no single interest category shall be able to defeat a 

matter. 

Transparent -  All actions material to the development of MRO regional reliability standards shall be transparent. 

All standards development meetings shall be open and publicly announced on the MRO Web site. 

Timeliness -  The MRO Regional Reliability Standards Development Process does not unnecessarily delay 

development of the proposed reliability standard. 

Fair Due Process -  The MRO Regional Reliability Standards Development Process provides for reasonable 

notice and opportunity for public comment. The procedure includes public notice of the intent to develop a 

standard, a public comment period on the proposed standard, due consideration of those public comments, and a 

ballot of all persons who are directly and materially affected. 

The MRO Regional Reliability Standards development process is intended to develop consensus, first on the need 
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for the standard, then on the standard itself. The process includes the following key elements: 

Nomination of a proposed standard, revision to a standard, or withdrawal of a standard using a SAR. 

Public posting of the SAR -  to allow all parties to review and provide comments on the need for the proposed 

standard and the expected outcomes and impacts from implementing the proposed standard. Notice of standards 

shall provide an opportunity for participation by all directly and materially affected persons. 

Review of the public comments -  in response to the SAR and prioritization of proposed standards, leading to the 

authorization to develop standards for which there is a consensus-based need. 

Assignment of teams -  to draft the new or revised standard. 

Drafting of the standard. 

Public posting of the draft standard -  to allow all parties to review and provide comments on the draft standard. 

At this point, the need for the standard has been established and comments should focus on aspects of the draft 

standard itself. 

Field testing of the draft standard and measures -  The need and extent of recommendations for field testing 

shall be determined by the SDT and submitted through the SPM to the CMEPAC for approval. The SDT shall request 

input from the MRO Standing Committee members. 

 Field-testing may be region-wide or may consist of one or more, lesser scale demonstrations, evaluations, 

or other CMEPAC approved methods. 

 Field-testing should be cost effective and practical, yet sufficient to validate the requirements, measures, 

measurement processes, and other elements of the standard necessary to implement the Compliance 

Program. 

 For some standards and their associated measures, field-testing may not be appropriate, such as those 

measures that consist of administrative reports. 

Formal balloting of the standard for approval by the RBB. 

Re-ballot to consider specific comments -  by those submitting comments with negative votes. 

Approval of a MRO Regional Reliability Standard. 

Appeals mechanism as appropriate for the impartial handling of substantive and procedural complaints - 

regarding action or inaction related to the standards process. 

Process Steps 

The first three steps in the MRO Regional Reliability Standards Development Process serve to establish 

consensus on the need for the standard. 
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Step 1 - Request to Develop a Standard, Revise Existing Standard or withdraw a Standard 

Objective: A valid SAR shall contain a description of the proposed regional reliability subject matter containing 

sufficient descriptive detail to clearly define the purpose, scope, impacted parties, and other relevant information of 

the proposed standard. An example of a SAR form can be found in Appendix B. 

Sequence Considerations: Submitting a valid SAR is the first step in proposing a standard action. A requester 

may prepare a draft of the proposed standard, which the CMEPAC may authorize for concurrent posting with the 

SAR. This could be useful for a standard action with a clearly defined and limited scope or one for which 

stakeholder consensus on the need and scope is likely. Complex standards where broad debate of issues is 

required should be presented in two stages. The first stage is the completion of a valid SAR to get agreement on the 

scope and purpose, the second stage is the development of the standard later in Step 6. 

Requests to develop, revise, interpret, or withdraw a MRO Regional Reliability Standard shall be submitted to the 

SPM by completing a SAR. Actions in the remaining steps of the standards process apply to proposed new 

standards, revisions to existing standards, sub-regional variances, interpretations, or withdrawal of existing 

standards, unless explicitly stated otherwise. 

The SAR is a description of the subject matter of the new or revised standard along with a proposed 

implementation plan and includes: 

 Descriptive detail to clearly define the scope of the standard. 

 A statement of the purpose of the standard 

 A needs statement that provides justification for the development or revision of the standard; including an 

assessment of the reliability and market interface impacts of implementing or not implementing the 

standard. 

Appendix B provides a sample template of the SAR form. 

The SPM shall maintain the SAR form and make it available electronically. 

Any person or entity directly or materially affected by an existing standard or the need for a new or revised 

standard may initiate a SAR. 

The requester shall submit the SAR to the SPM electronically and the SPM shall electronically acknowledge receipt 

of the SAR within 15 days. The SPM shall send the electronic acknowledgement simultaneously to the requester 

and to NERC. 

The SPM shall assist the requester in developing the SAR, reviewing NERC Reliability Standards to see whether 

they already address the need, identify issues with interconnected regions, and verify that the SAR complies with 

this manual. The SPM will respond to the requester within 45 days of the request. 

The SPM shall forward all properly completed SARs to the CMEPAC. The CMEPAC shall meet at established 

intervals to review all pending SARs. The frequency of the review process will depend on workload; in no case shall 

a properly completed SAR wait for CMEPAC action more than 60 days from the date of receipt. 

Within 60 days of receipt of a completed standard request, the CMEPAC shall determine the disposition of the 
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standard request. The CMEPAC may take one of the following actions: 

 Accept the standard request as a candidate for development of a new standard, revision of an existing 

standard, or deletion of an existing standard. The CMEPAC may, at its discretion, expand or narrow the 

scope of the standard request under consideration. The CMEPAC shall prioritize the development of the 

standard in relation to other proposed standards, as may be required based on the volume of requests and 

resources. 

 Reject the standard request. If the CMEPAC rejects a standard request, a written explanation for rejection 

will be delivered to the requester within 30 days of the decision. 

 Remand the standard request back to the requester for additional work. The SPM will make reasonable 

efforts to assist the requester in addressing the deficiencies identified by the CMEPAC. The requester may 

then resubmit the modified standard request using the process above. The requester may choose to 

withdraw the standard request from further consideration prior to acceptance by the CMEPAC. 

The status of the SAR shall be tracked electronically by the SPM. The SAR and its status shall be posted for public 

viewing including any actions or decisions. 

Step 2 - Solicit Public Comments on the SAR 

Objective: Establish that there is stakeholder consensus on the need, scope, and applicability of the requester's 

proposed standards' action. 

Sequence Considerations: A SAR may be posted only after completion of Step 1.  A SAR may at the discretion of 

the CMEPAC, be posted for comment concurrently with a draft standard (Step 6). 

Once a SAR has been accepted by the CMEPAC as a candidate for the development of a new or revised standard, 

the SPM shall post the SAR for the purpose of soliciting public comments. 

The SPM shall notify the RBB, the MRO region, NERC, and other interested parties that the SAR has been 

accepted by the CMEPAC and posted for comment. 

Within thirty (30) days of acceptance by the CMEPAC, the SAR shall be posted electronically and comments on 

the SAR(s) will be accepted for a 30-day period from the date of posting. Comments will be accepted on-line. The 

SPM will provide a copy of the comments to the requester. In addition, comments will be visible to the RBB during 

the commenting period. Based on the comments, the requester may decide to: submit the SAR for authorization, 

withdraw the SAR, or revise and resubmit it to the SPM for another posting in the next available comment period. 

The requester shall give prompt consideration to the written views and objections of all participants. The requester, 

with support from the SPM or SPM assigned staff, shall make an effort to resolve all expressed objections and 

shall advise each objector of the disposition of the objection and the reasons therefore. In addition, the SPM shall 

inform each objector that an appeals process exists within the MRO standards process. 

While there is no established limit on the number of times a SAR may be posted for comment, the CMEPAC 

retains the right to reverse its prior decision and reject a SAR if it believes continued revisions are not productive. 

Once again, the CMEPAC shall notify the requester in writing of the rejection and the availability of the Appeals 

Process. During the SAR comment process, the requester may become aware of potential sub-regional differences 
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(within MRO) related to the proposed standard. To the extent possible, the requester should make any sub-regional 

differences or exceptions a part of the SAR so that, if the SAR is authorized, such variations will be made a part of 

the draft new or revised standard. 

Step 3 - Authorization to Proceed With Drafting of a New or Revised Standard 

Objective: Authorize development of a standard that is consistent with the SAR and for which there is stakeholder 

consensus on the need, scope, and applicability. 

Sequence Considerations: The CMEPAC may formally authorize the development of a standards' action only after 

due consideration of SAR comments to determine there is consensus on the need, scope, and applicability of the 

proposed standard. 

After the public provides comments on the SAR, the requester may decide to submit the SAR to the CMEPAC for 

authorization to draft the standard. The CMEPAC reviews the comments received in response to the SAR and any 

revisions to the SAR. The CMEPAC, considering the public comments received and their resolution, may then take 

one of the following actions: 

 Authorize the drafting of the proposed standard or revisions to a standard. 

 Reject the SAR with a written explanation to the requester and post that explanation. 

If the CMEPAC rejects a SAR, the requester may file an appeal. 

Step 4 – Formation of the SDT 

Objective: Appoint a SDT that has the expertise, competencies, and diversity of views that are necessary to 

develop the standard. 

Sequence Considerations: The CMEPAC may appoint a SDT concurrently with or after authorization of the 

development of a standard (Step 3). 

For each new SAR, the SPM shall post a request that interested parties complete a ”SDT Self-Nomination” form. 

Those individuals who complete and submit these self-nomination forms will be considered for appointment to the 

associated SDT. 

Once a SAR has been authorized by the CMEPAC to proceed to the drafting stage, the CMEPAC shall assign the 

development of the standard to a SDT. The SPM shall recommend a list of candidates for appointment to the team 

and shall submit the list to the CMEPAC. The CMEPAC shall appoint the drafting team membership within 60 days 

of accepting a standard request for development, modifying the recommendations of the SPM as the CMEPAC 

deems appropriate, and assign development of the proposed standard to the drafting team. In the event that the 

CMEPAC is unable to appoint a drafting team within 60 days, one shall be appointed at the earliest possible date. 

The SDT shall elect a Chairman for their team. This team shall consist of individuals who collectively have the 

necessary technical expertise and work process skills. 

The SPM shall assign MRO Standards Process staff personnel to assist in the drafting of the standard. 
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Step 5 - Draft New or Revised Standard 

Objective: Develop a standard within the scope of the SAR. 

Sequence Considerations: Development of the draft standard follows the authorization by the CMEPAC (Step 3) 

and appointment of a SDT (Step 4). Steps 5 and 6 may be iterated as necessary to consider stakeholder 

comments and build consensus on the draft standard. 

The drafting team shall develop a work plan for completing the regional reliability standard, including the 

establishment of a milestone schedule for completing critical elements of the work in sufficient detail to ensure that 

the drafting team will meet the objectives established by the CMEPAC. The drafting team shall submit its work plan 

to the CMEPAC for its approval. 

The drafting team shall convene periodically, either in person or by electronic means as necessary, to establish 

work teams (made up of members of the drafting team) as necessary, and perform other activities to complete the 

proposed standard within the milestone date(s) agreed upon by the CMEPAC. 

The work product of the drafting team will consist of the following: 

 A draft standard consistent with the standard request on which it was based. 

 An assessment of the reliability impact of the standard request within the region and in neighboring regions, 

including appropriate input from the neighboring regions if the standard request is determined to impact any 

neighboring region. 

 An implementation plan, including the nature, extent and duration of field-testing needed, if any. 

 Identification of any existing standard that will be deleted, in part or whole, or otherwise impacted by the 

implementation of the draft standard. 

 Technical reports, white papers and/or work papers that provide technical support for the draft standard 

under consideration. 

The team regularly (at frequency determined by the CMEPAC) shall inform the CMEPAC of its progress in meeting 

a timely completion of the draft standard. 

If the SDT determines that the scope of the SAR is inappropriate based on its own work and stakeholder 

comments, the team shall notify the CMEPAC. The SDT may recommend the scope of the standard be reduced to 

allow the effort to continue forward, while still remaining within the scope of the SAR. Reducing the scope defined in 

the SAR is acceptable if the SDT finds, for instance, that additional technical research is needed prior to developing a 

portion of the standard or if issues need to be resolved before consensus can be achieved on a portion of the 

standard. In this case, the SDT shall provide detailed justification of need for reducing the scope. The CMEPAC, 

based on the SDT recommendation and a review of stakeholder comments, will determine if the change in scope is 

acceptable. 

If the SDT determines it is necessary to expand the scope of the standard or to modify the scope in a way that is no 

longer consistent with the scope defined in the SAR, then the SDT may initiate or recommend another requester 

initiate a new SAR (Step 1) to develop the expanded or modified scope. At no time will a SDT develop a standard 
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that is not within the scope of the SAR that was authorized for development. 

If the SDT elects to narrow the SAR scope, or identifies issues not in the SAR scope, then a report shall be 

prepared and sent to the CMEPAC. 

Once the standard has been drafted, the SPM in conjunction with the CMEPAC shall perform a review for quality3 

and completeness. The review for quality may include a legal review in conjunction with the quality review. Issues 

discovered after the quality review will be brought to the attention of the SDT for resolution. 

Each reliability standard shall include one or more requirements, which if achieved by the applicable entities, will 

provide for a reliable bulk power system, consistent with good utility practices and the public interest. Each 

requirement shall establish an objective that is the best approach for bulk power system reliability, considering the 

costs and benefits of implementing the proposal. Each requirement shall be stated to be objectively measurable by 

a third party with knowledge or expertise in the area addressed by that requirement. 

Requirements should have the following characteristics: 

 Each requirement shall identify what the functional entities shall do, under what special conditions (if any), 

for what reliability benefit. 

 Each requirement should be aimed at achieving one objective and written in the ‘active’ voice. 

 If specific results can be practically measured quantitatively, metrics should be provided within the 

requirement to indicate satisfactory performance. 

 To the maximum extent possible, the requirement shall be designed to apply throughout the interconnected 

MRO Bulk-Power System. 

The SPM shall also ensure the draft standard is within the scope and purpose identified in the SAR. This review shall 

occur within a 15-day period. 

At the direction of the CMEPAC, the SPM shall post the new or revised standard for public comment once this 

review is completed. The SPM shall notify the RBB, the MRO region, NERC, and other interested parties that the 

new or revised standard has been posted for public comment. 

Step 6 - Solicit Public Comments on Draft Standard 

Objective: Receive stakeholder inputs on the draft standard for the purpose of assessing consensus on the draft 

standard, and modifying the draft standard as needed to achieve consensus. 

Sequence Considerations: The posting of a draft standard will occur after the appointment of a SDT and 

development of a draft by the team. Alternatively, a draft standard submitted by the requester may be posted for 

comment concurrently with the associated SAR, with the condition that the SAR and draft standard meet the 

requirements of this procedure and are consistent with each other. In all cases, public comments on the draft 

standard shall be solicited prior to the CMEPAC approving the standard going to ballot (Step 9). 

Once a draft standard has been verified by the SPM to be within the scope and purpose of the SAR and in 

                                                   
3 See the latest NERC Quality Review Document. 
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compliance with this manual, the SPM will post the draft standard for the first formal comment period. The 

posting of the draft standard will be linked to the SAR for reference. Comments on the draft standard will be 

accepted for a minimum 30-day period from the notice of posting. Comments will be accepted on-line and will be 

viewable during the posted commenting period. 

The SDT shall develop an implementation plan for the standard that will be posted in conjunction with the standard 

for at least one stakeholder comment period. Once the implementation plan has been developed and posted for 

stakeholder comment, it shall remain part of the standard action for subsequent postings and shall be included on 

the ballot for the standard. The implementation plan shall describe when the standard will become effective. If the 

implementation is to be phased, the plan will describe which elements of the standard are to be applied to each 

class of responsible entities, and when. The plan will describe any deployment considerations unique to the 

standard, such as computer applications, measurement devices, databases, or training, as well as any other 

special steps necessary to prepare for and initially implement the standard. 

The second formal comment period will be 45-day duration and will take place after the SDT has posted its 

consideration of comments and conforming changes to the associated standard. Formation of the ballot pool will 

take place during the first 30 days of the 45 day posting. Balloting, in accordance with Step 9, will occur during the 

last 10 days. 

In all cases, public comments on the draft standard shall be solicited prior to the CMEPAC approving the standard 

going to ballot (Step 9). 

Step 7 - Field Testing (At the discretion of the CMEPAC) 

Objective: Determine if testing is required to validate the concepts, requirements, measures, and compliance 

elements of the standard and implement that testing. 

Sequence Considerations: Testing may be completed during or after Steps 1 through 6. Testing and associated 

analysis of results (Step 8) must be completed prior to determining whether to submit the standard to ballot (Step 

9). 

Taking into consideration stakeholder comments received through Step 6, the SDT may recommend to the 

CMEPAC or the CMEPAC may mandate that a test of one or more aspects of a standard is needed. The MRO 

Compliance Manager will also evaluate whether field-testing of the compliance elements of the proposed new or 

revised standard is needed and advise the CMEPAC. The CMEPAC will approve all field tests of proposed 

standards based on the recommendations of the SDT and the Compliance Manager. If needed, the CMEPAC will 

also request inputs on technical matters from applicable standing committees or other experts. 

Once the field-testing plan is approved, the SPM will, under the direction of the CMEPAC, oversee the field-testing 

of the standard. Throughout the field-testing process, compliance with the existing standard is required. 

In some cases, measurement may be an administrative task and no field-testing is required at all. 

In other cases, one or more limited scale demonstrations, evaluations, or another CMEPAC approved method may 

be sufficient. 

Step 8 - Analysis of the Comments and Field Test Results 

Objective: Evaluate stakeholder comments and field-test results to determine if there is consensus that the 

84/118



MRO MRO REGIONAL RELIABILITY STANDARDS CONSENSUS DEVELOPMENT PROCESS OVERVIEW 

 

 

PREPARED BY: MRO CMEPAC                PAGE | 17 

proposed standard should go to ballot or requires additional work. 

Sequence Considerations: This step follows Steps 6 and 7 and must precede Step 9. 

The SPM will assemble the comments on the draft standard and distribute those comments to the SDT. The SDT 

shall give prompt consideration to the written views and objections of all participants. An effort to resolve all 

expressed objections shall be made, and each objector shall be advised of the disposition of the objection and the 

reasons therefore. The SDT shall prepare a summary of the comments received and the changes made to the 

proposed standard as a result of these comments. The SDT shall summarize comments that were rejected by the 

SDT and the reason(s) that these comments were rejected, in part or whole. The summary, along with a response 

to each comment received, will be posted on the MRO website no later than the next posting of the proposed 

standard. In addition, each objector will be informed that an appeals process exists within the MRO standards 

process. 

Based on comments received, the SDT may determine there is an opportunity to achieve consensus for the 

standard. In this case, the SDT may elect to return to Step 5 and revise the draft for another posting. Although 

there is no predetermined limit on the number of times a draft standard may be revised and posted, the SDT 

should ensure the potential benefits of another posting outweigh the burden on the SDT and stakeholders. 

Returning to Step 5 to continue working on the standard is the prerogative of the SDT, subject to CMEPAC 

oversight. 

If the SDT determines the draft standard is ready for ballot, the SDT shall submit the draft standard to the 

CMEPAC with a request to proceed to balloting, along with the comments received and responses to the 

comments. Based on the comments received and field-testing, the SDT may include revisions that are not 

substantive. Substantive changes to a draft standard shall not be permitted between the last posting for 

stakeholder comment and submittal for ballot. A substantive change is one that directly and materially affects the 

intent or use of the standard. For example, adding, deleting, or revising requirements; or adding, deleting, or 

revising measurements for which compliance is mandatory. Any non-substantive changes such as: spelling, 

grammar, or formatting, made prior to going to ballot, will be identified to stakeholders at the time of the ballot 

notice. If the SDT determines, based on comments received, that substantive changes to the standard are 

required, the standard will be re-posted for comment and a notice sent to the MRO region, the RBB, NERC, and 

other interested parties that the revised standard has been re-posted for public comment. 

When the CMEPAC receives a draft standard that has been recommended for ballot, the CMEPAC will review the 

standard to ensure that the proposed standard is consistent with the scope of the SAR; addresses all of the 

objectives cited in Steps 1-8, as applicable; and is compatible with other existing standards. If the proposed 

standard does not pass this review, the CMEPAC shall remand the proposed standard to the SDT to address the 

deficiencies. If the proposed standard passes the review, the CMEPAC shall set the proposed standard for ballot as 

soon as the workflow will accommodate. 

If the CMEPAC or SDT determines there is insufficient consensus to ballot the standard and further work is unlikely 

to achieve consensus, the following may occur: (1) the SDT may recommend to the CMEPAC that standard 

drafting be terminated and the SAR withdrawn or (2) the CMEPAC may terminate the standard drafting and accept 

the withdrawal of the SAR. If the CMEPAC believes the SDT recommendation is unsubstantiated, the CMEPAC 

may direct other actions consistent with this procedure, such as requesting the SDT to continue or appointing a new 

SDT. 
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Step 9 - Ballot the New Revised or Withdrawal of Standard 

Objective: Approve the proposed standard by vote of industry stakeholders. 

Sequence Considerations: The CMEPAC may determine, upon recommendation from the SDT, that all 

requirements of Steps 1 through 8 have been satisfactorily met before authorizing an action to go to ballot. 

If the CMEPAC decides to submit the standard to a vote, the SPM shall provide notice of such to the RBB, NERC, 

as well as other interested parties, and electronically post the standard, all comments received, the responses to 

those comments, and an implementation plan. Once the notice for a vote has been issued, no substantive 

modifications may be made to the proposed standard unless the revisions are posted and a new notice of the vote 

is issued. 

First Ballot 

Each voter must be a member of the Registered Ballot Body (RBB). Note: An individual's membership in the 

RBB will be in a “Pending” stage immediately following registration; in order to be able to vote, your 

registration must be activated, and activation may take up to 24 hours. 

The ballot will be conducted electronically. In the event of balloting difficulties with electronic balloting, the 

CMEPAC will address the issues and decide the corrective action accordingly to complete the ballot. All members 

of the RBB shall be eligible to vote on the associated standard except, that only one member from an entity may vote 

in any given segment. It is the responsibility of the entity to identify and notify the SPM of the eligible voter. The 

voting options are: 

 Affirmative, with or without comment; 

 Negative, with or without comment (the comments for a negative vote may be given and, if possible, should 

include specific wording or actions that would resolve the objection); 

 Abstain. 

The time window for voting shall be designated when the draft standard is posted. In no case shall the voting time 

window start sooner than fifteen (15) and no later than thirty (30) days from the notice of the posting. The voting 

time window will be a period of ten (10) days. 

This provides a minimum total of twenty-five (25) days from the initial notice until the end of the voting period. 

Approval of a MRO Regional Reliability Standard or revision to a MRO Regional Reliability Standard requires: 

 A quorum, which is established by at least 4 of the Segments submitting a response with an affirmative 

vote, a negative vote, or an abstention; and 

 An affirmative vote from at least two-thirds of the segments participating in the vote. Each segment vote is 

determined by the majority of the votes cast in the segment, either affirmative or negative. Abstentions and 

non-responses will not be counted. 

Voting results, comments, and responses, if necessary, will be posted for public viewing as soon as is practical 

after the balloting period closes. Voting results and comments may be posted prior to the responses. 
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Balloting examples are provided in Appendix D. 

Members of the RBB should submit any comments on the proposed standard during the public comment period. If 

any Negative votes with comments are received during the ballot period, they shall be addressed in accordance 

with Step 8 and included with the re-circulation ballot. 

The SPM shall assist the SDT in preparing a response to negative votes submitted with comments. 

In addition, the SPM will inform each objector that an appeals process exists within the MRO standards process. A 

negative vote that does not contain comments does not require a response. If there are no negative votes with 

comments from the first ballot, then the results of the first ballot shall stand. If, however, one or more members 

submit negative votes with comments, regardless of whether those comments are resolved, a second ballot shall 

be conducted. 

If a quorum of the Segments is not established, the standard shall be re-balloted, allowing ten (10) days for the 

ballot. If a quorum is not established with the re-ballot, the SPM shall survey the RBB to establish interest in 

participating in a ballot on the standard. 

Second Ballot 

In the second ballot (also called a “re-circulation ballot”), members of the RBB shall again be presented the 

proposed standard (unchanged from the first ballot) along with the reasons for negative votes, the responses, and 

any resolution of the differences. 

All members of the RBB eligible to vote shall be permitted to reconsider and change their vote from the first ballot. 

Eligible voting members of the RBB that did not respond to the first ballot shall be permitted to vote in the second 

ballot. Only one vote will be accepted from each organization within a segment. 

In the second ballot, votes will be counted by exception only - members on the second ballot may indicate a revision 

to their original vote, otherwise their vote shall remain the same as in the first ballot. If a second ballot is conducted, 

the results of the second ballot shall determine the status of the standard, regardless of the outcome of the first 

ballot. 

The voting time window for the second ballot is ten (10) days (to allow members to review comments and 

responses). The 21-day posting is not required for the second ballot. Members of the RBB may submit comments 

in the second ballot but no response to those comments is required. 

In the second ballot step no revisions to the standard are permitted, as such revisions would not have been subject 

to public comment. However, if the CMEPAC determines that revisions proposed during the ballot process would 

likely provide an opportunity to achieve consensus on the standard, then such revisions may be made and the draft 

standard posted for public comment again beginning with Step 6 and continuing with subsequent steps. 

The SPM shall post the final outcome of the ballot process. If the standard is rejected, the process is ended and any 

further work in this area would require a new SAR. If the standard is approved, the SPM shall post the consensus 

standard and the CMEPAC Chair shall present it to the BOD for consideration. 

Step 10 –Board of Director (BOD) Approval of a Proposed MRO Regional Reliability Standard 

Objective: To have the BOD approve the proposed new or revised, MRO Regional Reliability Standard. Once 
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properly approved by the BOD, accepted by NERC, and accepted for filing by the applicable regulatory authorities 

in the United States and Canada, the Reliability Standard becomes effective. 

Sequence Considerations: The thirty (30) day notice prior to action by the BOD may begin concurrently with or 

any time after the start of the first ballot. The thirty (30) day period shall not end any sooner than the end of the final 

ballot. 

A MRO Regional Reliability Standard submitted for consideration to the BOD must be publicly posted and noticed 

no less than fifteen (15) and no more than thirty (30) days prior to action by the BOD, included with the standard is 

the implementation plan that was part of the posting process. 

At a regular or special meeting, the BOD shall consider the proposed MRO Regional Reliability Standard. The BOD 

shall consider the results of the balloting and dissenting opinions. The BOD shall consider any advice offered by 

the MRO SC. The BOD may accept or reject a standard, but may not substantively modify a proposed MRO 

Regional Reliability Standard. If the BOD chooses not to propose a standard to NERC and the applicable 

regulatory authorities in the United States and Canada, it shall provide its reasons for not doing so. Upon 

acceptance of the standard, the SPM will submit the standard to NERC for approval and filing with the applicable 

regulatory authorities in the United States and Canada. 

A MRO Regional Reliability Standard that is approved by NERC and filed with the applicable regulatory authorities 

shall become effective in accordance with applicable NERC and applicable regulatory proceedings. The 

implementation plan is included with the proposed Reliability Standard. 

The SPM shall publicly post the standard, showing the final status. 

Step 11 - Implementation of the MRO Regional Reliability Standard 

Objective: That Organizations subject to the standard use the standard, and the compliance program incorporates 

the standard into its compliance monitoring and enforcement process. 

Sequence Considerations: The effective date of a standard is defined in the standard implementation plan. 

After approval of a MRO Regional Reliability Standard by the applicable authorities in the United States and 

Canada, the SPM will forward the standard to the Compliance Manager for implementation, enforcement, and 

monitoring by the CMEPAC, which will oversee the implementation and assess the effectiveness. 

INTERPRETATIONS AND APPEALS 

Interpretations of MRO Regional Reliability Standards 

All persons who are directly and materially affected by the reliability of MRO bulk power systems shall be permitted to 

request an interpretation of a MRO Regional Reliability Standard. The person requesting an interpretation shall 

submit a SAR form to the SPM explaining the specific circumstances surrounding the request and what 

clarifications are required as applied to those circumstances. The SAR should indicate the material impact to the 

requesting party or others caused by the lack of clarity or a possibly incorrect interpretation of the standard. The 

SPM shall provide notice to the MRO region within ten (10) business days of such a request for interpretation. 

Where practical, the SPM will assign the project to the team that developed the associated standard, or to a subset 

of that drafting team. Once assigned the project, the drafting team should draft and post its interpretation as quickly 
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as practical. The interpretation is intended to provide greater clarity to an existing requirement, and should not 

modify the intent of the original requirement. 

As soon as practical (not more than 45 days), the SDT will draft a written interpretation to the standard addressing 

the issues raised. The SPM shall take the draft interpretation to the CMEPAC for acceptance and coordination of a 

quality review. The quality review will assess whether the interpretation is clear and provides the requested clarity 

without expanding the requirement. The results of this review will be provided to the SDT and the  CMEPAC. After 

consultation with the SDT, the CMEPAC will decide if the interpretation is ready for posting. 

The first formal comment period shall be 30 days. The SDT will consider stakeholder input provided during the 

comment period. If substantive changes are required to the interpretation, another quality review may be required. 

The second formal comment period shall be 45 days. The initial ballot shall occur during the last 10 days of the 45 

day comment period. Balloting shall be consistent with Step 9. Once the ballot is successful, the interpretation shall 

be sent to the MRO BOD for approval in accordance with Step 10. Implementation of the interpretation will be 

consistent with Step 11. 

Withdrawal of an Interpretation 

The interpretation shall stand until such time as the interpretation can be incorporated into a future revision of the 

regional standard, or the interpretation is retired due to a future modification of the applicable requirement. If the 

interpretation needs to be retired, a SAR shall be prepared and submitted in accordance with Steps 8, 9 and 10 

contained in this MRO Regional Reliability Standards Process Manual. 

Appeals 

Persons who have directly and materially affected interests and who have been or will be adversely affected by any 

substantive or procedural action or inaction related to the development, approval, revision, or withdrawal of a MRO 

Regional Reliability Standard shall have the right to appeal. This appeals process applies only to the MRO 

Regional Reliability Standards process as defined in this manual. 

The burden of proof to show adverse effect shall be on the appellant. Appeals shall be made within 30 days of the 

date of the action purported to cause the adverse effect, except appeals for inaction, which may be made at any 

time. In all cases, the request for appeal must be made prior to the next step in the process. 

The final decisions of any appeal shall be documented in writing and made public. 

The appeals process provides two levels, with the goal of expeditiously resolving the issue to the satisfaction of the 

participants: 

Level 1 Appeal 

Level 1 is the required first step in the appeals process. The appellant shall submit to the SPM, a complaint in 

writing that describes the substantive or procedural action or inaction associated with a MRO Regional Reliability 

Standard or the MRO Regional Reliability Standards process. The appellant shall describe in the complaint the 

actual or potential adverse impact to the appellant. Assisted by any necessary staff and CMEPAC resources, the 

SPM shall prepare a written response addressed to the appellant as soon as practical but not more than 45 days 

after receipt of the complaint. If the appellant accepts the response as a satisfactory resolution of the issue, both 

the complaint and response shall be made a part of the public record associated with the standard. 
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Level 2 Appeal 

If, after the Level 1 Appeal the appellant remains unsatisfied with the resolution, and indicates such in writing to the 

SPM, the SPM shall convene a Level 2 Appeals Panel. This panel shall consist of five (5) panel members total, 

appointed by the BOD. In all cases, Level 2 Appeals Panel members shall have no direct affiliation with the 

participants in the appeal. 

The SPM shall post the complaint and other relevant materials and provide at least 30 day notice of the meeting of 

the Level 2 Appeals Panel. In addition to the appellant, any person that is directly and materially affected by the 

substantive or procedural action or inaction referenced in the complaint shall be heard by the panel. The panel 

shall not consider any expansion to the scope of the appeal that was not presented in the Level 1 Appeal. The 

panel may in its decision find for the appellant and remand the issue to the CMEPAC with a statement of the issues 

and facts in regard to which fair and equitable action was not taken. The panel may find against the appellant with a 

specific statement of the facts that demonstrate fair and equitable treatment of the appellant and the appellant’s 

objections. The panel may not, however, revise, approve, or disapprove a MRO Regional Reliability Standard, as 

these responsibilities remain with the standard’s RBB and BOD respectively. The SPM shall publicly post the 

actions of the Level 2 Appeals Panel. 

In addition to the foregoing, a procedural objection that has not been resolved may be submitted to the BOD for 

consideration at the time the BOD decides whether to approve proposing a particular MRO Regional Reliability 

Standard for NERC consideration and eventual enforceability. The objection must be in writing, signed by an officer 

of the objecting entity, and contain a concise statement of the relief requested and a clear demonstration of the 

facts that justify that relief. The objection must be filed no later than 30 days after the announcement of the vote by 

the RBB on the MRO Regional Reliability Standard in question. 

ERRATA 

Approved Reliability Standards 

From time to time, an error may be discovered in an approved regional reliability standard. If the CMEPAC agrees 

that the correction of the error does not change the scope or intent of the associated standard, and agrees that the 

correction has no material impact on the end users of the standard, then the correction shall be submitted for 

information to the MRO Board of Directors and filed for approval with applicable governmental authorities. The 

MRO Board of Directors has resolved to concurrently approve any errata approved by the CMEPAC. 

Errata are errors in approved standards that, if corrected, do not change the scope or intent of the associated 

approved standard and do not have a material impact on the end users of the standard. 

1. If the error falls into one of the following categories, the SPM will produce a red line version of the 

standard that shows the proposed correction: 

a. A misspelled word 

b. An incorrect reference to a requirement or measure 

c. A missing word that, when added, improves readability but does not change 

the technical content 

d. An error that, if corrected, does not change the scope or technical content of 

the standard 
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e. A discrepancy between the redline and clean versions of a balloted standard 

2. If the error does not fall into the above categories as errata, the CMEPAC will review the standard to 

determine if the criticality of the error warrants actions prior to the next scheduled review of the 

standard. 

Draft Standards 

If a draft standard is found to have errata, as defined above, during an initial or recirculation ballot period; the SPM 

shall be allowed to make the changes. The SPM will post a redline version of the document and notify 

stakeholders. 

Errata found during commenting periods will be handled by the commenting process as defined in steps 1 – 8 of 

section IV. 

MAINTENANCE OF MRO REGIONAL RELIABILITY STANDARDS PROCESS 

Process Revisions 

A request to substantively change the MRO Regional Reliability Standards Process Development process shall 

begin with the preparation of a SAR, and be handled using the same procedure as a request to revise a MRO 

Regional Reliability Standard. The exception is that a single ballot without regard to negative comments from the 

RBB shall be conducted and the results of that ballot will be binding. Non-substantive changes will be handled 

through the abbreviated process listed below. Once approved by the RBB, any proposed revisions to this manual 

would go to the BOD, NERC, and the applicable authorities in the United States and Canada for approval. 

The BOD may make changes to the Industry Segments referenced in Appendix D. These changes shall be carried 

over to this process without the need to prepare a SAR. In addition, the CMEPAC may alter the document number 

on any existing or proposed standard without going through the MRO Regional Standards Process. 

Abbreviated Process for Procedural/Administrative Changes 

The SPM shall handle all procedural/administrative requests using an abbreviated process described here. The 

SPM shall post all proposed procedural/administrative revisions to the MRO Regional Reliability Standards 

Development Process for a minimum 30 day comment period. The CMEPAC shall consider all comments received 

and modify the proposed revisions as needed. Based on the degree of consensus for the revisions, the CMEPAC 

may: 

a. Submit the revised procedure directly to the BOD for adoption; 

b. Submit the revised procedure for ballot pool approval prior to submitting it for BOD 

adoption (the regular voting process in the procedure, including a re-circulation ballot 

if needed, would be used and the results of the ballot would be binding on the decision 

to move the revisions to the BOD or not); 

c. Propose additional changes and repeat the posting for further comment; 

d. Remand the proposal to the requester for further work; or 

e. Reject the proposal. 

The SPM shall post any proposed revisions submitted for BOD adoption for a period of 30 days prior to BOD action. 
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The CMEPAC shall submit to the BOD a description of the basis for the procedure changes, a summary of the 

comments received, and any minority views expressed in the comment process. The proposed procedure revisions 

will be effective upon BOD adoption, or another date designated by the BOD. 

Five-Year Review 

The standards process manual and each MRO Regional Reliability Standard shall be reviewed at least once every 

five (5) years from the effective date or when it was reviewed last, whichever is the later. The review process shall 

be conducted by soliciting comments from the stakeholders. If no changes are warranted, the CMEPAC shall 

recommend to the BOD that the Standard or manual be reaffirmed. If the review indicates a need to revise or 

withdraw the standard or manual, a SAR shall be prepared and submitted to the SPM. The SPM shall be responsible 

for administration of the five year review of the standards process manual and the MRO Regional Reliability 

Standards. 

On-line Standards Information System 

The SPM shall be responsible for maintaining an electronic database of information regarding currently proposed 

and currently in effect MRO Regional Reliability Standards. This information shall include current standards in 

effect, proposed revisions to standards, and proposed new standards. This information shall provide a record, for at 

a minimum of the previous five years, of the review and approval process for each MRO Regional Reliability 

Standard, including public comments received during the development and approval process. This information shall 

be available through public Internet access. 

Archived Standards Information 

The SPM shall be responsible for maintaining a historical record of MRO Regional Reliability Standards information 

that is no longer maintained on-line. Archived information of previously approved standards and version history 

shall be retained indefinitely as practical, but in no case less than five years or one complete standard review cycle 

from the date on which the standard was no longer in effect. Archived records of standards information shall be 

available electronically within 30 days following the receipt by the SPM of a written request. 

Numbering System 

The SPM shall establish, maintain, and electronically post a system of identification numbers that allow MRO 

Regional Reliability Standards to be categorized and easily referenced. Re-numbering of approved standards does 

not warrant standard review but will be handled through the CMEPAC. The SPM will notify the MRO region and 

post the information electronically prior to making the change. 

Supporting Documents 

The following table identifies documents that may be developed to support a MRO Regional Reliability Standard. 

These documents may explain or facilitate implementation of standards but do not themselves contain mandatory 

requirements subject to compliance review. Any requirements that are mandatory must be incorporated into the 

standard. For example, a procedure that must be followed as written must be incorporated into a MRO Regional 

Reliability Standard. If the procedure defines one way, but not necessarily the only way, to implement a standard it is 

more appropriately a reference. 
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Type of Document Description Approval 

Standard Reference Descriptive or explanatory 

information to support the 

understanding and 

interpretation of an MRO 

Regional Reliability 

Standard. 

CMEPAC 

Standard Supplement Data forms, pro forma 

documents, and 

associated instructions 

that support the 

implementation of an 
MRO Regional Reliability 

Standard. 

As assigned to the MRO 

CMEPAC 

Procedure Instructions defining a 

particular process or 

operation. Procedures 

may support the 

implementation of an 
MRO Regional Reliability 

Standard. 

As assigned to the MRO 

CMEPAC 

Technical Reference Descriptive, technical 

information or analysis. A 

technical reference may 

support the 

implementation of an 
MRO Regional Reliability 

Standard. 

As assigned to the MRO 

CMEPAC 

Guideline Recommended process 

that identifies a method of 

meeting a requirement 

under specific conditions. 

A guideline may support 

the implementation of an 

MRO Regional Reliability 
Standard. 

CMEPAC 
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After MRO Board approval, the standard is submitted to NERC for approval and filing to the applicable regulatory 

authorities. Upon regulatory acceptance or approval, the standard becomes enforceable as a Reliability Standard. 

Implement Standard 

STEP 11 
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APPENDIX B – INFORMATION IN A STANDARD AUTHORIZATION REQUEST 

Below is a template of the required information to complete a Standard Authorization Request. The SPM shall be 

responsible for implementing and maintaining this form as needed to support the information requirements of the 

standards process. 

Standard Authorization Request Form 

Title of Proposed Standard 

Request Date 

 

SAR Requestor Information 
SAR Type (Check a box for each one that 

applies.) 

 

Name 

 

 
 

 
New standard 

Primary Contact 
 

 Revision or withdraw of an existing 

standard 

Telephone 

Fax 

  
Interpretation of an existing standard 

 

E-mail 

  
Urgent action 

  

 
 

 
Other 

 

 

 
 

 

 

Purpose (Describe the purpose of the standard — what the standard will achieve in support of 

reliability.) 

Industry Need (Provide a detailed statement justifying the need for the proposed 

standard, along with any supporting documentation.) 

Brief Description (Describe the proposed standard in sufficient detail to clearly define the scope in 

a manner that can be easily understood by others.) 

 

Assigned 

SAR Label: (for in office use only) 

95/118



MRO APPENDIX B – INFORMATION IN A STANDARD AUTHORIZATION REQUEST 

 

 

PREPARED BY: MRO CMEPAC                PAGE | 30 

Reliability Functions 
 

The Standard will Apply to the Following Functions (Check box for each one that applies.) 

 
 

Reliability 

Coordinator 

Responsible for the real-time operating reliability of its area and 

in coordination with its neighboring reliability coordinator’s wide- 

area view. 

 
 

Balancing 

Authority 

Integrates resource plans ahead of time, maintains load- 

interchange-resource balance within its metered boundary, and 

supports system frequency in real time. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Planning 

Coordinator 

Assesses the longer-term reliability of its area and neighboring 

area. 

 
 

Resource 

Planner 

Develops a long-term (>one year) plan for the resource adequacy 

of specific loads within a planning coordinator’s area. 

 
 

Transmission 

Planner 

Develops a long-term (>one year) plan for the reliability of 

transmission systems within its portion of the planning 

coordinator area. 

 
 

Transmission 

Service 

Provider 

Provides transmission services to qualified market participants 

under applicable transmission service agreements 

 
 

Transmission 

Owner 

 
Owns transmission facilities. 

 
 

Transmission 

Operator 

Operates and maintains the transmission facilities, and executes 

switching orders. 

 
 

Distribution 

Provider 

Provides and operates the “wires” between the transmission 

system and the customer. 

 
 

Generator 

Owner 

 
Owns and maintains generation unit(s). 

 
 

Generator 

Operator 

Operates generation unit(s) and performs the functions of 

supplying energy and interconnected operations services. 

 
 

Market 

Operator 

Integrates energy, capacity, balancing, and transmission 

resources to achieve an economic, reliability-constrained dispatch. 

 

 

Version 5.1 30 Approved by FERC Effective May 6, 2016 
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NERC Reliability and Market Interface Principles 

Applicable Reliability Principles (Check box for all that apply.) 

 
 

1. Interconnected bulk power systems shall be planned and operated in a coordinated 

manner to perform reliably under normal and abnormal conditions as defined in the 

NERC Standards. 

 
 

2. The frequency and voltage of interconnected bulk power systems shall be controlled 

within defined limits through the balancing of real and reactive power supply and 

demand. 

 
 

3. Information necessary for the planning and operation of interconnected bulk power 

systems shall be made available to those entities responsible for planning and 

operating the systems reliably. 

 
 

4. Plans for emergency operation and system restoration of interconnected bulk power 

systems shall be developed, coordinated, maintained, and implemented. 

 
 

5. Facilities for communication, monitoring, and control shall be provided, used, and 

maintained for the reliability of interconnected bulk power systems. 

 
 

6. Personnel responsible for planning and operating interconnected bulk power systems 

shall be trained, qualified, and have the responsibility and authority to implement 

actions. 

 
 

7. The security of the interconnected bulk power systems shall be assessed, monitored, 

and maintained on a wide area basis. 

 
 

 
8. Bulk power systems shall be protected from malicious physical or cyber-attacks. 

Does the proposed standard comply with all of the following Market Interface 

Principles? (Select ‘yes’ or ‘no’ from the drop-down box.) 

1. The planning and operation of bulk power systems shall recognize that reliability is an 

essential requirement of a robust North American economy. Yes 

2. A MRO regional reliability standard shall not give any market participant an unfair 

competitive advantage. Yes 

3. A MRO regional reliability standard shall neither mandate nor prohibit any specific market 

structure. Yes 

4. A MRO regional reliability standard shall not preclude market solutions to achieving 

compliance with that standard. Yes 

5. A MRO regional reliability standard shall not require the public disclosure of commercially 

sensitive information. All market participants shall have equal opportunity to access 

commercially non-sensitive information that is required for compliance with reliability 

standards. Yes 
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Related Standards 

Standard No. Explanation 
  

  

  

  

Related SARs 

SAR ID Explanation 
  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Regional Differences 

Region Explanation 

TRE  

MRO  

NPCC  

SERC  

RFC  

WECC  
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APPENDIX C – MRO REGIONAL RELIABILITY STANDARD EXAMPLE 

Below is an example of a MRO Regional Reliability Standard. Please see the NERC Regional Reliability Standards 

Evaluation Procedure for the most current format. 

 

Identification 
Number 

A unique identification number assigned by the SPM. 

Title A brief, descriptive phrase identifying the topic of the MRO Regional Reliability 
Standard. 

Applicability Clear identification of the functional classes of entities responsible for complying 

with the standard, noting any specific additions or exceptions. 

If not applicable to the entire MRO area, then a clear identification of the portion 

of the bulk power system to which the standard applies. Any limitation on the 

applicability of the standard based on electric facility requirements should be 

described. 

Effective Date 

and Status 

The effective date of the MRO Regional Reliability Standard shall be upon NERC 

and regulatory approvals. The status of the standard will be indicated as active 

or by reference to one of the numbered steps in the standards process. 

Purpose The purpose of the MRO Regional Reliability Standard shall explicitly state what 

outcome will be achieved by the approved Reliability Standard. The purpose is 

agreed to early in the process as a step toward obtaining approval to proceed 

with the development of the Reliability Standard. The purpose should link the 

standard to the relevant principle(s). 

Requirement(s) Explicitly stated technical, performance, preparedness, or certification 

requirements. 

Each requirement identifies who is responsible and what action is to be 

performed or what outcome is to be achieved. Each statement in the 

requirements section shall be a statement for which compliance is mandatory. 

Several types of requirements may exist, each with a different approach to 

measurement: 

 Performance-based requirements define a specific reliability objective 

or outcome that has a direct, observable effect on the reliability of the 

bulk power system, i.e., an effect that can be measured using power 

system data or trends. 

 Risk-based requirements define actions of entities that reduce a stated 

risk to the reliability of the bulk power system and can be measured by 

evaluating a particular product or outcome resulting from the required 

action. 

 Capability-based requirements define capabilities needed to perform 

reliability functions and can be measured by demonstrating that the 

capability exists as required. 

Any additional comments or statements for which compliance is not mandatory, 

such as background or explanatory information should be placed in a separate 

document and referenced (see Supporting References). 
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Violation Risk 

Factors 

The potential reliability significance of each requirement, designated as a High, 

Medium, or Lower Risk Factor in accordance with the criteria listed below: 

A High Risk Factor requirement (a) is one that, if violated, could directly cause or 

contribute to bulk power system instability, separation, or a cascading sequence of 

failures, or could place the bulk power system at an unacceptable risk of instability, 

separation, or cascading failures; or (b) is a requirement in a planning timeframe that, 

if violated, could, under emergency, abnormal, or restorative conditions anticipated by 

the preparations, directly cause or contribute to bulk power system instability, 

separation, or a cascading sequence of failures, or could place the bulk power system 

at an unacceptable risk of instability, separation, or cascading failures, or could hinder 

restoration to a normal condition. 

A Medium Risk Factor requirement (a) is a requirement that, if violated, could directly 

affect the electrical state or the capability of the bulk power system, or the ability to 

effectively monitor and control the bulk power system, but is unlikely to lead to bulk 

power system instability, separation, or cascading failures; or (b) is a requirement in a 

planning timeframe that, if violated, could, under emergency, abnormal, or restorative 

conditions anticipated by the preparations, directly affect the electrical state or 

capability of the bulk power system, or the ability to effectively monitor, control, or 

restore the bulk power system, but is unlikely, under emergency, abnormal, or 

restoration conditions anticipated by the preparations, to lead to bulk power system 

instability, separation, or cascading failures, nor to hinder restoration to a normal 

condition. 

A Lower Risk Factor requirement is administrative in nature and (a) is a requirement 

that, if violated, would not be expected to affect the electrical state or capability of the 

bulk power system, or the ability to effectively monitor and control the bulk power 

system; or (b) is a requirement in a planning time frame that, if violated, would not, 

under the emergency, abnormal, or restorative conditions anticipated by the 

preparations, be expected to affect the electrical state or capability of the bulk power 

system, or the ability to effectively monitor, control, or restore the bulk power system. 

Measure(s) Each requirement shall be addressed by one or more measures. These measures will 

be used to assess performance and outcomes for the purpose of determining 

compliance with the requirements stated above. 

Each measure shall identify to whom the measurement applies and the expected level 

of performance or outcomes required demonstrating compliance. 

Each measure shall be tangible, practical, and as objective as is practical. 

It is important to realize that measures are proxies to assess required performance or 

outcomes. 

Achieving the full compliance level of each measurement should be a necessary and 

sufficient indicator that the requirement was met. 

Each measure shall clearly refer to the requirement(s) to which it applies. 
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Glossary of Terms Used in Standards 

Definitions of 
Terms: 

All defined terms used in MRO Regional Reliability Standards, shall be defined in the 

glossary. Definitions may be approved as part of a standards action or as a separate 

action. All definitions must be approved in accordance with the standards process. 

Compliance Administration Elements 

Compliance 

Monitoring 

Process 

The following compliance elements, which are part of the standard and are balloted with 

the standard are developed for each measure in a standard by the NERC compliance 

program in coordination with the standard drafting team 

 The specific data or information that is required to measure performance or 

outcomes. 

 The entity that is responsible for providing the data or information for measuring 

performance or outcomes. 

 The process that will be used to evaluate data or information for the purpose of 

assessing performance or outcomes 

 The entity that is responsible for evaluating such data or information. 

 The time period in which performance or outcomes is measured, evaluated, and 

then reset. 

 Measurement data retention requirements and assignment of responsibility for data 

archiving. 

Violation 

Severity 

Levels 

Defines the degree to which compliance with a requirement was not achieved. The 

violation severity levels, are part of the standard and are balloted with the standard, and 

developed by the MRO compliance program in coordination with the standard drafting 

team. 

Supporting Information Elements 

Interpretations Formal interpretations of Regional Reliability Standard(s) proposed by the MRO and 

approved by NERC, FERC, and the applicable Canadian regulatory authorities. 

Interpretations are temporary, as the standard should be revised to incorporate the 

interpretation. 

Implementation 

Plan 

Each Regional Reliability Standard proposed by the MRO and approved by NERC, 

FERC and the applicable Canadian regulatory authorities shall have an associated 

implementation plan describing the effective date of the standard or effective dates if 

there is a phased implementation. The implementation plan may also describe the 

implementation of the standard in the compliance program and other considerations in 

the initial use of the standard, such as necessary tools, training, etc. The 

implementation plan must be posted for at least one public comment period and is 

approved as part of the ballot of the standard. 
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Supporting 

References 

This section will reference related documents that support implementation of the 

Reliability Standard proposed by the MRO and approved by NERC and the regulatory 

authorities, but are not themselves mandatory. Examples include, but are not limited to: 

 Developmental history of the standard and prior versions 

 Notes pertaining to implementation or compliance 

 Standard references 

 Standard supplements 

 Procedures 

 Practices 

 Guidelines 

 Training references 

 Technical references 

 White papers 

 Internet links to related information 

Data Retention Each Regional Standard shall identify the data retention requirements and assignment 

of responsibility for data archiving. 

Mitigation Time 

Horizon 

Each Regional Standard shall reference a mitigation time horizon (long-term planning; 

operations planning; same-day operations; real-time operations and operations 

assessment) for each requirement. 

Regulatory 

Directives 

Each Regional Standard shall be consistent with Regulatory Directives, if applicable. 

NERC Reliability 

Standards 

Each Regional Standard shall be consistent with related NERC reliability standards, as 

applicable. 
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APPENDIX D – REGISTERED BALLOT BODY (RBB) REGISTRATION 
PROCEDURES 

The RBB comprises all organizations and entities that: 

1. qualify for one of the segments, and 

2. are registered with MRO as ballot participants in the voting on standards, and 

3. are current with any MRO designated fees associated with this program. Designated 

fees are defined as fees associated with the Standards Development process. At this 

time, there are no fees for registration. 

Each entity, when initially registering to join the RBB, and will self-select to belong to one or more of the segments 

described below. 

The SPM shall review all applications for joining the RBB, and make a determination of whether the self-selection 

satisfies at least one of the guidelines to belong to that segment. The entity will then be “credentialed” to participate 

as a voting member of that segment. The CMEPAC will decide disputes, with an appeal to the BOD. 

In order to comment or vote you must have an active membership in the RBB. When you submit your registration 

request, you are placed in a “pending stage” until your account is activated. Activation of your account may take up 

to 24 hours. You will be unable to submit comments or vote until your account is activated. 

All registrations must be done electronically. There is no fee for registration at this time. 

Segment Qualification Guidelines 

The segment qualification guidelines are inclusive; i.e., any entity with a legitimate interest in the electric industry 

that can meet any one of the guidelines for a segment is entitled to belong to and vote in that segment. Only one vote 

per entity per segment is permitted. 

The general guidelines for all segments are: 

 Corporations or organizations with integrated operations or with affiliates that qualify 

to belong to more than one segment (e.g., Transmission Owners and Load Serving 

Entities) may belong to each of the segments in which they qualify, provided that each 

segment constitutes a separate membership in the RBB and is represented by a 

different representative. Only one vote per entity, per segment registered is allowed. 

 Corporations, organizations, and entities may participate freely in all subgroups. 

 After their initial selection, registered participants may apply to change segments with 

thirty (30) days’ notice to the SPM. In addition, a registered participant cannot change 

segments during a balloting period once the participant has cast a vote or designated 

a proxy. 

 Additionally, the SPM may change a participant segment under certain circumstances. 

These circumstances will be approved by the CMEPAC and posted electronically. 

 The qualification guidelines and rules for joining segments, as listed below, will be 
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reviewed periodically by the CMEPAC to ensure that the process continues to be fair, 

open, balanced, and inclusive. Public input shall be solicited in the review of these 

guidelines. 

 Since all balloting of standards will be done electronically, any registered participant 

may designate an agent or proxy to vote on its behalf. There are no limits on how many 

proxies an agent may hold. However, the MRO must have in its possession, either in 

writing or by e-mail, documentation that the voting right by proxy has been transferred 

from the registered participant to the agent prior to casting any vote. 

Segments 

Segment 1: Transmission Owners 

a. Any entity within the MRO region that owns or controls at least 200 circuit miles of 

integrated transmission facilities,or has an Open Access Transmission Tariff or 

equivalent on file with a regulatory authority. 

b. Transmission owners within the MRO region that have placed their transmission under 

the operational control of an RTO. 

c. Independent transmission companies or organizations, merchant transmission 

developers, and transmission companies (TRANSCOs) that are in the MRO region 

and are not RTOs. 

d. Excludes RTOs, RCs and ISOs (that are eligible to belong to Segment 2). 

Segment 2: Regional Transmission Organizations (RTOs), Regional Transmission Group (RTG), 
Independent System Operators (ISOs), Reliability Organizations, and Reliability Coordinators 

a. Authorized by appropriate regulator to operate as an RTO, RTG, or ISO within or 

adjacent to MRO. 

b. Reliability Organizations certified by NERC or its successor. 

c. Reliability Coordinators within or adjacent to MRO. 

d. In cases where the RTO or ISO and the RC have exactly the same geographic 

boundary, both may belong to this segment as long as they are separate entities. 

e. A voluntary organization of transmission owners, transmission users, and other entities 

approved by the Commission to efficiently coordinate transmission planning (and 

expansion), operation and use on a regional (and interregional) basis. 

Segment 3: Load-Serving Entities (LSEs) 

a. Entities within the MRO region serving end-use customers under a regulated tariff, a 

contract governed by a regulatory tariff, or other legal obligation to serve. 

b. A member within the MRO region of a generation and transmission (G&T) cooperative 

or a joint-action agency is permitted to designate the G&T or joint- action agency to 

represent it in this segment; such designation does not preclude the G&T or joint-action 

agency from participation and voting in another segment representing its direct 

interests. 
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Segment 4: Electric Generators 

a. Affiliated and independent generators within the MRO region. 

b. A corporation that sets up separate corporate entities for each one or two generating 

plants within the MRO region in which it is involved may only have one vote in this 

segment regardless of how many single-plant or two-plant corporations the parent 

corporation has established or is involved in. 

Segment 5: Electricity Brokers, Aggregators, and Marketers 

a. Entities serving end-use customers under a power marketing agreement or other 

authorization not classified as a regulated tariff. 

b. An entity that buys, sells, or brokers energy and related services for resale in wholesale 

or retail markets, whether a non-jurisdictional entity operating within its charter or an 

entity licensed by a jurisdictional regulator. 

c. G&T cooperatives and joint-action agencies that perform as an electricity broker, 

aggregator, or marketer function are permitted to belong to this segment. 

Segment 6: Electricity End Users 

a. Service delivery taken within the MRO region that is not purchased for resale. 

b. Agents, associations, consumer advocates can represent groups of end users or a 

transmission dependent utility. A Transmission Dependent Utility (TDU) is defined as 

an entity that relies on another entity for transmission service to service the majority of 

their contractual loads. 

Segment 7: Federal, State, and Provincial Regulatory or other Government Entities 

a. Does not include Power Marketing Administration or Federal Power Marketing Agency 

(PMAs) or Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA). 

b. May include Public Utility Commissions (PUCs). 
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APPENDIX E – BALLOTING EXAMPLES 

The MRO voting mechanism differs from NERC in that a quorum is established if at least four Segments have 

submitted an affirmative, negative, or abstention vote. A majority vote within a Segment is determined based on the 

affirmative and negative votes. A Standard is approved if at least two-thirds of the voting Segments have an 

affirmative vote. The following are examples of potential voting scenarios. The yellow areas indicate where a 

Segment did not cast a vote. The green areas with bold numbers represent majority votes within a Segment. 

Example RBB 

Segment Number 

Registered in the 

RBB 

1. Transmission Owners 15 

2. RTO’s, ISO’s, RRO’s & Reliability Coordinators 4 

3. Load Serving Entities 16 

4. Electric Generators 21 

5. Electricity Brokers, Aggregators, & Marketers 7 

6. Electricity End Users 6 

7. Federal, State, & Provincial Regulatory or other 

Government Entities 
8 

Totals 77 

Example 1 – A quorum has been established with 5 of the 7 Segments having registered an affirmative, negative, or 

an abstention vote. Two-thirds of the Segments (4 of 5 voting Segments) have voted to approve the Standard. The 

Standard is approved. 

 

Segment 

 
Ballot 

Pool 

Votes 

Affirmative 

Votes 

Negative 

Votes 

Abstain 

Votes 

No 

Ballot 
1. Transmission Owners 15 10 2 1 2 

2. RTO’s, ISO’s, RRO’s & Reliability 

Coordinators 
4 3 0 0 1 

3. Load Serving Entities 16 3 6 2 5 

4. Electric Generators 21 13 0 1 7 

5. Electricity Brokers, 

Aggregators, & Marketers 
7 0 0 0 7 

6. Electricity End Users 6 0 0 0 6 

7. Federal, State, & Provincial 

Regulatory or other 

Government Entities 

 

8 

 

3 

 

0 

 

1 

 

4 

Totals 77  
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Example 2 – A quorum has been established with 4 of the 7 Segments having registered an affirmative, negative, 

or an abstention vote. Less than two-thirds of the Segments (1 of 4 voting Segments) have voted to approve the 

Standard. The Standard is NOT approved. 

 

Segment 

 
Ballot 

Pool 

Votes 

Affirmative 

Votes 

Negative 

Votes 

Abstain 

Votes 

No 

Ballot 
1. Transmission Owners 15 10 2 1 2 

2. RTO’s, ISO’s, RRO’s & Reliability 

Coordinators 
4 1 2 0 1 

3. Load Serving Entities 16 3 6 2 5 

4. Electric Generators 21 0 0 0 21 

5. Electricity Brokers, 

Aggregators, & Marketers 
7 0 0 0 7 

6. Electricity End Users 6 0 0 0 6 

7. Federal, State, & Provincial 

Regulatory or other 
Government Entities 

 

8 

 

0 

 

3 

 

1 

 

4 

Totals 77  

Example 3 – A quorum has not been established because only 3 of the 7 Segments have registered an affirmative, 

negative, or an abstention vote. The Standard is NOT approved because of a lack of a quorum. 

 

 

Segment 

 

Ballot 

Pool 

Votes 

Affirmative 

Votes 

Negative 

Votes 

Abstain 

Votes 
No 

Ballot 

1. Transmission Owners 15 10 2 1 2 

2. RTO’s, ISO’s, RRO’s & Reliability 

Coordinators 
4 4 0 0 0 

3. Load Serving Entities 16 3 6 2 5 

4. Electric Generators 21 0 0 0 21 

5. Electricity Brokers, 

Aggregators, & Marketers 
7 0 0 0 7 

6. Electricity End Users 6 0 0 0 6 

7. Federal, State, & Provincial 

Regulatory or other 

Government Entities 

 

8 

 

0 

 

0 

 

0 

 

8 

Totals 77  
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Example 4 – A quorum has been established with 6 of the 7 Segments having registered an affirmative, 

negative, or an abstention vote. The Standard is NOT approved because two-thirds of the Segments did 

not cast an affirmative vote. Segment 2’s vote is considered negative because a majority did not cast an 

affirmative vote. 

 

Segment 

 

Ballot 

Pool 

Votes 

Affirmative 

Votes 

Negative 

Votes 

Abstain 

Votes 

No 

Ballot 
1. Transmission Owners 15 10 2 1 2 

2. RTO’s, ISO’s, RRO’s & Reliability 

Coordinators 
4 2 2 0 0 

3. Load Serving Entities 16 3 6 2 5 

4. Electric Generators 21 10 9 1 1 

5. Electricity Brokers, 
Aggregators, & Marketers 

7 4 3 0 0 

6. Electricity End Users 6 0 0 0 6 

7. Federal, State,  & Provincial 

Regulatory or  other 
Government Entities 

 

8 

 

2 

 

3 

 

0 

 

3 

Totals 77  
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 Meeting Agenda – MRO Board of Directors – March 25, 2021 

 
 

Reliability Advisory Council Report 
Dick Pursley, Chair of the Reliability Advisory Council 

 

 

Action 
Information (Written Report) 

Report 
The Reliability Advisory Council (RAC) is scheduled to meet by WebEx the day before the board meeting 
on March 24, 2021. Topics on the agenda for this meeting include: 

 RSTC Update 

 2021 Work Plan 

 Reliability Risk Matrix Update 

 SPP Uncertainty Response Team 

 2021 Reliability Conference 

 Joint Meeting with the OGOC 

I will provide a written report to the board on Wednesday afternoon, March 24, on the recent activities of 

the RAC and items discussed at the meeting and welcome any questions you may have.  
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 Meeting Agenda – MRO Board of Directors – March 25, 2021 

 
 

MRO Operational Activities Report 
Richard Burt, Senior Vice President and Chief Operating Officer 

 

Action 
Information (Written Report) 

 

Report 
On February 22, 2021 MRO published its 2021 Regional Risk Assessment (RRA). This assessment is the 

culmination of over six months of work from multiple technical departments and industry volunteers across 

MRO to identify and prioritize risks to reliability and security. The board will have an opportunity to hear 

highlights from the RRA at its open meeting on March 25, 2021 from three staff experts – Lee Felter, 

Principal Risk Assessment and Mitigation Engineer, Steen Fjalstad, Director of Security, and John Seidel, 

Principal Technical Advisor.  

I believe the RRA to be the most important document MRO generates annually, with regard to our vision of 

a highly reliable and secure North American bulk power system. The RRA is a major input into the work 

plans of our organizational groups, the focus of our planned outreach and oversight activities, and our 2021 

strategic priorities and associated metrics. With MRO set to develop a new strategic plan in 2021, this 

document will also serve to help guide the direction for our organization as we envision our forward-looking 

strategy for identifying, prioritizing, and assuring effective and efficient mitigation of risks to the reliability 

and security of the North American bulk power system.  

For the first time in 2021, MRO utilized the MRO Reliability Risk Matrix, originally developed by the MRO 

Reliability Advisory Council, to prioritize reliability and security risks within our region. This ranking occurred 

over the course of several meetings throughout November of 2020, and culminated in staff determining that 

the top security risk to MRO in 2021 is “Supply Chain.” The RRA also identifies the top reliability risk to 

MRO as “Uncertainty of Planning Reserve Margins,” with a focus on shortage of generation capacity that 

can be caused by forced outages and how that can impact the ability to balance load and generation, 

which can lead to firm load shed in extreme situations. 

Since late 2020, staff has been heavily involved throughout the first quarter of 2021 in addressing two 

major events across North America. A supply chain compromise that may be the biggest cyber event in 

history, as well as a cold weather event that led to firm load shed that was at least in part due to uncertainty 

of planning reserve margins brought on by extreme cold weather and forced generation outages. 

Staff’s ability to identify these risks early has led to a prodigious correlation between the MRO 2021 RRA 

and MRO’s proposed 2021 Strategic Metrics that will be presented to the board for approval on March 25, 

2021. Those metrics include projects such as focused outreach on prioritized risks from the RRA, including 

supply chain, deployment of a new cold weather generator preparedness and site visit program, and 

participation on the FERC inquiry team that is analyzing the February cold weather event. 

While the security and reliability analysis teams have been focused on these two major security and 

reliability events, MRO Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement Program (CMEP) staff continue to prepare 

for a major ERO business event that we’ve all been working towards for nearly three years – the release of 

Align and the Secure Evidence Locker (SEL). MRO, along with Texas RE, are the two regions that will pilot 

these tools for industry starting on March 31, 2021, when registered entities in our two regions will begin 

using the new tool for self-reports, mitigation, and enforcement processes. A number of staff have been 

spending a significant portion of their time on this project to ensure a smooth transition for our staff and 
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entities, as well as the rest of the ERO Enterprise that will follow Texas RE and MRO. Training for staff and 

registered entities has occurred, and MRO is excited for this historic milestone in the ERO’s 

implementation of the CMEP. Future releases planned throughout 2021 will include remaining CMEP 

functionality such as audits, data submittals, and self-certifications. 
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Outreach Report 
Richard Burt, Senior Vice President and Chief Operating Officer 

 

Action 
Information (Written Report) 

 

Report 
Outreach continues to be a primary method whereby MRO seeks to identify, prioritize, and mitigate risks to 

reliability and security. As noted in the recently released MRO 2020 Annual Report, total attendees for 

MRO events increased by 63% in 2020, and MRO continues to focus on providing outreach opportunities 

to meet this growing demand. Outreach completed in the first quarter includes the following: 

 The MRO Security Advisory Council Threat Forum (SACTF)—a forum for registered entities to 

share timely threat information regarding their environments with their peers and the E-ISAC in a 

trusted environment—held seven weekly threat calls this year as of the writing of this report.  

o Approximately 236 individuals participate on these weekly calls.  

o Additionally, a separate weekly call was implemented at the onset of the pandemic to share 

threat information, best practices, and lessons learned related to COVID-19. These calls 

will continue until it is determined that they are no longer necessary.  

 On January 19, 2021, the MRO Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement Program Advisory 

Council (CMEPAC) conducted a webinar on NERC Reliability Standard PER-006-1, with a focus on 

specific training for operating personnel. There were 140 registered attendees and a recording of 

the event is available here. 

 The CMEPAC continues to host monthly calls and has seen a steady increase in participation since 

implementing these calls in late 2020. This forum allows registered entities to share best practices, 

discuss compliance issues, and provides input to outreach opportunities that would best assist 

entities in the MRO footprint. 

 On January 26, 2021, MRO sponsored a webinar on the MRO 2020 Regional Winter Assessment, 

a new reliability assessment developed by MRO staff that is focused on system events and 

performance within the region, with an analysis of resource adequacy for the winter season. 

Approximately 112 individuals participated; the presentation is available here.  

 On February 17, 2021, the MRO Security Advisory Council sponsored a webinar on “Rethinking 

Security Monitoring for Electric Utilities.” This event provided registered entities with insight from an 

MRO entity that recently reimagined its approach to security monitoring with a focus on scalability 

and cost. There were 168 registered attendees.  

 On February 23 and March 3, 2021, MRO sponsored training on submitting self-reports and self-

logs using Align and Secure Evidence Lockers (SEL). Approximately 275 attendees participated. 

The recording is available here.  

Additionally, MRO has set dates for its three major advisory council-sponsored conferences in 2021. The 

virtual CMEP Conference will be on July 27, 2021, the virtual Reliability Conference will be on August 24, 

2021, and the virtual Security Conference will be on October 6, 2021. 

I look forward to any questions or input you might have on MRO’s outreach efforts. 
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External Affairs Report 
Tasha Ward, Director of Enforcement and External Affairs 

 

Action 
Information (Written Report) 

 

Report 
 

ERO Enterprise Speaking Engagements 

Throughout the COVID-19 pandemic, MRO staff continues to engage in external affairs opportunities 

remotely. On December 17, 2020, Bryan Clark, Director, Reliability Analysis, participated in a joint 

presentation on the ERO Long Term Reliability Assessment (LTRA) at the Organization of MISO states 

fourth quarter meeting, along with Mark Olson, Manager, Reliability Assessments, at NERC.  

Webinars and Conferences 

 

On January 14, 2021, Sara Patrick, Steen Fjalstad, and me, along with Fritz Hirst, Director of Legislative & 

Regulatory Affairs at NERC, and Manny Cancel, Senior Vice President and Chief Executive Officer of the 

E-ISAC, held a briefing on the recent cyber security compromise at the commissioners’ request, with two 

Minnesota Public Utility Commissioners and staff.     

On January 15, 2021, Sara Patrick and myself attended by special invitation the SolarWinds: What 

Happened and What Happens Now? webinar sponsored by the National Association of Regulatory Utility 

Commissioners.  

ERO Enterprise State Outreach Initiative 

The ERO Enterprise (collectively NERC and the Regional Entities) is undertaking an important initiative to 

strengthen relationships and become a valuable and trusted resource for other federal, provincial, and 

state regulatory agencies. MRO is taking a phased approach to implementing this initiative. On December 

15, 2020, MRO sent a message to members with information on the state outreach initiative and that MRO 

staff would be meeting with various state public utility commissioners and staff. Since the last board 

meeting, Bryan Clark and I have held informational sessions with commission staff from Kansas, 

Minnesota, Nebraska, and North Dakota. The initial 30-60 minute sessions gave the commissioners and 

staff information about MRO, including its purpose and mission, a high-level overview of the ERO LTRA, 

and an opportunity to ask questions and provide topics of interest for future discussions. MRO also joined 

SERC Reliability Corporation in the initial external affairs outreach meeting with commissioners and staff 

for the state of Arkansas.   
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Policy Matters 

a. NERC February Board of Trustees Meetings 
Sara Patrick, President and CEO 

 

Action 

Written Report 

Report 

The following NERC meetings took place via WebEx on February 4, 2021: 

 NERC Member Representatives Committee Meeting 

 NERC Board of Trustees Meeting 

The full meeting agendas, presentations, and draft minutes are on NERC’s website.  

NERC Member Representative Committee (MRC) Meeting Highlights 

The NERC Member Representative Committee (MRC) met on February 4, 2021. Paul Choudhury, MRC 

Chair, provided opening remarks and guided the committee through its agenda.  

The first order of business was the reelection of NERC Trustees Robin Manning and George Hawkins, as 

well as the approval of two new board members: former American Public Power Association CEO Sue 

Kelly, and Larry Irving, president and CEO of The Irving Group consulting firm. The new and returning 

trustees will serve three-year terms expiring in February 2024. The Nominating Committee selected Kelly 

and Irving as candidates for the seat to be vacated by trustee Jan Schori, who has served on the board for 

12 consecutive years and is therefore ineligible for reelection. 

Mark Rothleder, SVP & Chief Operating Officer of the California ISO, and Branden Sudduth, VP, Reliability 

Planning & Performance Analysis at WECC, presented on the August 2020 heat wave event in the west. 

Due to extreme heat across the western states, firm load was shed on August 14, 2020 (1,087 MW), and 

August 15. 2020 (692 MW). Rothleder shared the following preliminary findings from the event:  

1. The climate change-induced extreme heat wave across the western United States resulted in 

demand for electricity exceeding existing Resource Adequacy and planning targets;  

2. Planning targets in the transition to a reliable, clean and affordable resource mix have not resulted 

in sufficient resources to meet demand in the early evening hours of extremely hot days; and,  

3. Several practices in the energy markets exacerbated the supply challenges under highly stressed 

conditions.  

 

Sudduth shared that WECC identified inaccuracies in day-ahead forecasting. The load forecasting for 

August 14 and 15 was significantly lower than actual peak demand and variable generation affected the 

ability to help with peak demand. Sudduth went on to praise the high levels of coordination amongst the 

Reliability Coordinators in the Western Interconnection during this event. 

Jim Robb, President and CEO of NERC, discussed the response to the NERC Board of Trustee’s request 

for policy input, which focused on the post-pandemic meeting plan. Robb noted that while there was clear 

consensus on the importance of relationships and engagement and the need to conduct business, there 

was no clear consensus on the future plan. Similar to MRO’s experience with outreach over the past year, 
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it was noted that there is higher attendance for NERC meetings in the virtual world. Trustee Roy Thilly 

noted that NERC would announce by March 10, 2021, whether its May meeting would be held virtually. I 

have since received an invitation to join the Joint Board Leadership meeting via WebEx.  

Also of note during the MRC meeting was a discussion of the FERC Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 

(NOPR) regarding whether to change the ERO Performance Assessment from a five-year cycle to a three-

year cycle. Comments on the NOPR were due March 1, 2021. MRO joined in comments filed on behalf of 

the ERO Enterprise.  

Howard Gugel, Vice President of Engineering and Standards, presented on Battery Energy Storage 

Systems (BESS), with a focus on how these types of assets will be monitored through CMEP oversight to 

ensure reliability. There is consensus that when batteries are used as a generation resource, the current 

set of NERC Reliability Standards is adequate. However, when batteries are utilized as a transmission 

asset, which is currently being proposed by a number of MRO entities, it is less clear how to categorize the 

BESS to ensure appropriate coverage by the NERC Standards. 

NERC Board of Trustees Meeting Highlights 

The NERC Board of Trustees held its quarterly meeting on Thursday, February 4, 2021. Ken DeFontes and 

Robert Clarke presided over the meeting as the board’s new chair and vice chair, respectively. Outgoing 

board member Jan Schori was honored with a resolution in recognition of her contributions to NERC and 

the industry. The board welcomed returning trustees George Hawkins and Rob Manning as well as two 

new trustees: Larry Irving and Sue Kelly.  

Maria Pope, president and CEO of Portland General Electric, and Richard Glick, FERC chair, provided 

opening remarks. Pope reviewed industry’s significant investments of capital and human resources toward 

mitigating the impacts of wildfires throughout the West. She described the effectiveness of mutual 

assistance throughout the region and unprecedented industry coordination, and lauded WECC’s significant 

contributions toward mitigations. Pope concluded her remarks with a reminder that the ERO Enterprise 

should continue to be a leading voice on wildfire risk.  

Glick reflected on the shared mission of FERC and NERC, highlighting the need for continued close 

communication. Speaking to grid reliability, Glick described cyber security as a top priority for FERC and 

the greatest reliability challenge going forward. He noted that the recent supply chain compromise may 

warrant additional evolution in FERC’s approach to mitigating cybersecurity risk. Glick concluded his 

remarks by stressing the importance of natural gas supply to electric reliability, calling for more robust 

cyber security protections for the natural gas pipeline system.  

In his President’s Report, NERC President and Chief Executive Officer Jim Robb reflected on the past 

year, noting that we were just beginning to hear about COVID-19 at last year’s February board meeting. 

Robb discussed the Reliability Leadership Summit that took place in late January 2021. The two-day virtual 

event brought together industry experts and more than 400 participants to address topics related to known 

and emerging risks to bulk power system reliability. Robb also noted the accomplishments of the ERO 

Enterprise found in the 2020 Annual Report, including pandemic activities, the Align project, and supply 

chain efforts.  

I shared remarks on behalf of the ERO Executive Committee noting that one of the key strengths we have 
as an enterprise is our ability to quickly coordinate our individual activities to address rapidly evolving risks 
to the reliability and security of the North American bulk power system. In a span of less than 12 months, 
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we came together to respond to a global pandemic—coordinating our efforts to prioritize the health and 
safety of our staff and the continuity of our operations—while at the same time providing regulatory relief to 
allow industry to do the same. We also came together to respond to civil unrest that tested the core values 
of who we are as a nation…and as an ERO Enterprise community. George Floyd’s death made it 
abundantly clear that diversity, equity and inclusion aren’t just words on paper, they are verbs that require 
our action. Coordination continues across the ERO Enterprise to not only raise awareness amongst our 
staff, but to also address the inequities that inherently exist in our systems. Finally, we came together in 
December to address a significant supply chain compromise and the potential security risk posed to our 
industry. The Electricity Information Sharing and Analysis Center, along with NERC and the Regional 
Entities, acted quickly and in coordination with industry and government partners to assess the situation 
and safeguard the security of the North American bulk power system.  
 
Howard Gugel, Vice President of Engineering and Standards, provided an update on supply chain efforts. 

These efforts include the modification of the Supply Chain Standards to address Electronic Access Control 

and Monitoring System and Physical Access Control System (completed in 2020) and current work to 

address supply chain issues for low-impact Bulk Electric System (BES) Cyber Assets in CIP-003; the 

issuance of two level 2 alerts and a level 1 alert (2020 and 2021); and continued partnerships with the 

Department of Energy on vendor work and the North American Transmission Forum on certifications.  

The board voted to withdraw Reliability Standard CIP-002-6 – Cyber Security – BES Cyber System 

Categorization, which was filed with FERC in June. The NERC staff report explained that in light of recent 

cyber security events and the evolving threat landscape, additional caution is warranted regarding any 

criteria that may permit more entities to categorize BES Cyber Systems as low impact. NERC staff 

recommended further study on this issue. The board directed NERC to work with stakeholders and conduct 

the necessary additional studies and, recognizing the complexity of the undertaking, to expeditiously 

complete its analysis of the risk. NERC staff will report to the board on the status of this work on a quarterly 

basis.  

The board adopted Reliability Standard FAC-008-5 – Facility Ratings, which was undertaken in response to 

FERC Order No. 873. In addition, they voted to retain Requirement R8 and retire Requirement R7 from 

FAC-008-3. The Facility Ratings standard is part of NERC’s focus on ensuring NERC Reliability Standards 

appropriately address risks to the bulk power system through its Standards Efficiency Review. 

The board also accepted the white paper, Framework to Address Known and Emerging Reliability and 

Security Risks, which was endorsed by the Reliability Issues Steering Committee and the Reliability and 

Security Technical Committee. The white paper identifies a framework to support the ERO Enterprise’s 

mission of identifying, prioritizing, and mitigating risks. The white paper reviews how resilience is an 

important component of reliability risk management and considers the application of ERO Enterprise 

policies, procedures and programs within time required to apply the mitigation and the likelihood and 

severity. 
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Policy Matters 

b. Reliability Leadership Conference 
Sara Patrick, President and CEO 

 

Action 
Information (Written Report) 

Report 
NERC and its Reliability Issues Steering Committee (RISC) hosted the biennial Reliability Leadership 

Conference virtually on January 26-27, 2021.  During this event, leading industry experts addressed 

multiple topics relating to known and emerging risks to bulk power system reliability. 

Former FERC Chair and Commissioner Cheryl LaFleur, keynoted the opening day, and Jacinda B. 

Woodward, Senior Vice President, Power Operations at the Tennessee Valley Authority, provided keynote 

remarks on day two.  Similar to the increase in participation MRO has experienced with the remote work 

during the pandemic, this conference attracted nearly four times the typical number of registrants.  

The event included four panels focused on: 

 Grid Transformation – Panelists discussed the challenges created by the shift from conventional 

generation resources to the new resource mix, the challenges faced by operators and planners 

posed by new resource integration, as well as reliability and security impacts and the associated 

considerations.  

 Extreme Natural Events – Panelists discussed weather-related events and the impacts of “people” 

events, such as the current pandemic, as well as the unique challenges they create and ways to 

prepare for them.  

 Security Risks – Panelists discussed the evolution and potential mitigation activities that support 

operational, cyber and physical security, which are the essential components of a highly reliable 

bulk power system. 

 Critical Infrastructure Interdependencies – Panelists discussed the implications of the increased 

interdependencies between critical infrastructure and industry subsectors, as well as how best to 

address the jurisdictional issues that need to be tackled to address the risks these 

interdependencies present. 

A reception at the end of the first day featured Peter Fox-Penner, Ph.D., who speaks frequently on energy 

topics and is the author of numerous published articles and books, including “Smart Power: Climate 

Change, the Smart Grid, and the Future of Electric Utilities” and its sequel “Power After Carbon: Building a 

Clean, Resilient Grid.” 

The results and observations from the entire event will be used to identify, assess and manage reliability 

priorities across the Electric Reliability Organization (ERO) and will be documented in the RISC’s report, 

anticipated to be released in August 2021 (for background, see 2019 Report). 
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Other Business and Adjourn 

 

Action 
Review future meeting dates. 

 

Report 
 

 April 15, 2021 (Business Plan & Budget WebEx) 

 June 23-24, 2021 

 September 29-30, 2021 

 December 1-2, 2021 
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