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Proposed 2016 Board Committee and
Vice Chair Appointments

Proposed 2016 Board Committee and Vice Chair Appointments
Vice Chair and Chair-Elect – Roy Thilly

ESCC Observers – Paul Barber and George Hawkins

Corporate Governance 
and Human Resources
Bob Clarke, Chair
Ken DeFontes
Fred Gorbet, ex officio
Ken Peterson
Roy Thilly

Nominating
Ken Peterson, Chair
Bob Clarke
Ken DeFontes
Dave Goulding
George Hawkins
Jan Schori

Finance and Audit
Jan Schori, Chair
Janice Case
Bob Clarke
Ken DeFontes
Fred Gorbet, ex officio
Ken Peterson

Enterprise-wide Risk 
David Goulding, Chair
Bob Clarke
Fred Gorbet, ex officio
George Hawkins
Jan Schori

Compliance
Janice Case, Chair
Fred Gorbet, ex officio
Dave Goulding
Jan Schori
Roy Thilly

Standards and Oversight 
Technology
Ken Peterson, Chair
Paul Barber
Ken DeFontes
Fred Gorbet, ex officio
Dave Goulding
George Hawkins
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2015 NERC Performance Report

Mark Lauby, Senior Vice President and Chief Reliability Officer
Corporate Governance and Human Resources Committee Meeting
February 10, 2016
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2015 Metrics

Many 2015 Metrics Achieved Target 
• All 2015 Metrics Achieved Threshold

Metric 1: Reliability Results
• Achieved Target (100% credit)
 No Category 4 or 5 events 

Metric 2: Assurance Effectiveness
• Achieved Target (100% credit)
 Only one Category 3 event in 2015 
 Gap analysis not due until 2016
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2015 Metrics

Metric 3: Risk Mitigation Effectiveness
• Achieved Target (100% credit)
 3.1- Changing Resource Mix
 3.2- Extreme Physical Events
 3.3- Cybersecurity Preparedness
 3.4- Protection System Misoperations
 3.5- Extreme Weather Preparedness and Resiliency Efforts
 3.6- Right-of-Way Clearances
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2015 Metrics

Metric 4: Program Execution Effectiveness
• Achieved Target (100% credit)
 Sub-metric B: Quality, up-to-date guidance developed for Standards
 Sub-metric C: Registration
 Sub-metric I: Quality of planning models
 Sub-metric L: BES Security Metrics Framework
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Metric 4: Program Execution Effectiveness
• Threshold or Partial Credit
 Sub-metric A: Standards- 11 out of 13 Standards  completed= 95.38%
 Sub-metric G: Implementation of risk-based Compliance Monitoring and 

Enforcement= 85%
 Sub-metric H: Increase ES-ISAC participation= 70%
 Sub-metric J: ERO Operating Model Transition= 85%
 Sub-metric K: Stakeholder survey = 70%

2015 Metrics
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Summary of 2015 Board and Board 
Committees’ Self-Assessments and MRC 
Assessment of Board of Trustees Effectiveness

February 10, 2016
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Surveys Overview

• NERC engaged TalentQuest to conduct the annual Board of Trustees (Board) 
and Member Representatives Committee (MRC) surveys through an online 
methodology.

• The surveys were administered from November 10 to December 18, 2015, to 
a total of 36 Board and MRC members.

• Across all surveys, response rates ranged from 93% to 100%
Survey Respondents Response Rate

Board of Trustees 9 of 9 100%

Member Representatives Committee 25 of 27 93%

Compliance Committee 5 of 5 100%

Corporate Governance and Human Resources 
Committee

5 of 5 100%

Finance and Audit Committee 6 of 6 100%

Nominating Committee 7 of 7 100%

Standards Oversight and Technology Committee 4 of 4 100%

Enterprise-Wide Risk Committee 5 of 5 100%
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• Respondents were asked to rate items on a 1 to 5 point scale to 
indicate their evaluation for each rated item
 1 = Needs Prompt Attention (“unacceptable performance”)
 2 = Below Expectations (“performance area with opportunity for improvement”)
 3 = Meets Expectations (“meets the required standard of performance”)
 4 = Exceeds Expectations (“exceeds the required standard of performance”)
 5 = Outstanding (“far exceeds the required standard of performance”)

• Above scale is a change from 2014 survey, which used a 3 point scale 
where “2” was “meets expectations”

• Additional items were evaluated by selection of “Yes” or “No” to 
indicate agreement or disagreement

• For any item rated “1” (Needs Prompt Attention), “2” (Below 
Expectations), or “No”, mandatory comments were required to explain 
the rationale for the rating or selection

Board Rating Scale
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Board Self-Assessment Summary

• Of the 27 rated items, the Board’s overall item average rating was 
4.13, with item averages ranging from 3.33 to 4.67

• Lowest Rated Item (3.33):
 The number of Committee meetings is appropriate.

• Of the Board’s five lowest rated items:
 Two are also in the MRC’s lowest rated items (number of committee meetings; 

consideration of costs and benefits of new standards) 

• Highest Rated Item (4.67):
 The Board effectively works with the MRC and other stakeholders to seek and 

consider stakeholder input when establishing ERO priorities and considering key 
policy issues.

 MRC rating was 3.44.  

• Of the Board’s seven highest rated items:
 Three are also in the MRC’s highest rated items (effectiveness of Board Chair; 

effectiveness of Trustee participation)
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Board Highest Rated Items

4.67

4.56

4.44

4.44

4.44

4.44

4.44

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

The Board effectively works with the MRC and other stakeholders
to seek and consider stakeholder input when establishing ERO

priorities and considering key policy issues.

The Chair of the Board effectively oversees and facilitates Board
activities and direction.

The Board's decision making process is sufficiently transparent
and open.

Board members reflect broad diversity of competency strengths
and professional experience.

The Chair manages meetings efficiently to allow for sufficient
discussion and constructive input on important issues and
provides appropriate allocation of time to agenda items.
Board goals, expectations, and concerns are effectively

communicated with the CEO and other senior management
through sufficient, meaningful dialog during Board meetings or…

Board members participate as equals and communicate openly.
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Board Lowest Rated Items

3.89

3.78

3.78

3.44

3.33

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

The Board's Committees have suitable mandates and
membership.

The Board avoids excessive involvement in detail and day-to-day
management.

The Board has established procedures that ensure Board
members receive written meeting notices, agendas and

appropriate background material in time to prepare in advance of
meetings, are presented meaningful information during…

The Board sufficiently ensures that standards development and
approval process considers the costs and benefits of new

reliability standards.

The number of Committee meetings is appropriate.
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MRC Assessment Summary

• Of 21 rated items, the MRC overall item average rating was 3.43, with 
item averages ranging from 2.68 to 4.00

• Lowest Rated Item (2.68):
 The Board sufficiently ensures that standards development and approval process 

considers the costs and benefits of new reliability standards.

• Of the MRC’s five lowest rated items:
 Two are also in the BOT’s lowest rated items (number of committee meetings; 

consideration of costs and benefits of new standards)

• Highest Rated Item (4.00):
 The Board takes appropriate account of the international charter of the North 

American bulk power system.

• Of the MRC’s six highest rated items:
 Three are also in the BOT’s highest rated items (effectiveness of Board Chair; 

effectiveness of Trustee participation)



RELIABILITY | ACCOUNTABILITY10

MRC Highest Rated Items

4.00

3.76

3.72

3.60

3.56

3.56

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

The Board takes appropriate account of the international
charter of the North American bulk power system.

The Chair manages meetings efficiently to allow for sufficient
discussion and constructive input on important issues and
provides appropriate allocation of time to agenda items.

The Chair of the Board effectively oversees and facilitates
Board activities and direction.

The Board has knowledge of and familiarity with NERC's
corporate values, mission, vision, strategic plan, and business
plan and reflects this understanding in evaluating key issues.

Board members participate as equals and communicate
openly.

The Board is sufficiently involved in the ERO Enterprise (NERC
and the Regional Entities) annual business planning and

budgeting process.
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MRC Lowest Rated Items

3.28

3.24

3.08

3.00

2.68

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

The Board establishes a positive and cooperative dialogue
with U.S. federal and state regulators.

The number of Committee meetings is appropriate.

The Board's decision making process is not inappropriately
influenced by either management or the stakeholders.

The Board sufficiently ensures that the ERO Enterprise's
compliance and enforcement processes are efficient and cost

effective.

The Board sufficiently ensures that standards development
and approval process considers the costs and benefits of new

reliability standards.
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MRC Most Favorably Rated Items
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2

3

2

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

The Board takes appropriate account of the international
charter of the North American bulk power system.

Board members stay abreast of issues and trends affecting
NERC and the industry and use this information to assess and

guide NERC performance.

The Board effectively works with management to establish
NERC's strategic and business plans.

The Chair manages meetings efficiently to allow for sufficient
discussion and constructive input on important issues and
provides appropriate allocation of time to agenda items.

The Board effectively sets priorities through the strategic and
annual business plans.

The Board's decision making process is sufficiently transparent
and open.

Favorable (Exceeds Expectations or Outstanding)
Neutral (Meets Expectations)
Unfavorable (Needs Prompt Attention or Below Expectations)
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MRC Least Favorably Rated Items

8

8

5

5

3
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9
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1
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The Board's decision making process is not inappropriately
influenced by either management or the stakeholders.

The Board's size is appropriate and effective.

The Board sufficiently ensures that standards development
and approval process considers the costs and benefits of new

reliability standards.

The number of Committee meetings is appropriate.

The Board sufficiently ensures that the ERO Enterprise's
compliance and enforcement processes are efficient and cost

effective.

Favorable (Exceeds Expectations or Outstanding)
Neutral (Meets Expectations)
Unfavorable (Needs Prompt Attention or Below Expectations)
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MRC Lowest Rated Items
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The Board sufficiently ensures that standards development and
approval process considers the costs and benefits of new

reliability standards.

The Board sufficiently ensures that the ERO Enterprise's
compliance and enforcement processes are efficient and cost

effective.

The Board's decision making process is not inappropriately
influenced by either management or the stakeholders.

The number of Committee meetings is appropriate.

The Board establishes a positive and cooperative dialogue with
U.S. federal and state regulators.

Favorable (Exceeds Expectations or Outstanding)
Neutral (Meets Expectations)
Unfavorable (Needs Prompt Attention or Below Expectations)
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BOT-MRC Comparison Summary

• For those items that were rated by both the Board of Trustees 
and the MRC, the average difference in scores was .73 with the 
BOT average rating of 4.16 and the MRC average rating of 3.43

• For all items, the Board rated more favorably than the MRC with 
net item differences ranging from .09 to 1.25

• Board and MRC rated Board at 3.0 or above on every item 
except for MRC rating of 2.86 on consideration of costs and 
benefits of new standards
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BOT-MRC Comparison

4.16

3.43

3.80

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

Overall Survey Average

BOT MRC Overall
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BOT-MRC Topic Area Comparison

*Statistically significant difference (p<.05)

Note: Only items included in both the BOT and MRC surveys were considered for comparison analysis (the MRC survey only contains a subset of the BOT survey items).

4.23

4.03

4.22

4.28

4.19

4.04

3.62

3.24

3.41

3.42

3.57

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

*Strategy

*Oversight

Stakeholder Relations

Composition/Structure

Board Functioning

NERC Management

BOT MRC
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BOT-MRC Greatest Item Differences

4.33

4.67

4.00

4.44

4.44

4.44

3.08

3.44

3.00

3.48

3.48

3.56

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

*The Board's decision making process is not inappropriately
influenced by either management or the stakeholders.

*The Board effectively works with the MRC and other
stakeholders to seek and consider stakeholder input when

establishing ERO priorities and considering key policy issues.

*The Board sufficiently ensures that the ERO Enterprise's
compliance and enforcement processes are efficient and cost

effective.

*The Board's decision making process is sufficiently
transparent and open.

*Board members reflect broad diversity of competency
strengths and professional experience.

*Board members participate as equals and communicate
openly.

BOT MRC

*Statistically significant difference (p<.05)

Note: Only items included in both the BOT and MRC surveys were considered for comparison analysis (the MRC survey only contains a subset of the BOT survey items).
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BOT-MRC Greatest Item Differences, Cont.

4.44

4.38

4.56

4.38

3.44

4.11

3.56

3.52

3.72

3.60

2.68

3.36

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

*Board members participate as equals and communicate
openly.

*Board members stay abreast of issues and trends affecting
NERC and the industry and use this information to assess and

guide NERC performance.

*The Chair of the Board effectively oversees and facilitates
Board activities and direction.

*The Board has knowledge of and familiarity with NERC's
corporate values, mission, vision, strategic plan, and business
plan and reflects this understanding in evaluating key issues.

*The Board sufficiently ensures that standards development
and approval process considers the costs and benefits of new

reliability standards.

The Board's size is appropriate and effective.

BOT MRC

*Statistically significant difference (p<.05)

Note: Only items included in both the BOT and MRC surveys were considered for comparison analysis (the MRC survey only contains a subset of the BOT survey items).



RELIABILITY | ACCOUNTABILITY21

MRC Lowest Rated Items- Comparison

3.44

4.00

4.33

3.33

4.00

2.68

3.00

3.08

3.24

3.28

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

*The Board sufficiently ensures that standards development
and approval process considers the costs and benefits of new

reliability standards.

*The Board sufficiently ensures that the ERO Enterprise's
compliance and enforcement processes are efficient and cost

effective.

*The Board's decision making process is not inappropriately
influenced by either management or the stakeholders.

The number of Committee meetings is appropriate.

The Board establishes a positive and cooperative dialogue with
U.S. federal and state regulators.

BOT MRC

*Statistically significant difference (p<.05)

Note: Only items included in both the BOT and MRC surveys were considered for comparison analysis (the MRC survey only contains a subset of the BOT survey items).
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Other Factors

• For Board self-assessment, both “Yes/No” items received a 
100% response of “Yes”:
 I feel I am personally making a meaningful contribution to the corporation 

by my attendance and participation at the Board, committee meetings, 
and other activities.

 I feel my peers are personally making a meaningful contribution to the 
corporation by their attendance and participation at the Board, committee 
meetings, and other activities.
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Potential Areas for Board Focus

• Based on the Board self-assessments and MRC assessments, the 
following areas could be considered for Board focus:
 Continue work on consideration of costs in the development of new 

reliability standards in development and approval processes
 Continue work on transparency of input from stakeholders and 

management in Board decision making 
 Continue work on enhancing the strategic planning process



Year-Over-Year Analysis
2014-2015
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Year-Over-Year Overview

• A comparative analysis of year-over-year results was conducted. 
Changes in the survey composition (items and rating scale) 
should be carefully considered when interpreting results  

• This analysis provides additional insight to 2015 findings
• Analyses outline:
 Comparison of response rates
 Comparisons of certain items from 2014 and 2015 Board and MRC Surveys
 Overall comparison by Committee surveys
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Response Rates

Survey 2014 Response Rate 2015 Response Rate

Board of Trustees 10 of 10 (100%) 9 of 9 (100%)

Member Representatives Committee 24 of 27 (89%) 25 of 27 (93%)

Compliance Committee 6 of 6 (100%) 5 of 5 (100%)

Corporate Governance and Human
Resources Committee

5 of 5 (100%) 5 of 5 (100%)

Finance and Audit Committee 6 of 6 (100%) 6 of 6 (100%)

Nominating Committee 12 of 14 (86%) 7 of 7 (100%)

Standards Oversight and technology 
Committee

6 of 6 (100%) 4 of 4 (100%)

Enterprise-Wide Risk Committee 7 of 8 (88%) 5 of 5 (100%)
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Year-Over-Year Analysis 

• Board item resulting in a significant positive shift between 2014 
and 2015:
 “Board members reflect broad diversity of competency strengths and 

professional experience.” Ranked among the lowest rated items in 2014 
(2.44) and among the highest rated items in 2015 (4.44). 

• MRC item resulting in a slight positive shift between 2014 and 
2015:
 “The Board sufficiently ensures that the ERO Enterprise (NERC and the 

Regional Entities) business plan and budget provides for the efficient and 
cost-effective operation of the ERO Enterprise.” Ranked among the lowest 
rated items in 2014 (1.96), rated 3.36 in 2015.
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Year-Over-Year Analysis 

• Board items ranked as lowest rated items in both 2014 and 2015
 “The number of Committee meetings is appropriate.” (3.33, 2015; 2.40, 

2014)
 “The Board avoids excessive involvement in detail and day-to-day 

management.” (3.78, 2015; 2.20, 2014)
 “The Board has established procedures that ensure Board members 

receive written meeting notices, agendas and appropriate background 
material in time to prepare in advance of meetings, are presented 
meaningful information during meetings, and receive timely and accurate 
minutes.” (3.78, 2015; 2.50, 2014)

 “The Board’s Committees have suitable mandates and membership.” 
(3.89, 2015; 2.40, 2014)

• MRC items did not reflect any significant negative shifts 
between 2014 and 2015 
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Overview

Overall Averages by Committee Surveys

Note: Perceived differences in averages are misleading due to significant change in the survey rating scale.

2.62

2.24

2.30

2.22

2.31

2.32

2.63

2.24

4.16

3.43

3.84

3.59

3.92

3.77

4.13

3.53

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

Board of Trustees

Member Representatives Committee

Corporate Governance and Human Resources Committee

Compliance Committee

Finance and Audit Committee

Standards Oversight and Technology Committee

Nominating Committee

Enterprise-Wide Risk Committee

2014 2015



RELIABILITY | ACCOUNTABILITY32



Summary of 2015 Board of 
Trustees Corporate Governance 
and Human Resources Committee 
Survey
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Overview

• NERC engaged TalentQuest to conduct its annual Board of 
Trustees Corporate Governance and Human Resources 
Committee (CGHRC) Survey through an online methodology

• The CGHRC survey was administered from November 10 to 
December 18, 2015, to a total of 5 Committee members

• 5 Committee members responded to the survey
 100% response rate
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• Respondents were asked to rate items on a 1 to 5 point scale to 
indicate their evaluation for each rated item
 1 = Needs Prompt Attention (“unacceptable performance”)
 2 = Below Expectations (“performance area with opportunity for 

improvement”)
 3 = Meets Expectations (“meets the required standard of performance”)
 4 = Exceeds Expectations (“exceeds the required standard of 

performance”)
 5 = Outstanding (“far exceeds the required standard of performance”)

• Additional items were evaluated by selection of “Yes” or “No” to 
indicate agreement or disagreement

• For any item rated “1” (Needs Prompt Attention), “2” (Below 
Expectations), or “No”, mandatory comments were required to 
explain the rationale for the rating or selection

Rating Scale
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Results Summary

• The overall CGHR survey average was 3.84, with item averages 
ranging from 3.40 to 4.60

• Given the lowest item averages are well above 3.00, the CGHR is 
seen to be operating at expectations or higher 
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CGHRC Committee Highest Rated Items

4.60

4.40

4.20

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

The Committee reviews the CEO's performance,
recommends to the Board the compensation, including

salary and bonus, and provides feedback, as appropriate.

The Committee reviews annually the compensation plan for
members of the Board.

The Committee coordinates an annual effectiveness
evaluation of the Board and Committees.

CGHRC Highest Rated Items
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CGHRC Committee Lowest Rated Item

3.40

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

The Committee works with management to assure that
new Board member orientation and education is

comprehensive and meaningful.

CGHRC Lowest Rated Items
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Committee Functioning

• Across all Committee surveys, 4 “Yes/No” items were asked in 
regard to committee functioning. Each committee, including the 
Corporate Governance and Human Resources Committee, rated 
these items with a 100% response of “Yes”:
 The number of Committee meetings is appropriate.
 The size of the Committee is appropriate.
 The information provided in support of the agenda is appropriate and 

available in a timely manner in advance of Committee meetings.
 The Committee Chair manages meetings efficiently to allow for open, 

equal, and sufficient discussion and construction input on important 
issues. 
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Summary of 2015 Board of 
Trustees Standards Oversight and 
Technology Committee Survey



RELIABILITY | ACCOUNTABILITY42

Overview

• NERC engaged TalentQuest to conduct its annual Board of 
Trustees Standards Oversight and Technology Committee 
Survey through an online methodology

• The Standards Oversight and Technology Committee survey was 
administered from November 10 to December 18, 2015, to a 
total of 4 Committee members

• 4 Committee members responded to the survey
 100% response rate
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• Respondents were asked to rate items on a 1 to 5 point scale to 
indicate their evaluation for each rated item
 1 = Needs Prompt Attention (“unacceptable performance”)
 2 = Below Expectations (“performance area with opportunity for 

improvement”)
 3 = Meets Expectations (“meets the required standard of performance”)
 4 = Exceeds Expectations (“exceeds the required standard of performance”)
 5 = Outstanding (“far exceeds the required standard of performance”)

• Additional items were evaluated by selection of “Yes” or “No” to 
indicate agreement or disagreement

• For any item rated “1” (Needs Prompt Attention), “2” (Below 
Expectations), or “No”, mandatory comments were required to 
explain the rationale for the rating or selection

Rating Scale
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Results Summary

• The overall Standards Oversight and Technology Committee 
survey average was 3.77, with item averages ranging from 3.25 
to 4.25

• Given the lowest item averages are well above 3.00, the 
Standards Oversight and Technology Committee is seen to be 
operating at expectations or higher 



RELIABILITY | ACCOUNTABILITY45

SOTC Highest Rated Items

4.25

4.00

4.00

4.00

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

The Committee serves as the Level 2 Appeals Panel as set forth
in the NERC Standard Processes Manual, Appendix 3A to the

NERC Rules of Procedure.

In collaboration with the Reliability Issues Steering Committee,
the Committee works with management to identify strategic
priorities for reliability standards development and provides

feedback to the Standards Committee, Board and management
on the annua

The Committee  monitors overall results of the standards
development process, and makes recommendations to the

NERC Standards Committee, Board and management regarding
potential improvements.

In collaboration with the Reliability Issues Steering Committee,
the Committee  assesses emerging reliability risks affecting

standards, making recommendations as appropriate.
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SOTC Lowest Rated Items

3.25

3.25

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

The Committee reviews periodically NERC's status with the
American National Standards Institute.

The Committee reviews with management company
computer systems environment, security procedures, and

contingency plans.
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Committee Functioning

• Across all Committee surveys, 4 “Yes/No” items were asked in 
regard to committee functioning. Each committee, including the 
Standards Oversight and Technology Committee, rated these 
items with a 100% response of “Yes”:
 The number of Committee meetings is appropriate.
 The size of the Committee is appropriate.
 The information provided in support of the agenda is appropriate and 

available in a timely manner in advance of Committee meetings.
 The Committee Chair manages meetings efficiently to allow for open, 

equal, and sufficient discussion and construction input on important 
issues. 
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Summary of 2015 Board of 
Trustees Compliance Committee 
Survey
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Overview

• NERC engaged TalentQuest to conduct its annual Board of 
Trustees Compliance Committee Survey through an online 
methodology.

• The Compliance Committee survey was administered from 
November 10 to December 18, 2015, to a total of five 
Committee members.

• Five Committee members responded to the survey.
 100% response rate
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• Respondents were asked to rate items on scale of 1 to 5 to 
indicate their evaluation for each rated item.
 1 = Needs Prompt Attention (“unacceptable performance”)
 2 = Below Expectations (“performance area with opportunity for 

improvement”)
 3 = Meets Expectations (“meets the required standard of performance”)
 4 = Exceeds Expectations (“exceeds the required standard of performance”)
 5 = Outstanding (“far exceeds the required standard of performance”)

• Additional items were evaluated by selection of “Yes” or “No” 
to indicate agreement or disagreement.

• For any item rated “1” (Needs Prompt Attention), “2” (Below 
Expectations), or “No”, mandatory comments were required to 
explain the rationale for the rating or selection.

Rating Scale
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Results Summary

• The overall Compliance Committee survey average was 3.59, 
with item averages ranging from 3.40 to 3.80.

• Given the lowest item averages are well above 3.00, the 
Compliance Committee is seen to be operating at expectations 
or higher.
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3.80

3.80

3.80

3.80

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

The Committee  oversees CMEP and ORCP strategies and
approaches developed and implemented by management to

assure the reliability of the bulk electric system.

The Committee  oversees and reviews implementation of
CMEP and ORCP programs by management and the Regional
Entities to ensure the programs are operated in a consistent
manner and conform to all regulatory requirements, Rules of

Procedure and other practi

The Committee  oversees and reviews penalties/sanctions
and mitigation of non-compliance to ensure such actions

effective in maintaining and improving bulk electric system
reliability.

The Committee  approves or delegates approval of Notices of
Penalty or Sanction and other enforcement actions.

Compliance Committee Highest Rated Items
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Compliance Committee Lowest Rated Items

3.40

3.40

3.40

3.40

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

The Committee  serves as an appeal body for any findings from
audits of the regional implementation of the CMEP heard by the

NERC Compliance and Certification Committee.

The Committee  hears and addresses challenges by candidates
for inclusion on the compliance registry.

When appropriate, the Committee  provides supplementary
explanation for its decisions due to issues raised or to provide

future guidance.

The Committee  performs such other functions as are delegated
to it by the Board.
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Committee Functioning

• Across all Committee surveys, four “Yes/No” items were asked 
in regards to Committee functioning. Each Committee, including 
the Compliance Committee, rated these items with a 100% 
response of “Yes”:
 The number of Committee meetings is appropriate.
 The size of the Committee is appropriate.
 The information provided in support of the agenda is appropriate and 

available in a timely manner in advance of Committee meetings.
 The Committee Chair manages meetings efficiently to allow for open, 

equal, and sufficient discussion and construction input on important 
issues. 
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Summary of 2015 Board of 
Trustees Finance and Audit 
Committee Survey
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Overview

• NERC engaged TalentQuest to conduct its annual Board of 
Trustees Finance and Audit Committee Survey through an online 
methodology

• The Compliance Committee survey was administered from 
November 10 to December 18, 2015, to a total of 6 Committee 
members

• 6 Committee members responded to the survey
 100% response rate



RELIABILITY | ACCOUNTABILITY59

• Respondents were asked to rate items on a 1 to 5 point scale to 
indicate their evaluation for each rated item
 1 = Needs Prompt Attention (“unacceptable performance”)
 2 = Below Expectations (“performance area with opportunity for 

improvement”)
 3 = Meets Expectations (“meets the required standard of performance”)
 4 = Exceeds Expectations (“exceeds the required standard of performance”)
 5 = Outstanding (“far exceeds the required standard of performance”)

• Additional items were evaluated by selection of “Yes” or “No” to 
indicate agreement or disagreement

• For any item rated “1” (Needs Prompt Attention), “2” (Below 
Expectations), or “No”, mandatory comments were required to 
explain the rationale for the rating or selection

Rating Scale
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Results Summary

• The overall Finance and Audit Committee survey average was 
3.92, with item averages ranging from 3.50 to 4.33

• Given the lowest item averages are well above 3.00, the Finance 
and Audit Committee is seen to be operating at expectations or 
higher 
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FAC Highest Rated Items

4.33

4.17

4.17

4.17

4.17

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

The Committee reviews the annual ERO (NERC and the
Regional Entities) Business Plan and Budget preparation and
approval, including associated assessments, as well as any

other special budget and assessments of the corporation or a…

The Committee reviews with the external auditor any
significant emerging accounting and reporting issues and their

potential impact on the corporation's financial statements.

The Committee determines, based on its review and discussion
thereof with management and the external auditor, whether
to recommend the acceptance by the Board of the audited

financial statements.

The Committee evaluates the performance of the external
auditor and the auditor's estimated annual audit fees and

reappoints, or, if necessary, takes steps to replace the external
auditor.

The Committee meets privately with the external auditor to
ascertain the level of access and cooperation received from

management during the course of the audit.
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FAC Lowest Rated Items

3.50

3.50

3.50

3.50

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

The Committee reviews and approves changes in accounting
policies after considering the appropriateness of such

selections and changes.

The Committee reviews the policies for approval of senior
management expenses, including those of the chief executive

officer.

The Committee reviews the financial aspects of the
corporation's Form 990 prior to it being filed with the Internal

Revenue Service.

The Committee reviews the investment policy governing the
investment of funds held by the corporation.

Note: “Lowest” item averages are well above 3.00



RELIABILITY | ACCOUNTABILITY63

Committee Functioning

• Across all Committee surveys, 4 “Yes/No” items were asked in 
regard to committee functioning. Each committee, including the 
Finance and Audit Committee, rated these items with a 100% 
response of “Yes”:
 The number of Committee meetings is appropriate.
 The size of the Committee is appropriate.
 The information provided in support of the agenda is appropriate and 

available in a timely manner in advance of Committee meetings.
 The Committee Chair manages meetings efficiently to allow for open, 

equal, and sufficient discussion and construction input on important 
issues. 
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Summary of 2015 Board of 
Trustees Enterprise-Wide Risk 
Committee
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Overview

• NERC engaged TalentQuest to conduct its annual Board of 
Trustees Enterprise-Wide Risk Committee Survey through an 
online methodology

• The Enterprise-Wide Risk Committee survey was administered 
from November 10 to December 18, 2015, to a total of 5 
Committee members

• 5 Committee members responded to the survey
 100% response rate
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• Respondents were asked to rate items on a 1 to 5 point scale to 
indicate their evaluation for each rated item
 1 = Needs Prompt Attention (“unacceptable performance”)
 2 = Below Expectations (“performance area with opportunity for 

improvement”)
 3 = Meets Expectations (“meets the required standard of performance”)
 4 = Exceeds Expectations (“exceeds the required standard of 

performance”)
 5 = Outstanding (“far exceeds the required standard of performance”)

• Additional items were evaluated by selection of “Yes” or “No” 
to indicate agreement or disagreement

• For any item rated “1” (Needs Prompt Attention), “2” (Below 
Expectations), or “No”, mandatory comments were required to 
explain the rationale for the rating or selection

Rating Scale
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Results Summary

• The overall Enterprise-Wide Risk Committee survey average 
was 3.53, with item averages ranging from 3.00 to 4.40

• Given the lowest item average is 3.00, the Enterprise-Wide 
Risk Committee is seen to be operating at expectations or 
higher
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EWRC Highest Rated Items

4.40

3.60

3.60

3.60

3.60

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

The Committee  coordinates with the Compliance and
Certification Committee (CCC) with respect to the CCC's

execution of its responsibilities as contemplated in applicable
FERC orders, the ROP, and CCC Charter.

The Committee reviews and makes recommendations to the
Board regarding the development and implementation of
internal risk management and internal control strategies,

policies, procedures, and mitigation programs as…

The Committee  monitors and assesses the adequacy of
NERC's compliance with internal operating procedures and

controls as well as corporate ethics policies, codes of conduct,
and conflicts of interest.

The Committee  monitors and assesses the adequacy of
NERC's and the Regional Entities' compliance with the Rules

of Procedure (ROP), as well as with applicable FERC and other
governmental authorizations, regulations, and orders.

The Committee  reviews its mandate annually and
recommends to the Board's Corporate Governance and

Human Resources Committee such changes that the EWRC
considers advisable.
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Enterprise-Wide Risk Committee 
Lowest Rated Items

3.00

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

The Committee  monitors and assesses the adequacy of
the Regional Entities' performance of obligations under

the delegation agreements between NERC and the
Regional Entities as contemplated by the Committee

mandate.



RELIABILITY | ACCOUNTABILITY71

Committee Functioning

• Across all Committee surveys, 4 “Yes/No” items were asked in 
regard to committee functioning. Each committee, including the 
Nominating Committee, rated these items with a 100% response 
of “Yes”:
 The number of Committee meetings is appropriate.
 The size of the Committee is appropriate.
 The information provided in support of the agenda is appropriate and 

available in a timely manner in advance of meetings.
 The Committee Chair manages meetings efficiently to allow for open, 

equal, and sufficient discussion and construction input on important 
issues. 
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