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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:
Draft Minutes of WGQ BPS and WEQ BPS Energy Day Meeting March 21-22, 2005
DATE:
March 29, 2005
WGQ BPS and WEQ BPS Energy Day Meeting

Houston, TX hosted by NAESB
March 21-22, 2005
Draft Minutes
1.
Administrative Items

Mr. Oberski welcomed the meeting participants and introductions in the room and on the phone were made.
Ms. Kennedy read the antitrust advice.  Ms. Davis moved, seconded by Ms. Van Pelt to adopt the agenda.  The agenda was adopted absent objection.
Ms. Davis proposed changes to the March 1-2, 2005 revised redlined draft minutes.  Ms. Davis proposed changing the phrase “additional capacity is needed” to “they need to utilize more of their existing capacity;” and the phrase “additional operations” to “offering additional services” in the first paragraph on page 2.  Ms. Davis also proposed inserting a paragraph after the first paragraph on page 2 to state:  “Mr. Kijowski agreed with Mr. Rudd that the focus should be on communications in an emergency situation. He added that parties should utilize services already subscribed to and that we are not here to create opportunities for others to avail themselves of flexibility without the underlying service.”  Ms. Davis proposed revising the paragraph that describes the document the committee reviewed during the meeting to state:  “The committee agreed to start the discussion by reviewing the proposed changes to the draft standards that were submitted by the pipelines which are posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_wgq_bps030105w12.doc.”
For the discussion of D1, Ms. Davis proposed adding two sentences: “He [Mr. Griffith] added that the communication needs to be between the party that knows the requirements and the person providing the gas.  At the RTO / ISO level, their responsibility is for the plant to run but after that, the generation requirement needs to be converted into a gas requirement.”  Ms. Davis also noted that Footnote 1 should reflect the most current version of NAESB WGQ Electronic Delivery Mechanism Related Standard 4.3.23.

Mr. Love proposed changing the sentence on page 3 that states “Mr. Love replied that before the TSP committed to the change, the TSP would evaluate the obligation of the pipeline and factor in the possibility of the needs of other PPOs to make commensurate changes,” to state “Mr. Love replied that before the TSP committed to the change, the TSP would evaluate the obligations of the pipeline and factor in the possible needs of other shippers.”  Mr. Bray moved, seconded by Ms. Chezar to adopt the minutes as revised.  The minutes were adopted without objection.  The final minutes are posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_wgq_bps030105fm.doc.
2.

Review of the meeting format and procedures
Mr. Oberski explained the purpose of the meeting was to review and discuss changes to the work paper titled “Proposed Standards - 3/2/05 - Clean” posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_wgq_bps032105w2.doc.  Mr. Oberski introduced Mr. Miles, FERC Director of Dispute Resolution Services, as the meeting facilitator.
3.

Pipeline Presentation on Informational Postings Website

Ms. Van Pelt presented the committee with an overview of Panhandle Energy’s Informational Postings website (http://www.panhandleenergy.com/info.asp).  Ms. Van Pelt explained that the informational postings include:  Capacity, Energy Affiliate Information, an Index of Customers, Non-Discrimination Requirements, Notices, Organizational Charts, Posted Imbalances, the Pipeline’s Tariff, Transactional Reporting, and Customer Activities.  The Customer Activities section of the website is password protected and can only be accessed by authorized users.
Mr. Cox asked how often the Informational Postings are updated on the pipeline’s website.  Mr. Love stated that the Operationally Available and Unsubscribed Capacity postings (including the IT indicator) is updated after every nomination cycle.  Mr. Young further explained that this posting reflects whether there is capacity at a meter but that does not necessarily equate to pipeline capacity to get gas transported to that meter.  Ms. Van Pelt went on to explain the Notices that are posted and the difference between the three categories of notices – Critical, Non-Critical and Planned Outages.  Ms. Chezar explained that affected parties can sign up to automatically receive these notices via e-mail.  It was noted by participants (NEISO, TVA and various LDCs) at the meeting that there is a wealth of information available in these postings.
4.

ISO Presentation on OASIS Website

Mr. Advena provided an overview of PJM’s OASIS website.  The presentation is posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_wgq_bps032105w8.ppt.
In the PJM System Information section, the OASIS site provides System Information, Transmission Facilities Descriptions, Dispatch Rates, Locational Marginal Prices, Pricing Point Calculators, Emergency Procedures, and Regional Through and Out Rate Information.  PJM’s Tariff, an OASIS User Guide, Job Aids for NERC Tagging Priority Code and OASIS Timing Requirements, PJM Company Transmission Provider Information, and Confirmed Reservations are included in the PJM Reference/Manuals Section.
Mr. Griffith asked if the OASIS site included information on trends in the market.  Mr. Advena stated that PJM does not forecast Locational Marginal Prices because PJM is bound by operating agreements and data confidentiality agreements regarding the information that can be publicly disclosed.
Ms. Chezar asked what communication took place between PJM and pipelines that serve its region.  Mr. Advena stated that PJM communicates directly with electric generator owners, but does not communicate directly with pipelines or LDCs.  [He later clarified that there may be direct communication with pipelines depending on the ISO and the event.]
5.

Discuss Changes to Proposed Standards Work Paper
The committee agreed to start discussion by reviewing the proposed changes to the draft standards that were submitted by the LDCs titled “R04020 LDC Segment Proposed Modifications - Redline” posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_wgq_bps032105w4.doc.

D1:

Ms. Chezar stated the LDCs proposed deleting the phrase “is a Point Operator (or that Point Operator’s agent)” from the definition of a Power Plant Operator (PPO) because not all PPOs are point operators.  The proposed change to the definition would ensure that power plants located behind city gates are included in the definition of Power Plant Operator as well as power plants that are directly connected to pipelines.  Ms. Van Pelt stated the changes proposed by the LDCs would change the applicability of the standards because the proposed communication standards were intended to apply to PPOs that are directly connected to Transportation Service Providers, be it an interstate pipeline, intrastate pipeline or a LDC.

After discussion of various proposed modifications to the language of D1, Ms. Van Pelt suggested changing the language to state that PPO “is the term used to describe the entity that has direct control over the gas requirements for natural gas-fired electric generating facilities and is responsible for coordinate natural gas deliveries to meet those requirements.”  This change was made to D1, however the committee agreed to table further modification of D1 until the next meeting.
S1B:

Ms. Chezar stated that the LDCs proposed changing standard S1 so that each sentence would be a separate principle instead of a standard.  The LDCs proposed the language as principles P4 and P5.  The LDCs also proposed minor changes to the language of P4 and P5.  After discussion, the committee accepted most of the changes to the language proposed by the LDCs, but did not agree that the language should be drafted as principles.  P4 and P5 were combined into one standard.  The proposed standard was named S1B for purposes of discussion.  The language of S1B was intended to replace proposed standard S1:

The Transportation Service Provider (TSP)/Power Plant Operator (PPO) communication standards set forth in NAESB WGQ standard nos. [TBD] and WEQ standard nos. [TBD] are not intended to convey any rights or services beyond or in addition to those contained in the TSP tariff and general terms and conditions. These additional communication standards should be used along with the NAESB WGQ standard nomination timeline and scheduling processes for the TSPs contract / tariff services.  In the event of a conflict between any of these communication standards and the TSPs tariff or general terms and conditions, the latter will prevail.
S2:
Ms. Chezar noted that the LDCs proposed deleting the phrase “TSPs that provide contract/tariff services that allow non-uniform hourly flows.”  Instead of this change, Mr. Griffith proposed modifying S2 to state that the standard applies where the TSP supports non-uniform hourly flows.  Ms. Crockett suggested using “operationally supports.”  Mr. Gwilliam stated “operationally supports” could be interpreted to create a requirement to provide for non-uniform hourly flows in cases where a TSP may be able to operationally support non-uniform hourly flows but does not choose to do so.  Ms. Chezar noted that number 4 proposed by the LDCs in S2 that states if at any time the hourly operational flow requirements cannot be provided by the TSP, the TSP should notify the PPO as soon as practicable addresses the issue raised by Mr. Gwilliam.  The language was modified to incorporate Ms. Crockett’s suggestion.
Ms. Chezar also stated that the LDCs proposed using “any affected Transportation Service Provider (TSP)” instead of “the TSP” to ensure that LDCs as well as pipelines are included in the communication process between power plant operators and pipelines.  There was extensive discussion regarding whether the communication standards should require communication between PPOs and any affected TSP or whether the communication standards should require PPOs to communicate only with the TSP that is directly connected to the PPO.  Participants from the pipeline community supported the position that the standards should only be comprised of communication protocols between the TSP and the PPO that is directly connected to that TSP.  Mr. Oberski suggested that the language be modified to state that the PPO should communicate the change in the hourly flow to the same entities with whom the original nomination was made.  The language was changed to reflect Mr. Oberski’s suggestion.  The revised language of the introductory paragraph of proposed standard S2 states:
At power plant delivery locations where the Transportation Service Provider (TSP) operationally supports non-uniform hourly flows and for which there are previously scheduled daily quantities for such services, the Power Plant Operator (PPO) should communicate any change to the hourly flow rate through the same entity(ies) with whom the original hourly flow rate information was made to the extent necessary to arrange the change and should use the following communication procedures regarding hourly operational flows:
Mr. Griffith submitted a work paper to modify the work paper submitted by the LDCs.  The committee used this document to review the remainder of proposed standard S2.  The changes to the language proposed by Mr. Griffith to numbers 1 through 5 under proposed standard S2 were accepted by the committee.

Ms. Davis suggested that the language in number 1, 2, 4, and 5 be modified to reflect that the communication procedures are intended to take place between PPOs and TSPs that are directly connected to such PPOs.  This change was made.
Ms. Chezar proposed additional language for proposed standard S2 to establish the practice in the event the TSP cannot accommodate hourly flow change requests.  After minor changes to the language proposed by Ms. Chezar, the language was inserted as number 6 of proposed standard S2:
In the event that the TSP directly connected to the PPO can not accommodate the PPOs request for hourly flow changes without corresponding hourly flow rate changes from the upstream delivery entity, the PPO has the following option.  The PPO can notify the appropriate contractual party that is upstream of the directly connected TSP of the PPOs additional hourly requirements.  The contractual party and the upstream delivery entity should work together with the directly connected TSP to resolve the disposition of the specified requirements based upon the appropriate application of tariff requirements, business practices, or other similar provisions.
Ms. Davis proposed language that was inserted as number 7 of proposed standard S2:  In all communications, the following information must be provided:  the applicable delivery location(s), the effective date, and the forecasted operational flow quantity(ies) by hour, and the appropriate contract number, when necessary.  The language proposed by Ms. Davis incorporated the language in the last paragraph of proposed standard S2 so the last paragraph was then deleted.
S3A
Mr. Griffith volunteered to make conforming changes to the language of proposed standard S3A to reflect the modifications made during this meeting to proposed standard S2 as well as resert section 5 of S3A from the LDC clean workpaper that was inadvertently omitted.  Mr. Griffith will submit the changes to S3A to the NAESB office for posting as a work paper for the April 6th and 7th meeting.
6.

Next Steps
Though there was discussion about possibly extending the April meetings from two day meetings to three day meetings, the committee decided to keep the meeting schedule as it is posted on the NAESB website (site).
Participants were requested to make changes to the proposed standards drafted at the March 21 and 22 meeting.  These standards are titled “Proposed Standards - 3/22/05” and are posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_wgq_bps040605w1.doc (clean) and http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_wgq_bps040605w2.doc (redline).  Work papers should be submitted to the NAESB office.
7.

Other Business

Agenda Items for April 6 & 7:

The agenda for the meeting on April 6 and 7 will include discussion and possible vote on the proposed standards.  The first day of the meeting will be dedicated to review and discussion of proposed standard S6.
8.

Adjournment
Ms. Lauderdale made a motion to adjourn that was seconded by Mr. Wolfinger.  The meeting adjourned at 2:56 p.m. Easter on March 22, 2005.
9.
Action Items for the Next Meeting

· The committee agreed to table further modification of D1 until the next meeting.

· The proposed standard S1B is intended to replace proposed standard S1.  The language was discussed but not endorsed by the group.
· Mr. Griffith volunteered to make conforming changes to the language of proposed standard S3A commensurate with the modifications made during this meeting to proposed standard S2 and to reinsert section 5 in S3A from the LDC workpaper.  Mr. Griffith will submit the changes to S3A to the NAESB office for posting as a work paper for the April 6th and 7th meeting.
· Participants were requested to make changes to the proposed standards drafted at the March 21 and 22 meeting.  
10.

Attendees

	Attendee
	Organization
	March 21
	March 22

	Phil Cox
	AEP
	In Person
	In Person

	Mariam Arnaout
	American Gas Association
	Phone
	Phone

	Gordon Brown
	CA ISO
	Phone
	Phone

	Jay Dibble
	Calpine
	Phone
	Phone

	Sherri Poimboeuf
	CenterPoint Energy
	In Person
	In Person

	Randy Mills
	Chevron Texaco
	In Person
	In Person

	Scott Butler
	Con Edison
	In Person
	In Person

	Rick Wolfinger
	Constellation Energy
	In Person
	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
	In Person
	In Person

	Kathryn Burch
	Duke Energy Gas Transmission
	In Person
	In Person

	Melissa Lauderdale
	Edison Electric Institute
	In Person
	In Person

	Mark Gracey
	El Paso Eastern Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Bill Griffith
	El Paso Western Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Mike Bray
	Enbridge
	In Person
	In Person

	Keith Sappenfield
	EnCana Corporation
	Phone
	

	Ed Davis
	Entergy
	Phone
	

	Lynnda Ell
	Entergy
	In Person
	In Person

	Marv Rosenberg
	FERC
	In Person
	In Person

	Henry Barth
	Florida Power & Light
	
	Phone

	Randy Young
	Gulf South
	In Person
	In Person

	Tom Gwilliam
	Iroqouis Gas Transmission
	In Person
	In Person

	Mark Babula
	ISO New England
	Phone
	Phone

	Janie Nielsen
	Kern River Gas Transmission
	Phone
	Phone

	Dolores Chezar
	KeySpan
	In Person
	In Person

	Steve Huhman
	Mirant
	Phone
	Phone

	Laura Kennedy
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person

	Rae McQuade
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person

	Michael Novak
	National Fuel Gas Distribution
	Phone
	Phone

	Paul Love
	Natural Gas Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Douglas Rudd
	New Jersey Natural Gas
	In Person
	In Person

	Lisa Fitzgerald
	NiSource Pipelines
	In Person
	In Person

	Brian White
	NiSource Pipelines
	In Person
	In Person

	Christina Frescki
	NJR Energy Services
	In Person
	In Person

	Kim Van Pelt
	Panhandle Eastern Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Chris Advena
	PJM
	In Person
	In Person

	Jim Eckelkamp
	Progress Energy
	In Person
	

	Ken Brown
	PSEG
	In Person
	In Person

	Drake Kijowski
	PSEG
	In Person
	In Person

	Richard Ishikawa
	SoCal Gas
	In Person
	In Person

	Tony Reed
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person

	Carl Haga
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person

	Donna Scott
	Transwestern Pipeline
	Phone
	

	Valerie Crockett
	TVA
	In Person
	In Person

	Kathy York
	TVA
	In Person
	In Person

	Dale Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Adele Zuroff
	Williston Basin Interstate Pipeline Company
	Phone
	


11.

Standards Language Resulting From the Meeting

D1

Power Plant Operator (PPO) is the term used to describe the entity that has direct control over the gas requirements (e.g., burn rates) for natural gas-fired electric generating facility(s) and is responsible for coordinating natural gas deliveries to meet those requirements.

S1B (Replaces S1 and S1A)

The Transportation Service Provider (TSP)/Power Plant Operator (PPO) communication standards set forth in NAESB WGQ standard nos. [TBD] and WEQ standard nos. [TBD] are not intended to convey any rights or services beyond or in addition to those contained in the TSP tariff and general terms and conditions. These additional communication standards should be used along with the NAESB WGQ standard nomination timeline and scheduling processes for the TSPs contract / tariff services.  In the event of a conflict between any of these communication standards and the TSPs tariff or general terms and conditions, the latter will prevail.

S2 

At power plant delivery locations where the Transportation Service Provider (TSP) operationally supports non-uniform hourly flows and for which there are previously scheduled daily quantities for such services, the Power Plant Operator (PPO) should communicate any change to the hourly flow rate through the same entity(ies) with whom the original hourly flow rate information was made to the extent necessary to arrange the change  and should use the following communication procedures regarding hourly operational flows: 

1) Prior to the effective day of flow, the PPO should communicate its initial hourly operational flow requirements for a gas day to the TSP directly connected to the PPO. 

2) As soon as any changes (the threshold of change to be determined by the TSP and PPO) to hourly operational flow requirements are known, a PPO should communicate such changes to the directly connected TSP.

3)
The communication of hourly operational flow requirements, provided above, should only address variations in hourly operational flow rates for previously scheduled daily quantities and should not include changes in such daily quantities.

4) The TSP directly connected to such PPO should accept or deny the PPOs specific request based on the TSPs contract / tariff provisions and/or the TSPs ability to allow the requested gas flow based on conditions at the time of the request, without adversely impacting other scheduled services, anticipated flows, no-notice services, firm contract requirements, and/or general system operations. 

5) If at any time the PPOs requested revised hourly operational flow requirements  cannot be allowed, the TSP directly connected to such PPO should notify the PPO as soon as practicable.

6) In the event that the TSP directly connected to the PPO can not accommodate the PPOs request for hourly flow changes without corresponding hourly flow rate changes from the upstream delivery entity, the PPO has the following option.  The PPO can notify the appropriate contractual party that is upstream of the directly connected TSP of the PPOs additional hourly requirements.  The contractual party and the upstream delivery entity should work together with the directly connected TSP to resolve the disposition of the specified requirements based upon the appropriate application of tariff requirements, business practices, or other similar provisions.
7) In all communications the following information should include: the applicable delivery location(s), the effective date, the forecasted operational flow quantity(s) by hour, and the appropriate contract number, when necessary.

S3A (Includes language from S3 and S4) –
A Service Requester submitting a request for gas delivery should use the NAESB WGQ standard nomination timeline and scheduling processes.  However, at power plant delivery locations, when a Power Plant Operator (PPO) identifies an operational need for increases or reductions to daily scheduled quantities outside the standard nomination cycle(s), the PPO should immediately notify the Transportation Service Provider (TSP) of such requirements, and the PPO and TSP should work together to resolve the disposition of the specified requirements (e.g., submitting a nomination) based upon the appropriate application of tariff requirements, business practices, or other similar provisions.  

At power plant delivery locations where the TSP provides contract / tariff services that allow non-uniform hourly flows or at locations where the PPO may request non-uniform hourly flows, the PPO and the TSP should use the following communication procedures:

1) The PPO should communicate its request for anticipated daily and hourly requested gas flows to the TSPs designated contact.

2) The TSP should:

a. Accept or deny the PPOs specific request based on the TSPs contract / tariff provisions and/or the TSPs ability to allow gas flow based on conditions at the time of the request, without impacting services that have been previously scheduled, anticipated flows, firm contract requirements, and/or general system operations.

b. Notify the PPO if a previously requested gas flow can no longer be allowed.

Such communication should include the applicable Service Requester Contract, the receipt and/or delivery location(s), the effective gas day, the requested gas flow quantity(s) by hour and the total requested gas flow quantity for the gas day.

In the event of conflicts between this standard and the TSPs tariff or general terms and conditions, the latter will prevail.

P1 (formerly the first part of S-6)

For better coordination, a Regional Transmission Operator (RTO), an Independent System Operator (ISO), or any other appropriate independent electric transmission entity and its interconnected Transportation Service Provider (TSP) should promptly communicate when any of these parties receives a severe weather forecast or foresees a potential energy shortfall.  

During such conditions, a RTO, an ISO, or any other appropriate independent electric transmission entity should evaluate a gas fired generating unit’s operational capability by accessing pertinent information available on the TSPs Informational Postings web site at a minimum.

  Such communication, should include, but not be limited to the following:

· Weather and temperature forecasts for the upcoming period; and

· Informational Postings by the TSP as required by NAESB WGQ Standard 4.3.23.

· Gas capacity requirements to serve electric loading the electric generator operator’s area, as appropriate. (Note: something to be discussed with gas control personnel)Electric generation non proprietary aggregate gas schedules including percentage that is firm.(Note: something to think about from a legal/regulatory perspective-whether aggregated data by pipeline can be provided)

· The TSP would indicate their expected ability to satisfy the generation needs identified by the RTO above. (Note: something to think about)

P2

For the purpose of training, mutual familiarity between the gas and electric industries in verification of the functionality of the communication channels, testing of the communication process should occur periodically.

P3

Appropriate gas and electric personnel maintain adequate familiarity with the EBBs and the OASIS web sites.

S-6 (The remainder of the previous S-6 is applicable to WEQ only.  It needs modifications to include Summer/Hot Weather conditions and consistency of terms with other proposed standards)

Electric generator operators should develop a seven (7) day Capacity Margin forecast each week based on the communications above, which includes an assessment of:

· notices issued by gas pipelines and the potential impact on gas unit availability; and

· weather forecast and the potential impact of Cold Weather Conditions (temperatures below zero) on gas unit availability.

Electric generator operators should develop a Cold Weather Conditions analysis based on the weekly Capacity Margin forecast and declare each day in coming week as: Cold Weather Watch, Cold Weather Warning, Cold Weather Event, or No Cold Weather Conditions.

· Electric generator operators should review and update the Cold Weather Conditions analysis daily.

Electric generator operators should complete an assessment of the weather conditions and electric generation capacity situation for the winter months, and if the effective temperature is less than or equal to Oº F, declare a:  

· Cold Weather Watch if the electric generation capacity margin is at least 1000 MW. 

· Cold Weather Warning if the electric generation capacity margin is below 1000 MW.

· Cold Weather Event if the electric generation capacity margin is below 0 MW requiring emergency actions to deal with a capacity deficiency.

In the event a Cold Weather Watch is declared, the electric generator operator will:

· post special notice to the electric generator operator’s website

· notify satellite control centers

· cancel Economic Outages if capacity margin drops below 1000 MW

· notify state regulators (utility commissions and air regulators)

In the event a Cold Weather Warning is declared, the electric generator operator will:

· request that dual-fuel units to take steps to switch to oil

· notify state regulators (utility commissions and air regulators)

· cancel Economic Outages

· alert demand response resources to prepare for activation if a capacity deficiency is declared

In the event a Cold Weather Event is declared, the electric generator operator will:

· shift the wholesale electric market timeline from 12 noon to 9 a.m. day prior to Operating Day

· complete a commitment analysis from 9 a.m. day prior to Operating Day

· provide notice of use to gas generation units that will be needed.  Notification will take place between 9:30 a.m. and 10 a.m. day prior to Operating Day

· complete a daily review of gas nominations to determine if gas units have confirmed gas supplies

· request that gas units with the capability to burn oil to switch to oil

· cancel Economic Outages

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

· notify neighboring electric generator operators of potential capacity shortage
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