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______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Overview 
 
 WIRAB is authorized, pursuant to Section 215(j) of the Federal Power Act, to advise 
FERC, the ERO (i.e., NERC) and WECC on the following: (1) the governance of an existing or 
proposed Regional Entity within the region; (2) whether a reliability standard proposed to apply 
within the region is just, reasonable, not unduly discriminatory or preferential and in the public 
interest; (3) whether fees proposed to be assessed in the region are just, reasonable, not unduly 
discriminatory or preferential and in the public interest; and (4) any other responsibilities 
requested by the Commission.  In addition, pursuant to FERC’s December 6, 2013 Order on 
Rehearing, WIRAB may provide advice to Peak Reliability on any of these four topics.1 
 
 Given this authority, WIRAB has identified recommendations for Peak Reliability 
(following up on a previous presentation to the IBC and the discussion papers presented at the 
October 30 WIRAB meeting in San Diego) in the following seven areas: (1) funding, 
(2) performance metrics, (3) services to BAs/TOPs, (4) information sharing, (5) budget and 
staffing, (6) best practices, and (7) outage communications with states/provinces. WIRAB’s 
specific ideas for each of these areas are briefly summarized below.  Ultimately, WIRAB 
believes that Peak needs to play a central role in protecting grid reliability and implementing best 
practices. 
 
Discussion 
 
(1)  Funding 
 
 WIRAB has consistently recommended Section 215 funding for Peak Reliability.2  Long 
term, WIRAB’s preference is for continued Section 215 funding of Peak for the following 

                                                            
1 “[D]eference to WIRAB is appropriate here because Peak Reliability funding implicates the following topics listed 
in FPA section 215(j) on which a Regional Advisory Body may give advice: ‘governance of an existing or proposed 
regional entity … [and] whether fees proposed to be assessed within the region are just, reasonable, not unduly 
discriminatory or preferential, and in the public interest.’” Order on Rehearing, Independent Reliability Coordinator 
for Western Interconnection Filings, and Directing Compliance Filings, 145 FERC ¶ 61,202 P 46 (2013) 
(“December 6 Order”). 
2 See: WIRAB Motion to Intervene and File Comments in Response to WECC’s Petition for Declaratory Order, 
FERC Docket No. EL13-52-000 (April 11, 2013); WIRAB Motion for Leave to Answer and Answer, Docket No. 
EL13-52-001 (Aug. 7, 2013); WIRAB Advice to NERC on WECC’s Draft 2014 Budgets for WECC and the 
Reliability Coordination Company (submitted via email to NERC on July 17, 2013); WIRAB Motion to Intervene 
and File Comments in Response to NERC’s Request for Acceptance of 2014 Business Plans and Budgets of NERC 
and Regional Entities and for Approval of Proposed Assessments to Fund Budgets, FERC Docket No. RR13-9-000 
(Sep. 20, 2013); WIRAB Motion to Intervene and File Comments in Response to NERC’s Amended and Restated 
Delegation Agreement with WECC, FERC Docket No. RR13-10-000 (Sep. 16, 2013); and WIRAB Motion to 
Intervene and File Comments in Response to the Amended Compliance Filings of WECC and NERC, FERC Docket 
Nos. EL13-52-00, et al. (Dec. 30, 2013).  
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reasons: (1) mandatory assessments eliminate the potential for “free riders;” (2) broad-based 
financing through Section 215 assessments ensures the independence of the RC from specific 
owners and operators of the transmission system; and (3) Section 215 funding provides stable 
and assured funding for the Reliability Coordination function.  
 
 WIRAB understands that, pursuant to section 13.3 of its bylaws, Peak Reliability’s Board 
of Directors is required to develop an alternative funding proposal within two years of 
bifurcation for membership consideration. WIRAB further understands that any alternative 
funding mechanism must be approved by FERC.3 Although WIRAB has not been invited to 
participate directly in the EEI-facilitated funding discussions currently taking place with BAs 
and TOPs, WIRAB will continue to follow the progress of these discussions and will provide 
advice to Peak, and FERC, as necessary.  
 
(2) Performance Metrics 
 
 Performance metrics are critical for any organization in order to encourage improvement, 
effectiveness and efficiency, to assess risk, and to determine appropriate levels of internal 
controls. Because Peak Reliability is a new company, WIRAB believes that now is the best time 
to establish these important metrics in order to measure Peak’s performance as a Reliability 
Coordinator for the Western Interconnection.  
 
 WIRAB urges Peak to adopt metrics that measure the following: (1) the overall reliability 
of the grid, (2) the internal performance of Peak, and (3) the individual performance of BAs and 
TOPs on key reliability factors. WIRAB has set forth in detail initial recommendations for Peak 
Reliability’s performance metrics in a discussion paper presented at the October 30, 2013 
WIRAB meeting and is interested in collaborating with the Peak Board of Directors and the Peak 
MAC to further develop these metrics going forward.4  As a next step, WIRAB recommends that 
Peak staff propose metrics and create a group that involves WIRAB to review and amend the 
proposed metrics. 
 
(3) Services to BAs and TOPs 
 
 In response to shortcomings identified by both NERC and FERC in their joint inquiry 
into the September 8, 2011 Pacific Southwest outage, in 2012, WECC began conducting an 
annual survey of Western Interconnection entity operating practices. WECC’s 2012 and 2013 
surveys continue to show gaps in these practices, particularly in the following areas: (1) post-
contingency mitigation, (2) utilization of real-time tools for Real-Time Contingency Analysis, 
(3) sharing of next-day studies, (4) consideration of the RC’s assessment in entity next-day 
studies, (5) coordination between neighboring TOPs on seasonal studies, (6) utilization and 
quality of studies, (7) improvement of the dynamic model, and (8) practice and quality of 
benchmarking of system models.  
 
 It is WIRAB’s position that there are a number of potential measures to reduce gaps in 
Western Interconnection reliability practices. One of those measures is for Peak Reliability to 
make available to all BAs and TOPs, particularly those BAs and TOPs with less sophisticated 

                                                            
3 See: December 6 Order at P 51. 
4 WIRAB’s October 30, 2013 Peak Reliability Performance Metrics Discussion Paper is available here. 
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analytic capabilities, services delineated in the Reliability Coordinator/Idaho Power Company 
model agreement (Idaho Power Agreement).  
 
 In addition, WIRAB supports Peak providing any services to BAs and TOPs that will 
improve grid reliability practices in the Western Interconnection, including those services that 
Peak has already contracted to provide to the Southwest Reserve Sharing Group and the 
Northwest Power Pool MC members. 
 
(4) Information Sharing 
 
 Peak Reliability’s stated mission is to “support and promote the social welfare by 
endeavoring to ensure reliability by providing real-time interconnection-wide oversight of the 
BES within the Peak Reliability footprint, coordinating necessary real-time and seasonal 
planning and modeling, and ensuring that data critical to the reliable and efficient operation of 
the BES is shared appropriately.”5 WIRAB believes that overly restrictive data sharing practices 
continue to exist in the Western Interconnection and further, that Peak’s mission is being 
undercut by these practices. 
 
 More specifically, while WIRAB acknowledges that the Universal Non-Disclosure 
Agreement (UNDA) made great strides in improving data sharing practices between BAs and 
TOPs in the Western Interconnection, the UNDA has also had unintended consequences. First, 
the UNDA made previously public historical path flow and limit data confidential (i.e., only 
shared with UNDA signatories).6 Second, due to bifurcation, the UNDA is now forced to work in 
tandem with a number of other data sharing policies, resulting in a data sharing “environment” 
rife with conflict and uncertainty. More specifically, the UNDA must work together with the 
following recently approved WECC policies: (1) Information Sharing Policy, (2) Confidentiality 
Policy, and (3) Information Reporting Policy.7 In addition, both WECC and Peak are still 
attempting to work out a data sharing arrangement between the two organizations so that WECC 
can obtain UNDA-covered data needed to execute WECC’s responsibilities.  However, that 
agreement could potentially be impacted by the Revised RC Agreement, an amended version of 
which was filed with FERC on December 19, 2013.8 Pursuant to this agreement, all data shared 
between Peak and WECC is to be treated as confidential, regardless of what other outstanding 
data sharing agreements may say.  
 
 In summary, WIRAB believes that the proposed information sharing policies, as they 
exist today, are overly restrictive. WIRAB further believes that operational information should 
be available to independent researchers with appropriate safeguards in place to protect CEII data, 
and that historical information (including path flows and limits) should be publicly available. 
Unless these practices are rectified, WIRAB recommends that WECC use its authority under 
Section 1600 of the NERC Rules of Procedure and/or file a Petition for Declaratory Order at 

                                                            
5 See: Bylaws of Peak Reliability, Section 1.2, page 6 (available here). 
6 For more information on WIRAB’s concerns regarding the value of historical path flow and limit data, please refer 
to WIRAB’s comments submitted to WECC on WECC’s Information Sharing Policy (Phase 1 Comments | Phase 2 
Comments) and WIRAB’s presentation on data sharing at the October 30 WIRAB meeting in San Diego. 
7 See: Board of Directors Voting Summary from the December 2013 WECC Board Meeting, page 4 (available 
here). 
8 See: Sections 5 and 9 of the Revised RC Agreement, filed with FERC by WECC on December 19. Compliance 
Filing of the Western Electricity Coordinating Council, FERC Docket No. RR13-12-001 (Dec. 19, 2013). 
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FERC in order to improve information sharing practices to enable better understanding and 
operation of the Western grid.  
 
(5) Budget and Staffing 
 
 On January 30, WIRAB submitted to Peak Reliability staff a set of proposed questions 
that WIRAB hopes Peak can appropriately address in the development of its 2015 proposed 
budget to WECC, NERC and FERC.9 WIRAB organized the questions into the following four 
categories of relevance: (1) base budget expenditures, (2) base budget revenues, (3) base budget 
activities, and (4) budget contingencies. Pursuant to its authority under Section 215(j) of the 
Federal Power Act, WIRAB will offer advice to Peak Reliability on its proposed 2015 budget, as 
well as to NERC, FERC, and WECC, as appropriate.  
 
 Additionally, as further explained in its October 30 discussion paper on the topic, 
WIRAB will continue to monitor Peak’s efforts to adequately staff its RC function, fill critical 
vacancies originally identified by the WECC RC Task Force,10 and take on all necessary 
functions to ensure system reliability. To this end, WIRAB members would find value in a 
formal update from Peak on its current staffing levels and what policies it has implemented to 
improve both its hiring practices and its retention rate. 
 
(6) Best Practices 
 
 Across the Western Interconnection, there is a need to expand the sharing of best 
practices – not only among utilities, but with the public at large. It is WIRAB’s belief that 
sharing best practices is a more effective approach to improving reliability practices than relying 
solely on the development and enforcement of mandatory NERC reliability standards.  
 
 WIRAB’s October 30 discussion paper on this topic further clarifies WIRAB’s ideas on 
how WECC and Peak Reliability can most effectively disseminate best practices in the Western 
Interconnection. 11 Specifically in regard to Peak Reliability, WIRAB continues to believe Peak 
can build on its performance metrics by: (1) determining what constitutes superior BA/TOP 
practices in areas such as accuracy of Network Model and grid management tools, (2) posting 
each company’s performance on WECCRC.org, (3) issuing a public report on what constitutes 
best practices for Peak’s member entities in the Western Interconnection, and (4) recognizing 
superior performance by Registered Entities.  
 
 WIRAB recommends that Peak work with WECC, the Western Electricity Industry 
Leaders’ Group (WEIL), and WIRAB to develop an effective “game plan” to implement best 
practices throughout the interconnection. 
  
(7) Outage Communication with States/Provinces 
 
 The December 4, 2013 load shedding event in eastern Idaho lasted nearly 13 hours and 
involved the interruption of 158 MW of firm load to some 60,000 customers – all while 

                                                            
9 A copy of these questions has been included as an addendum to this document (beginning on page 6). 
10 WIRAB’s October 30, 2013 Peak Reliability Staffing Concerns Discussion Paper is available here.  
11 WIRAB’s October 30, 2013 Dissemination of Best Practices Discussion Paper is available here. 
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temperatures lingered in a subzero cold snap. The severity and duration of this event, combined 
with a lack of communication between the WECC RC function and utilities with the impacted 
state and local governments, highlights the need to implement robust communications protocols 
between Peak Reliability and the Western Interconnection states and provinces. In the interest of 
collaborating with Peak on this important objective, on January 16, WIRAB submitted a letter to 
Peak’s CEO and IBC Chair, recommending that Peak develop a protocol for communicating 
with PUCs and Governors/Premiers before, during, and after an outage involving the loss of 
electric power to a significant number of customers.12 In terms of next steps, WIRAB 
recommends the following: 
 

 As a first step in the dialogue, it would be valuable for Peak to outline its regulatory 
obligations for communications related to an outage and identify what it believes are best 
practices.13  

 WIRAB will identify existing requirements imposed by state emergency authorities, as 
well as PUC requirements, for communications related to outages.  

 WIRAB will further examine how other areas of the country (e.g., PJM) may already be 
setting the standard for these types of important communications.  
  

                                                            
12 WIRAB’s January 16, 2014 letter to Peak Reliability is available here. 
13 WIRAB believes that the recent PJM experience, where there was poor communication during the September 
2013 heat wave and excellent communication during the more recent polar vortex event, will provide useful insights 
in terms of how best to ensure effective, streamlined communications between the Reliability Coordinator and 
Western Interconnection states and provinces.  
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ADDENDUM 
WIRAB Questions Regarding the 2015 Peak Reliability Budget 

 
Base Budget Expenditures 
 
What is the proposed total budget for 2015 and how does it compare to the comparable RC 
budget for 2013 and 2014?  What are the sources of the major changes in the 2015 budget from 
previous years? 
 
What is the breakout of expenses by functional category and how does it compare to previous 
years? 
 
What are the proposed staffing levels for 2015?  How does it compare?  What changes in salary 
(promotions, merit increases) does the 2015 budget support? 
 
What is proposed ratio of managers/directors to total employees and how does that compare to 
previous years?   
 
What is the total staffing cost and how does it compare to years?  What increases in 
compensation levels are budgeted?   
 
What is the total IT budget and how does it compare with the 2014 budget?  What changes to the 
IT systems are anticipated in the 2015 budget?  Will the 2015 budget fund the use of tools 
developed under the WISP program, the addition of new analysis tools?  Which tools are not 
funded in the 2015 budget? 
 
What is the total training budget and how does it compare with the 2014 budget?  What are the 
priority training activities? 
 
Does your budget anticipate and fund:  the establishment and implementation of communications 
protocols with PUCs/Governors before, during and after outages resulting in the loss of power to 
a significant number of customers; operating an effective communications program between 
Peak and system operators (e.g., RC forum or other mechanism); and implementing a program(s) 
to promote best practices by BAs, TOPs and GOPs. 
 
Base Budget Revenues  
 
What are all the sources of revenues for 2015? 
 
What income is expected from the AESO and BC Hydro? 
 
What is the impact of loss of funding from AESO and BC Hydro on Section 215 assessments? 
 
Does the 2015 budget anticipate any other entities deciding not to use Peak’s Reliability 
Coordination function? 
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Base Budget Activities 
 
 What services does Peak expect to offer external parties in 2015? 
 

o What is the estimated income and sources of income for services Peak may provide to 
Registered Entities under an Idaho Power Company-type agreement? 

o What are the services and cost of those services that may be provided to the 
Northwest Power Pool MC participants? 

o What are the services and cost of those services provided to the Southwest Reserve 
Sharing Group? 

o Are these services fully paid for by the contracting parties? 
o How many additional personnel, if any, will be hired to execute the services to be 

provided under contract? 
 
 Does the proposed budget anticipate work in any of the following areas:  

o Conduct reviews of system performance after each shift or review prior day’s 
performance with Operation and Engineering management (studies, outages, tools, 
personnel performance)? 

o Conduct forensic analysis of divergences between the output of the state estimator 
and RTCA (and other tools) and actual grid performance? 

o Improve models that may not deliver accurate results? 
o Evaluate and quantify the quality of data and analysis submissions from BAs and 

TOPs, as required pursuant to IRO 10 and provide feedback to those entities 
regarding their performance? 

o Establish metrics that measure the performance of Peak staff and analysis tools and 
the performance and analysis of BAs and TOPs along the lines outlined in the 
October 30 WIRAB draft discussion paper on Peak Reliability metrics? 
 

 Does the Peak budget have resources to fully execute all necessary mitigation actions from 
the September 2011 outage? 
 

 What new tools or enhanced tools are included in the 2015 budget that will provide added 
Situational Awareness or next day study abilities? 

 
 Synchrophasor data 

o What expenditures are included in the proposed budget for the development and 
deployment of new analysis tools using synchrophasor data (e.g., transient stability 
analysis)? 
 

Budget Contingencies  
 
Does the budget include reserves to pay potential penalties Peak incurs in 2015 for violation of 
reliability standards?  How much money?  What were the assumptions that led to the proposed 
amount of reserves to pay penalties? 
 What other contingencies are included in the reserve calculation for Peak? 
 Does the budget include funds to pay back any loans from WECC in 2014? 
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 Which activities would Peak drop if its proposed budget were cut by $1 million, $5 million 
and $10 million and what are the consequences of reducing/eliminating those activities? 

 What additional activities would Peak undertake if its proposed budget were increased by $1 
million, $5 million and $10 million and what would be the benefits derived from those 
activities? 

 


