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DRAFT MINUTES
1. Welcome
Mr. Brooks welcomed the participants to the meeting. Mr. Booe provided the antitrust and meeting policies reminder.  Mr. Brooks reviewed the agenda.  Mr. Sappenfield moved to adopt the agenda, and Mr. Anglin seconded the motion.  The motion passed without opposition
The participants reviewed the draft minutes from the September 14, 2026 meeting.  Mr. Sappenfield moved, seconded by Mr. Anglin, to adopt the draft minutes as final.  The motion passed without opposition.  The final minutes for the meeting are available through the following hyperlink:    https://www.naesb.org/pdf4/weq_bps_css091426fm.docx. 
2. Review formal comments submitted in response to the NAESB Cybersecurity Contract Addendum and develop and vote on subcommittees’ comments for consideration by the WEQ Executive Committee
Mr. Brooks thanked Ms. Fernandes for joining and asked her to review her comments with the participants.  She stated that PJM currently uses a cybersecurity addendum to support compliance with NERC CIP-013 and that, while the draft CS Addendum shares many common elements with it, the specificity and stricter language of the draft could create duplication or limit broader industry adoption.  She suggested clarifying that entities with an existing cybersecurity addendum that follows best practices may continue to use it.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that the CS Addendum is a voluntary template reflecting what the subcommittees believe to be best practice, and that parties are free to continue using their existing addenda or to modify or delete any provision of the CS Addendum through special conditions.  Ms. Fernandes asked whether use of the CS Addendum would become a mandatory requirement, similar to the WEQ-012 Business Practice Standards.  Mr. Booe stated that the CS Addendum would be included in the WEQ Business Practice Standards along with the other NAESB contracts, but noted that FERC has never adopted a NAESB contract and made it mandatory, and that there is no intent to develop additional business practice standards from the document.  Mr. Brooks agreed, noting that the CS Addendum is intended to serve as a template that parties may choose to use.
Next, the participants reviewed the redline of the CS Addendum incorporating the formal comments submitted by the EIS Advisory.  Mr. Booe noted that the redlines would be retained for ease of review by the WEQ Executive Committee and that he would correct any section numbering affected by the modifications.  In Section 1.1, the participants agreed to use “cybersecurity” as one word consistently throughout the document.  In Section 2, the participants agreed to strike the proposed definition of Actively Exploited Vulnerability and retain the existing definitions of Exploitable Vulnerability and High-Risk Vulnerability.  Mr. Brooks explained that exploitable vulnerabilities are a broader class than those being actively exploited, and the participants agreed to delete the word “actively” wherever it had been proposed in the document.  Mr. Brooks also recommended striking the proposed definition of Applicable Systems, noting that the scope of the CS Addendum was intended to extend beyond BES Cyber Systems.  Mr. Sappenfield asked whether those systems would remain covered, and after reviewing the definition of Bulk Power System in 18 CFR Part 39, the participants agreed that the Bulk Electric System is a subset of the Bulk Power System and that the definition could be struck.
The participants accepted the proposed clarification limiting the definition of Business Day to commercial notices, as well as an errata correction to Section 2.5.  The participants accepted the replacement of CII Data with the new defined term Protected Information, noting that it is broader in scope.  At Mr. Sappenfield’s suggestion, the proposed definition of Severe Incident was retained, as it is referenced in other provisions of the document, and the proposed definition of Vendor Identified Incident was accepted.  The participants agreed to strike the proposed definition of Significant Vulnerability, noting that determining significance is highly subjective.  The proposed deletion of the trust score definition was not accepted; however, at Mr. Anglin’s suggestion, the reference to a 0 to 100% scale was removed, as other scoring methods use different scales.  A conforming change was made to Exhibit A.
In Section 3, the participants accepted Mr. Sappenfield’s simplification of the language in Section 3.1 concerning amendments to the published CS Policy documentation, and in Section 3.2.v, the participants accepted the proposed 14-day timeline for the final report, but modified to specify calendar days.  The participants did not accept the proposed modifications to Section 3.2.vi, as Mr. Brooks noted that a 6o day timeline would be too long for critical infrastructure operators addressing a critical vulnerability.  Mr. Sappenfield noted that counterparties could modify the three-business day requirement through special conditions.  The proposed modifications to Sections 3.2.vii and 3.2.x were accepted as clarifying changes.  Mr. Booe asked whether the proposed new provisions concerning regulatory alignment, equivalent evidence, and audit and inspection rights were intended to replace or supplement Sections 3.3 and 3.4.  Mr. Brooks stated that the proposed provisions were redundant with Sections 3.3 and 3.4, and proposed removing them.  The participants supported the recommendation. 
In Section 5.3, the participants accepted the proposed new provision concerning the sharing of confidential information, including use of the Traffic Light Protocol, and agreed with Mr. Sappenfield’s recommendation that it be renumbered as romanette iv, with the existing catch-all provision moved to romanette v.  
The participants then discussed the model clauses proposed by the EIS Advisory and agreed to include them in the FAQ document as a new question asking whether there are special conditions that counterparties should consider incorporating into the CS Addendum.  The participants agreed that the response should state that counterparties may consider incorporating one or more of the special conditions, since they are offered as guidance and are not mandatory.
Mr. Brooks asked if there were any objections to accepting the modifications reviewed to the CS Addendum and FAQ during the meeting as the comments of the BPS and CSS and forwarding them to the WEQ Executive Committee.  No objections were made.
3. Identify Next Steps and Action Items
Mr. Booe confirmed that Mr. Brooks would present the recommendation and comments to the Executive Committees during its next meetings on October 21, 2026.
4. Other Business
No other business was discussed.
5. Adjourn
The meeting adjourned 10:01 AM Central.
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