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SPP RE Most Violated Standards as of July 17, 2009 


MOST VIOLATED STANDARDS TO-DATE IN SPP RE 
[UNIVERSE OF 96 VIOLATIONS] 


 
 
               Ranking in   Violation 
Standard                        Description                             #   /   %     NERC Top 10  Risk Factor 
 
PRC-005 *    Protection System Maintenance & Testing    25  /  26%    1     High 
 
FAC-008 *   Facility Rating Methodology            10  /  10%    5     Medium 
 
PRC-004     Protection System Misoperations Analysis     8  /    8%        NR      High/Lower 
 
FAC-009 *    Establish & Communicate Facility Ratings      8  /   8%     7       Medium 
 
CIP-001 *    Sabotage Reporting            7  /   7%      2      Medium  
 
VAR-002 *    Generator Operations / System Voltage Support  5 /   5%       4       Medium/Lower 
 
CIP-004 *  Personnel & Training          5  /  5%       3        Lower 
 
EOP-001   Emergency Operations Planning        4 /   4%   NR       High/Medium 
 
PRC-001  System Protection Coordination        4 /   4%      NR       High  
  
PRC-008  UFLS Relay Maintenance         3 /   3%       NR       Medium 
 
* In NERC Top 10 Violations for 12 months ending July 1, 2009 
  As of July 17, 2009 


R. W. Ciesiel 
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Post June 18th 2007 Violation Status – through July 17, 2009 


Post-June 18th 2007 Violation Status 
 


Total Enforceable Violations Reported as of July 17, 2009:  96 Violations 
 
Status          July 17, 2009 Change from June 18 2009 
 
Preliminary Review Status       0 Violations    +0 
 
Initial Notification Status     26 Violations    +5 
 
Dismissed Violation        1 Violation                 +0 
 
Alleged Violation and Penalty Notice Issued     0 Violations    +0 
 
Violation or Penalty Contested      0 Violations    +0 
 
Violation and Penalty in Settlement    20 Violations     +7 
 
Violation and Penalty Accepted [under RE review]     3 Violations    +0 
 
Confirmed Violation                 39Violations               -2  
 
Posted by NERC        2 Violations     +2 
 
Approved by FERC        5  Violations    +0 
 
  Total to-date      96 Violations    +12 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted by: 
 
Ronald W. Ciesiel 
Executive Director of Compliance 
Southwest Power Pool Regional Entity 
July 17, 2009 


R.W. Ciesiel 
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POST-JUNE 18th VIOLATIONS 
 


Discovery Method 
 


July 17, 2009 Change from                        
June 18, 2009 


 
Self Certification   42    +0 
 
Self Report    33        +5 
 
Compliance Audit   16    +7 
 
Investigation      4    +0  
 
Periodic Data Submittal    1                     +0 
    
 
Total      96    +12 
 
 
As of July 17, 2009 
 
 
Respectfully submitted: 
 
Ronald W. Ciesiel 
Executive Director of Compliance 
Southwest Power Pool Regional Entity 
July 17, 2009 
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NERC Compliance Process Bulletin #2009-006 
Interim Approach to Technical Feasibility Exceptions  


 


Version 1.0 
July 1, 2009 | Public Process Announcement 
 


The purpose of this Compliance Process Bulletin is to provide guidance to Regional 
Entities and affected Registered Entities concerning the applicability and implementation 
of NERC Critical Infrastructure Protection (CIP) Reliability Standards that refer to 
“technical feasibility” and/or “technical limitations” pending the adoption of a permanent 
program to address technical feasibility exceptions (TFEs). 
 
Background 


Certain requirements under NERC Reliability Standards CIP-002 through CIP-009 
provide for exceptions based on technical feasibility and/or technical limitations.1  In 
approving these reliability standards in Order No. 706,2 FERC required NERC to 
establish a structure for accountability for those who rely on a TFE as an exception to 
compliance with the explicitly stated requirements in the reliability standards.  
Specifically, the Commission directed NERC as the ERO “to develop a set of conditions 
or criteria that a responsible entity must follow when relying on the technical feasibility 
exception contained in specific requirements of the CIP Reliability Standards.”  Order 
No. 706 at P 178.  The Commission also ruled that “technical feasibility exceptions 
should be reported and justified and subject to approval by the ERO or the relevant 
Regional Entity.”  Order No. 706 at P 209.  To effectuate that approach, the Commission 
reached the following conclusions: 


213. The Commission agrees with National Grid that Regional Entities 
should, in the first instance, receive and catalogue notices of technical 
feasibility exceptions that are claimed. Such notices must include 
estimates of the degree to which mitigation measures achieve the goals set 
by a CIP reliability standard and be in sufficient detail to allow 
verification of whether reliance on exceptions (or the associated mitigation 
measures) adequately maintains reliability and does not create reliability 


 
1 The “technically feasible” phrase is found in CIP-005-2 (and also CIP-005-1) Requirements R2.4, R2.6, 
R3.1, R3.2 and CIP-007-2 (and also CIP-007-1) Requirements R4, R5.3, R6, R6.3.  Additionally, CIP-007 
Requirement R2.3 uses “technical limitations” to similar effect.  
 
2 Mandatory Reliability Standards for Critical Infrastructure Protection, 122 FERC ¶ 61,040 (2008). 
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issues for neighboring systems. Initial submission of notices should be 
provided by responsible entities at least by the “compliant” stage of 
implementation in order to allow Regional Entities to plan for auditing 
exceptions, as described in more detail below. 


214. The Commission also agrees with National Grid, EEI and others that 
actual evaluation and approval of technical feasibility exceptions should 
be performed in the first instance in the audit process. This would allow 
assessment of exceptions within their specific context and thus facilitate 
greater understanding in valuating individual exceptions, as well as related 
mitigation steps and remediation plans. This also would increase the 
amount of sensitive information that remains on-site and reduces the risk 
of improper disclosure. In addition, it will allow the ERO and Regional 
Entities, informed by the initial notices discussed above, to include 
personnel in audit teams with sufficient expertise to judge the need for a 
technical feasibility exception and the sufficiency of preferred mitigation 
measures. 


Order No. 706 at PP 213-214. 


 In terms of ongoing obligations of a Registered Entity relying on technical 
feasibility, the Commission directed NERC as ERO to develop:  


(1) A requirement that the responsible entity must develop, document and 
implement a mitigation plan that achieves a comparable level of security 
to the Requirement; and  


(2) A requirement that use of the technical feasibility exception by a 
responsible entity must be accompanied by a remediation plan and 
timeline for elimination [of] the use of the technical feasibility exception. 


 Order No. 706 at P 192. 
 


 In developing the procedures and structure for Registered Entities to make use of 
TFEs, NERC staff and the Standards Drafting Team developed a proposed program 
under which an entity could request and receive approval of an exception from the terms 
of certain requirements on the grounds of technical feasibility and technical limitations.3  
Although the Commission had concluded that “pre-approval could tax ERO and 
Regional Entity resources, delay implementation, and possibly create undue risks that 
sensitive information will be disclosed” (Order No. 706 at P 212), the TFE Program 
Proposal was structured as a pre-approval process because of concerns that review of 
TFEs in the context of audits would require specialized expertise beyond that of existing 


 
3  “Request for Comments on Proposed Procedure for Requesting and Receiving Technical Feasibility 
Exceptions to NERC Critical Infrastructure Protection Standards and Related Amendments to NERC Rules 
Of Procedure,” http://www.nerc.com/files/TFE_RoP_Changes_Posting_Letter_%2020090313%20 
FINAL.pdf,  (March 16, 2009) (“TFE Program Proposal). 
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auditors, could take too long to complete, and expose the BPS to undue risk until an audit 
is completed.   


 The TFE Program Proposal was posted as a proposed amendment to the NERC 
Rules of Procedure (RoP) for public comment on March 16, 2009.  Over 50 different sets 
of comments were submitted in late April and early May in response to the posting, and 
review of those comments and the evaluation of additional approaches are ongoing.  
Given that approval by both the NERC Board of Trustees and FERC may be required 
before a permanent TFE program could be implemented, an interim process will be 
required to address the assertion of TFEs in CIP audits, investigations, and spot-checks 
for reliability standards requirements for which certain Registered Entities reach the 
“compliant” stage on July 1, 2009. 
 
Approach 


With many Registered Entities having to be compliant with NERC Reliability 
Standards CIP-002 through CIP-009 by July 1, 2009 and without the adoption of a formal 
TFE process, NERC and the Regional Entities will need to address Registered Entities’ 
requests for TFEs in the context of specific actions to implement and enforce the CIP-002 
through CIP-009 standards.  CIP audits, investigations and spot-checks are the most 
likely situations where questions about the appropriateness of a TFE will be addressed 
during the period prior to implementation of a formal TFE approval process. 


Registered Entities that intend to assert a TFE in an audit, investigation, or spot-
check are advised that they must provide documentary support for the assertion of that 
TFE.  Specifically, Registered Entities will need to provide basic information about the 
particulars of the TFE to be asserted, information justifying the appropriateness of the 
TFE, and information concerning mitigating and compensating measures to be 
implemented along with the TFE in order to minimize any risk to reliability of the Bulk 
Electric System. 


A Registered Entity seeking to rely on a TFE to establish compliance with one of 
the CIP Requirements should submit its request for a TFE to its Regional Entity through 
an appropriately secure means acceptable to that Regional Entity, such as through a 
secure portal or appropriately encrypted e-mail.  Such requests should be submitted prior 
to the time the Registered Entity receives a notice of a CIP audit or spot-check and 
ideally at the time the Registered Entity is in the “compliant” stage of implementation.4  
However, Regional Entities should provide a reasonable amount of time for submission 
of TFE requests by those Registered Entities that will reach the “compliant” stage for 
specific requirements on July 1, 2009 or that have already received notices of CIP audits 
or spot-checks prior to July 1, 2009.  The amount of time offered by a Regional Entity in 
such circumstances may depend on the facts of any particular case, but the Regional 


 
4 Order No. 706 at P 213. 
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Entity should, with few exceptions, receive any TFE request at least 30 days prior to the 
site visit portion of any audit or spot-check.5   


In submitting a request for a TFE, a Registered Entity must include the following 
information in their submission of any requested TFE to its Regional Entity (or to NERC 
in the context of a NERC-led audit, investigation or spot-check): 


1. Identification of the NERC Reliability Standard requirements for 
which the TFE is being asserted;  


2. A description of the assets, critical assets, and critical cyber assets 
affected by the TFE, including vendor documentation detailing 
specific limitations of relevant equipment;  


3. An explanation regarding why the requested exception is necessary; 


4. Documentation reflecting the date that the requested exception was 
approved by the senior manager or delegate(s);  


5. A brief description of the mitigating and compensating measures taken 
by the Registered Entity to address all risks to the reliability of the 
Bulk Electric System; 


6. A list of any other Region in which the Registered Entity is seeking 
the requested TFE; and 


7. The time period for which the TFE is requested to remain in place.6   
 


As noted above, Registered Entities will be required to offer evidence to the 
auditor or investigator that the assertion of the TFE is in fact required.  While obviously 
not currently in effect or binding, the proposed Section 3.0 of Appendix 4D to the RoP, 
which was included in the TFE Program Proposal, outlines a number of factors that could 


 
5  The CIP audits and spot-checks may, but are not required to, be done in conjunction of a routine 
compliance audit.  To allow the Registered Entities sufficient time for providing all required information 
prior to a CIP spot-check, NERC or Regional Entities will provide a Registered Entity with at least 45 days 
notice of a CIP spot-check, so the Registered Entity may provide all required documentation and evidence 
to NERC or the Regional Entity at least 30 days prior to the CIP spot-check. 


In the case of an investigation of a possible violation of a CIP standard in which the Registered Entity 
would not have an opportunity to provide an advanced submittal of a TFE request, the Registered Entity 
will need to work out with the compliance violation investigation team an appropriate time during the 
course of the investigation address any TFE.  In most cases, the Registered Entity may simply provide the 
same submission it has made or would have made to the Regional Entity at the time the Registered Entity 
reaches the “Compliant” stage or in advance of a scheduled audit or spot-check. 


 
6 The time period must specify both the time when the TFE would become effective (assuming the 
conditions for which the TFE is required did not occur until after the effective date of the relevant 
requirement) and the actual or expected ending point after which the TFE would no longer be required due 
to full compliance without exception. 
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be taken into account in evaluating the appropriateness of a TFE.  These factors include 
when “strict compliance”7 with an applicable requirement: 


(i) is not technically possible, is operationally infeasible, is precluded 
by technical limitations, or could adversely affect reliability of the 
Bulk Electric System to an extent that outweighs the reliability 
benefits of Strict Compliance with the Applicable Requirement; or 


(ii) while technically possible and operationally feasible, cannot be 
achieved by the date by which the Responsible Entity is required to 
be in compliance with the Applicable Requirement, due to factors 
such as scarce technical resources, limitations on the availability of 
required equipment or components, or the need to construct, install 
or modify equipment during planned outages; or  


(iii) would pose safety risks or issues that outweigh the reliability 
benefits of Strict Compliance with the Applicable Requirement; or  


(iv) would conflict with, or cause the Responsible Entity to be non-
compliant with, a separate statutory or regulatory requirement 
applicable to the Responsible Entity, the Covered Asset or the 
related Facility that must be complied with and cannot be waived or 
exempted; or  


(v) would require the incurrence of costs that far exceed the benefits to 
the reliability of the Bulk Electric System of Strict Compliance with 
the Applicable Requirement, such as for example by requiring the 
retirement of existing equipment that is not capable of Strict 
Compliance with the Applicable Requirement but is far from the end 
of its useful life and replacement with newer-generation equipment 
that is capable of Strict Compliance, where the incremental risk to 
the reliable operation of the Covered Asset, the related Facility and 
the Bulk Electric System of continuing to operate with the existing 
equipment can be shown to be minimal.8 


Without prejudging the outcome of NERC’s consideration of comments on the 
TFE Program Proposal or FERC’s consideration of any TFE approval process that might 
ultimately be filed, the foregoing factors provide an illustrative list of the kind of factors 
that would be taken into consideration in determining whether compliance could be found 
based on the assertion of a TFE. 


 One other key consideration for auditors and investigators in evaluation of a 
Registered Entity’s claim to a TFE will need to be the Registered Entity’s plans to 
mitigate or compensate for any risk to reliability of the Bulk Electric System associated 


 
7 The TFE Program Proposal defined “Strict Compliance” to be: “Compliance with the terms of an 
Applicable Requirement without reliance on a Technical Feasibility Exception.”  Proposed Section 2.46 of 
Appendix 4D of the TFE Program Proposal. 
8 Proposed Section 3.1 of Appendix 4D of the TFE Program Proposal.   
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with the assertion of a TFE.  As noted above, FERC was concerned that reliance on TFEs 
should not adversely affect reliability of the Bulk Electric System.  To that end, auditors 
and investigators will require Registered Entities that seek to rely on TFEs as the basis 
for compliance to provide: (1) documentation and evidence of implementation of a plan 
that achieves a comparable level of security to the requirement for which a TFE is being 
claimed; and (2) a remediation plan and timeline for eliminating the use of the TFE or 
evidence establishing that remediation by a date certain is not feasible due to technical 
limitations or other just cause.  In the absence of a formal review and approval process 
like the TFE Program Proposal, these plans will be reviewed based on their individual 
merits in the context of an audit, investigation, or spot-check by NERC or the Regional 
Entity. 


  Compliance auditors conducting CIP audits and spot-checks will be expected to 
document in their audit or spot-check reports whether a Registered Entity has asserted a 
TFE claim; the basis for accepting any TFE claims as part of their findings of 
compliance; and the basis for rejecting any TFE claims as part of their findings of 
possible violations.  Contrary to current practice, any spot-check report documenting one 
or more TFE claims must be submitted to NERC whether or not a possible violation was 
determined.  Compliance investigators are similarly directed to document the assertion 
and any resolution of a TFE requested during the course of an investigation of a possible 
violation of a NERC CIP Reliability Standard. 


In a case where a Registered Entity has asserted a TFE claim that was rejected by 
the team conducting the audit, investigation or spot-check after substantive review of the 
TFE request, the team shall issue a notice to the Registered Entity and to NERC stating 
that the TFE Request was disapproved and the reasons for the disapproval.  The notice 
may also suggest revisions to the TFE request that, if made by the Registered Entity, 
would result in the team’s approval of the TFE request.  The notice shall also specify an 
effective date, which shall be no earlier than the thirty-first day following the date of the 
notice.  During the period from the date of the notice to the effective date, the audit, 
investigation or spot-check will remain open, and the Registered Entity may submit a 
revised TFE request in accordance with the revisions suggested by the audit, 
investigation, or spot-check team.  If the Registered Entity submits a revised TFE 
Request incorporating the revisions to the TFE request set forth in the notice of 
disapproval, then the team shall issue a revised notice approving the TFE and shall 
consider the TFE in its findings.  If the entity does not submit a revised TFE request, then 
the case will be submitted to enforcement staff for processing of any possible violations 
found by the audit, investigation or spot-check team, and the entity will be afforded all 
due process rights associated with such actions.   


In a case where a Registered Entity has been found in compliance on the basis of 
a TFE, that finding will remain in effect until the earlier of (1) the Registered Entity’s 
next audit; (2) a subsequent compliance action identifies a failure by the Registered 
Entity to comply with the mitigation, compensation, or remediation plans provided in 
support of the TFE; or (3) the effective date of any program adopted to review and 
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approve TFEs, including the TFE Program Proposal, at which point the Registered Entity 
would be expected to make a formal TFE submission through that program. 
 
David W. Hilt  
Vice President and Director of Compliance  
609.452.8060 
david.hilt@nerc.net 
 
Michael Assante 
Vice President and Chief Security Officer 
609.452.8060 
michael.assante@nerc.net  
 
Process disclaimer:  NERC reserves the right to issue new process bulletins or modify existing process 
bulletins when necessary and at its discretion. 
 
 
REVISION HISTORY 


  
Version Date Reviewers Revision Description 


1 July 1, 2009   NERC and Regional Entity Staff Version 1.0 
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Technical Feasibility Exceptions 
 
Scope and Description 
 
Background 
The Critical Infrastructure Protection (CIP) Standards allow for registered entities to 
request Technical Feasibility Exceptions (TFEs) to the standard requirements in certain 
instances.  Once these requests are made, they must be reviewed and approved, and 
then short and long-term plans to deal with the TFEs must also be evaluated, approved 
and monitored to completion.   
 
At the time the Southwest Power Pool RE 2010 Business Plan and Budget were 
developed, submitted to the Board for review, and posted for stakeholder comment, 
NERC anticipated that the processing of TFEs would be handled centrally by NERC 
staff and thus Regional Entity resources would not be required for this work.  Based 
upon feedback and input NERC received in response to the public posting of its 
proposed 2010 Business Plan and Budget, they revised this approach and directed the 
Regions to develop proposals to deal with TFE processing.   
 
SPP RE decided to leave its base 2010 Business Plan and Budget as originally 
proposed and to develop this supplement devoted only to the TFE work.  If approved by 
the NERC Board of Trustees, this supplement would be an additive to the 2010 SPP RE 
Business Plan and Budget.  Should the NERC Board decide that Regional resources 
are not needed for TFE evaluations because NERC will centrally process them, this 
supplement will not be necessary and the NERC Board has the option to simply 
approve the base Business Plan and Budget. 
 
There are a number of unknowns and evolving issues associated with the evaluation of 
TFEs.  The ultimate answers to these questions will greatly impact resource 
requirements.   
 
SPP RE is attempting to answer them as best we can in this supplement, given the 
information presently available.  The assumptions made were used to determine the 
budget impact of TFE evaluations across the Region. 
 
Key Issues and Assumptions 
 


1. Who performs the TFE evaluations? 
 
Assumption – Based on the current information, SPP RE assumes that the 
Regions will be expected to evaluate all TFE requests, approve interim plans to 
operate while the TFE exists, and approve plans to ultimately eliminate the TFE.   
 


2. When are evaluations performed (pre-approval or during an audit)? 
 
Assumption – The current plan, based on information from NERC is that the 
evaluations would take place during audits or spot checks, but some sort of initial 
evaluation must also be conducted.   
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3. What information must be collected in support of a TFE? 
 
Assumption – TFEs are associated with CIP-005 requirements 2.4, 2.6, 3.1., 3.2 
and CIP-007 requirements 2.4, 4, 5.3, 6 and 6.3.  TFEs may also be associated 
with other requirements.  


 
Assumption – If a registrant refuses to submit materials or documents due to 
CEII concerns and requests that they can only be reviewed on-site, SPP RE 
anticipates complying with this request.  


 
4. What happens if we do not agree with the basis for the TFE request?  Is it a 


violation of the associated standard?  What is the process for any appeal or 
contest?  Does the registrant get a second chance? 


 
Assumption – The SPP RE assumptions here are consistent with the NERC 
Compliance Process Bulletin #2009-006, Interim Approach to Technical 
Feasibility Exceptions, Version 1.0, July 1, 2009, 
(http://www.nerc.com/files/2009-006_Public%20Notice-V1.pdf).  If the TFE is 
rejected during our evaluation, the entity is given 31 days to make corrections 
and resubmit it.   If the TFE is rejected again, then the alleged violation process 
will start and all of the same due process rights will be granted to the requestor.   
 


5. How will common TFEs be coordinated across regions?   Can NERC issue a 
global TFE determination for common equipment?   Can they maintain a 
database of already approved TFEs? 
 
Assumption – At the time of this writing, a common NERC TFE data base and 
global determinations are not anticipated.  Therefore, we believe the Regions 
must seek consistency on similar requests absent these tools, and it may add to 
the time required to evaluate a given TFE. 
 


6. How are TFE mitigation plans (interim and long term) evaluated and judged? 
What happens if the plan is not deemed acceptable? 


 
Assumption – SPP RE believes that we will have to perform the evaluations and 
an insufficient interim or long term plan will be a basis for rejecting the TFE.  If 
the TFE is rejected, after the opportunity to improve the initial plan, it becomes an 
alleged violation. We believe the evaluation will be much like those associated 
with mitigation plans for alleged or confirmed violations of Reliability Standards. 
 


7. What approval or oversight role will NERC play if TFE evaluation is delegated to 
the Regional Entities?  
 
Assumption – NERC has indicated they will provide oversight and some 
analysis should the Regions be the primary evaluators; but the exact nature has 
not yet been clearly defined due to the uncertainty associated with the TFE 
evaluations.  But it should not impact the Regional workload, other than to 
require us to address any questions NERC may have regarding the TFE and 
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perhaps to ask more questions of the requestor.  Depending on the answer to 
this question, TFE approval may experience some delays. 
 


8. How often and how will TFEs be re-evaluated? 
 
Assumption – TFEs will need to be re-evaluated annually. Also, the mitigation 
plans must be tracked routinely. 
 


9. How many TFEs will there be, anyway? 
 
Assumption – This is the most difficult question to answer.  The answer 
depends on how a TFE is characterized.  For instance, if a company has 200 of 
the same relays with the same TFE need for the same standard, is that one TFE 
or 200?  We are treating it as one.  However, the mitigation plans may need to be 
approved and tracked individually or in subsets with potential multiple 
assessments. 


 
Estimated 2010 Manpower and Resource Needs  
 
NERC conducted an analysis and estimated that it will take about a man-week for each 
TFE evaluation, excluding any enforcement activities associated with rejected TFE 
requests.   An estimated 2 man-years of work is estimated.  At this time, SPP RE 
intends to address the additional work-load with contractors.  After 2010, once a steady 
state level of effort is better known, SPP RE may add direct personnel to carry out this 
work. 
 
2010 Overview of Cost Impacts Including TFE Impact 
 
Overall, the SPP RE 2010 budget will increase by 25% over the 2009 level if both the 
‘base’ 2010 budget and this supplement are approved. ($8.1 million compared to $6.5 
million).  The total incremental cost over the base 2010 budget associated with 
performing the TFE evaluations is estimated at $0.7 million. 
 
 
Funding Requirements — Explanation of Increase (Decrease) 
       
Consultants and Contracts expense will increase due to the hiring of additional 
contractors to process TFEs.  
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Supplement 1 Technical Feasibility Exceptions 
 
Funding sources and related expenses for Supplement 1 - Technical Feasibility 
Exceptions section of the 2010 business plan are shown in the table below. 
 


Variance V


  


ariance
2009 Projection 2010 Budget


2009 2009 v 2009 Budget 2010 v 2009 Budget
Budget Projection Over(Under) Budget Over(Under)


Funding
ERO Funding


ERO Assessments -$                    700,000$             700,000$               
Penalty Sanctions


Total ERO Funding -$             -$             -$                   700,000$             700,000$              


Membership Dues -                      -                         
Testing Fees -                      -                         
Services & Software -                      -                         
Workshops -                      -                         
Interest -                      -                         
Miscellaneous -                      -                         


Total Funding -$             -$             -$                   700,000$             700,000$              


Expenses
Personnel Expenses


Salaries -$                    -$                       
Payroll Taxes -                      -                         
Benefits -                      -                         
Retirement Costs -                      -                         


Total Personnel Expenses -$             -$             -$                   -$                     -$                      


Meeting Expenses
Meetings -$                    -$                       
Travel -                      -                         
Conference Calls -                      -                         


Total Meeting Expenses -$             -$             -$                   -$                     -$                      


Operating Expenses
Consultants & Contracts -$                    -$                       
Office Rent -                -                      700,000               700,000                 
Office Costs -                      -                         
Professional Services -                      -                         
Miscellaneous -                      -                         
Depreciation -                      -                         


Total Operating Expenses -$             -$             -$                   700,000$             -$                      


Total Direct Expenses -$             -$             -$                   700,000$             700,000$              


SPP Inc. Indirect Expenses -$                   -$                      


SPP RE Indirect Expenses -$             -$             -$                   -$                      


Total Expenses -$             -$             -$                   700,000$             700,000$              


Change in Assets -$             -$             -$                   -$                     -$                      


Fixed Assets
Depreciation -$                    -$                       
Computer & Software CapEx -                      -                         
Furniture & Fixtures CapEx -                      -                         
Equipment CapEx -                      -                         
Leasehold Improvements -                      -                         


(Incr)Dec in Fixed Assets -$             -$             -$                   -$                     -$                      


Allocation of Fixed Assets


Change in Fixed Assets -              -              -                    -                      -                        


 
TOTAL CHANGE IN ASSETS -$             -$             -$                   -$                     -$                      


Statement of Activities 
2009 Budget & Projection, and 2010 Budget


TFE
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Explanations of Variances – 2010 Budget versus 2009 Budget 
 
This activity is new for 2010 and therefore it was not incorporated into the 2009 or 2010 base 
budget. 
 
Funding Sources 


SPP RE considers TFE evaluations to be a part of the functions delegated to the 
Regions by the ERO.  Therefore, funding for this statutory program in 2010 is 
provided through assessments to LSEs or designees (mandatory in the United 
States). 


 
Personnel Expenses 
      N/A 
 
 
Operating Expenses 
      Operating Expenses are estimated to increase $700,000 in 2010 above the 2009 budget for 
contractor labor to work on TFEs. 
  
Other Non-Operating Expenses 


There are no other non-operating expenses 
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2009 Budget and Projection and 2010 Budget Comparisons Including 
Technical Feasibility Exceptions 
 


Table 2


 


Variance V


  


ariance
2009 Projection 2010 Budget


2009 2009 v 2009 Budget 2010 v 2009 Budget
Budget Projection Over(Under) Budget Over(Under)


Funding
ERO Funding


ERO Assessments 7,123,827$           7,123,827$         -$                    8,138,783$         1,014,955$            
Penalty Sanctions -                        -                      -                      -                      -                         


Total ERO Funding 7,123,827$          7,123,827$        -$                   8,138,783$         1,014,955$           


Membership Dues -                        -                      -                      -                      -                         
Testing Fees -                        -                      -                      -                      -                         
Services & Software -                        -                      -                      -                      -                         
Workshops -                        -                      -                      -                      -                         
Interest -                        -                      -                      -                      -                         
Miscellaneous -                        -                      -                      -                      -                         


Total Funding 7,123,827$          7,123,827$        -$                   8,138,783$         1,014,955$           


Expenses
Personnel Expenses


Salaries 1,775,017$           2,009,894$         234,877$            2,861,623$         1,086,606$            
Payroll Taxes 135,789                153,769              17,980                194,700              58,911                   
Benefits 177,328                213,212              35,884                243,975              66,647                   
Retirement Costs 71,001                  80,388                9,387                  112,725              41,724                   


Total Personnel Expenses 2,159,134$          2,457,263$        298,129$           3,413,023$         1,253,888$           


Meeting Expenses
Meetings 178,800$              115,000$            (63,800)$             25,000$              (153,800)$              
Travel 206,000                198,000              (8,000)                 318,000              112,000                 
Conference Calls -                        -                      -                      -                      -                         


Total Meeting Expenses 384,800$             313,000$           (71,800)$            343,000$            (41,800)$               


Operating Expenses
Consultants & Contracts 395,660$              415,660$            20,000$              1,175,000$         779,340$               
Office Rent -                        -                      -                      -                      -                         
Office Costs -                        -                      -                      -                      -                         
Professional Services 285,000                285,000              -                      290,000              5,000                     
Miscellaneous -                        -                      -                      -                      -                         
Depreciation -                        -                      -                      -                      -                         


Total Operating Expenses 680,660$             700,660$           20,000$             1,465,000$         784,340$              


Total Direct Expenses 3,224,594$          3,470,923$        246,329$           5,221,023$         1,996,428$           


SPP Inc. Indirect Expenses 3,256,442$          2,484,608$        (771,834)$          2,917,760$         (338,682)$             


SPP RE Indirect Expenses -$                     -$                   -$                   (0)$                      (0)$                        


Total Expenses 6,481,036$          5,955,531$        (525,505)$          8,138,783$         1,657,746$           


Change in Assets 642,791$             1,168,296$        525,505$           -$                    (642,791)$             


Fixed Assets
Depreciation -$                      -$                    -$                    -$                    -$                       
Computer & Software CapEx -                        -                      -                      -                      -                         
Furniture & Fixtures CapEx -                        -                      -                      -                      -                         
Equipment CapEx -                        -                      -                      -                      -                         
Leasehold Improvements -                        -                      -                      -                      -                         


(Incr)Dec in Fixed Assets -$                     -$                   -$                   -$                    -$                      


Allocation of Fixed Assets -                        -                      -                      -                      -                         


Change in Fixed Assets -                       -                    -                    -                     -                        


TOTAL CHANGE IN ASSETS 642,791$             1,168,296$        525,505$           -$                    (642,791)$             


Statement of Activities 
2009 Budget & Projection, and 2010 Budget


STATUTORY
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Reserve Balance Including Technical Feasibility Exceptions 
 


Table 3 


Beginning Working Capital Reserve (Deficit), December 31, 2008 214,632


Less:  Penalty sanctions to be used as offset to 2010 assessments 1 0


Plus:  2009 ERO Funding (from LSEs or designees) 7,123,827
Plus:  2009 Other funding sources 0


Less:  '2009 Projected expenses & capital expenditures


Projected Working Capital Reserve (Deficit), December 31, 2009 1,382,928


Desired Working Capital Reserve, December 31, 2009 2 0


Less:  Projected Working Capital Reserve, December 31, 2009


Increase(decrease) in assessments to achieve desired Working Capital Reserve


2010 Assessment for Expenses and Capital Expenditures 8,138,783
Less:  Penalty Sanctions 1 0


Less:  Other Funding Sources 0
Adjustment to achieve desired Working Capital Reserve (1,382,928)                          


2010 Assessment 6,755,854


Working Capital Reserve Analysis 2009-2010
STATUTORY


(5,955,531)


(1,382,928)


(1,382,928)
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Southwest Power Pool 


SPP REGIONAL ENTITY TRUSTEE MEETING 


July 29, 2009 


Airport Marriott – Kansas City, MO 


•  M I N U T E S  •  
 
SPP RE Trustee Chairman, John Meyer, called the meeting to order at 8:30 a.m. The following 
Trustees were also in attendance:  Gerry Burrows, Dave Christiano.  Others at the meeting were:  
Stacy Dochoda, Ron Ciesiel, Machelle Smith, Charles Yeung, David Hodges, Ricky Bittle 
(AECC), Tracey Stewart (SWPA), Tim Woolley (SPS), Fred Meyer (The Empire District Electric 
Company), Mak Nagle (via telephone/SPP, Inc), John Allen (via telephone/City of Springfield), 
Jennifer Flandermeyer (via telephone/KCPL), Mike Gammon (via telephone/KCPL), Joe Dissell 
(KCPL), and Alison Hayes, Staff Secretary. 


Review of Past Action Items 


There are no past action items to report at this time. 


Agenda Item 1 – TFE Process  


Originally NERC planned on performing the Technical Feasibility Exception (TFE) Process for the 
Regions.  NERC has decided to shift the responsibility to the Regions.  Regions will begin 
processing the TFE’s for the registered entities on the Table 1; 13 requirements (Spot Audits).  
(Attachment 1) 


Regions are not ready to accept TFE requests and are making adjustments to manpower to 
process the TFE requests.  All regions making adjustments to manpower to process the TFE’s 
should be nationally consistent. SPP RE will ask for TFE’s prior to audits and spot checks.  SPP 
RE will begin the CIP Spot Check Audits in September 2009. Dave Christiano noted that TFE’s 
are intended to be temporary.   
 
Mr. Ron Ciesiel explained all possible exceptions. 
 
There could be a possible workshop held for TFE Process in conjunction with Compliance 
Workshops.                                                                                                                                                                        


Agenda Item 2 – SPP RE 2010 Business Plan and Budget for TFE’s 


All regions are providing a Supplemental Budget to NERC to address the issues for additional 
manpower that is needed for the TFE activities.  The SPP RE General Manager, Stacy Dochoda, 
will address the TFE issue by initially using contractors for the remainder of 2009 and for all 2010. 
The Supplemental Budget for 2009 was proposed at an increased amount of $100,000 and 2010 
at an increased amount of $700,000 for two (2) contracted FTE’s.  Stacy will request approval of 
the Supplement for submission to NERC this afternoon, July 29, 2009.  (Attachment 2) 
 
Motion to approve the Supplement Budget for the TFE Process – Gerry Burrows 
Second the Motion - John Meyer  
Passed unanimously 


Agenda Item 3 – Process Improvements 


Ron Ciesiel discussed proposing adjustments to the CMEP Process regarding the following 
activities.  Pre-Audit Activities, On-Site Activities, Post-Audit Activities, and Other Activities Under 
Consideration.  Ron reviewed each item listed.  (Attachment 3) 
 







  
 


 


Agenda Item 4 – Compliance Update 


Ron Ciesiel reported that since July 17, 2009, eleven (11) more violations have been posted.  
Tracey Stewart (SWPA) inquired why the RE is not disseminating information, i.e. violation 
updates, out on exploders. (Attachment 4)   
 
CIP-004 is becoming the most violated standard in the SPP Region and #3 in NERC.     


Agenda Item 5 – SPP Compliance Activities Status 


Stacy Dochoda reported that SPP registered entity monitoring functions will proceed.  Stacy has 
reached out to SERC to take over monitoring functions.  SPP is waiting for the Delegation 
Agreement to be approved.   
 
Per David Hodges, NERC originally scheduled an audit of SPP for August 10, 2009 to audit the 
four (4) standards as the Reliability Coordinator (RC) and an additional audit on September 1-3, 
2009.  SERC will be on the CIP Audit Team to help with the CIP On-Site Audit. 


Agenda Item 6 – Other Business 


Mak Nagle reported that the UFLS Standard Working Group is making progress on draft #2 and 
has a goal to have it finished by August 31, 2009.  The UFLS Standard WG had an aggressive 
meeting schedule to get this accomplished.  NERC is attempting to finish a continent- wide 
standard by the end of the year. Mak stated that a technical assessment will be performed in 
relation to the Regional “UFLS standard and that it will be a mandatory budget category item. 
 
Next Trustee Meeting will be October 28, 2009 in Tulsa, OK. 
 
Lubbock Power & Light appeal status: Entity has 45 days to name a transmission operator after 
the appeal was denied. SPS and LP&L are coming to a joint registration agreement.  SPP is 
asking for a 30 extension in order to finalize agreement. 
 
SPP RE preparing to inventory the entities in the footprint in an effort to determine if any other 
similar problems exist. Anticipated timeline:  1Q 2010 
 
Meeting adjourned at 11:25 a.m. to Executive Session where confidential matters were 
discussed. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Alison Hayes 
Secretary 
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