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North American Energy Standards Board

1301 Fannin, Suite 2350, Houston, Texas 77002
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TO:
NAESB Gas Electric Coordination Task Force (GECTF) Participants and Posting for Interested Parties

FROM: 
Todd Oncken, Deputy Director

RE:
GECTF Meeting Final Minutes – May 18-19, 2004
DATE:

June 2, 2004
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD

GAS ELECTRIC COORDINATION TASK FORCE

May 18-19, 2004

Hosted by UBS Energy, LLC in Stamford, CT
Final Minutes

1.  
Welcome

Ms. Calcagno called the meeting to order.  Mr. Oncken gave the antitrust advice.  Participants introduced themselves.  The draft agenda was reviewed.  Ms. Kiselewich moved, seconded by Mr. Porter, to adopt the draft agenda without modification.  The motion passed unanimously.  

The draft minutes from the April 13-14, 2004 Gas Electric Coordination Task Force (GECTF) were reviewed.  Ms. McVicker moved, seconded by Ms. Kiselewich to adopt the draft minutes without modification.  The motion passed unanimously.

The draft minutes from the April 28, 2004 GECTF Conference Call were reviewed.  Ms. McVicker moved, seconded by Ms. Van Pelt, to adopt the draft minutes with a minor correction to the attendance list.  The motion passed unanimously. 

2.
Presentation on NERC GEITF
Mr. Fedora gave a presentation titled, ‘NERC Gas/Electric Interdependency Task Force Status Report.’  Mr. Fedora’s presentation contained background information on NERC’s interest in the increased interdependence of the industries, the role of the NERC Gas/Electric Interdependency Task Force (GEITF), and the GEITF recommendations that NERC’s Planning Committee is considering.  Mr. Fedora explained the GEITF was established to review the interdependency relationship between the industries and explore the need for future relationships between gas and electric generation and planning.  Mr. Fedora clarified the GEITF was not tasked with reviewing gas supply issues, completing a detail study of gas supply sufficiency, or commenting on either industry’s operating practices.  A chief message of Mr. Fedora’s presentation was the recognition by the electric industry of its increased reliance on gas-fired electric generation and the need for the NERC policies to reflect this increased reliance.
Mr. Fedora’s presentation highlighted the GEITF’s recommendations that are being considered by the NERC Planning Committee, as follows:

Recommendation 1:  NERC Regions should include in their regional assessment program a review of the impact of any fuel transportation infrastructure interruption that could adversely impact electric system reliability.

Recommendation 2:  NERC reliability coordinators or their delegates, subject to appropriate treatment of commercially sensitive information, should develop regular, real-time communications with pipeline operators about disturbances that could adversely impact the reliability of either the electric systems or the gas pipeline.

Recommendation 3:  For planning purposes, gas pipeline outages that could have an adverse impact on the reliability of the electric systems must be coordinated with the electric industry so that plans to mitigate any impacts to the electric systems may be developed.

Recommendation 4:  NERC should develop a reliability standard relating fuel infrastructure reliability to resource adequacy.

Recommendation 5:  NERC should include analysis of fuel infrastructure contingencies that could adversely impact the reliability of the electric systems in the NERC planning standards.

Recommendation 6:  NERC should establish a monitoring system that tracks fuel infrastructure contingencies that have, or could have, an adverse impact on electric system reliability.

Recommendation 7:  NERC should, in concert with other energy organizations, formalize communications between the electric industry and the gas transportation industry for the purposes of education, planning, and emergency response.

Mr. Fedora outlined the process for NERC’s consideration of the GEITF report.  He stated the draft report was in the NERC Planning Committee ballot process, so it was not ready for public release.  Following approval by the Planning Committee, the report would be sent to the NERC Board of Trustees for review at the June 15, 2004 meeting.  Mr. Fedora stated the NERC Board could take any appropriate action, but it would likely direct that the recommendations be implemented or refer the recommendations to the task force for further clarification.  The GEITF report will be posted as an attachment to these minutes when it becomes available.  
Mr. Fedora’s presentation was discussed at length.  During the discussion, it was noted that the GEITF considered a gas system disturbance to be anything that caused a sudden disturbance in gas flow, including both planning and operational aspects.  Ms. Chezar stated that the gas industry views some actions, such as Interruptible Transportation Service (IT) not being offered by the pipeline on any day, as something other than a disturbance.  Nevertheless, Mr. Fedora said an interruption of IT was an important reliability concern, since most generators rely on IT contracts.  This discussion highlighted the different service aspects of the gas and electric industries.
Ms. Westerfield stated the coordination of the industries was important for many Western states and cited Idaho as an example.  She said that all proposed incremental electric generation in Idaho over the previous five years had been gas-fired, a fact that was daunting for a state with no natural gas production.  Ms. Chezar suggested purchasing gas storage may alleviate the concerns.  It was noted that gas storage is tied to transportation.  Mr. Fedora stated that there were reliability concerns for any fuel source without on-site storage.  
GEITF Recommendations 2, 3, and 4 garnered a lot of discussion.  Regarding Recommendation 2, participants were interested in the type of information that would be shared between the pipeline operators and electric reliability coordinators, and how that information exchange would occur when a pipeline spanned several reliability coordination areas.  Mr. Fedora explained that operational information was critical to maintain the integrity of both systems, and if shared effectively, could help manage expectations of the counterparties.  It was noted that this information is currently shared with pipeline customers, so the recommendation focused on including the Reliability Coordinators in the communication stream early in the process.  Some concern was expressed that the communications would give the electric ISOs more authority since they would be seeing more information on each unit.  Mr. Fedora stated that the ISOs are sometimes viewed as responsible for reliability and suggested that any concern could be outweighed by the reliability concerns created by the heavy reliance on natural gas as an input for electricity production.  Ms. Paravalos suggested the group in New England that is analyzing the January 2004 occurrence would agree with this recommendation, since one of its findings was that the ISO did not have enough advanced notice of the events to adequately plan generation dispatch.  
Regarding Recommendation 3, concern was expressed that the recommendation contemplates informing one customer group of a pending outage before the other customers are notified.  Ms. McCain stated that practice is currently prohibited by regulation, because each of the pipeline’s customers must be notified of such information contemporaneously.  It was clarified that this recommendation contemplates more than just notification.  Rather, according to the recommendation, the affected electric industry participants would be a party to the decision on the timing of the planned pipeline outage. This is one of the reasons why the electric industry has RTOs and ISOs – so that information that would normally be considered market sensitive can be used in planning by the ISOs without giving individual market participants an advantage.  Market monitors are also employed as a further safeguard.
Regarding Recommendation 4, it was clarified that while the proposed reliability standard would be specific to fuel infrastructure, environmental impacts of backup fuel choices could be implicated.  Additionally, it was suggested that the proposed standard would address adequacy and reliability of services to support the input.  Mr. Fedora stated the GEITF provided no clear direction on what the reliability standard would encompass, but it could mandate the use of firm gas transportation contracts instead of IT contracts, discount the amount of generation eligible for dispatch based on the reliability of the type of fuel service, or require dual fuel generation capability that could be switched quickly.  

3.
Discussion of categorized GECTF Discussion Points List and identification of those that lend themselves to standards development by NAESB
Participants discussed how to move forward with the GECTF Discussion Points List (DPL).  It was anticipated by some participants that the DPL would be further refined to identify those categories that lend themselves to standards development by NAESB.  It was noted that it was difficult to define the characteristics of an item that lends itself to standards development.  Ms. Deegan expressed a strong preference, should the refinement by category be done, that key issues regarding coordination of the industries that did not lend themselves to standardization be maintained and highlighted.  Ms. Lauderdale noted that participants on an Edison Electric Institute (EEI) conference call to discuss the GECTF DPL found making a determination based on category difficult, since several categories were not specifically defined.
Mr. Bray suggested the task force not attempt to refine the DPL because reaching a working consensus on which categories would lend themselves to standards development by NAESB would be very time consuming and nearly impossible.  Instead, Mr. Bray stated the DPL should stand on its own for the final report and interested parties can include discussion on any particular items or categories in their comments on the final report.  Ms. Van Pelt supported Mr. Bray’s position and noted that any decisions by the task force on which items would lend themselves to standardization by NAESB would not be binding, since any item from the DPL could be submitted as a standards request that would proceed through the standard NAESB process.  Additionally, Mr. Connor expressed concern that any refinement would circumvent the NAESB process.
Before deciding to take no further action on the DPL, the task force discussed whether the current DPL was adequate to meet the expectations of the regulators and other industry stakeholders.  Mr. Johnson questioned whether the current DPL fulfilled the mission of the task force, since the task force did not make an attempt at determining the items that lend themselves to standardization by NAESB.  Mr. Hadden suggested the next logical step would be to define the categories.  Several additional parties, including Mr. Novak and Ms. Westerfield, opposed not further refining the DPL.  Ms. Westerfield suggested not taking the next step was passing the buck.  Ms. Lauderdale agreed a refined DPL would be a more useful work product.  After a lengthy discussion the task force agreed to include the current DPL in the final report.    There was general agreement by the participants not to identify which of the 14 categories would lend themselves to standards development.  
4.
Initial draft of GECTF Final Report
The task force worked through each section of the final report outline.  Considerable time was spent during the meeting refining the language and concepts to be included in the report.  The suggestion to add a section containing higher-level items that could impede standardization was discussed, but the task force did not make the addition.  
The initial report outline proposed the inclusion of any standards requests relating to the Discussion Points List as an appendix.  Participants opposed including this item because including the section could make it appear that the requests were part of the task force’s work.  However, several participants viewed information on pending requests as key to the report and supported the appendix.  In the alternative, it was suggested that requests for standards could be referenced in the transmittal letter for the final report, or a subsequent report.  While there was not consensus on either approach, participants emphasized that any reference to a pending request for standards should indicate the status of the request.  
Given the group’s decision not to refine the DPL, Ms. Kiselewich suggested the task force highlight an area that was not controversial but appropriate for NAESB standardization on its face – such as communications standards.  Ms. Westerfield supported the concept and noted the connection between an emphasis on communications standards and the NERC GEITF Recommendations.  Ms. Westerfield projected that there could be a need for complementary communications standards to the NERC GEITF Recommendation.  Mr. Bray and Ms. Chezar opposed Ms. Kiselewich’s suggestion.  Ms. Chezar stated that highlighting one topic would suggest priority.  Participants decided against highlighting any specific issue in the report.
Mr. Kijowski stated the value of the task force’s work has been the exchange of information on the industries.  Mr. Bray agreed and suggested the proposal to let the current DPL stand on its own was consistent with the marketplace determining the priority of NAESB work items.  There was general agreement by the participants not to identify which of the 14 categories would lend themselves to standards development.  Mr. Bray and Mr. Johnson drafted language for the report that explains the benefits of the task force’s work even though the precise mission of the task force was not completed.  
Mr. Conopask provided a regulatory perspective on the sufficiency of the task force’s efforts and the report.  He stated the education and communication of industry participants was a great accomplishment, and while the regulatory community would like to see a more refined DPL and areas for standardization identified, perhaps the task force had reached its logical conclusion and was unable to refine the DPL.  Ms. Westerfield agreed with Mr. Conopask’s statements.  

The task force discussed whether it would be appropriate to reference the NERC GEITF report, or any portion of the report, in the GECTF report.  While participants agreed the GEITF report given during the meeting contained valuable information on the dependence on gas-fired generation and importance of communication between the industries, there was not agreement on including references into the GECTF report.  Ms. Chezar noted that the final GEITF report was not available, and when available, would be subject to subsequent consideration (see NERC procedures outlined above).  
The NAESB Office will draft the final report and submit it to the task force leadership prior to distribution to GECTF participants.  It is anticipated the final report will be considered and voted on at the next GECTF meeting.  Assuming approval, the report will be posted for comment and considered by the Executive Committees of each of the quadrants.  Any comments received prior to Executive Committee consideration will be included in the report.  Assuming a majority of each of the Executive Committees of each quadrant is reached, the report will be reviewed with final approval by the Board Managing Committee prior to submittal to FERC. 

5.
Other Business
No other business was discussed.

6.
Next Meetings
The current GECTF schedule of activities can be found on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/gas_electric_coordination.asp.  The current schedule reflects the cancellation of the July 14-15 meeting. 

7.
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 1:30 p.m. Eastern on May 19, 2004.
8.
Attendance

	Name
	Organization
	Day One
	Day Two
	Quadrant


	Mariam Arnaout
	American Gas Association
	In Person
	In Person
	RGQ

	Roman Bakke
	Southern California Edison
	In Person
	In Person
	WGQ

	Mike Bray
	Shell Gas Transmission
	In Person
	In Person
	WGQ

	Curt Brechtel
	APS
	In Person
	In Person
	WGQ

	Ken Brown
	PSEG
	In Person
	In Person
	WEQ

	Kathryn Burch
	Duke Energy Gas Transmission
	In Person
	In Person
	WGQ

	Suzanne Calcagno
	UBS Energy
	In Person
	In Person
	RGQ

	Yvette Camp
	Southern Company
	Phone
	Phone
	NA

	Dolores Chezar
	KeySpan Energy
	In Person
	In Person
	WGQ

	Craig Colombo
	Dominion Resources
	Phone
	Phone
	NA

	Jeffrey Conopask
	DCPSC
	In Person
	In Person
	Govt

	Peter Connor
	NiSource
	Phone
	Phone
	NA

	Mike Coyle
	PSEG
	In Person
	
	RGQ

	Valerie Crockett
	TVA
	In Person
	In Person
	WGQ

	Dale Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person
	WGQ

	George Dawe
	Duke Energy
	Phone
	Phone
	NA

	Jennifer Deegan
	Washington Gas
	In Person
	In Person
	RGQ

	Jay Dibble
	Calpine
	Phone
	Phone
	NA

	Andrew Dotterweich
	Consumers Energy
	Phone
	
	NA

	Dan Downs
	New York State Dept of Public Service
	Phone
	Phone
	NA

	Philip Fedora
	NPCC
	In Person
	In Person
	WEQ

	Lisa Fitzgerald
	Columbia Gas 
	In Person
	In Person
	WGQ

	Mark Gracey
	Tennessee Gas Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person
	WGQ

	Bill Griffith
	Colorado Interstate Gas
	In Person
	In Person
	WGQ

	Tom Gwilliam
	Iroquois Gas Transmission System
	In Person
	In Person
	WGQ

	Ben Hadden
	Conectiv Energy
	In Person
	In Person
	WEQ

	Judy Hickman
	Columbia Gas 
	In Person
	In Person
	WGQ

	Erin Hogan
	Nyserda
	Phone
	
	NA

	Alan Johnson
	Mirant
	In Person
	In Person
	WEQ

	Drake Kijowski
	PSEG
	In Person
	In Person
	WGQ

	Iris King
	Dominion Transmission
	In Person
	In Person
	WGQ

	Ruth Kiselewich
	Baltimore Gas & Electric
	In Person
	In Person
	REQ

	Melissa Lauderdale
	Edison Electric Institute
	Phone
	Phone
	NA

	Paul Love
	NGPL
	In Person
	In Person
	WGQ

	Marcy McCain
	Duke Energy Gas Transmission
	In Person
	In Person
	RGQ

	Paul McKelvey
	ChevronTexaco
	In Person
	In Person
	WGQ

	Rae McQuade
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person
	NA

	Diane McVicker
	Salt River Project
	In Person
	In Person
	WGQ

	Patricia Merville
	Public Service Company PNM
	
	Phone
	

	Janie Nielsen
	Kern River Gas Transmission
	In Person
	In Person
	WGQ

	Michael Novak
	National Fuel
	Phone
	Phone
	NA

	Lou Oberski
	Dominion Resources
	Phone
	Phone
	NA

	Todd Oncken
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person
	NA

	Mary Ellen Paravalos
	National Grid
	In Person
	In Person
	WEQ

	Marjorie Perlman
	Energy East Management Corp.
	In Person
	In Person
	WEQ

	John Porter
	TVA
	In Person
	In Person
	WEQ

	Marv Rosenberg
	FERC
	In Person
	In Person
	Govt

	Donna Scott
	Transwestern Pipeline Company
	Phone
	Phone
	NA

	Ed Tammy
	Florida Power & Light Company
	Phone
	Phone
	NA

	Chuck Thompson
	Public Service Company New Mexico
	Phone
	
	NA

	Kim Van Pelt
	PEPL
	In Person
	In Person
	WGQ

	Louann Westerfield
	Idaho Public Utilities Commission
	Phone
	Phone
	NA

	Brian White
	NiSource
	Phone
	Phone
	NA

	Randy Young
	Gulf South
	In Person
	In Person
	WGQ

	Steve Zavodnick
	Baltimore Gas & Electric
	Phone
	Phone
	NA


� Quadrant noted where provided.
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