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Draft Minutes
1.
Administrative Items

Ms. York introduced the chairs of the WEQ and WGQ Business Practices Subcommittees and introductions in the room and on the phone were made.
Ms. Kennedy read the antitrust advice.  Ms. Davis requested to move the adoption of the January 24-25 draft minutes to the end of the agenda.  Ms. Davis moved, seconded by Ms. Perlman to adopt the agenda as revised.  The revised agenda was adopted absent objection.
2.

Review of the meeting format and procedures
Ms. York explained the purpose of the meeting was to review and discuss presentations of proposed standards on communications protocols between pipelines and generators.  Ms. York introduced Mr. Miles, FERC Director of Dispute Resolution Services, as the meeting facilitator.
3.

Proposals
ISO New England Proposal:  Mr. Kirby made the presentation for ISO New England posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_wgq_bps020905w5.pdf.
Mr. Kirby reported that during the January 2004 Cold Snap, New England experienced the coldest winter period in twenty years, regional gas pipelines had operational restrictions in effect, and nearly 30% of the region’s generation capacity was unavailable.  The shortage of operating reserves led to emergency procedures.
ISO New England issued an Interim Cold Snap Report in May, 2004.  The Interim Cold Snap Report produced comments from stakeholders, state regulators, and market participants.  ISO New England issued its Final Cold Snap Report and Management Response in October, 2004.  This report included twenty-three recommendations that formed the basis for remedial actions in four areas:  System Operations and Reliability; Market Timelines and Flexibility; ISO Operations and Implementation; and Market Monitoring Analysis.
The Final Cold Snap Report stated that there are several gas and electric coordination and timing issues that need to be addressed, such as: electric and gas system coordination and communication is critical during coincidental peak demand conditions; timing of gas and electric trading deadlines are not well aligned; and high gas price volatility leads to significant financial risk for gas units.
Mr. Kirby said that while coordination and timing issues are important, it is also important to understand related issues, such as the following infrastructure limitations:
· Natural gas remains the “fuel of choice” for new generators.
· Natural gas pipeline owners are not expected to build infrastructure without commitments for long-term firm contracts.
· Over the next 10 years, new gas supply into New England may be LNG.
Mr. Kirby explained that ISO New England led a stakeholder process to implement new procedures for winter 2004/2005.  The stakeholder process included participation by state governors, state regulators, and FERC staff.  The states responded by allowing more flexibility in fuel-switching, and the stakeholder process resulted in a new cold weather operating procedure that did not require changes to market rules.
The new operating procedure, the Cold Weather Event Operating Procedure (OP20) established regular contact between electric and gas system operators and created new tools for the ISO to check a generating unit’s availability to operate during extreme winter weather.  These tools allow access to gas pipelines’ Electronic Bulletin Boards, and provide information on gas pipeline contracts for gas-fired generation.
Mr. Kirby described the new procedures established by OP20.  OP20 requires assessment of weather and capacity requirements/limitations:
· If the effective temperature is less than or equal to Oº F, then ISO declares:
· Cold Weather Watch if capacity margin is at least 1000 MW

· Cold Weather Warning if capacity margin is below 1000 MW

· Cold Weather Event if capacity margin is below 0 MW requiring emergency actions to deal with a capacity deficiency (OP4)
The ISO evaluates the weather conditions:

· ISO develops a Seven-day Capacity Margin Forecast each Friday by 11 a.m.  This forecast includes:
· Assessment of notices issued by gas pipelines and the potential impact on gas unit availability, and
· Assessment of weather forecast and the potential impact of Cold Weather Conditions (temperatures below zero) on gas unit availability

· ISO develops Cold Weather Conditions analysis by 12 noon on Friday

· ISO will classify each day in coming week as: Cold Weather Watch, Warning, Event, or No Cold Weather Conditions

· ISO updates analysis daily by 11 a.m.

Mr. Kirby explained how the ISO determines when to declare a Cold Weather Watch, Warning, or Event.  A Cold Weather Watch is declared when the ISO forecasts that sufficient capacity is available.

· A Cold Weather Watch triggers:
· Special Notice posted to ISO website

· Notification to satellite control centers

· Cancellation of Economic Outages if capacity margin drops below 1000 MW

· Notification to state regulators (utility commissions and air regulators)
The ISO declares a Cold Weather Warning when sufficient capacity may not be available.

· A Cold Weather Warning triggers:
· A request for dual-fuel units to take steps to switch to oil

· A notification to state regulators (utility commissions and air regulators)

· Cancellation of Economic Outages

· An alert to demand response resources to prepare for activation if a capacity deficiency is declared
When a Cold Weather Event is declared, the ISO has forecasted that sufficient capacity will not be available, and emergency actions are expected.

· A Cold Weather Event triggers:
· A shift of the wholesale electric market timeline (From 12 noon to 9 a.m. day prior to Operating Day)
· A commitment analysis by ISO Forecast Office (9 a.m. day prior to Operating Day)
· Earlier notice to gas units that will be needed (Between 9:30 a.m. and 10 a.m. day prior to Operating Day)
· Daily review of gas nominations to determine if gas units have confirmed gas supplies
· A request for gas units that can burn oil to switch to oil

· Cancellation of Economic Outages

· A notification to state regulators (including air regulators), Electric & Gas Operations Committee, and market participants

· Notification to NPCC and PJM of potential capacity shortage

OP20 also requires the ISO to coordinate with the gas industry: 

· The ISO confers with natural gas pipeline companies at least weekly during the winter.  Communication is with individual pipeline companies to avoid antitrust conflicts

· Reviews conditions for upcoming week:  weather and temperature forecasts; posted notices by pipeline operators; equipment-related restrictions on gas supply; and overall capacity requirements to serve electric load in New England.
The OP20 will signal the market that additional resources may be needed days in advance, instead of hours advance.  OP20 will also improve coordination with generators and gas pipelines to aid in confirmation of unit availability in extreme weather conditions.  Fuel switching will keep generation online and free up natural gas for other users.  Canceling economic outages early improves readiness for peak hours, and the Cold Weather Watch and Warning are designed to avoid an Event where emergency procedures are required.
In December 2004, ISO New England conducted a drill of the communications protocols with the participation of market participants and state regulators.  The first real world test of the Cold Weather Conditions Operating Procedure occurred on January 21, 2005.  ISO New England declared a Cold Weather Watch on January 19, and a Cold Weather Warning on January 20.  On January 21, the Cold Weather Warning expired without requiring declaration of a Cold Weather Event.  Fuel switching that occurred between January 19 and January 21 resulted in 750 MW of combined cycle gas-fired units that were switched to oil generation.  

Mr. Kirby said the OP20 is designed to allow pipelines to work together to maximize the ability to produce for the electric market.  OP20 will be in effect for two years, when ISO New England will conduct an assessment to determine if changes should be made to improve the procedure.

In the question and answer period following the presentation, the following questions were raised:
· Mr. Yeung asked Mr. Kirby to explain the term economic outage.  Mr. Kirby said ISO New England allows generators to elect to not participate in the market for a specified period of time, as long as reliability criteria requirements are not compromised.
· Ms. Davis asked how ISO New England reviews gas nominations to determine if gas units have confirmed gas supplies when a Cold Weather Event is declared.  Mr. Kirby said ISO New England has access to pipeline next day nomination data.  This allows the ISO to compare the generator’s commitment to the ISO with the nominations the generator submitted to the gas pipelines.  Ms. Davis asked if ISO New England had entered into legal agreements to view that confidential information.  Mr. Kirby said ISO New England does not have access to actual contracts, but the pipelines provide the quantity of gas and the location of where the gas is scheduled to flow the next day.
· Ms. Chezar asked if ISO New England encouraged electric generators to purchase firm pipeline services.  Mr. Kirby said that an ISO cannot demand capability from generators; however, the short term nature of contracts in the electric market is not conducive to purchasing long term fuel capacity.
· Mr. Novak asked if ISO New England would be willing to send the electric day ahead schedules to the pipelines.  Mr. Kirby replied that ISO New England had been able to enter into agreements to receive pipeline nomination data because ISOs are prohibited from taking an interest in the market, but pipelines may not be perceived as operating on the same level of independence to receive the same type of data.
· Mr. Templeton asked if generators could submit bids based on the price of natural gas.  Mr. Kirby responded that if generators submitted bids based on the price of natural gas, the current electric market would be suspended.  Mr. Templeton asked the average time dual fuel units can utilize alternate fuel, such as oil.  Mr. Kirby said that use of dual fuel units is limited due to permits instead of physical limitations.  Some dual fuel units are limited to use alternative fuel for thirty days, while others are limited to use alternative fuel when the primary fuel is not available.
· Mr. Love asked Mr. Kirby the contents of the communications ISO New England receives from pipelines.  Mr. Kirby said the communications from pipelines include weather forecasts in New England, flow limitations imposed by pipeline companies, and if the conditions have placed an extremely high demand on the pipelines.  Mr. Griffith asked Mr. Kirby to explain the term flow limitations.  Mr. Kirby said flow limitations include any operational differences from a normal day including operational flow restrictions or orders.

· Mr. Griffith asked if the Seven-Day Capacity Margin Forecast was provided daily.  Mr. Kirby said that the forecast of the next seven days is provided daily.  The next day’s load forecast is updated periodically throughout the day.
· Mr. Griffith asked if ISO New England and the stakeholders who developed OP20 intentionally avoided making changes to the market rules.  Mr. Kirby said that one of the goals of the process was to determine what procedures could be developed without making changes to the market rules.  Changes to market rules would not have been completed for implementation in winter 2004/2005.  ISO New England will continue to work with FERC and the stakeholders to amend the market rules to improve communications between pipelines and power plants.
· Mr. Kardas asked if OP20 would prevent the outcome of the January 2004 Cold Snap.  Mr. Kirby said that ISO New England followed OP20 during January 19-21, 2005.  Though the conditions did not reach the level of a Cold Weather Event, the procedure resulted in 750 MW of combined cycle gas-fired units that were switched to oil.  If a Cold Weather Event had been declared, the communication protocols would have provided additional time for fuel switching and ISO New England would have been able to provide notice to substitute units.
· Mr. Desselle said that though there are structural limitations, OP20 will help to address concerns raised by the Cold Snap of January 2004.  Mr. Kirby agreed and said that OP20 alone is not a long term solution; however, if communication protocols are not established, the potential advancements provided by infrastructure improvements would be undermined.
· Ms. Ell asked if stakeholders have encouraged ISO New England to facilitate further integration of pipelines and generators.  Mr. Kirby said that ISO New England has been encouraged to develop improvements in communication between pipelines and generators, and to develop ways to synchronize the gas industry and electric industry timelines.
· Mr. Simmons asked if the Final Cold Snap Report differentiated between power plants that were unable to operate because of the lack of gas supply versus because of the lack of oil supply.  Mr. Kirby said that information was not included in the Cold Snap Report.
· Mr. Mills asked if state air regulators were willing to modify requirements to allow more flexibility for fuel generation.  Mr. Kirby said that state air regulators in New England were responsive during the development of the new procedure, however, state air regulators are required to respond to requests and cannot act on their own initiative.
TVA Proposal:

Ms. Crockett presented TVA’s Proposed Business Practice Standards for R04021 Pipeline-Generation Communications posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_wgq_bps020905w2.doc.

Ms. Crockett said the described communications would occur between the Balancing Authority, Purchase/Selling Entities (PSE), Generators, and Transportation Service Providers when dispatching generation.  Each entity will provide the best available information in a timely manner or when changes in previously scheduled runs on natural gas are determined should be conducted.  Ms. Crockett noted that TVA has been utilizing this process since 2000.
Highlights of Ms. Crockett’s presentation include:

· The Balancing Authority or PSE alerts the Generator or PSE of the need to run generation.

· The PSE checks the status of pipelines and notifies the pipelines of the anticipated run.

· The PSE notifies Generator sites of appropriate Transmission Service Providers for use in generation if the Generator is served by more than one Transmission Service Provider

· The Transmission Service Provider advises the PSE of any pipeline operational constraints and enters the set-point as dictated by the Generator technician.

· The Generator technician calls appropriate Transmission Service Providers immediately prior to startup and shutdown of units and dictates the set-point to pipelines as required by the Balancing Authority.

· If gas is not available, the Balancing Authority will determine the next steps.

· The proposed communication takes place via phone calls and/or e-mails.  A document created as a result of this procedure consists of a spreadsheet that documents the forecast of volumetric natural gas needs on specific pipelines and is based upon the Balancing Authority’s expected dispatch.  This document is maintained in the PSE’s files.  (Appendix A Non-Uniform Hourly Flow Request).
· A second document would contain appropriate party contact information that is maintained for a plant with applicable summer generation and winter generation flow rates per unit for that plant.  (Appendix B Plant Contact Information).  This document would be completed one time by each generator.
In the question and answer period following the presentation, the following questions were raised:

· Mr. Cox asked how long it would take to complete the proposed process when multiple gas units make multiple requests to the same pipeline.  Ms. Crockett replied that the majority of the communication would be completed in approximately ten minutes regardless of the number of requests to the pipeline.
· Ms. Davis asked if the proposed process could be used for interruptible service in addition to firm service.  Ms. Crockett said TVA uses this process for firm and interruptible transportation.  Ms. Davis asked how a Balancing Authority or PSE can be involved in communications between the generator and the pipeline when the Balancing Authority is not the contracting party.  Ms. Crockett explained the entity that has a contract with the pipeline would be the entity to communicate with the pipeline.
· Ms. Ell asked if the proposed process was used for extremely cold days or emergencies.  Ms. Crockett said TVA uses the proposed process in all instances and there is no need for additional processes on extremely cold days or emergencies.
· Mr. Reed asked if the use of the term Balancing Authority could be interpreted to mean any entity that controls generation.  Ms. Crockett agreed that in this instance the term Balancing Authority is defined as any entity that controls generation.

· Mr. Griffith asked Ms. Crockett to explain the portion of the proposal that states the Transmission Service Provider would advise the Purchase/Selling Entity of pipeline operational constraints.  Ms. Crockett said that the entity with the transportation contract would advise the Purchase/Selling Entity of any operational constraints.  The intent is that the entity that holds the transportation would provide this information to the Purchase/Selling Entity.  Mr. Griffith asked if the proposed process provided for updates.  Ms. Crockett said that the Purchase/Selling Entity would notify the Transmission Service Provider of any changes as described in Section 1.2 B.
· Mr. Dison asked how the use of the Non-Uniform Hourly Flow Request form would affect nomination cycles.  Ms. Crockett said that an additional nomination cycle would help the electric industry, but the use of the Non-Uniform Hourly Flow Request provides more flexibility within the existing process.
· Ms. Chezar said that presentations during Gas-Electric Interdependency Task Force meetings electric industry participants emphasized the inability to nominate gas at 6 a.m.  Ms. Chezar asked if that concern applies to all units or only to peaking units.  Ms. Crockett said that concern is generally for peaking units, because the combined cycle units that are generally utilized for the base-load generation profile have greater ability to work within the existing nomination cycles.  Ms. Chezar asked how many additional nomination cycles would address the concerns of the electric industry.  Ms. Crockett stated one additional nomination cycle would improve the ability to manage the early morning peak demand.

· Mr. Reed said that an important element of this proposal is that if the generator cannot run based on operational conditions on the Transmission Service Provider’s system, the Balancing Authority must begin to seek additional resources.  Ms. Crockett agreed.
Natural Gas Pipeline Company of America Proposal:

Mr. Love provided the proposal on behalf of Natural Gas Pipeline Company of America (NGPL) posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_wgq_bps020905w3.doc.
Mr. Love said that the proposal is based on what NGPL has tried to establish with all of the power plants on its pipeline system and is prefaced on the assumption that that you have to have services that allow for something other than ratable takes, either contractually or tariff provision.
The proposed pipeline-power plant communications were:

· Where a TSP provides for non-uniform hourly rate of flow deliveries under applicable tariff provisions or general operating procedures the power plant operator (PPO) and the TSP should use the following communication procedures for locations at which the TSP supports deliveries subject to such provisions.  

· Hourly operational flow communications should only indicate variations in hourly operational flow rates and should not include changes in daily scheduled quantities.

· A PPO should communicate to the TSP’s designated contact: 

· its initial hourly operational flow requirements for a gas day prior to the effective day of flow; 

· any changes to the hourly operational flow requirements that were previously provided to the TSP as soon as such changes are known.  

· Such communication should include the applicable delivery location(s), the effective date and the operational flow quantity(s) by hour.

· In the event of conflicts between this standard and the TSP’s existing tariff or general terms and conditions, the latter will prevail.
In the question and answer period following the presentation, the following questions were raised:
· Mr. Pelkey asked if the power plant operator’s hourly operational flow requirements are accurate when provided to pipelines in advance.  Mr. Love said the accuracy can vary depending on the events that transpire during the day, but power plant operators provide updates as soon as changes are known.

· Mr. Reed asked when the power plant operators must provide the data to the pipeline.  Mr. Love said that the pipeline operator would like to have the data by 3 p.m., but the pipeline operator knows that not all day-ahead markets have closed by that time.
· Ms. Ell asked if a NGPL has a different process for emergencies. Mr Love indicated they did not. Ms. Ell asked if pipeline could make use of communication from a power plant operator an hour ahead of time.  Mr. Love said that any advance notice would help a pipeline to meet the needs of the power plant operator.

· Mr. Kardas asked if a pipeline would be obligated to provide a power plant with non-uniform hourly flow when the power plant provides an hour notice.  Mr. Love said that the communication provides an hourly operating plan, and not an hourly nomination plan, and a pipeline would not be obligated to honor the request for non-uniform hourly flow just because a power plant provided the pipeline with advance notice.
· Ms. Davis asked if the gas being used for this flexibility is sourced solely from on-system supplies and / or storage and not dependent on confirmation of supplies outside of the normal grid-wise confirmation process.  Mr. Love indicated that it was on-system gas.  Ms. Davis asked if NGPL receives the same communication from customers other than power plant operators.  Mr. Love said that LDCs provide the same communication to NGPL. 
· Ms. Chezar remarked that this pricess worked for NGPL but it might not work for other pipelines. She expressed concern that it looked like hourly nominations. Mr. Love explained that this is not nominations but merely the operating plans on how they are going to take their scheduled quantity over the 24-hour period. 
· Mr. Griffith asked how a pipeline would process requests if several entities sought capacity for the same time.  Mr. Love said that the pipeline would process the requests based on existing contract rights.

· Mr. Templeton asked if NGPL wanted NAESB to standardize the proposed communication protocols.  Mr. Love said if the proposed communication protocols were NAESB standards, NGPL could cite the standards as a basis for requesting a power plant to provide the pipeline with its hourly operational flow requirements.

Edison Electric Institute Proposal:

Ms. Lauderdale provided comments on gas-electric communication topics on behalf of Edison Electric Institute (EEI) posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_wgq_bps020905w4.doc.

Ms. Lauderdale stated that EEI recommends that NAESB consider the development of standards in the following areas to improve gas electric communication:
· Generator controllers should communicate with pipelines about anticipated natural gas requirements for the upcoming day as well as anytime that the requirements change.

· Pipelines should communicate with the marketplace any problems with delivering projected natural gas requirements in a timely manner.

4.

Review and Discussion of Proposals
Mr. Miles facilitated the discussion of the proposals.  Several options for moving forward were considered and captured in the document titled Meeting Discussion Points 02/09/05 posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_wgq_bps020905w7.doc.
It was determined to begin drafting standards by modifying the language in the NGPL proposal.  The NGPL proposal was used as the starting point for standards language and modifications were proposed as shown below.  Additional modifications and proposed standards are also shown below.

After discussion, the the first paragraph of the proposal was modified to read: 

The power plant operator (PPO) and the Transportation Service Provider (TSP) should use the following communication procedures for locations at which the TSP supports non-uniform hourly flows.
A new paragraph was added to the end of the standard to address conflicts between the standard and the TSP’s existing tariff:

In the event of conflicts between this standard and the TSP’s existing tariff or general terms and conditions, the latter will prevail.

Mr. Dison said that the TVA proposal provides an opportunity for unscheduled flow requirements to be fulfilled by pipelines.  The language in Number 1 would specifically prohibit the opportunity for a pipeline to provide for unscheduled flow requirements.  After discussion, it was decided that the NGPL proposal would be changed so that it encompassed standards for Pipeline-Power Plant Communications for Scheduled Flows, and standards to address pipeline-power plant communications for unscheduled flows would be addressed in a separate standard.  The language in the standard was changed to ensure that it only applies to scheduled flows.

The changes to the NGPL proposal can be found in the document titled Draft for Pipeline-Power Plant Communications for Scheduled Flows - 2/9/05 posted on the Energy Day page at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_wgq_bps020905w10.doc.  It was decided to number the standards for referral purposes in the discussions. This standard was identified as proposed standard S2. 
Mr. Reed indicated he would like information about OFOs (operational flow orders) in advance of when they are posted.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that there is a bank of existing standards on operational information the pipelines have to post, including menu structure and screen structure.  Ms. Davis added that there are regulations that strictly prohibit the release of info on other than a global basis.  Mr. Griffith explained further that pipelines have a requirement to provide information on a uniform basis.  Once they know what capacity is available, it is posted.  As for OFOs, Mr. Griffith explained that there’s been a lot of work done in tariffs that spell out the process, the OFOs are a doomsday approach and nobody delays announcing them.  Hourly flexibility may not be available regardless of whether there is an OFO as the pipeline system may already be full. OFOs are not an ‘on / off switch’ on whether there is flexibility available.
Ms. Crockett volunteered to draft proposed standards for pipeline-power plant communications for unscheduled flows for the committee to review on the second day of the meeting.  This proposal is posted on the Energy Day web page titled Draft for Pipeline-Power Plant Communications for Unscheduled Flows by V. Crockett of TVA (http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_wgq_bps020905w8.doc).  The proposal was drafted to parallel the language for pipeline-power plant communications for scheduled flows.  This standard was identified as proposed standard S3.
Ms. Frescki suggested adding language to S3 to ensure that the communication protocols for unscheduled flows are to be used under exceptional conditions and are not intended to replace the established nomination schedule and practices.  Mr. Love said S3 should also include language that the power plant operator has contracted for services which allow for out-of-cycle nominations or no-notice flows.  The following sentence was inserted at the beginning of S3:

Request for gas delivery should use the established nomination scheduled and practices.  Only under unplanned situations when it is anticipated that system conditions may not meet NERC or regional reliability criteria and the PPO has contracted for services which allow for out-of-cycle nominations or no-notice flows should this procedure be used.

Ms. Ell requested that the word “support” be replaced with the word “allow” in S3 to ensure the language is interpreted to mean that these communication protocols should be followed during exceptional conditions.  Ms. Chezar and Mr. Young suggested that the language “without impacting existing, scheduled services, or anticipated no notice flows,” be added to the end of Number 3 in S3.
Mr. Love said that the language of the proposed standard would provide power plants an ability to communicate the need for unscheduled non-uniform hourly flows to pipelines that is not available to other pipeline customers.  Ms. Crockett said the language could be modified to include other pipeline customers.
Ms. Zuroff suggested adding a provision for pipelines to accept, process, and allow nominations to be scheduled between the standard nomination cycles if operating conditions permit, as set out in the Williston Basin tariff.  Mr. Novak said he agreed that the language should be included in a NAESB standard.  The following language was added to the end of S3:

Transporter will, on a non discriminatory basis, accept, process and allow nominations to be scheduled between the standard nomination cycles if operating conditions so permit, such nominations can be confirmed and such nominations will not result in the interruption of gas previously scheduled.  Such nominations will be scheduled on a first come first serve basis.

Ms. Van Pelt opposed including the tariff language in S3 because the communication standards should not include changes to the standards for gas nomination cycles.  Mr. Kijowski agreed.

Ms. Davis asked how in the introductory language to S3 “unplanned situations when it is anticipated that system conditions may not meet NERC or regional reliability criteria” is to be verified and with whom, particularly if there is not an RTO / ISO?”.  Mr. Ken Brown said that in most cases an “unplanned situation” would be an instance where the forecasted load for a generator is greater than anticipated, in the instance of a forced outage, or when a generator cannot be started.  Ms. Davis said that as written it implied the pipelines should be able to verify that a generator is experiencing an ‘unplanned situation’.  Otherwise, generators could use the pipeline-power plant communications for unscheduled flows protocols as an open-ended nomination cycle.  Ms. Lauderdale suggested that the phrase “unplanned situations when it is anticipated that system conditions may not meet NERC or regional reliability criteria” be set apart for future language development.
Mr. Dison suggested language to address Ms. Davis’ comment that pipelines should be able to verify that a generator is experiencing an unplanned event.  The committee named this proposed standard S4 for purposes of discussion:

When the PPO identifies the need to schedule gas flow outside the standard nomination cycle(s), the PPO should immediately notify the TSP of that need and the [PPO and] TSP should [work together to] resolve the disposition of that need based upon the appropriate application of tariff requirements, business practices, or other similar provisions.

Mr. Griffith provided proposed standard language to modify S3.  The modified standard is identified as proposed standard S3A for purposes of discussion.  Mr. Griffith described the modifications to S3 in S3A.  S3A is included in its entirety in the Draft-Proposed Standards work paper posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_wgq_bps030105w2.doc.  Mr. Griffith also proposed that the tariff language submitted by Ms. Zuroff be separated into a separate standard and identified as proposed standard S5.
Mr. Griffith proposed a separate instructive standard to introduce the two communications standards (S2 and S3).  The following will be identified asproposed standard S1 for purposes of discussion:

Transportation Service Provider (TSP) – Power Plant Operator (PPO) communications should supplement existing TSP scheduling processes and services.  Where the TSP supports non-uniform flow rate services, those services should be used by parties requiring non-uniform flow rates, and the TSP’s scheduling processes and non-uniform flow rate services should have priority over any quantities or flow rates requested and/or accepted in the TSP-PPO communication process.

Mr. Desselle presented proposed standard S6 based on ISO New England’s presentation and the Cold Weather Operating Procedure (OP20).  S6 can be viewed in its entirety in the Draft-Proposed Standards work paper posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_wgq_bps030105w2.doc. 
Ms. Lauderdale suggested that the group decide whether the language of the standards will have language that is general, like S4, or language that prescribes the details of how entities are to communicate, like S3.  While there was discussion in favor of both options, it was decided that it was premature at this time to decide on the tone of the standards language.
5.

Next Steps
Ms. Van Pelt and Ms. York will work with the NAESB office to combine all of the proposed standards into one document.  Participants will review the proposed standards S1-S6, and submit changes to the proposed standards.  Work papers should be submitted to the NAESB office via e-mail to Veronica Thomason at vthomason@naesb.org by February 22nd.
6.

Other Business
Adoption of Draft Minutes from the January 24-25 Meeting:  Adoption of the Draft Minutes from the January 24-25 meeting was postponed until the March 1-2 meeting to provide participants an opportunity to review the redlined changes she provided .  Ms. Davis said if anyone would like to submit additional changes to the draft minutes from the January 24-25 meeting, they should submit them to her.  Ms. Davis said she would include all proposed changes to the Draft Minutes from the January 24-25 meeting into one document for review at the meeting on March 1 & 2.
Agenda Items for March 1 & 2:

Participants who plan to attend the meeting in February were requested to make changes to the proposed standards drafted at the February 9 and 10 meeting.  These standards are titled Draft-Proposed Standards and posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_wgq_bps030105w2.doc   Work papers should be submitted to the NAESB office by February 22, 2005.
Calendar of Meetings:


Ms. Van Pelt stated the next Energy Day Subcommittee meeting is scheduled March 1 and 2 at the NAESB offices in Houston, Texas.  The meeting will be from 10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Central on the March 1 and from 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. Central on March 2.
Dominion volunteered to host the Energy Day meeting on March 21 and 22.  The meeting on March 21 and 22 will be held at Dominion’s offices in the Innsbrook Auditorium, 5000 Dominion Boulevard, Glen Allen, VA.  The meeting will be held from 10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Eastern on March 21 and from 10:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. Eastern on March 22.

The American Gas Association has volunteered to host the Energy Day meeting on April 6 and 7.  The meeting on April 6 and 7 will be held at the American Gas Association, 400 N. Capitol Street, N.W. 4th Floor, Washington, DC.  The meeting times are 10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Eastern on April 6 and from 10:00 to 3:00 p.m. Eastern on April 7.

The revised meeting schedule for the Energy Day committee is posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_wgq_bps030105w1.doc.
7.

Adjournment
Mr. Young made a motion to adjourn that was seconded by Ms. Crockett.  The meeting adjourned at 2:40 p.m. Central on February 10, 2005.
8.

Attendees

	Attendee
	Organization
	Feb. 9
	Feb. 10

	Phil Cox 
	AEP
	Phone
	

	Michael Desselle
	AEP
	
	In Person

	Mariam Arnaout
	American Gas Association
	In Person
	In Person

	Steven Zavodnick 
	Baltimore Gas & Electiric
	Phone
	Phone

	Tina Burnett 
	Boeing
	Phone
	

	Brenda Anderson 
	Bonneville Power
	Phone
	

	Gordon Brown 
	California ISO
	Phone
	Phone

	Billy Miller
	Calpine
	In Person
	In Person

	Jay Dibble
	Calpine Corporation
	In Person
	

	Randy Mills
	Chevron Texaco
	In Person
	In Person

	Jim Templeton
	Comprehensive Energy Services
	In Person
	In Person

	Scott Butler
	Consolidated Edison of New York
	
	Phone

	Rick Wolfinger
	Constellation Energy
	In Person
	In Person

	Andrew Dotterweich 
	Consumers Energy
	Phone
	Phone

	Lou Oberski
	Dominion
	In Person
	In Person

	Craig Columbo 
	Dominion Resources
	Phone
	Phone

	Iris King
	Dominion Transmission
	
	In Person

	Kathryn Burch
	Duke Energy Gas Transmission
	In Person
	In Person

	Marcy McCain 
	Duke Energy Gas Transmission
	Phone
	

	Laura Blue
	Dynegy
	In Person
	In Person

	Melissa Lauderdale
	Edison Electric Institute
	In Person
	In Person

	Charlie Bass
	El Paso Eastern Pipeline
	In Person
	

	Bill Griffith
	El Paso Western Pipelines
	In Person
	In Person

	Mike Bray
	Enbridge
	In Person
	In Person

	Keith Sappenfield 
	Encana Corporation
	Phone
	Phone

	Marjorie Perlman
	Energy East
	In Person
	In Person

	Jimmy Smith
	Entergy
	
	Phone

	Lynnda Ell
	Entergy Services
	In Person
	In Person

	Paul Sierer
	Exelon Generation
	In Person
	In Person

	Richard Smith
	Exxon Mobil
	In Person
	

	Rick Miles
	FERC
	In Person
	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
	

	Randy Young
	Gulf South Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Tom Gwilliam
	Iroquois Gas Transmission
	In Person
	In Person

	Kevin Kirby
	ISO New England
	In Person
	

	Janie Nielson
	Kern River Gas Transmission
	In Person
	In Person

	Dolores Chezar
	KeySpan Distr.
	In Person
	In Person

	Dowell Hudson
	Midwest ISO
	In Person
	In Person

	Steve Huhman 
	Mirant
	Phone
	Phone

	Laura Kennedy
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person

	Rae McQuade
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person

	Denise Rager
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person

	Dalia Vasquez
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person

	Mark Pelkey
	National Fuel
	In Person
	In Person

	Mike Novak 
	National Fuel Gas Distribution
	Phone
	Phone

	Joe Kardas
	National Fuel Gas Supply
	In Person
	In Person

	Douglas Rudd
	New Jersey Natural Gas
	In Person
	In Person

	Paul Love
	NGPL
	In Person
	In Person

	Pete Connor 
	Nisource
	Phone
	Phone

	Chris Maturo 
	Nisource
	Phone
	

	George Simmons 
	Nisource
	Phone
	Phone

	Brian White
	NiSource Pipelines
	In Person
	

	Christina Frescki
	NJR Energy Services
	In Person
	In Person

	Micki Schmitz
	Northern Natural Gas
	Phone
	Phone

	John Apperson 
	Pacificorp
	Phone
	

	Bill Grygar
	Panhandle
	In Person
	

	Kim Van Pelt
	Panhandle Eastern Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Ken Brown 
	Public Service Electric and Gas Company
	In Person
	In Person

	Drake Kijowski
	Public Service Electric and Gas Company
	In Person
	In Person

	Ed Anderson 
	RJ Rudden
	Phone
	

	Richard Ishikawa
	Southern California Gas Company
	Phone
	Phone

	Joel Dison
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person

	Tony Reed
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person

	Charles Yeung
	Southwest Power Pool
	In Person
	In Person

	Mark Gracey
	Tennessee Gas Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Donna Scott
	Transwestern Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Valerie Crockett
	TVA
	In Person
	In Person

	Kathy York
	TVA
	In Person
	In Person

	Jeff Bittel 
	TX Gas
	Phone
	Phone

	Jeffrey Ackerman 
	Western Area Power Administration
	Phone
	Phone

	Christopher Burden
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Dale Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Adele Zuroff 
	Williston Basin
	Phone
	Phone
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