Questions raised by IRC’s Standards Review Committee (SRC) regarding NERC-NAESB Coordination – Joint Standards Development Process dated 2/14/06

The SRC discussed the flowchart included in the progress report filed with FERC in mid-February as part of docket RM-05-5-000.  We offer the following comments and questions in order to better understand and clarify how the proposal would work.

The SRC supports the concept of forming a joint team to generate a single document containing both business practices and reliability standards for those functions and areas that encompass both NAESB and NERC areas of responsibility.  We feel that this is the most appropriate way to address those issues which are inextricably tied to both business and reliability.
Overall process questions:

1. Will comments such as those contained here be addressed by the authors of the process?  If so, how should those comments be submitted?  

2. Should the SAC revise the Process Manual to include this process?

3. Wouldn’t it be prudent to ask for industry comment on such a process rather than develop it and file it with FERC in a relatively “behind-the-scenes” manner?  

Coordination process questions:

1. In the box noted below, isn’t this the sort of decision which the JIC should be making?  The JIC is charged with directing a proposed standard to NERC or NAESB, and if they feel that a proposed standard encompasses both business practices and reliability standards components, then the JIC, not NERC and NAESB executive management, should be the organization to determine that this joint process should be used.    Also, as a minor note, there is no “NO” option on the flow chart for the instance where joint development is not needed.
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2. In the box shown below, the formation of a group is anticipated which would work together to develop both reliability standards and business practices.
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a. Is the listing of the two groups here (NAESB Stds. Dev. Comm. and NERC DT composed of Standing Committee members) intended to be limiting?  Who would select the individuals serving on such a team?  Shouldn’t there be an open solicitation for such a Standards Drafting Team as is generally the case for a NERC Standard or for a NAESB business practice?

b. Is this small group doing the actual drafting of the Standard?  The fact that this small group reiterates its own process of development, comments and revisions from within that group (only) seems to indicate that industry input is not welcome, and that the outcome of this group is a standard ready for vote.  The perception is that this will bypass the fair, open, balanced and inclusive characteristics of NERC’s process.  If this is the wrong perception, it should be clarified. 

3. What is meant by the “revenue neutral solution for joint publication”?  If we assume that both NERC and NAESB standards must be submitted to FERC, then the only fee would be the FERC filing fee.

Thanks for listening, and we would be glad to discuss these concerns with you and/or others who have taken the time to develop what can certainly turn out to be a workable process.
Bruce Balmat

for the IRC SRC

