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North American Energy Standards Board

1301 Fannin, Suite 2350, Houston, Texas 77002

Phone:  (713) 356-0060, Fax:  (713) 356-0067, E-mail: naesb@naesb.org


Home Page: www.naesb.org

TO:
Wholesale Gas Quadrant Business Practices Subcommittee, Wholesale Electric Quadrant Business Practices Subcommittee, and Interested Parties
FROM:
Laura Kennedy, Meeting/Project Manager
RE:
Final Minutes of WGQ BPS and WEQ BPS Energy Day Meeting April 6 – 7, 2005
DATE:
April 14, 2005
WGQ BPS and WEQ BPS Energy Day Meeting

Washington, DC hosted by American Gas Association
April 6 - 7, 2005
Final Minutes
1.
Administrative Items

Mr. Novak welcomed the meeting participants and introductions in the room and on the phone were made.
Ms. Kennedy read the antitrust advice.  Ms. Lauderdale moved, seconded by Mr. Reed to adopt the agenda.  The agenda was adopted absent objection.
Ms. Davis proposed changes to the March 21-22, 2005 draft minutes.  The proposed changes were posted as a work paper for this meeting at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_wgq_bps040605w9.doc.  In addition to the changes proposed by Ms. Davis, typographical errors were corrected.  Ms. Van Pelt moved, seconded by Mr. Bray to adopt the minutes as revised as final minutes.  The final minutes for the March 21-22 meeting are posted on the NAESB website at:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_wgq_bps032105fm.doc.
2.

Review of the meeting format and procedures
Mr. Novak explained the purpose of the meeting was to review and discuss changes to proposed standard S6, and then to review and discuss changes to the other proposed communication standards.  The proposed standards can be found in the work paper titled “Proposed Standards - 3/22/05 - Clean” posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_wgq_bps040605w1.doc.  Mr. Novak introduced Mr. Miles, FERC Director of Dispute Resolution Services, as the meeting facilitator.
3.

Discuss Changes to Proposed Standard S6
Mr. Novak asked the participants that had submitted revisions to proposed standard S6 to review their proposals.
PSEG:
Mr. Ken Brown reviewed the proposal submitted by PSEG posted on the NAESB web site at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_wgq_bps040605w3.doc.  The proposal was based on the proposed changes submitted by Entergy posted on the NAESB site at:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_wgq_bps032105w3.doc.  He stated that the proposed changes to standard S6 were made to address the comments submitted by CAISO regarding regional differences.  The proposal would require each region, through its stakeholder process, to develop its own mechanisms to implement the communication protocols during times of fuel-related shortages of generating capacity.
CAISO:
Mr. Gordon Brown reviewed the comments submitted by CAISO posted on the NAESB web site at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_wgq_bps040605w6.doc.  Mr. Gordon Brown stated that PSEG’s comments address many of the regional and market differences.  However, the proposal still contains prescriptive language and encroaches on reliability issues.  He added that the standard should apply to utilities that are not part of an ISO or RTO.  CAISO’s alternative S6 would oblige parties to establish relationships with transportation service providers, but does not prescribe how the parties would do so.  This flexibility would allow each region to establish the best practice for the area.

Pipeline Segment:
Mr. Griffith reviewed the work paper titled “Pipeline Segment Work Paper” posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_wgq_bps040605w10.doc.  Mr. Griffith stated that proposed standard S6 should apply only to the Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ) because the communication process for Transmission Service Providers (TSP) has been established through existing NAESB WGQ standards.  Procedures currently in place allow parties to sign up for notices when critical notices or operational flow orders are issued.  The proposal also includes standard S6B that would apply to both the WGQ and the WEQ.  S6B clarifies the communication process and highlights the information that must be posted on the pipeline’s electronic bulletin boards via the existing WGQ standards.
Mr. Cox asked if pertinent reliability related information was posted on the TSP’s websites.  Mr. Griffith stated that anything that affects operational capacity and the availability of capacity is posted.  He added that proposed standard S6B further clarifies how information can be distributed to parties via the electronic delivery mechanism.
There was discussion over whether the proposed standards would require a conference call between gas operators and electric generation operators during extreme conditions.  Mr. Ken Brown and others supported including language that requires a short conference call when extreme conditions are anticipated.  Those in the pipeline community did not support this requirement and questioned the usefulness when any information that would be discussed in the conference call would be provided in the pipelines’ critical notice messages and posted on the pipelines’ electronic bulletin boards.  Ms. Crockett stated that generator personnel have the responsibility to regularly monitor the pipeline’s electronic bulletin boards; however, there will be occasions when the information could be clarified via a conference call.  Mr. Simonelli stated that ISO New England has procedures in place to monitor pipelines’ bulletin boards, but if problems arise the ISO’s personnel make a phone call to the pipelines.  Mr. Gordon Brown stated that CAISO has established relationships with local pipeline providers and does not to consult the electronic bulletin boards.
Entergy:
Next, Ms. Ell reviewed the work paper submitted by Entergy posted on the NAESB web site at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_wgq_bps032105w3.doc.  Ms. Ell stated that standard S6 should apply only to the WEQ.  She emphasized the importance of training ISO and RTO personnel on the information pipelines have available on their electronic bulletin boards.  She stated that while the language in Entergy’s proposal was prescriptive, she would not object to making the standards more generalized.
Mr. Simonelli identified the need for a three part standard.  The first part would be high level standard that would apply to both the WEQ and WGQ and would standardize the identification of potential emergency conditions.  Part two would establish the procedures for confirmation of those conditions and would also apply to both quadrants.  Part three would provide each region the flexibility to establish the process once the conditions are confirmed.
Mr. Miles identified four issues that had been discussed at the meeting so far:  the scope of proposed standard S6; whether a conference call between gas pipeline and electric generation operators should be required; whether the language of proposed standard S6 or S6B should be used as the basis for further development; and whether the language should be prescriptive or generic.  Ms. Van Pelt suggested that the committee address the higher level issues first.  The committee agreed to begin by addressing the scope of proposed standard S6.

Scope of S6:

Mr. Reed stated that proposed standard S6 should only apply to entities that are within an ISO or RTO market.  He suggested the scope statement should state that S6 applies to RTOs, ISOs, and any other independent transmission operators.”  Mr. Simonelli stated that Balancing Authorities should also be included.  Mr. Reed replied that inclusion of Balancing Authorities in the standard would imply reliability issues that cannot be addressed by NAESB.
After further discussion, the committee agreed that the Scope Statement should state:

Applies to RTOs, ISOs, and any other independent transmission operators only (and PPOs operating in those regions)
Ms. Daly asked for clarification of the phase “and PPOs operating in those markets.”  Mr. Ken Brown stated that the language in the scope statement was intended only to include those PPOs that operate within an ISO or RTO.
Next, the committee developed language to state the purpose of the standard.  For purposes of discussion, this was called the “Why Statement.”  After discussion and review of several alternatives, the committee agreed to the following as the “Why Statement”:
To provide RTOs, ISOs and ITOs with information regarding power plant gas supply that they need to determine near-term resource adequacy and to better prepare the system operators for mitigation action.

Next, Ms. Lauderdale submitted three questions for the committee to discuss that would further develop the scope and provide language for proposed standard S6.  The committee agreed with this approach to the development of standard S6.  The three questions submitted by Ms. Lauderdale were:

1.
Whether the RTO should be required to sign up for pipeline notices and 
ensure that staff understands those notices.
2.
Whether PPOs should be required to notify RTOs of the type of 
transportation and supply contracts they have.
3.
Whether RTOs should set up a conference call with a pipeline when there are emergency conditions.
Whether the RTO should be required to sign up for pipeline notices and ensure that their staff understands these notices.
Mr. Advena stated that an RTO would want information on the bottom line generation capability.  Ms. Van Pelt stated distribution of information that is not currently included in the notices would be considered discriminatory and/or proprietary to provide it.

Mr. Advena requested that the phrase “and ensure their staff understands these notices” should be deleted from the question.  This change was made.
Mr. Gordon Brown stated that a requirement to sign up for pipeline notices would create a burden on organizations that have established relationships with gas pipeline providers.  Mr. Simonelli added that the language should provide for regional differences to ensure that each region has the flexibility to determine the best way to communicate with the pipelines.  Ms. Van Pelt suggested that the language be modified to state that the TSP would provide notices to any RTO that submits a request instead of requiring RTOs to sign up for the notices.
Mr. Novak noted that the request to develop standards for daily operational communications between pipelines and power plants (Request No. R04021) was reviewed by NERC and the ISO/RTO Council via the Joint Interface Committee (JIC).  He stated that the JIC decided that the request was proper for NAESB standards development.  Mr. Novak said that those who do not agree with the scope of the standards can vote against the standards and/or file comments once the report is submitted to the FERC.  Mr. Advena stated that RTOs are not able to vote in NAESB.  Ms. McQuade stated that members and non-members alike can vote at the subcommittee level and that RTOs can be members of the WEQ.
Ms. Van Pelt said that the pipeline’s proposed standard S6B that includes language that would address Question 1.  This work paper is posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_wgq_bps040605w10.doc.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that S6B mirrors NAESB WGQ Standard 5.3.34, but was proposed as a separate standard to ensure that those who are not familiar with the WGQ Standards are aware that this information is available.  The committee agreed to review the pipeline’s proposed standard S6B:
S-6B (WGQ and WEQ) 

To better coordinate, to minimize the potential for electric and gas market disruption, and to support gas and electric system reliability, a Transportation Service Provider should provide Regional Transmission Operators (RTO), Independent System Operators (ISO), any other appropriate independent electric transmission entity(ies) (IET) and Power Plant Operators (PPO) with notification of operational flow orders and other critical notices through the RTO / ISO / IET / PPO’s choice of Electronic Notice Delivery mechanism(s) as set forth in NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. 5.2.1, 5.2.2 and 5.3.35 – 5.3.38.
Mr. Love noted that any condition that affects capacity on a pipeline would be considered a critical notice.  Mr. Cox asked if the notification system allowed the requestor to choose the types of notices it received.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that there is not a way to choose which notices are received.  Mr. Cox expressed concern that the notices would be overlooked or inadvertently lost over time.  Mr. Simonelli reported that ISO New England receives five to ten notifications per day that are stored in a separate e-mail folder.
The language in Question 1 was changed to state:  “Whether the RTO, ISO and ITO should sign up for pipeline OFOs and other critical notices.”  Proposed standard S6B was inserted as an answer to Question 1.

Whether PPOs should be required to notify RTOs of the type of supply and transportation contracts they have.
The committee next reviewed Question number 2.  Mr. Griffith pointed out that a PPO would not be able to provide RTOs with actual contracts because they contain proprietary information.  Ms. Davis suggested that the language be revised to state that a PPO would provide pertinent information related to its gas transportation and gas supply contracts.  After discussion, the following language was inserted as an answer to Question 2:
Upon request, a power plant operator should provide Regional Transmission Operators, Independent System Operators, and any other appropriate independent electric transmission entity(ies) (IET) with pertinent information related to its gas transportation and gas supply contracts.

Mr. Gordon Brown, Mr. Simonelli, and Mr. Advena supported this concept.
Whether RTOs should set up a conference call with a pipeline when there are emergency conditions.
Next, the committee discussed Question number 3.  Mr. Ken Brown stated a conference call between an RTO and pipeline would help to fill the communication gap evidenced by the events in New England in January 2004.  Mr. Novak stated affiliate rules limit the information that pipelines can disclose to generators that are affiliates of the pipeline.  Mr. Ken Brown stated that ISOs and RTOs are regulated by rules similar to the pipeline affiliate rules and any information provided to generators would be in aggregate form.
Mr. Holmes stated that the answer to Question 3 should include language to state that RTOs, ISOs, and IETs should establish operational communication procedures with TSPs and should establish when those procedures should be implemented.  The following language was inserted as an answer to Question 3:

RTOs, ISOs and IETs should establish and periodically test operational communication procedures with appropriate TSP(s).

When a potential near-term resource inadequacy is identified, the RTOs, ISOs and IETs should implement the established operational communication procedures with the appropriate TSP(s) to better prepare the system operators for mitigation.

The document created at the meeting that includes the questions and answers is posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_wgq_bps040605w13.doc.

Mr. Bray suggested that the committee use the language drafted as the answers to the questions as a basis for standards’ language.  The committee agreed with this approach.

S12:

The Scope Statement and the Why Statement were combined and renamed Proposed Standard S12 for purposes of discussion.  S12 establishes the applicability and purpose of proposed standards S15-S17.  S12 applies to both the WEQ and WGQ:
NAESB WEQ Standards Nos [S15, S16, S17] and WGQ Standards Nos [S16, S17] should apply to Regional Transmission Operators (RTOs), Independent System Operators (ISOs), and any other independent transmission operator (ITO) only and Power Plant Operators (PPOs) operating in those regions in order to provide RTOs, ISOs and ITOs with information regarding power plant gas supply that they need to determine if there is sufficient near-term electric generation that is needed to meet electric demand and to better prepare the system operators for mitigating action.
[During the transition into standards language, the term “independent electric transmission entities (IET)” was replaced with the term “independent transmission operator (ITO)”.]

S13:
The answer to Question 1 was renamed Proposed Standard S13 for purposes of discussion.  Minor changes to the language were made.  After discussion, the committee agreed that S13 would apply to the WEQ only:

The Regional Transmission Operators, Independent System Operators, independent transmission operators and Power Plant Operators should sign up for operational flow orders and other critical notices from the appropriate gas Transportation Service Provider(s) pursuant to NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. 5.2.2, 5.3.35 and 5.3.37.

Ms. Daly confirmed that Proposed Standard S13 was intended to apply to Power Plant Operators that are not within an ISO or RTO as well as Power Plant Operators within an ISO or RTO.

S14:
Ms. Van Pelt suggested a separate standard be developed to require the TSP to provide RTOs, ISOs, and ITOs with the notices once these entities submit requests pursuant to proposed standard S13.  This proposed standard was named Proposed Standard S14 for purposes of discussion and applies to the WGQ only:

A Transportation Service Provider should provide Regional Transmission Operators (RTO), Independent System Operators (ISO), any other appropriate independent transmission operators (ITO), and Power Plant Operators (PPO) with notification of operational flow orders and other critical notices through the RTO / ISO / ITO / PPO’s choice of Electronic Notice Delivery mechanism(s) as set forth in NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. 5.2.1, 5.2.2 and 5.3.35 – 5.3.38.

There was discussion regarding whether this standard was needed because such a requirement exists in other WGQ standards.  Ms. Davis stated that while the existing WGQ standards state that the notices are to be provided to “affected parties” this term is not defined.  S14 would ensure that the notices are required to be provided to RTOs, ISOs, PPOs, and ITOs that request them.
S15:
The answer to Scoping Question 2 was renamed Proposed Standard 15 for purposes of discussion.  Proposed Standard S15 applies to the WEQ only and states:

Upon request, a Power Plant Operator should provide appropriate Regional Transmission Operators, Independent System Operators, and any other independent transmission operators with pertinent information related to its gas transportation and gas supply contracts.
S16:
The first paragraph of the answer to Question 3 was renamed Proposed Standard S16.  S16 applies to both the WEQ and WGQ.  After modification, S16 states:
Regional Transmission Operators, Independent System Operators and independent transmission operators should establish operational communication procedures with the appropriate gas Transportation Service Provider(s).  Training on and testing of such communication process should occur periodically.
S17:
The second paragraph in the answer to Question 3 was used as the basis for Proposed Standard S17.  Ms. Chezar suggested that the communication procedures established in S16 be referenced in S17.  This change was made.

Mr. Oberski stated that the term “resource inadequacy” is misleading.  Mr. Zavodnick suggested that the language be changed to state that the operational communication procedures would be implemented when the RTO, ISO, or independent transmission operator deem it necessary.  Mr. Advena suggested also adding that the operational communication procedures would be implemented in accordance with the RTO’s, ISO’s, or independent transmission operator’s operating guidelines.  Mr. Gordon Brown and Mr. Simonelli did not support the addition of the operating guidelines language.
S17 applies to WEQ and WGQ and states:
When a Regional Transmission Operator, Independent System Operator or independent transmission operator deems it necessary, in accordance with its operating guidelines, it should implement the established operational communication procedures pursuant to NAESB WEQ Standard No. [S16] and WGQ Standard No [S16] with the appropriate gas Transportation Service Provider(s).
Ms. Chezar stated that the standards S12-S17 had deviated from the original intent of standard S6 and that the term “operating guidelines” in S17 is vague.  Ms. Davis agreed and stated that the original intent of S6 was that it would apply during emergency or crisis situations.  Mr. Dison said that the information required in standards S12-S17 would be transmitted as needed and when requested and not necessarily only during emergency situations.  Mr. Ken Brown stated that proposed standard S17 is the only one that would be implemented during crisis situations.  Ms. Davis stated she could not support S17 unless language related to crisis or emergency conditions was added.  Mr. Griffith stated that the language could be construed as an alternative to the scheduling process instead of an emergency communication process.  Mr. Simonelli stated that the proposed language allows the RTO or ISO to determine when it is necessary to implement the communication procedures.

Mr. Advena suggested modifying the language of S17 to state that the RTO, ISO, or independent transmission operator would deem it necessary to implement the communication procedures in accordance with its “emergency operations manual.”  Ms. Davis stated that “emergency operations manual” is broad and does not define when the communication procedures would be implemented.  Mr. Simonelli, Mr. Advena, and Mr. Gordon Brown volunteered to work together to draft language to clarify the term “operating guidelines.”
S18:
Ms. Daly noted that S12 states that standards S15-S17 would apply to PPOs operating within an RTO or ISO region.  She suggested another standard be drafted to state that upon request, RTOs, ISOs, and independent transmission operators should include in the distribution mechanism PPOs that do not operate within an ISO or RTO.  This language was named Proposed Standard S18.  S18 applies to WEQ only and states:
Upon request Regional Transmission Operator, Independent System Operator and any other independent transmission operator should include any appropriate entities in the distribution mechanism for public information provided to entities within its footprint.
Mr. Simonelli stated that providing this information to PPOs outside of ISO New England would be acceptable as long as the code of conduct is followed.  Mr. Gordon Brown stated that for CAISO, the distribution mechanism would be the OASIS node.  Ms. Daly did not object to the type of distribution mechanism, but wanted to ensure the PPOs outside an ISO or RTO region had the ability to receive information provided in S13 and S14.
Proposed Standards S12-S18 are posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_wgq_bps040605a2.doc (clean) and http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_wgq_bps040605a1.doc (redline).

4.

Next Steps
The next Energy Day subcommittee meeting is scheduled for April 18-19 at NAESB’s offices in Houston, Texas.  At this meeting the committee will continue to review the proposed standards posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_wgq_bps040605w1.doc and proposed standards S12-S18 posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_wgq_bps040605a2.doc.  The WEQ and WGQ BPS chairs will work together to draft the agenda for this meeting.  Comments should be submitted to the NAESB office and will be posted prior to the meeting on April 18th and 19th.
5.

Other Business
No other business was discussed.

6.

Adjournment
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 2:36 p.m. Eastern on April 7, 2005.
7.
Action Items for the Next Meeting

· Mr. Simonelli, Mr. Advena, and Mr. Gordon Brown volunteered to work together to draft language to clarify the term “operating guidelines” for proposed standard S17.
· The WEQ and WGQ BPS chairs will work together to draft the agenda for the meeting on April 18th and 19th.  
8.

Attendees

	Attendee
	Organization
	April 6
	April 7

	Phil Cox
	AEP
	Phone
	Phone

	Mariam Arnaout
	American Gas Association
	In Person
	In Person

	Laura Schepis
	APGA
	In Person
	

	Kelly Daly
	Arizona Public Service
	Phone
	In Person

	Curt Brechtel
	AZ Public Service Co
	Phone
	

	Steve Zavodnick
	Baltimore Gas & Electric
	In Person
	In Person

	Tina Burnett
	Boeing
	In Person
	In Person

	Gordon Brown
	California ISO
	Phone
	Phone

	Jay Dibble
	Calpine
	Phone
	Phone

	Jim Templeton
	Comprehensive Energy
	Phone
	Phone

	Scott Butler
	Con Edison
	Phone
	

	Michael Gildea
	Constellation Corporation
	
	In Person

	Lisa Simpkins
	Constellation Energy Commodities
	In Person
	In Person

	Lou Oberski
	Dominion
	In Person
	In Person

	Craig Colombo
	Dominion Resources
	In Person
	In Person

	Iris King
	Dominion Transmission
	Phone
	Phone

	Kathryn Burch
	Duke Enegy Gas
	In Person
	In Person

	Melissa Lauderdale
	Edison Electric Institute
	In Person
	In Person

	Mark Gracey
	El Paso East Pipelines
	In Person
	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

	Lynnda Ell
	Entergy Services
	In Person
	In Person

	Jack Cashin
	EPSA
	Phone
	

	Richard Smith
	Exxon Mobile
	Phone
	Phone

	Jeri Purcy
	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

	Joseph Stepenovitch
	FRCC
	Phone
	

	Randy Young
	Gulf South
	In Person
	In Person

	Lawrence Paulson
	Hoffman-Paulson Associates
	In Person
	In Person

	Ron McGinley
	IESO
	Phone
	Phone

	John Simonelli
	ISO New England
	Phone
	Phone

	Janie Nielsen
	Kern River Gas Transmission Co.
	In Person
	In Person

	Dolores Chezar
	KeySpan
	
	In Person

	Steve Huhman
	Mirant
	Phone
	Phone

	Laura Kennedy
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person

	Rae McQuade
	NAESB
	In Person
	

	Denise Rager
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person

	Michael Novak
	National Fuel Gas Distribution
	In Person
	In Person

	Joe Kardas
	National Fuel Supply
	In Person
	In Person

	Rick Smead
	Navigant Consulting
	In Person
	

	Bill Lohrman
	NERC
	Phone
	Phone

	John  Twitchell
	NERC
	Phone
	

	Douglas Rudd
	New Jersey Natural Gas
	In Person
	In Person

	Paul Love
	NGPL
	In Person
	In Person

	Lisa Fitzgerald
	NiSource Pipelines
	In Person
	In Person

	Christina Frescki
	NJR Energy Services
	
	Phone

	Barry Lawson
	NRECA
	
	Phone

	Greg Olsen
	Ontario Power Generation
	Phone
	

	Kim Van Pelt
	Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line
	In Person
	In Person

	Chris Advena
	PJM
	In Person
	In Person

	Drake Kijowski
	PSEG
	In Person
	In Person

	Ken Brown
	PSEG
	In Person
	In Person

	Rick Ishikawa
	SoCal Gas
	In Person
	In Person

	Joel Dison
	Southern Company
	Phone
	Phone

	Carl Haga
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person

	Tony Reed
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person

	Valerie Crockett
	TVA
	In Person
	In Person

	Kathy York
	TVA
	In Person
	In Person

	Rose Lenon
	Washington Gas Light
	In Person
	In Person

	Christopher Burden
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	
	Phone

	Dale Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Adele Zuroff
	Williston & Basin
	Phone
	Phone


9.

Standards Language Resulting From the Meeting

Proposed Standard S12 (WEQ and WGQ)
NAESB WEQ Standards Nos [S15, S16, S17] and WGQ Standards Nos [S16, S17] should apply to Regional Transmission Operators (RTOs), Independent System Operators (ISOs), and any other independent transmission operator (ITO) only and Power Plant Operators (PPOs) operating in those regions in order to provide RTOs, ISOs and ITOs with information regarding power plant gas supply that they need to determine if there is sufficient near-term electric generation that is needed to meet electric demand and to better prepare the system operators for mitigating action.

Proposed Standard S13 (WEQ)
The Regional Transmission Operators, Independent System Operators, independent transmission operators and Power Plant Operators should sign up for operational flow orders and other critical notices from the appropriate gas Transportation Service Provider(s) pursuant to NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. 5.2.2, 5.3.35 and 5.3.37.

Proposed Standard S14 (WGQ)
A Transportation Service Provider should provide Regional Transmission Operators (RTO), Independent System Operators (ISO), any other appropriate independent transmission operators (ITO) and Power Plant Operators (PPO) with notification of operational flow orders and other critical notices through the RTO / ISO / ITO / PPO’s choice of Electronic Notice Delivery mechanism(s) as set forth in NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. 5.2.1, 5.2.2 and 5.3.35 – 5.3.38. 

Proposed Standard S15 (WEQ)
Upon request, a Power Plant Operator should provide appropriate Regional Transmission Operators, Independent System Operators, and any other independent transmission operators with pertinent information related to its gas transportation and gas supply contracts.

Proposed Standard S16 (WEQ and WGQ)

Regional Transmission Operators, Independent System Operators and independent transmission operators should establish operational communication procedures with the appropriate gas Transportation Service Provider(s).  Training on and testing of such communication process should occur periodically.

Proposed Standard S17 (WEQ and WGQ)

When a Regional Transmission Operator, Independent System Operator or independent transmission operator deems it necessary, in accordance with its operating guidelines, it should implement the established operational communication procedures pursuant to NAESB WEQ Standard No. [S16] and WGQ Standard No [S16] with the appropriate gas Transportation Service Provider(s).

Proposed Standard S18 (WEQ)
Upon request Regional Transmission Operator, Independent System Operator and any other independent transmission operator should include any appropriate entities in the distribution mechanism for public information provided to entities within its footprint.
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