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1.
Administrative Items

Mr. Desselle opened the meeting and welcomed the attendees.  In opening remarks, Mr. Desselle stated that energy day is an important issue to many in the industry, as evidenced by the attendance at this meeting, and that it was a significant event to have the gas and electric industries meeting together to coordinate on these issues.  Mr. Desselle emphasized the importance of this meeting to define the scope of our efforts, and as the marketplace evolves, there will be even greater dependence on gas for electric generation.

Mr. Desselle noted that FERC has requested NAESB to deliver standards on energy day by June 1, 2005 and expects progress reports between now and then.  Business practices for energy day may need to accommodate regional differences, and the potential exists for the committee to come to the conclusion that nothing should be changed.  If that is true, Mr. Desselle stated that NAESB Board members and officers will be called on to explain why the industry thinks no standards are needed and why the status quo is sufficient.  He urged the group to achieve a joint consensus on what business practices are needed and said this joint subcommittee is the opportunity to set business practices before another event happens such as the New England cold snap in January 2004.

Ms. Van Pelt introduced the chairs of the WEQ and WGQ Business Practices Subcommittees and stated the meeting would be facilitated by Mr. Miles, FERC Director of Dispute Resolution Services.

Ms. Kennedy read the antitrust advice.  Ms. McQuade suggested changes to the order of the presentations because Ms. Chezar was having travel difficulties.  Mr. Sappenfield made a motion, seconded by Mr. Dison to adopt the revised agenda.  The agenda was adopted absent objection.  Mr. Oberski made a motion, seconded by Mr. Cox to adopt the draft minutes for the December 1-2, 2004 meeting as final minutes.  The minutes were adopted absent objection.  The final minutes for the December 1-2, 2004 meeting are posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_wgq_bps120104fm.doc.

2.

Review of meeting format and procedures

Mr. Miles explained that he was present at the meeting solely as a facilitator to assist in the process.  Mr. Miles said he was not at the meeting as an advocate for any particular model, nor was he present at the meeting as an evaluator.  Mr. Miles reviewed the agenda and explained that the time allotted for each presentation was thirty minutes and the question and answer sessions after each presentation had been allotted fifteen minutes.

3.

Presentations

Collaborative #1:

Mr. Dison made the presentation titled “Revised Collaborative #1” posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_wgq_bps012405w3.ppt.  Before beginning the presentation, Mr. Dison read a disclaimer about the collaborative presentation, which is titled “Collaborative #1 Disclaimer” posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_wgq_bps012405w16.doc.  Mr. Dison stated that several wholesale electric quadrant members had collaborated on research of the issues at hand.  The objective was to define the presumed problem, to research some of the issues, and to determine the impact that the requested standard energy day would have on the industry.  Mr. Dison emphasized that the presentation did not necessarily represent an endorsement of any particular solution to the presumed problem by anyone who worked on the presentation.  If the committee determines that the establishment of a single standard energy day for the industry is the appropriate solution for the problem at hand, several of the participants who helped develop the collaborative presentation would support the midnight implementation as requested in Request Number R04016 and as outlined in this presentation.

Mr. Dison began by reviewing the current process for each part of the electric and gas industry, beginning with the electric transportation market.  Mr. Dison explained for the electric transportation market there is a continuous day-ahead reservation period and the 9 a.m. central prevailing time start of the gas day splits all of the transportation products down the middle regardless of the time zone.  Mr. Dison explained that while the start of the gas day is irrelevant to day-ahead market processes, the start of the gas day is relevant and important for the next day and intraday nomination cycles.  Mr. Dison noted that RTOs must estimate all output values either before or after the start of the gas day.

Mr. Dison stated that though open bilateral trading is continuous, most occurs earlier in the day. Mr. Dison highlighted the fact that intraday nomination cycles provide little benefit, because they occur late in the electric day. Mr. Dison noted that all RTO markets clear after the timely nomination period.

Mr. Dison highlighted the impacts some industry participants are experiencing with the status quo such as the market risk associated with gas supply and nomination, price uncertainty when market participants have two gas prices for one electric flow period, pipeline imbalances that may occur just prior to the start of the gas day, and electric reliability concerns if generators needed to meet electric supply are forced to shut down due to pipeline Operational Flow Orders.

Mr. Dison stated those who drafted the collaborative presentation prepared the following problem statement:

· The current “Gas Day” divides all of the following:

· The “electric flow day” for all 4 North American time zones and all RTOs with established next day markets

· Daily Firm transmission products for all transmission providers

· The most liquidly traded “On Peak” electric trading products for both the Eastern and Western Interconnections

· The “on peak” period for Summer and (especially) Winter load profiles

· Nomination cycles are not well coordinated with RTO market timelines.

· Intraday nomination cycles provide limited benefit for intraday usage – especially with respect to committing peaking units.

· Transmission product seams issues exist when scheduling electricity between time zones.

Mr. Dison stated that if the problem statement correctly states the difficulties market participants are facing, and if those difficulties are significant, then the requested standard energy day can resolve these issues.  The next step is to determine the significance of the problem.  There are, however, many market participants who have developed mitigation strategies to address the issues raised in obtaining the gas needed for power generation, and do not consider a standard energy day as an appropriate solution.

Mr. Dison went on to discuss other gas electric coordination issues.  Mr. Dison stated that with the exception of New York ISO, with timelines that were intentionally established to clear prior to the beginning of the PJM market period, the existing RTO timelines are reasonably consistent when converted to central prevailing time.  Due to the fact that electricity has a continuous transmission reservation and scheduling process, the current timelines allow for the most flexibility.  Mr. Dison said that the electric quadrant cannot change its product definitions to coincide with the existing gas day, because the products are a reflection of demand profiles, not fuel scheduling limitations, and changing the definitions would create significant problems for the electric industry without adding benefit.

Mr. Dison said that throughout this process, the wholesale gas quadrant participants have cited their reluctance to change the existing gas day was due to safety concerns.  Mr. Dison asked the gas industry participants to explain the safety issues so that those in the electric industry can better understand this concern.  Mr. Dison cited gas standard 1.3.4 that states that the gas industry is a twenty-four hour business.  He also mentioned the existing intraday nomination cycle number two is currently implemented at 9 p.m. and most producers very rarely change gas flow due to the pipeline nomination cycle.  

Mr. Dison said that based on the existing NAESB gas principles, the gas industry states that gas nomination cycles can be changed.  Mr. Dison cited gas principle 1.1.2 that states “There should be a standard for the nominations and confirmation process.  Agreement notwithstanding, it is recognized that this is an interim step to continuous and contiguous scheduling.”  

In conclusion, Mr. Dison stated those who were in support of the collaborative presentation are not certain a standard energy day is a complete stand-alone solution for ensuring proper coordination between the gas and electric industries.  A standard energy day will require change by all parties in the industry.  Mr. Dison highlighted the potential benefits from a standard energy day, such as mitigating supply risks, mitigating price risks, reducing the potential reliability risks, eliminating seams issues, increasing next day nomination flexibility for RTO participants, and increased intraday nomination flexibility for responding to unexpected changes in gas requirements associated with changes in electric demand.

Mr. Dison explained the criteria for a successful standard energy day.  A successful energy day must appropriately balance cost and benefit, synchronize gas and electric flow days for all market participants, encompass the “on peak” electric demand period and trading product, and maintain safety and reliability for all market participants.

Given the problem statement, Mr. Dison presented a way for the requested standard energy day to be implemented.  The proposal called not only for the gas day to be moved to the midnight time, but also to add a gas nomination cycle, and to shorten the length of processing time for all three nomination cycles.

Mr. Dison reviewed impacts on the electric load profiles if a standard energy day were set at a time other than midnight.  The wholesale electric industry set its day to begin during off-peak periods because processes should not be changed in the middle of a ramping period.

In the question and answer period following the presentation, the following questions were raised:

· Mr. Sappenfield asked the percentage of the load profile that is fueled by natural gas, and what percentage of the swing is fueled by natural gas.  Mr. Dison replied that generally in the summer once the load starts growing and as the peak is crossed on the load profile, most of the marginal units in the eastern interconnection are using natural gas.

· Mr. Bray asked Mr. Dison if he would identify the other parties who participated in developing the collaborative presentation.  Mr. Dison said that the parties decided not to identify themselves because the presentation is so broad, and because many are still trying to develop internal corporate positions on the topic of energy day During the discussion several others identified themselves as being part of the collaborative including TVA and Entergy.

· Mr. Zavodnick said that based on the load profiles, a standard energy day could begin as early as 1 a.m. or as late as 6 a.m. to encompass the five by sixteen product in all four U.S. time zones.  Mr. Zavodnick asked if there was a time other than midnight the electric industry would accept for a standard energy day.  Mr. Dison said while there may be some room to move around the midnight time, 6 a.m. would cut through the sharpest part of the winter ramp.  Ms. Chezar pointed out that the graph of the typical winter load profile for the electric industry is the same for a gas utility and would pose the same problems for gas utilities. 

· Mr. Schwermann told the group that he is the chair of the Western Electricity Coordinating Council’s (WECC) Interchange Scheduling and Accounting Subcommittee.  Mr. Schwermann said the subcommittee discussed the Collaborative #1 Presentation at its last meeting and came up with questions:  Have there been any studies of cost benefit to the electric industry?  What are the benefits of energy day?  Why change something that works for us?  If adopting gas day does not fit the WECC day, and the problems are because of the existing gas day, why not change the gas day?  What will it take to change software?  Won’t this require expenses for all while only some will benefit?  Mr. Schwermann said that after reviewing how the WECC aligns the prescheduled trading days with gas trading, the WECC determined that a standard energy day is a not a viable solution.

· Mr. Griffith pointed out that Mr. Dison had mentioned that the intraday nomination cycles have limited benefit for the electric industry and asked if Mr. Dison considered if nominations are made for the intraday 2 cycle that it results in a flow change for the entire gas day.  Mr. Dison said that he did realize that it changed the gas day and that he meant that the intraday cycles have little benefit for the electric day, but do help with next day market.  Mr. Griffith stated there are peak energy products that cross  non-peak periods in both the summer and winter seasons.  Mr. Griffith asked why the peak energy products currently available encompass both peak and non-peak periods..  Mr. Dison responded that there is only one product used regardless of the season the product has been defined in such a way to capture the morning and evening peak in the winter and the peak in the summer.

· Mr. Templeton asked if the sixteen hour product could be split in the day.  Mr. Dison stated it would be difficult to serve a split product, and the product had been developed over many years, because it represents a broad consensus for summer and winter peak requirements.

· Mr. Connor asked if the product is a uniform level of requirement and if so how are hourly increases and decreases in demand managed.  Mr. Dison said that it is a uniform level of requirement, and the electric industry is a continuous dispatching industry where system operators must change the output continuously.  The traded products are not meant to meet changing demand, but to supplement the overall portfolio.

· Mr. Desselle asked how Mr. Dison anticipated getting answers to the questions about the significance of the problems being experienced by market participants.  Mr. Dison said the reason for the presentation was to define the problem and to foster an open discussion about where the process should go from here.  Mr. Dison said that while participants can continue to disagree, the committee needs to decide if the problem is significant enough that a standard energy day needs to be considered.

· Mr. Griffith asked why the number one criterion for a successful energy day listed in the collaborative presentation was cost benefit and the last criterion was safety and reliability when the basis for these meetings was reliability concerns.  Mr. Dison said the criteria were not listed in any order of precedence, and that cost/benefit and safety/reliability are key criteria.

· Ms. Davis commented that the proposal condensed the processing times in the nomination cycles from five hours to two and a half hours with no attention given to other processes that are intertwined with and correspond to the elements outside nomination schedules.  Ms. Davis pointed out that the proposal has no proposed changes in the time allotted for scheduling on the electric side change and asked what commensurate cuts could be made in electric processing schedules.  Mr. Dison said he agreed with Ms. Davis and that the gas nomination cycles should perhaps be shifted instead of being condensed, but his goal was to have two nomination cycles be complete before the close of the electric markets.

· Mr. Bass said that based on the summer and winter load profiles it seems as if a major problem is trying to supply hourly service with daily supply contracts.  Mr. Bass asked how changing the gas day will alleviate those conflicts.  Mr. Dison said that the electric trading business is not trying to meet the entire varying load profile with a fixed block of energy, but they are trying to supplement the total supply requirement for the varying load profile with a fixed block of energy.

Before proceeding with the next presentation, Mr. Miles noted that to proceed, the problem statements and outstanding questions raised by each presentation should be noted for review and discussion after all presentations have concluded.  There was general agreement to proceed in this manner. 

Duke Energy and KeySpan:

Ms. Burch and Ms. Chezar provided a presentation on behalf of Duke Energy and KeySpan.  The presentation is posted on the NAESB website titled “Duke Energy and KeySpan Energy Presentation” (http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_wgq_bps012405w6.ppt).

Ms. Burch provided an explanation of the objectives sought by NAESB Request Number R04016 submitted by Duke Energy and KeySpan.  Ms. Burch explained the objectives for requesting a standard energy day were in part to promote fair, reliable, safe and efficient service to prevent a repeat of the cold snap problems in New England in 2004.  She urged the group to be fair in any changes that are made to establish a standard energy day.  A segment of the industry cannot reliably obtain fuel without taking significant risks, which in turn create risks for all other segments of the industry.  Safety is also a priority and whether a standard energy day can mitigate those safety issues has not been determined.  The bottom line is that problems arise because the gas peak is split into two pieces in the morning on the east coast, and the electric industry must nominate for two gas days to cover one electric day.  She urged both the gas and electric industries to coordinate to make changes, and determine the significance of those changes.

Ms. Chezar stated there are many reasons a common energy day of midnight to midnight is feasible for the day-ahead electric market; however a standard energy day alone will not resolve the gas and electric scheduling problems.  Ms. Chezar stated that generators have little opportunity to recover pipeline demand charges, which is an issue that FERC could address.  Ms. Chezar suggested that ISOs and RTOs could provide dispatch priorities to units with firm pipeline contracts or that are dual fueled.  In addition, Ms. Chezar suggested that pipelines should design new services to meet the needs of electric generators that would allow generators to nominate supplies for the day-ahead and real time market provided that pipelines are fully compensated for providing this service.  Ms. Chezar stated pipeline flexibility is affected when generators take gas off of the pipeline system without a matching nomination and without the pipelines having supply lined up for service.  Ms. Chezar stated the pipelines need to be fully compensated when this occurs and suggested the RTOs and FERC should provide ways for the electric generators to recover those payments to the pipelines.  Ms. Chezar stated that while all of these concerns cannot be addressed through the development of standards by NAESB, a standard energy day from midnight to midnight will support NAESB work on the other two standards requests (R04020 and R04021).  It would also aid the FERC and RTOs in addressing incentives to contract for firm service and  for pipelines to design services to better serve the needs of electric generators.

In the question and answer session following: 

· Mr. Desselle asked Ms. Chezar if her position was that a standard energy day would be beneficial for the industry, but that NAESB cannot implement a standard energy day.  Ms. Chezar replied that while a standard energy day would help to solve the problems in the day-ahead market which can be addressed by NAESB, other issues may need to be addressed by FERC and by the development of new services and the ability for full cost recovery.

· Mr. Kardas asked why an energy day is needed before the pipelines can develop a new service.  Ms. Chezar replied that a standard energy day would help solve other issues such as they way in which the current gas day splits the peak times for both the gas and electric industries.  Mr. Kardas asked why further investigation into pipelines creating new service, such as an hourly service, or a no notice service, could not be done before creating a standard energy day.  Ms. Chezar replied a standard energy day would provide an incentive for pipelines to design a different service and FERC to develop a mechanism for the cost recovery. A pipeline needs to know someone will sign up for the service; otherwise, pipelines will not have such a motivation to create new services.

· Ms. Lauderdale asked why a standard energy day should be established before the work on the request to improve communications between pipelines and generators is completed.  Ms. Chezar replied that a standard energy day provides clear benefits on its own when both gas and electric would provide service over the same day, and will also make it easier to set up timelines and to improve communications.  Ms. Chezar stated that even if a standard energy day is not established, the communications request should be addressed.

· Mr. Ken Brown stated he was concerned by the discussion of incentives and providing dispatch priority.  Mr. Ken Brown said the electric industry has struggled to alleviate incentives to let the free market operate. 

· Mr. Schwermann asked the specific electric scheduling concerns and changes the electric industry wants to implement to standardize the electric timelines.  Ms. Burch said the existing gas timelines can only be moved slightly, because so many functions and systems are built around those timelines in the gas industry.  Ms. Burch added that a standard energy day makes sense so that the needed volume of gas for the generators are identified in the same period of time.  Ms. Burch stated that while she realizes the electric industry works on short periods of time, there is also a viable day-ahead market which is split by the existing gas day.

· Mr. Griffith asked the group to keep in mind the scheduling criteria for each industry are different.  Mr. Griffith stated that while gas scheduling criteria is primarily based on gas contract entitlement, electric scheduling criteria is economic based on the commodity.

· Ms. Chezar added that pipelines do not wait for nominations and attempt to anticipate two and three days ahead because of the physical nature of the gas.  As such, a standard energy day would support the market needs as gas could be bought for one day of generation rather than requiring gas to be bought over a two day period for one day of generation.  Ms. Burch added that there are times when pipelines do rely on nominations, and if the nominations do not match the projections, adjustments must be made.  Mr. Cox asked when those adjustments are being made if it is because of the demand of a single unit.  Ms. Burch said it can be because of a single unit depending on the size and location of the generator.  Ms. Chezar added that where capacity is tight on a pipeline this is a concern because the pipeline must also be able to serve its firm gas load.  Mr. Cox said in the PJM region that is called scarcity.  A tariff or regional fix would allow for cost recovery to develop systems to alleviate the scarcity issue.

· Mr. Davis asked if penalties are imposed when generators utilize unscheduled gas.  Ms. Chezar responded that while the potential for penalties in that situation exists, generators take that risk.  Mr. Novak stated in some cases companies decide to pay the penalties for unscheduled gas because it is more economical to do so.  Mr. Love stated no guarantee exists for a pipeline to recoup those penalties.

· Mr. Griffith asked Ms. Chezar and Ms. Burch if they were proposing to change the status quo.  Ms. Chezar stated that after the Energy Day meeting on December 1 and 2, it was clear that a standard energy day of midnight to midnight will be the best first step to standardize the electric market timelines and improving communications between generators and pipelines.

· Mr. Rudd asked why the natural gas industry should be required to change the gas day and the processes that surround the gas day, when the problems in January 2004 in New England were a result of disconnects within the electric industry.  Ms. Burch said the events in New England in January 2004 are one example of the problems the request for a standard energy day was seeking to resolve.

Dominion:

Mr. Oberski made a presentation on behalf of Dominion.  The presentation is titled “Dominion Presentation” and is posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_wgq_bps012405w4.ppt.  Mr. Oberski said that Dominion personnel including producers, LDCs, pipelines, and generators were able to reach a consensus and drafted this presentation.

Mr. Oberski explained that the current RTO markets are designed to allow an RTO to offer the lowest cost in its area and in turn provide more savings to the customer.  Mr. Oberski provided an overview of the history of the gas day and the current electric timelines.  Mr. Oberski reviewed the traditional problem statement:  that standardization between gas and electric industries is desired by some parties in both industries.  He stated that Dominion perceives the traditional problem statement is not the major issue that needs to be addressed.

The real issue, in Dominion’s view, is the volumetric uncertainty for gas used in electric power generation that occurs as a result of the difference in the liquid trading period for physical natural gas and the time in which an electric power generator will have certainty about their market requirements.  Mr. Oberski stated that the problem the electric industry faces is managing that volumetric risk.

Mr. Oberski said that changing the nomination deadlines for the natural gas market or establishing a standard energy day will not solve the problem of managing the volumetric risk.  Instead, the electric power generation industry must have access to a liquid gas market once the electric power generators know their market requirements.  One way to accomplish this would be to shift the ISO/RTO market timelines so that the ISO/RTO markets would clear prior to the end of the most liquid gas trading period at 10 a.m. central clock time; however, shifting the ISO/RTO market timelines would present reliability concerns and a greater likelihood of imbalance charges.  

Mr. Oberski suggested that if the liquid trading period were extended to a time that is after the RTO markets close, the change would have little, if any, affect on the physical market.  An extended trading period would not affect the physical market because the decrease in the number of market participants has decreased the period of liquidity, many market participants link their trading activities to the NYMEX market, and because many market participants trade the way they do because it is the traditional practice.

Mr. Oberski concluded that the costs for establishing a standard energy day would provide little incremental benefit in return for large costs, and a standard energy day is not the best first step.  Mr. Oberski stated that it was Dominion’s recommendation to focus the efforts of this subcommittee on Request Number R04021 to improve communications between pipelines and generators.  Better communication, such as providing estimated burn rates by generators, expected curtailments by gas suppliers, and providing real time changes in generator output would help to prevent problems similar to those in the northeast in January 2004.  He noted that Chairman Wood spoke about all three requests: Request Number R04016, Request Number R04020, and Request Number R04021 during the FERC Open Session of December 15, 2004 and that each of the requests seek different means to the same end result.

In the question and answer period following the presentation, the following questions were raised:

· Mr. Cox asked if New England’s response to alleviate the problems from last winter was to improve communication between the particular RTO and gas generators and suppliers.  Mr. Oberski said that was part of the initial response, but the time periods were also moved to earlier in the day.

· Mr. Desselle stated that if the efforts of this subcommittee were focused on Request R04021, the problem with communication could be resolved, but it would not diminish the potential for another event such as the one in New England.  Mr. Oberski responded that a standard energy day or standardized electric market timelines would not diminish the potential for another event similar to the one in New England but would require significant costs to implement.

· Mr. Bogatz said that in many cases the problem is not only that a nomination was not submitted, but that the gas is simply not available.  Ms. Chezar said she agreed with Mr. Bogatz that the problem is the impact on the reliability of the pipelines and the imbalance between the amount the electric generators appropriate versus the amount the electric generators submitted in the nomination.  This issue was raised by pipelines two or three years ago with FERC when pipelines’ services began to lose flexibility.  Ms. Chezar added that the problem in New England last winter would still have occurred even if there were a standard energy day, but a standard energy day is the first step toward addressing those larger issues.

· Mr. Sappenfield said that the portion of the Dominion presentation that states the time period of 7:30 a.m. to 10 a.m. central clock time is not a hard and fast rule for the liquidity period of natural gas is only generally correct because 10 a.m. is the rule for the next day gas flow.  Mr. Oberski responded that it is his understanding that the rule is 10 a.m. because of the time the nomination period starts.

· Mr. Desselle said that PJM and other RTO markets are looking at standardizing the market, and he asked the group if they were prepared for PJM and other RTOs to design that standardized market on behalf of the entire industry.

· Ms. Davis stated that the discussion centering on the need for pipelines to design different services rests on the presumption that pipelines have surplus capacity available.  She said that many pipelines are fully subscribed, and in order for pipelines to design new services, they would need to be able to recover the costs for the facilities to accommodate those services.

New York Companies:

National Fuel Gas Distribution

Mr. Novak provided the presentation for National Fuel Gas Distribution titled “New York Companies - National Fuel Gas Distribution Paper.”  The presentation is posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_wgq_bps012405w12.ppt.  National Fuel also submitted a work paper for this meeting titled “New York Companies - Revised National Fuel Gas Distribution Paper” posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_wgq_bps012405w10.pdf.  Mr. Novak noted that part of the disclosure statement includes the statement that this presentation does not represent the final position of National Fuel Gas Distribution.

The National Fuel Gas Distribution (NFGD) Problem Statement was to:

· Develop a standard energy day that would: 

· Apply to both the electric and gas industries.

· Foster the coordination of scheduling between electric and gas.

· Allow both the electric and gas industries to more closely match fuel deliveries to generation requirements.

· Contain scheduling and gas flow timelines that also meet the needs of traditional gas customers.

· Continue to promote safe, reliable service and operations.

Mr. Novak stated that even if gas generation becomes twenty-five percent of the full market load, the gas industry must still take into account the needs of the traditional customers and must continue to ensure safe and reliable operations.  For now, NFGD would like the status quo to remain the standard.  The hesitancy of both industries to change the status quo is because it has worked so well, however there is also a need to address the disconnects between the gas and electric industries that do exist.  Some alternatives to the gas day that were proposed a few years ago, such as having pipelines switch to a twenty-four hour a day, hourly nomination cycles, were more disruptive for the gas industry than the proposed standard energy day.

Mr. Novak stated that a standard energy day is feasible, and the task is to determine which hour is the most cost effective and provides the most benefits.  As an alternative to a standard energy day, Mr. Novak proposed to change the gas day and to create an electric day that is synchronized with the gas day.  The start of the standard gas day would change to 6:00 a.m. central time and the standard electric day would begin either at 1:00 a.m. central time or 6:00 a.m. central time (which, in the latter case, would create an energy day).  The proposal would also develop a standard that requires that the electric day-ahead market schedule to be issued in advance of the gas timely nomination deadline, e.g. at 10:00 a.m. central time, create a no-bump intraday 3 nomination cycle for the gas scheduling timeline, and make the corresponding modifications to capacity release/recall standards.

Mr. Novak said he essentially agrees with pipelines that are critical of the idea of compressing the nomination schedule, although for intraday cycles with fewer nominations, some compression might be possible. The current nomination cycles accommodate capacity release and recalls; losing these features would be a degradation of service.  
Once the high level concepts can be agreed upon, each quadrant should work separately to develop the actual standards.  The NAESB reconsideration process and the number of participants who are able to participate in both quadrants’ standards development will act as a check on each quadrant to avoid any standards development misstep.

Mr. Novak said that while it is impossible to match every gas flow start time with every peak consumption period, assets can adjust, portfolios can change over time, and eventually the proposed changes will enable the industries to align better than the status quo allows.  While it is theoretically possible for personnel to change valves at midnight, it is still not as safe and desirable as doing the same during the day.  Additionally, it makes more sense to process as many nominations as possible during normal business hours, because coordination with suppliers and correcting for errors are communications intensive, i.e. dependent on human interaction.
Mr. Novak also suggested that the day-ahead market schedule could be issued twice in coordination with the gas timely and evening cycles.  This might avoid the debate over whether the day-ahead market schedule should be issued before or after the timely nomination deadline.

In the question and answer period following the presentation, the following questions were raised:

· Ms. Chezar said that while she agreed with Mr. Novak generally, she did not agree with the proposal because it would split KeySpan’s peak and could result in two peak hours in the day. Ms. Chezar stated the reason for her disagreement was because KeySpan contracts for capacity supply on a daily basis and the peak occurs between 5:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m. central time.  Not splitting the peak enables KeySpan to make sure there is enough supply to meet the hourly peak.  Ms. Crockett said the status quo poses the same problems for the electric industry that the 6:00 a.m. proposal would pose for the gas industry.  Mr. Novak said that he knew others agreed with Ms. Chezar, but the 6:00 a.m. central time was the best alternative to the status quo.

· Mr. Dison stated there would be little value if a second day-ahead market schedule were issued because the purpose of the schedule is not for scheduling, but to get a preview of the hourly profile.

· Mr. Griffith asked if Mr. Novak evaluated the additional manpower and computer requirements for the proposed intraday 2 and 3 nomination cycles.  Mr. Novak said it is projected that the third nomination cycle will have relatively low volumes and should not require more personnel than is required for the existing intraday 2 cycle, but he would consider modifications to his proposal.

· Ms. Lauderdale asked if Mr. Novak’s group discussed the request for daily operational communications between pipelines and power plants.  Mr. Novak responded that the group did not discuss the communication issue.

· Mr. Cox asked if the gas generation segment of the industry could implement a nomination cycle and scheduling cycle independent of the cycles for end use customers to accommodate the specific needs of gas generators.  Mr. Novak said that some pipelines that attempted to take that direction during the past few years were not successful.  Mr. Novak added that any nomination cycles geared towards the gas generation segment would have to be coordinated with the bumping rules accommodated in the current nomination cycles.  Mr. Cox asked if bumping assumes that there is a need for more capacity than can be delivered.  Mr. Novak said that while that is part of the consideration, bumping also depends on who has the primary contract.

· Mr. Desselle asked Mr. Novak if NAESB should process the request for improving communication protocols between pipelines and electric power generators concurrent with the standard energy day request or prior to the standard energy day request.  Mr. Novak said the communication protocols request should be done first.

NiSource

Mr. White provided the presentation for Nisource titled “NiSource Presentation” posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_wgq_bps012405w11.ppt.  NiSource also submitted a work paper titled “NiSource Proposed Strawman Paper,” posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_wgq_bps012405w5.doc.

Mr. White stated that the electric divisions of NiSource prefer a standard energy day, but have developed mitigation strategies for the existing 9:00 a.m. central gas day.  The gas divisions of NiSource are concerned about the costs associated with developing a standard energy day and the operational impacts that could result from a standard energy day.  Mr. White observed that the risk from the lack of a standard energy day can be mitigated through commodity, transportation and storage services.

NiSource set out the problem statement in its work paper:  The Standard Energy Day NAESB Request R04016 asserts the lack of a common energy day increases the risk for electric power generators by requiring them to take binding positions far in advance of the natural gas day.  Additional problems are too much time between nominations and actual daily requirements and the start of the natural gas day between some peak load periods.

Mr. White stated that NiSource proposes to maintain the status quo because there is no driving need for change.  Additionally, if the gas day were changed to midnight, there would be negative consequences on natural gas reliability and safety.  A standard energy day would significantly increase systems/programming costs, administrative costs, and field costs. NiSource’s straw man proposal was to maintain the current gas day and electric days, and to modify the electric timelines to assure that gas-fired generators in the day-ahead market receive their requirements in sufficient time to meet the gas nomination deadline.

In the question and answer period following the presentation, the following questions were raised:

· Mr. Desselle asked if NiSource considered the priority of the communication request.  Mr. White said that while it was not a part of the proposal, there were internal comments submitted in support of considering the communication request prior to the energy day request.

· Mr. Dison asked if the proposal considered changing the timely nomination time.  Mr. White responded while that was not discussed, it is a proposal the company would consider.  Mr. White also suggested that both the gas nomination periods and the electric timelines could be condensed.  Mr. Oberski added that Dominion also considered condensing both the gas and electric timelines, but the conclusion was that the proposed changes would result in substantial changes to normal work day hours.

· Mr. Griffith asked how a standard energy day would increase administrative costs when the peak product has been explained by those in the electric industry to be a quantity of supply to meet a market requirement that is not specific to hourly requirements.  Mr. White responded that to move the electric day to 9:00 a.m. would increase administrative costs because it would actually double the administrative business.

Consolidated Edison Company

Mr. Butler provided the presentation on behalf of Consolidated Edison Company titled “ConEdison Strawman Presentation” and posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_wgq_bps012405w9.ppt.

Mr. Butler said that Chairman Wood’s letter to NAESB asked for better gas-electric communication and coordination, but did not specifically mention standardizing the energy day.  Mr. Butler highlighted some of the contributors to the New England cold snap crisis including dispatch procedures, economic outages, and bidding and settlement timelines.  However, Mr. Butler stated the cause of the New England crisis was the lack of fuel diversity and security.

Mr. Butler said separate electric market timelines were established to allow the market to settle before bids are due.  A better approach would be to plan for adequate fuel diversity and security through dual fuel or non-gas generation.  He highlighted the loss of gas supply operating rules in New York, which require the use of alternative fuels when electric demand reaches certain levels.

Mr. Butler said that NAESB should draft standards in response to Request Number R04021, and other organizations should focus on fuel diversity and security standards.

Pipeline Collaborative Presentation:

Mr. Griffith provided the presentation titled “Pipeline Energy Day Strawman” posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_wgq_bps012405w13.ppt.  The pipelines also submitted a work paper titled “Revised Pipeline Collaborative Paper” posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_wgq_bps012405w7.doc.  The list of parties in the pipeline collaborative can be found on page 9 of the Revised Pipeline Collaborative Paper.

Mr. Griffith proposed the following energy day problem definition:

· Primary issues related to the compatibility of the gas and electric industries’ business and accounting processes:

· Electric industry market timelines and accounting periods are not standardized across North America

· Lack of coordination between the electric industry market timelines and accounting periods and the NAESB WGQ standardized natural gas market (scheduling) timelines and Gas Day

· Current Gas Day start/end times occur during some peak gas and electric load periods in some markets

Mr. Griffith also set forth the criteria the committee should use to evaluate any standard energy day proposals:

1. A Standard Energy Day should be a period beginning at a specific time on one calendar day and ending at the equivalent time on the next calendar day (i.e. 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.).  Such times should be specified based on a single time zone recognized for North America.

2. A Standard Energy Day should support operational changes at the designated flow time(s) to:

a. Maintain reliability (i.e. delivery assurance)

b. Promote operational/employee safety

c. Minimize operational imbalances

d. Avoid contributing to critical operating conditions

3. The time period for the Standard Energy Day should meet the following goals:

a. Support operational efficiency (set up time for compression configuration and maintenance, etc.)

b. Support the timely delivery of accurate information between parties (i.e. scheduled quantities, measurement, gas quality, etc.)

c. Minimize beginning the Standard Energy Day at peak/ transitional flow periods in all delivery areas for both the gas and electric industries

4. The scheduling timeline for the Standard Energy Day should meet the following goals:

a. Support coordination of scheduled quantities and market requirements, including electric generation requirements. 

b. Support scheduling and trading during normal business hours to:

   i.  Maximize the availability of marketers and markets

  ii.  Maximize the availability of scheduling confirming parties

 iii.  Maximize the liquidity of the commodity and capacity markets

c. Support rescheduling opportunities to:

   i.  Meet market requirements that were not scheduled initially

  ii.  Meet market requirements that changed after initial scheduling

5. A Standard Energy Day should minimize costs (transitional and ongoing) and new administrative requirements.

6. A Standard Energy Day should minimize changes to existing NAESB standards.

7. A Standard Energy Day should have broad support across Wholesale Gas and Wholesale Electric Quadrants and segments.

The pipeline collaborative proposed a 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. central clock time energy day, and included the Cold Weather electric timeline procedure developed by ISO New England.  Mr. Griffith then applied the proposed criteria to the proposal.

For number one, gas deliveries to electric markets can be reliably scheduled provided that the gas requirements for gas generation are determined prior to the nomination deadlines.  Mr. Griffith said that each electric operator could maintain its own scheduling process or electric day.  Mr. Griffith stated the ISO New England “Perform Cold Weather Condition Operation” procedure works well within the existing gas day.

For number two, the existing gas day provides a high degree of reliability and promotes safety, because personnel are available during the designated operational flow times which occur during the daylight hours.  The specified period would also minimize imbalances because, supplies tend to match market requirements with a high degree of reliability.  The reliability would, in turn, minimize the potential for critical conditions and avoid conflicts with regulatory requirements.

For criterion number three, the proposed scheduling timelines support operational efficiency, because requirements are known in advance.  The proposed time will also support accurate and timely delivery of information because the data can be used for the next scheduling cycle.  Mr. Griffith said that to the extent that the gas day begins during peak flow periods and results in morning peaks being allocated between two electric days, the 9:00 a.m. central clock time start time for the gas day is an inappropriate time for the electric industry.  However, a demonstration of how critical this problem is for the electric industry has not been provided.

For number four, Mr. Griffith said that using the existing gas day as the standard energy day allows market requirements to be known and coordinated in advance of the scheduling time when there is the maximum availability of markets and marketers.  The proposed time will support rescheduling opportunities, because there is an opportunity to schedule supplies after the first nomination cycle.

For criteria numbers five and six, a 9:00 a.m. central clock time standard energy day will also minimize costs, because most work is done during normal business hours.  The proposed time will also minimize the need for changes to existing NAESB standards.

For number seven, it is important to have broad industry support from all segments and any changes should consider all market requirements of the wholesale gas quadrant.

In the question and answer period following the presentation, the following questions were raised:

· Mr. Novak asked if the pipeline collaborative would be willing to move from the 9:00 a.m. central clock time if the committee agreed to set an energy day during an off-peak period.  Mr. Griffith said he would be willing to evaluate proposals using the criteria set out in the pipeline collaborative presentation or any criteria set forth by this committee.  The gas day was set as the result of a compromise, and any standardized energy day will also likely have to be a compromise.

· Mr. Cox asked if the gas pipeline scheduling process is an automated process or if it is done manually.  Mr. Griffith said there are varying degrees of automation within the industry.  Interstate pipelines are largely automated, but human intervention is required to check results.  Mr. Cox asked if ways to improve or condense the existing nomination cycles to allow implementation of an additional nomination cycle existed.  Mr. Griffith said the existing nomination cycles cannot be condensed because of other requirements that have to be handled such as segmentation and capacity release requirements.

· Mr. Cox asked how many remote areas exist that require manual adjustments.  Mr. Griffith replied that conditions that require manual adjustments occur more often in pipelines that are connected to production than midstream pipelines.  Many of these areas can have severe weather and dangerous conditions that present valid safety concerns for personnel who must handle a high pressure gas system.  Mr. Paige added that many areas that require manual adjustments are in mountainous regions in Utah and Colorado with poor communication capabilities that make automation infeasible.  Additionally, the size of the well does not provide the economic justification to support the costs associated with automation.  Mr. Griffith explained manual adjustments must be made not only to wellheads, but to production sites, production units that cannot be remotely actuated, and meters that need to be coordinated for large changes in flows.  Mr. Cox asked if the potential existed for automation of those manual adjustments.  Mr. Griffith responded that conversions to automated systems have been made where possible.  

· Ms. Chezar asked how the pipelines would change their position if the wholesale electric quadrant does not choose to follow the ISO New England timeline.  Mr. Griffith replied the wholesale electric quadrant would not likely create timelines that conflict with the existing gas day.

· Ms. Lauderdale asked if the pipeline collaborative was taking the position that the proposal of the existing gas day as the standard energy day should be adopted.  Mr. Griffith responded as long as market requirements are known before the scheduling deadlines, the existing process works.  Ms. Lauderdale asked if the pipeline collaborative wanted to move forward with the communications request first.  Mr. Griffith responded the pipeline collaborative was very interested in improving communication and coordination between pipelines and generators.

· Mr. Templeton asked if the pipeline collaborative proposal will satisfy the request from regulators to improve the communications between pipelines and generators.  Mr. Griffith responded that the high visibility of this committee indicates this issue is important to a number of companies.  If the committee reaches a consensus that the issues have been satisfactorily addressed, then regulators will agree the committee has done its job.

· Mr. Rosenberg asked if the pipeline collaborative proposal considers the New England rules for cycles.  Mr. Griffith responded that the proposal would allow for the day-ahead market to close at 8:00 a.m. central clock time.  The scheduling process commits to run certain gas units between 8:30 a.m. and 9:00 a.m.  The generators committed for next day markets determine the requirements and nominate those by 11:30 a.m.  Mr. Griffith said that as long as the requirements are known at least one hour prior to when nominations are due, daily quantities can be adjusted.

· Mr. Dison told the committee that the ISO New England proposal has not been tested and many do not think it will work.  In addition, the ISO New England proposal will not prevent the potential for a repeat of the events in New England last January.  Mr. Dison asked if the pipeline collaborative was proposing to move the electric day to 9:00 a.m. central clock time.  Mr. Griffith said that was not part of the proposal.  Ms. Ell asked if the pipeline collaborative was proposing to use the ISO New England cold weather procedure as the rule for nominations instead of an exception.  Mr. Griffith replied that the ISO New England proposal provided an example where gas generation requirements could be known prior to the gas nominations deadline.

· Ms. Crockett said that if the commitment of gas units were moved to earlier in the day, the forecast will be less accurate.  Mr. Griffith said that the other three time periods provide a chance to match requirements not covered in the initial schedule.

· Mr. Oberski asked if the pipeline collaborative considered moving the gas nomination schedules or if the ISO New England procedure was simply placed alongside the existing schedule.  Mr. Griffith replied the ISO New England procedure was placed alongside the existing schedule because many existing business processes rely on the 9:00 a.m. central time gas day.  Mr. Oberski said that the ISO New England procedure is a proposal for problems that occur during cold weather and is an abnormal event schedule.

Mr. Griffith provided an additional presentation titled “Pipeline Energy Day Timing Issues and Operational Concerns” and posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_wgq_bps012405w14.ppt.  Mr. Griffith said the pipeline collaborative drafted this presentation in response to questions asked at the December Energy Day meeting.  The presentation demonstrated how gas flow and reliability can be affected depending on when the energy day or gas day is set.

In the question and answer session after the presentation, the following issue was raised:

· Ms. Chezar said that pipelines should use storage as a tool to help with pipeline reliability and flexibility.  Mr. Griffith responded that pipelines use their storage capabilities to mitigate problems to the extent they have the physical resources available.  Mr. Paige said that in many cases storage on a pipeline has been assigned to third parties, and pipelines cannot appropriate gas that is owned by a third party.

PSEG and NJR:

Mr. Ken Brown, Mr. Kijowski, and Mr. Rudd provided the presentation titled “PSEG and NJR Presentation” posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_wgq_bps012405w15.ppt.  PSEG and NJR also drafted a work paper for consideration at this meeting titled “Strawman Proposal and Comments of The PSEG Companies and The NJR Companies in Standards Request R04016 - Energy Day” posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_wgq_bps012405w8.doc.

Mr. Kijowski provided perspective from the electric industry.  Mr. Kijowski said that PSEG and NJR support the status quo for the North American natural gas and regional electric days because extensive stakeholder processes have established the current conditions.  Mr. Brown added that PSEG and NJR consider it important for NAESB to consider proposals to improve communications between pipelines and generators and to develop an electric business practice standard to ensure electric industry prices can accurately reflect natural gas pricing.  ISO New England’s analysis of the 2004 cold snap recommends better coordination of gas and electric operations and markets, and does not support a standard energy day.  In fact, ISO New England’s analysis determined that the energy markets worked efficiently during the 2004 cold snap.

Mr. Kijowski said lead time is needed to determine if bids are successful before operation begins.  Some units have to start up slowly to avoid stressing the equipment. In other cases a unit will not start and time is needed to find an alternate unit.  Mr. Kijowski pointed out the existing regional electric timelines encourage arbitrage, and ensure the lowest price is charged for retail rate payers.  Mr. Kijowksi encouraged the committee to draft standards that will increase communications among natural gas suppliers, pipeline system operators, electric generators, and electric transmission system operators.

Mr. Rudd provided the perspective from the gas industry.  Mr. Rudd said the current gas day has served the industry well and there has not been a demonstration of how a standard energy day would provide significant deliverable benefits.  A standard energy day outside of normal business hours would require additional personnel and contribute to system imbalances.  The start of the gas day must begin at least three hours after the beginning of a normal business day to provide staff with sufficient time to address imbalances.  Any changes to the energy day or scheduling timelines would cause a reduction in participants, affect liquidity and increase price.

Mr. Rudd said that PSEG and NJR support coordination whenever possible, but a standard energy day is not a goal that is consistent with the unique requirements of the electric or gas industries.  PSEG and NJR support maintaining the status quo for the North American natural gas and regional electric days.  NAESB should pursue enhanced communication standards, and should develop electric business practice standards to ensure electric industry prices can accurately reflect natural gas pricing.

After the presentation, the following issues were raised:

· Mr. Novak asked if a nomination could be reduced to zero to avoid an imbalance if the nomination is not used during the evening cycle.  Mr. Ken Brown said a nomination could be reduced to zero in that situation.

· Mr. Dison asked if the proposal considers that improvement of communications between pipelines and generators must also include the consideration of changes to the intraday nomination cycles.  Mr. Kijowski said a key theme of many of the presentations at this meeting has been that it is more important to the members of industry who are participating to work on the communications request than a standard energy day.  Once that goal is achieved, the committee can consider a standard energy day again.  Mr. Dison asked what percentage of the total supply of natural gas in North America must be adjusted through manual valves and how many of those are manually adjusted on a daily basis as a result of scheduling.  Mr. Kijowski said that while he did not know the actual numbers, manual adjustments to valves are required, and personnel must be available during daytime hours to adjust flows.

· Ms. Burnett said that she did not agree with the portion of the presentation that states that the start of any gas day must begin at least three hours after the beginning of a normal business day.  Ms. Burnett said that statement is not true for those in the west where the gas day starts at 7 a.m. pacific time and requires preparations to begin at 4 a.m. pacific time.

· Ms. Chezar asked if some of the personnel and safety issues could be resolved if all of the pipelines moved to contingency ranking.  Mr. Ken Brown said contingency ranking can help; but there is no substitute for people with authority to make decisions during these hours.  Ms. Chezar said she agreed, but if all pipelines used contingency rankings it could decrease the need for personnel for balancing.  Mr. Rudd replied that he did not know if each pipeline could devise the necessary standards and protocols to make those changes, but he would be willing to explore how to foster and encourage contingency ranking.

5.

General Discussion on Presentations

Instead of reviewing and discussing the problem statements raised in each presentation, as noted on the first day of the meeting, the chairs entertained motions for subcommittee direction.  Ms. Ell made a motion to delay the work on a standard energy day at this time and to focus activities first on R04021.  Mr. Bray seconded the motion.  Mr. Novak called for discussion on the motion.

Ms. Chezar said that the Executive Committees set the priorities on how the subcommittees are to handle requests and suggested that the motion be reworded to say that the committee recommends to the WEQ and WGQ Executive Committees.  Ms. Ell and Mr. Bray accepted the rewording of the motion.

Mr. Dison said he thought work on Request Number R04021 should include review of the intraday nomination cycles.  Mr. Oberski said that while he understands Mr. Dison’s concerns, he would support this motion because it follows Dominion’s presentation.  Mr. Oberski said that in order for the intraday nomination cycles to be addressed under Request Number R04021, the request itself would have to be changed which can only be done by the requestor.  Mr. Love said he submitted Request Number R04021 and was not willing to expand the scope of the request to the scope proposed by Mr. Dison.  Mr. Love said nominations are not purely an operational issue, while the request was focused on the communications between power plant operators and pipelines to ensure pipelines can meet the needs of the power plant.

Mr. Hudson said he was concerned with the wording of the motion because it encompasses two actions:  to delay work on a standard energy day which has not been properly defined, and to work on a different request.

Mr. Keeler said that the overwhelming consensus is to recommend to the executive committees that the Energy Day subcommittee wants to discontinue working on Request Number R04016 to the extent it called for a common standard energy day for the electric and gas industries.

Mr. Kijowski asked that the motion be reworded to include the idea that the committee wanted to maintain the status quo, and would like to set Request Number R04016 aside without prejudice because an energy day does not lend itself to standardization at this time.  Ms. Chezar said the request can only be withdrawn by the requestor.

Ms. Van Pelt said the request cannot be withdrawn or terminated by this committee.  The more appropriate process is to vote on the current motion or Ms. Ell could withdraw the motion in favor of an alternative motion to dispose of Request R04016 by communicating to the Executive Committees that no standardization is required.

Ms. Westerfield said that while she was in favor of the motion on the table, she was not in favor of disposing of Request Number R04016.  Ms. Westerfield said it would be premature to completely abandon all efforts on energy day.

Ms. Lauderdale asked if the movant would consider a friendly amendment to explain why the committee wants to make this recommendation to the Executive Committees.  Ms. Lauderdale suggested changing the motion to read “Recommend to the WEQ and WGQ EC’s to prioritize work on R04021 before additional work on R04016 because we expect it to provide support for gas and electric reliability.”  Ms. Ell rejected the friendly amendment.  Ms. Lauderdale made a motion to amend the original motion to include her suggested language.  Ms. Westerfield seconded Ms. Lauderdale’s motion.

Ms. Chezar said that she was concerned with the amendment because it implies that Request Number R04016 does not provide support for gas and electric reliability.

Mr. Gordon Brown said it would be inappropriate to shelve Request Number R04016 for consideration at a later date and recommended the committee take the appropriate action to completely end any work on Request Number R04016.

Ms. Lauderdale amended her motion to include alternative language to be added to Ms. Ell’s original motion.  Ms. Lauderdale’s motion with the alternative language was “Recommend to the WEQ and WGQ EC’s to delay the work on a standard energy day at this time and to focus activities first on R04021 because we expect it to provide support for gas and electric reliability or “Recommend to the WEQ and WGQ EC’s to delay the work on a standard energy day at this time to focus activities first on R04021 because R04021 will be a more appropriate first step toward improving gas and electric coordination.”

The second alternative was acceptable to Ms. Lauderdale and Ms. Westerfield as the movant and seconder of the motion to amend Ms. Ell’s motion.  The second alternative was also acceptable to Ms. Ell and Mr. Bray as movant and seconder of the original motion.  Mr. Novak called for discussion on the motion.

Ms. Chezar requested that Request Number R04021 be displayed on the screen so the committee could read the language of the request.  Ms. Chezar said she voiced her concern over the limited scope in the language of the request during a Triage Subcommittee conference call.  Ms. Chezar said she agreed with Mr. Dison that nominations should be considered for this request because nominations made to pipelines are a form of communication.  Mr. Templeton said there was no way to evaluate communications between pipelines and generators without evaluating nominations.  Ms. Crockett said she agreed with Ms. Chezar, but the communication TVA currently provides to and receives from pipelines, does not solve the problems that arise from gas fired peaking generators that need to come on at the end of the gas day.

Mr. Love said the request was filed to specifically deal with operational issues between direct connect power plants and pipeline operators in many parts of the country.  Ms. Chezar asked if Mr. Love intended the request to include development of communication protocols between pipelines and RTOs.  Mr. Love said that he did not include RTO communication in the request, because he was not familiar with communications between pipelines and RTOs.

It was generally observed that if the group was going to use Request Number R04021 to address concerns over communication discussed at this meeting, the request will have to be interpreted liberally.  In its assignment to both the WEQ and WGQ, it could be noted that the assignment was with a broad interpretation of the request.  Mr. Ken Brown said he viewed the request as liberal to include ISOs, RTOs and any stakeholders who have an interest and choose to participate.  Ms. Westerfield added that she supported a liberal interpretation of the request.  Mr. Lohrman said if the request is liberally interpreted then NERC reliability coordinators should be included as well.

Mr. Dison called the vote.  The motion passed on a balanced vote in both quadrants.

Revised Motion:  Recommend to the WEQ and WGQ EC’s to prioritize work on R04021 before additional work on R04016 because R04021 will be a more appropriate first step toward improving gas and electric coordination.

	Wholesale Electric Quadrant

	Balanced Voting by Segment Tally

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	5
	0
	5
	2
	0
	2

	Generation
	7
	1
	8
	1.75
	0.25
	2

	Marketers/Brokers
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	2

	Distribution/LSE
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	End Users
	2
	0
	2
	2
	0
	2

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	6.75
	1.25
	8

	

	Wholesale Gas Quadrant

	Balanced Voting by Segment Tally

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	End Users
	2
	4
	6
	0.666667
	1.333333
	2

	LDCs
	10
	2
	12
	1.666667
	0.333333
	2

	Pipeline
	18
	1
	19
	1.894737
	0.105263
	2

	Producer
	5
	0
	5
	2
	0
	2

	Services
	3
	0
	3
	2
	0
	2

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	8.22807
	1.77193
	10


6.

Other Business

Agenda Items for February 9 & 10 and March 1 & 2:

Ms. Van Pelt stated the Energy Day Subcommittee meeting is scheduled February 9th and 10th at the NAESB offices in Houston, Texas.  The meeting will be from 10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. central time on the 9th and from 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. central time on the 10th.  Ms. Van Pelt said the WEQ and WGQ BPS chairs would have a conference call before the February meeting to discuss agenda items.

Participants who plan to attend the meeting in February were requested to draft business practices to address Request Number R04021 for consideration at the meeting.  Work papers should be submitted to the NAESB office prior to the meeting.

The meeting schedule for the Energy Day committee is posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_wgq_bps020905w1.doc.

7.

Adjournment
Mr. Colombo made a motion to adjourn that was seconded by Mr. Young.  The meeting adjourned at 1:30 p.m.

8.

Attendees

	Attendee
	Organization
	Jan. 24
	Jan. 25

	Phil Cox
	AEP
	In Person
	In Person/Phone

	Michael Desselle
	AEP
	In Person
	

	Mariam Arnaout
	American Gas Association
	In Person
	In Person

	Charlie Bass
	ANR Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Kelly Daly
	APS (Stinson Morrison Hecker)
	In Person
	In Person

	Jerry Smith
	Arizona Public Service
	In Person
	In Person

	Steve Zavodnick
	Baltimore Gas & Electric
	Phone
	Phone

	Tina Burnett
	Boeing
	In Person
	In Person

	Brenda Anderson
	BPA
	In Person
	In Person

	Paul Keeler
	Burlington Resources
	In Person
	In Person

	Gordon Brown
	California ISO
	In Person
	In Person

	Jay Dibble
	Calpine Corporation
	In Person
	In Person

	Sherri Poimboeuf
	CenterPoint Energy
	In Person
	In Person

	Terri Williams
	CenterPoint Energy
	In Person
	In Person

	Randy Mills
	Chevron Texaco
	In Person
	In Person

	Jannalyn Allen
	Cinergy
	In Person
	In Person

	Kathy Corbin
	Cinergy
	In Person
	In Person

	Jim Templeton
	Comprehensive Energy
	In Person
	In Person

	Scott Butler
	Con Edison of NY
	
	In Person

	Lyn Maddox
	Consultant
	In Person
	

	Andrew Dotterweich
	Consumers Energy
	Phone
	Phone

	Lou Oberski
	Dominion
	In Person
	In Person

	David Walker
	Dominion E & P
	In Person
	In Person

	Craig Colombo
	Dominion Resources
	In Person
	In Person

	Iris King
	Dominion Transmission
	In Person
	In Person

	Ron Mizeur
	Duke Energy
	Phone
	Phone

	George Dawe
	Duke Energy Corp.
	In Person
	In Person

	Kathryn Burch
	Duke Energy Gas Transmission
	In Person
	In Person

	Laura Blue
	Dynegy
	In Person
	In Person

	Steve Dalhoff
	Dynegy
	In Person
	In Person

	Cathy Siemsen
	Dynegy
	In Person
	

	Melissa Lauderdale
	Edison Electric Institute
	In Person
	In Person

	Bill Hebeinstreit
	El Paso Production Co.
	In Person
	In Person

	Bill Griffith
	El Paso Western Pipelines
	In Person
	In Person

	Mark Gracey
	El Paso East Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Mike Bray
	Enbridge Offshore
	In Person
	In Person

	Keith Sappenfield
	Encana
	In Person
	In Person

	Marjorie Perlman
	Energy East
	In Person
	In Person

	Ed Davis
	Entergy
	Phone
	Phone

	Lynda Ell
	Entergy Services
	In Person
	In Person

	Richard Smith
	Exxon Mobil
	In Person
	In Person

	Rick Miles
	FERC
	In Person
	

	Marv Rosenberg
	FERC
	In Person
	In Person

	Brad Holmes
	Florida Gas Transmission
	In Person
	In Person

	Henry Barth
	Florida Power & Light
	Phone
	Phone

	Joe Stepenovitch
	FRCC
	In Person
	In Person

	Randy Young
	Gulf South Pipeline Company
	In Person
	In Person

	Peter Sergejewich
	IESO
	Phone
	Phone

	Janie Nielson
	Kern River Gas Trans. Co.
	In Person
	In Person

	Dolores Chezar
	KeySpan
	In Person
	In Person

	Steve Huhman
	Mirant
	Phone
	Phone

	Dowell Hudson
	MISO
	In Person
	In Person

	Laura Kennedy
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person

	Rae McQuade
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person

	Louann Westerfield
	NARUC
	
	Phone

	Michael Novak
	National Fuel Gas Distribution
	In Person
	In Person

	Joe Kardas
	National Fuel Supply Corporation
	In Person
	In Person

	Rick Smead
	Navigant Consulting
	In Person
	In Person

	Bill Lohrman
	NERC
	In Person
	In Person

	Douglas Rudd
	New Jersey Natural Gas
	Phone
	Phone

	Bill Heinrich
	New Public Service Commission
	Phone
	Phone

	Daniel Downs
	New York State Dept. of Public Service
	
	Phone

	Paul Love
	NGPC
	In Person
	In Person

	Pete Connor
	Nisource
	Phone
	Phone

	George Simmons
	Nisource
	Phone
	Phone

	Judy Hickman
	NiSource Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Brian White
	NiSource Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Micki Schmitz
	Northern Natural Gas
	
	Phone

	John Apperson
	PacifiCorp
	Phone
	Phone

	Michael Langston
	Panhandle Eastern
	In Person
	

	Kim Van Pelt
	Panhandle Eastern Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Amy Hamilton
	Peco Energy Co.
	In Person
	In Person

	George Rieger
	Peoples Gas
	Phone
	Phone

	Drake Kijowski
	PSEG
	
	Phone

	Ken Brown
	Public Service Electric & Gas
	Phone
	Phone

	Greg Paige
	Questar Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Jay Glaubitz
	Sacramento Municipal Utility
	In Person
	In Person

	Bob Schwermann
	SMUD
	In Person
	

	Tom Watson
	So. Ca. Edison
	In Person
	In Person

	Rick Ishikawa
	SoCal Gas
	In Person
	In Person

	Rodger Schwecke
	SoCal Gas
	In Person
	In Person

	Jim Busbin
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person

	Roman Carter
	Southern Company
	Phone
	

	Joel Dison
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person

	Tony Reed
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person/Phone

	Diane McVicker
	SRP
	In Person
	In Person

	Jennifer Chen
	SunGard Energy Systems
	In Person
	In Person

	Jeanette Knight
	Tampa Electric Company
	Phone
	Phone

	Joann Wehle
	Teco
	Web Conf.
	

	John Bogatz
	Tenaska Marketing
	In Person
	In Person

	Valerie Crockett
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	In Person
	In Person

	Kathy York
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	In Person
	In Person

	Jeff Bittel
	Texas Gas
	Phone
	Phone

	Lisa Blackwood
	The Structure Group
	Phone
	

	Donna Scott
	Transwestern
	In Person
	In Person

	Mark Wilke
	Trunkline Gas Co.
	In Person
	In Person

	Rose Lennon
	Washington Gas
	Phone
	Phone

	Ron Mucci
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	
	In Person

	Christopher Burden
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Dale Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Adele Zuroff
	Williston Basin
	Phone
	Phone

	Pat Fox
	Wisconsin Public Service Corporation
	In Person
	In Person
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