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North American Energy Standards Board

1301 Fannin, Suite 2350, Houston, Texas 77002

Phone:  (713) 356-0060, Fax:  (713) 356-0067, E-mail: naesb@naesb.org


Home Page: www.naesb.org
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD
JOINT WEQ AND REQ EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING

Wednesday June 16, 2010 – 1:00 pm to 5:00 pm Conference Call w/Web Conferencing
MOTIONS

NAESB WEQ Executive Committee Notational Ballot for Absent EC Members
Due June 25, 2010 to NAESB Office

Fax Number 713-356-0067, email naesb@naesb.org or respond to email request

Please vote in favor, in opposition or in abstention of the following recommendations as modified by the WEQ Executive Committee on June 16, 2010:

	Support
	Oppose
	Abstain
	Action:

	
	   X
	
	Motion 5:  Please see below.  
Recommendation Revised to reflect modifications proposed in Motion 5:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf4/weq_req_ec061610a1.doc 

	
	   X
	
	Motion 6:  Please see below.  
Recommendation Revised to reflect modifications proposed in Motion 6: http://www.naesb.org/pdf4/weq_req_ec061610a2.doc  

	
	   X
	
	Motion 7:  Please see below.  
Recommendation Revised to reflect modifications proposed in Motion 7:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf4/weq_req_ec061610a3.doc   



Member Name:

Lou Ann Westerfield_______________________________________

Member Signature:
Lou Ann Westerfield (electronic signature)_____________________

Member Company: 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission, representing the National_______             



Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners________________


Segment:

End Users – Regulator______________________________________

Date: 

June 25, 2010_____________________________________________

Comments:
The opposition votes recorded above on this ballot reflect my procedural and substantive concerns with the recommendations brought by the Smart Grid Standards Subcommittees to the WEQ Executive Committee (EC) for a vote.  I understand and appreciate the Subcommittee’s efforts to meet the tight timelines for development of these standards.  However, the need for speed does not outweigh the need for appropriately following NAESB’s standards development process.
First, the posting of over 100 pages of modifications after close of business the day before does not constitute adequate time for the EC to review before voting.  Motions for minor modifications, such as spelling, grammar, and limited wordsmithing, have occurred during EC votes, but this is the first time I can remember a substantive re-writing occurring at an EC voting meeting.  Characterizing the proposed modifications as simply moving text between the recommendations and the standards text rings false because the standards text will ultimately be the basis for compliance.  The better course would have been to delay and re-schedule the EC vote in order to allow sufficient time to review the proposed modifications.
Second, better yet, modifications this extensive should really be vetted first and resolved to the greatest extent practicable within the Subcommittees before bringing them to the EC for voting.  The EC relies on the recommendations that come out of Subcommittees and Task Forces because the expectation is that not only will standards be developed, but the process will also address and resolve conflicts.  In fact, the EC gives a great deal of deference to Subcommittee and Task Force recommendations out of respect for the work involved and the vetting process that is part and parcel of the NAESB organization.  The manner in which these specific modifications were presented to the EC suggests that 1) they were never properly vetted in the Subcommittees or 2)they were not resolved in the Subcommittees.  So the modifications were either an end-run around the Subcommittee process or an effort to overturn a failed effort at the Subcommittee level.
Third, the foundation of NAESB is its ANSI-certified, open, transparent, participatory, segment- balanced process for developing and adopting standards.  Thus, NAESB is not a bully pulpit for codifying the agenda of any individual entity or segment, but, rather, a forum for building consensus among a broad spectrum of industry segments.  The record of the 6/16/10 EC meeting indicates that the overwhelming majority of motions, as well as the modifications per se, came from the Independent Grid Operators/Planners Segment.  While any segment or its individual members have the right to advocate their positions, attempts to resolve differences should occur at the Subcommittee or Task Force level and not by hijacking the process.

Fourth, NAESB is in the spotlight because of Smart Grid Standards development.  Numerous other outside organizations are depending on the integrity, expertise, openness, and balance of the NAESB process to develop standards that will shape the design, development, implementation, and investment for Smart Grid products and services that will permeate electricity service to all classes of customers and endure for many years to come.  In the effort to accomplish standards development in a rapid timeframe, not following NAESB’s processes is not wise and, in these circumstances, entirely inappropriate. 
Finally, I am voting against these proposed modifications because they reflect a callous disregard for and lack of sensitivity to the regulatory duality.  FERC has encouraged consistency between wholesale and retail Smart Grid standards, but states have authority over retail Smart Grid applications, including demand response.  In order to achieve consistency, the wholesale and retail participants in the Smart Grid Standards Subcommittees must work to resolve differences, but acknowledge areas where resolution cannot be reached, rather than continuing this tug of war over which side prevails – wholesale or retail.  There are regions where there is not a Regional Transmission Organization or Independent System Operator and where, therefore, states are setting the agenda for Smart Grid and Demand Response program deployment.  Additionally, states within RTOs and ISOs participate in oversight organizations for the transmission grid, while they also continue to exert authority over retail Smart Grid and Demand Response programs.  The Smart Grid Standards Subcommittee must recognize the implications of standards that will apply to wholesale applications, both within and outside of RTOs/ISOs, and to retail applications down to the individual industrial, agricultural, commercial, and residential customer.  Forcing a square peg into a round hole is not an acceptable way to resolve these inherent differences.






