Comments on Annual Plan Item 1a / 2
Submitted by Energy Services Group

Energy Services Group offers the following comments for consideration by the REQ and RGQ Executive Committees:

‘Model Business Practice’ Section in final NAESB Book.

ESG believes that the structure of the practices and standards adopted by NAESB should follow a consistent and an easy-to-use structure.  That is part of the reason that the RXQ adopted many of the WGQ conventions for book structure, as these books are easy for both business and technical resources to digest.  Many RXQ parties are familiar or even abiding by the WGQ standards.
In its work in support of API 1a and 2, the Information Requirements (IR) and Technical Electronic Implementation (TEIS) Subcommittees identified a number of issues that were considered by IR/TEIS as ‘model business practices’.  When presented to BPS, IR/TEIS was informed that they should include these practices in the technical section.

ESG believes that it is often difficult to draw a line between what is a ‘business practice’ versus what is a ‘technical practice’.  Until strong criteria are developed for that line, the default position for a practice should be an MBP.  If there is not consensus about a practice being business or technical, it should be assumed a business practice, i.e. an MBP.

ESG believes that anything that qualifies as an MBP should be included in one MBP section in the book.  We should not have an MBP section where BPS-generated MBP’s are found, and a separate section where IR/TEIS MBP’s are found.
The function of IR is to take BPS-initiated standards and add detail.  It should be expected that IR will identify MBP’s.  ESG believes that these should be added to the list of BPS-generated MBP’s, not stored in a separate section.

The function of TEIS is to take IR-initiated products and add further technical detail.  ESG believes that TEIS will rarely identify MBP’s, but depending on the subject matter experts available to this team and the other teams, this may happen.  ESG believes that any MBP’s identified by TEIS should also be found – once approved – in the same list of BPS-generated MBPs.
ESG believes that BPS should be the gatekeeper on what MBP’s appear in that section.  Just because IR or TEIS identifies an MBP, that does not imply that it is an accepted MBP.  One should not be allowed to lose a battle over an MBP in BPS, then allowed to win that battle in IR or TEIS.
ESG believes that MBP’s discovered by IR or TEIS should be provided to the BPS for debate and eventual approval.  Once approved, all MBP’s should appear in the same section.

In preparing documents, IR and TEIS have prepared the documents with the expectation that what was prepared would be reviewed and approved by BPS, and then would be merged with existing BPS products to create a single list of MBPs.

Definitions
Many of the same issues apply to the ‘Definitions’ section.  Again in its work in support of API 1a and 2, the IR and TEIS identified a number of terms that were considered by IR/TEIS as ‘definitions’.  When presented to BPS, IR/TEIS was informed that they should include these definitions in the technical section.

ESG believes that all definitions should be included in one Definition section, not dispersed throughout the book.
ESG believes that again BPS should be the gatekeeper for what definitions appear in a book, deciding which merit definition status, and which should be forwarded to the Glossary Subcommittee for that status.

ESG believes that it is acceptable to have definitions in each book that are not registered with the Glossary Subcommittee.

It is ESG’s understanding that, based on the RXQ book numbering scheme, having definitions specific to each book is supported.  For example, in a book you might find a 0.x.y.z definition that was found to merit Glossary Subcommittee approval and was defined in Book 0, as well as a 3.x.y.z definition that did not garner Glossary Subcommittee approval but because of its use in Book 3 merited a definition.
‘Model’ Business Practices

Recently some have suggested that the use of the word ‘model’ implies that NAESB is simply documenting the different market ‘models’ available, rather than defining the ‘model’ – best - practices that should be followed.  A review of NAESB history shows different:  WGQ sifted through 30+ versions of the Nomination practice and settled on 3 variations, eliminating over 25.  In developing the RXQ Book 3 Billing and Payment MBPs’, BPS eliminated a number of market models (e.g. New England).

NAESB should be identifying the best models, not simply documenting the existing ones.  NAESB books should not simply be a handy-reference for how to do business in ABC Electric Company’s territory versus how to do it in XYZ Electric Company.  This is an exercise in futility, as they are difficult to document, and they constantly change.

NAESB books should represent the best ways to do business.  That is the reason for our balanced voting structures, as not everyone will get everything they want, and some may disagree.
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