From: Jim Pewarski  
Sent: Wednesday, April 18, 2007 9:19 AM
To: Kirby, DeDe; Kathy York; Pritchard, Alan C; mfranz; michael.gildea; Jimmy Womack; wlaurence 
Cc: Lawrence, Wilma
Subject: RE: Informal Request for Comments on today's language
All,

I have one general comment pertaining to items a NERC subcommittee refers to a NAESB committee.  There have been a number of occasions over time where it seems like the perception on the NAESB side is that because the NERC subcommittee refers a standard, or part of a standard, to NAESB committee that we MUST develop a standard.  The perception seems to be that if the standard was not important and/or needed, than the NERC side would not have sent it to us in the first place.  I completely disagree with that thought process, I do not think that is part of the assessment the NERC side is making.  I have been on the NERC calls and at the NERC meetings from time to time.  Every time that kind of conversation comes up the consensus on the NERC side is that the item is a “Business Practice” as opposed to a “Reliability Issue” and it ends there.  That and that alone is all the NERC side is assessing.  

I think part of the NAESB assessment should include weather or not it even makes sense to carry the standard forward.   It seems like every time a person on a NAESB call asks the question “do we even need this standard”, or “why are we doing this”, the answer is always “the NERC subcommittee sent it to us to develop a standard so that’s what we have to do”.  I think the NERC committee deems it as not being reliability related so they send it to NAESB, nothing more than that it assessed by the NERC side.  I think our first assessment should always be “do we need this standard”, “why”, and “what purpose does it serve”.  I think we need to first assess if there is a clear benefit to carrying the standard forward.  If no, then we should vote on it and just “can it” if appropriate.

Just my 2-cents.

Thanks,

Jim

