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The NAESB Office has received comments from:

· AEP

· AGA

· CAISO

· Conectiv

· Duke Energy Gas Transmission

· El Paso Electric

· Entergy

· Entergy Gas Group

· Mewbourne

· NJR

· Pipeline Segment of the WGQ

· Progress Energy Carolinas, Inc.

· TVA

· We Energies

We have parsed the comments under each of the proposed standards from the recommendation.  For those comments not specific to any single standard, we have grouped the comments as “general” and placed them at the end of this document.
Proposed NAESB WEQ and WGQ Definition:

D1
Power Plant Operator is the term used to describe the entity that has direct control over the gas requirements (e.g., burn rates) for a natural gas-fired electric generating facility(ies) and is responsible for coordinating natural gas deliveries with the appropriate Transportation Service Provider(s) to meet those requirements.  This definition applies to NAESB WEQ Standard Nos. [D2, S1B, S2X, S3X, S7X, S13, S15, and S16] and NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. [D2, S1B, S2X, S3X, S7X, S14, and S16].

-Comments Submitted by M. Desselle AEP

D1
Power Plant Operator is the term used to describe the collective entitythat has control over the gas requirements (e.g., burn rates) for a natural gas-fired electric generating facility(ies) and is responsible for coordinating natural gas deliveries with the appropriate Transportation Service Provider(s) to meet those requirements.  The term “Power Plant Operator”, as used herein, refers not to an individual, but to the coordinated activities of a number of groups, including, but not limited to power plant operating personnel, and other individuals or groups making unit dispatch decisions, procuring natural gas and making gas transportation arrangements based on the unit dispatch lineup.  Because each PPO is structured differently, specific responsibilities within each PPO should be determined by the PPO.  This definition applies to NAESB WEQ Standard Nos. [D2, S1B, S2X, S3X, S7X, S13, S15, and S16] and NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. [D2, S1B, S2X, S3X, S7X, S14, and S16].

-Comments Submitted by G. Ogenyi, Conectiv Energy

D1
Power Plant Operator is the term used to describe the entity that has direct control over the gas requirements (e.g., burn rates) for a natural gas-fired electric generating facility(ies) and is responsible for coordinating natural gas deliveries with the appropriate Transportation Service Provider(s) to meet those requirements.  This definition applies to NAESB WEQ Standard Nos. [D2, S1B, S2X, S3X, S7X, S13, and S15, ] and NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. [D2, S1B, S2X, S3X, S7X, S14,].

-Comments Submitted by J. Smith, Entergy Gas Group

Response:   The “Power Plant Operator” may not be the one involved in the nomination process or there could be a number of different parties involved e.g several parties tolling their share of the capacity of a power plant. Power plant operator as defined suggests that only one party would facilitate the entire fuel to the facility and this is not always the case.  We would not want to have to share sensitive market information with the plant operator who would then share that with the pipelines. The nomination and confirmation process currently in place is the best way to communicate with the pipelines.  Making the plant operators (which will most likely not have all the info) the point of communication would only complicate and slow down the flow of info.   Additionally, somewhat concerned with too much sharing of sensitive information to the pipelines in addition to what FERC already requires.  This could inhibit an end users ability to find the best market available pricing and give the pipelines additional information that is not necessary to their business or productive in an market based environment..

-Comments Submitted by P. Larger, Progress Energy Carolinas, Inc.
Comment:  For many companies there may not be one single entity that has responsibility both for (i) controlling the gas requirements for any one or more of their individual power plant(s) and (ii) coordinating natural gas deliveries with the Transportation Service Providers to meet those requirements.  For many vertically integrated utilities the gas requirements for each individual plant may be controlled by an individual plant operator (“IPO”), but the procurement and coordination of deliveries for all plants is controlled by a centralized gas procurement entity (“Gas Coordinator”).  Requiring the IPO to communicate with the Transportation Service Providers as is contemplated by this standard is contrary to current practice and would be highly inefficient in that it would result in unnecessary and decentralized points of communication, and the sharing of sensitive market information with persons who would otherwise have no need to know such information. 

Proposed NAESB WEQ and WGQ Definition:
D2
A Power Plant Operator’s Facility is the term used to describe the natural gas-fired electric generating unit(s) under the direct control of the Power Plant Operator.  This definition applies to NAESB WEQ Standard Nos. [S2X, S3X, and S7X] and NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. [S2X, S3X, and S7X].

-Comments Submitted by M. Desselle AEP

D2
A Power Plant Operator’s Facility is the term used to describe the natural gas-fired electric generating unit(s) under the direct control of the Power Plant Operator (as defined in D1).  This definition applies to NAESB WEQ Standard Nos. [S2X, S3X, and S7X] and NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. [S2X, S3X, and S7X].

Proposed NAESB WEQ and WGQ Definition:
D3
Balancing Authority is the term used by the Wholesale Electric Quadrant to describe the entity responsible for integrating electric resource plans ahead of time, for maintaining electric load-interchange-generation balance within its metered boundaries, and for supporting electric interconnection frequency in real time.  This definition applies to NAESB WEQ Standard Nos. [S15 and S16] and NAESB WGQ Standard No. [S16].

-Comments Submitted by J. Lewis, AGA
D3
Balancing Authority is the term used by the Wholesale Electric Quadrant to describe the entity responsible for integrating electric resource plans ahead of time, for maintaining electric load-interchange-generation balance within its metered boundaries, and for supporting electric interconnection frequency in real time.  This definition includes, but is not limited to, Regional Transmission Organizations and Independent System Operators, and applies to NAESB WEQ Standard Nos. [S15 and S16] and NAESB WGQ Standard No. [S16].

-Comments Submitted by G. Ogenyi, Conectiv Energy
D3
Balancing Authority is the term used by the Wholesale Electric Quadrant to describe the entity responsible for integrating electric resource plans ahead of time, for maintaining electric load-interchange-generation balance within its metered boundaries, and for supporting electric interconnection frequency in real time.  This definition applies to NAESB WEQ Standard Nos. [S15].

Proposed NAESB WEQ and WGQ Definition:

D4
Essential Non-Conforming Nomination is the term used to describe a request by a PPO, in the event it identifies a need, to schedule gas outside of the standard NAESB WGQ standard nomination timeline and scheduling processes or as permitted by the TSP’s tariff and/or general terms and conditions, and/or contract provisions.  Essential Non-Conforming Nominations may be submitted by the PPO between 6:00 p.m. and 8:00 p.m. CST and no later than one hour prior to the end of the Gas Day. This definition applies to NAESB WEQ Standard Nos. [S1B, S2X, S3X, S7X] and NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. [S1B, S2X, S3X, S7X]

Proposed NAESB WEQ and WGQ Standard:

S1B
The Transportation Service Provider (TSP) / Power Plant Operator (PPO) communication standards set forth in NAESB WEQ Standard Nos. [D1, D2, D3, S1B, S2X, S3X, S7X, S13, S15, and S16] and NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. [D1, D2, D3, S1B, S2X, S3X, S7X, S14, and S16] do not convey any rights or services beyond or in addition to those contained in the TSP’s tariff and/or general terms and conditions and/or do not impose any obligations that would otherwise be inconsistent with FERC regulations, including affiliate code of conduct requirements.  These communication standards should be used in addition to the NAESB WGQ standard nomination timeline and scheduling processes for the TSP’s contract / tariff services.  In the event of a conflict between any of these communication standards and the TSP’s tariff or general terms and conditions, the latter will prevail.

-Comments Submitted by M. Desselle, AEP

Question:  Is the term “Transportation Service Provider” defined anywhere?

-Comments Submitted by J. Lewis, AGA

S1B
The Transportation Service Provider (TSP) / Power Plant Operator (PPO) communication standards set forth in NAESB WEQ Standard Nos. [D1, D2, D3, S1B, S2X, S3X, S7X, S13, S15, and S16] and NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. [D1, D2, D3, S1B, S2X, S3X, S7X, S14, and S16] do not convey any rights or services beyond or in addition to those contained in the TSP’s tariff and/or general terms and conditions and/or do not impose any obligations that would otherwise be inconsistent with FERC (or an equivalent authority) regulations, including affiliate code of conduct requirements.  These communication standards should be used in addition to the NAESB WGQ standard nomination timeline and scheduling processes for the TSP’s contract / tariff services.  In the event of a conflict between any of these communication standards and the TSP’s tariff or general terms and conditions, the latter will prevail.

-Comments Submitted by G. Ogenyi, Conectiv Energy

S1B
The Transportation Service Provider (TSP) / Power Plant Operator (PPO) communication standards set forth in NAESB WEQ Standard Nos. [D1, D2, D3, D4, S1B, S2X, S3X, S7X, S13, S15,] and NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. [D1, D2, D3, D4, S1B, S2X, S3X, S7X, S14, and] do not convey any rights or services beyond or in addition to those contained in the TSP’s tariff and/or general terms and conditions and/or do not impose any obligations that would otherwise be inconsistent with FERC regulations, including affiliate code of conduct requirements.  These communication standards should be used in addition to the NAESB WGQ standard nomination timeline and scheduling processes for the TSP’s contract / tariff services.  In the event of a conflict between any of these communication standards and the TSP’s tariff or general terms and conditions, the latter will prevail.  
-Comments Submitted by B. Gray, El Paso Electric Company

S1B
The Transportation Service Provider (TSP) / Power Plant Operator (PPO) communication standards set forth in NAESB WEQ Standard Nos. [D1, D2, D3, S1B, S2X, S3X, S7X, S13, S15, and S16] and NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. [D1, D2, D3, S1B, S2X, S3X, S7X, S14, and S16] do not convey any rights or services beyond or in addition to those contained in the TSP’s tariff and/or general terms and conditions and/or do not impose any obligations that would otherwise be inconsistent with FERC regulations, including affiliate code of conduct requirements.  These communication standards should be used in addition to the NAESB WGQ standard nomination timeline and scheduling processes for the TSP’s contract / tariff services.  In the event of a conflict between any of these communication standards and the TSP’s tariff or general terms and conditions, the latter will prevail.  [General note reverting to EPNG tariff.]

-Comments Submitted by J. Smith, Entergy Gas Group

Response:  We feel that the pipelines current tariff’s and standard in place for communication between an end user and the pipeline are sufficient and condusive to timely movement of fuel in the market place.
Proposed NAESB WEQ and WGQ Standard:
S2X
The Power Plant Operator (PPO) and the Transportation Service Provider (TSP) that is directly connected to the PPO’s Facility(ies) should establish procedures to communicate material changes in circumstances that may impact hourly flow rates. The PPO should provide hourly flow rates as established in the TSP’s and PPO’s communication procedures.

-Comments Submitted by M. Desselle, AEP
S2X
The Power Plant Operator (PPO) and the Transportation Service Provider(s) (TSP) that is directly connected to the PPO’s Facility(ies) should establish procedures to communicate material changes in circumstances that may impact hourly flow rates. The PPO should provide estimated hourly flow rates as established in the TSP’s and PPO’s communication procedures.

-Comments Submitted by G. Ogenyi, Conectiv Energy

S2X
The Power Plant Operator (PPO) and the Transportation Service Provider (TSP) that is directly connected to the PPO’s Facility(ies) should establish, to the extent not already in place,procedures to communicate material changes in circumstances that may impact the natural gas supply required to maintain the necessary level of operation of the Power Plant Operator’s Facility.  . 
-Comments Submitted by B. Gray, El Paso Electric Company
S2X
The Power Plant Operator (PPO) and the Transportation Service Provider (TSP) that is directly connected to the PPO’s Facility(ies) should establish procedures to communicate material changes in circumstances that may impact hourly flow rates. The PPO should provide hourly flow rates as established in the TSP’s and PPO’s communication procedures.

RP Comment: EPE’s flow rates are set by max delivery point rates.  EPE’s hourly flow rates are constantly changing due to load requirements, weather, power markets and gas gen availability – to name a few.  EPE already communicates material changes to its TSP.  EPE must operate its gas generators below TSP’s (El Paso Natural Gas for interstate and ONEOK for intrastate) max rate allowed at EPE’s delivery points.  EPE does not have forecasted hourly flow data to send EPNG/ONEOK – only actual or after the current gas day data is available because EPE’s Real Time desk might procure power rather than gas generate.  Also, it should be noted that EPNG/ONEOK have instantaneous gas flow telemetering that provides themselves and EPE with hourly/daily gas burn data.


The NAESB WEQ/WGQ standards also do not address the day difference between gas (9AM-9AM CT) and power (mid-night to mid-night).  This may be important if it is an electrical concern (RTO) or a gas flow order concern.

-Comments Submitted by J. Smith, Entergy Gas Group
S2X
The Power Plant Operator (PPO) and the Transportation Service Provider (TSP) that is directly connected to the PPO’s Facility(ies) should establish procedures to communicate material changes in circumstances that may impact hourly flow rates. The PPO should provide hourly flow rates as established in the TSP’s and PPO’s communication procedures. These standards are already communicated as necessary with the pipelines.  Additionally, these communications  would need to address confidentiality of this hourly flow information]

-Comments Submitted by P. Larger, Progress Energy Carolinas, Inc.

Comment:  The requirement to communicate hourly flow rate is unnecessary and is overly burdensome in terms of both additional manpower and the addition of costly new equipment that would be necessary to comply with this requirement.

Proposed NAESB WEQ and WGQ Standard:

S3X
This standard applies to a Power Plant Operator (PPO) and the Transportation Service Provider (TSP) that is directly connected to the PPO’s Facility(ies) subject to NAESB WEQ Standard No. [S1B] and NAESB WGQ Standard No. [S1B].  A PPO should not operate without an approved schedule pursuant to the NAESB WGQ standard nomination timeline and scheduling processes or as permitted by the TSP’s tariff and/or general terms and conditions, and/or contract provisions, except as provided for in this standard.  In the event that a PPO identifies the need to schedule gas outside of the above referenced nomination and scheduling processes, the PPO should provide daily and hourly flow rates as established in the TSP’s and PPO’s communication procedures.  The PPO and the TSP should work together to resolve the PPO’s request.  The resolution of the PPO’s request should be based upon whether or not it can be accommodated in accordance with the appropriate application of the TSP’s tariff requirements, contract provisions, business practices, or other similar provisions, and without adversely impacting other scheduled services, anticipated flows, no-notice services, firm contract requirements, and/or general system operations.  Where the TSP determines that it is feasible to provide the PPO with changes in flow rates without additional communications, none are required.

-Comments Submitted by M. Desselle, AEP

S3X
This standard applies to a Power Plant Operator (PPO) and the Transportation Service Provider(s) (TSP) that is directly connected to the PPO’s Facility(ies) subject to NAESB WEQ Standard No. [S1B] and NAESB WGQ Standard No. [S1B].  A PPO should not operate without an approved schedule pursuant to the NAESB WGQ standard nomination timeline and scheduling processes or as permitted by the TSP’s tariff and/or general terms and conditions, and/or contract provisions, except as provided for in this standard.  In the event that a PPO identifies the need to schedule gas outside of the above referenced nomination and scheduling processes, the PPO should provide estimated daily flow ratesas established in the TSP’s and PPO’s communication procedures.  The PPO and the TSP should work together to resolve the PPO’s request.  The resolution of the PPO’s request should be based upon whether or not it can be accommodated in accordance with the appropriate application of the TSP’s tariff requirements, contract provisions, business practices, or other similar provisions, and without adversely impacting other scheduled services, anticipated flows, no-notice services, firm contract requirements, and/or general system operations.  Where the TSP determines that it is feasible to provide the PPO with changes in flow rates without additional communications, none are required.

-Comments Submitted by J. Lewis, AGA
S3X
This standard applies to a Power Plant Operator (PPO) and the Transportation Service Provider (TSP) that is directly connected to the PPO’s Facility(ies) subject to NAESB WEQ Standard No. [S1B] and NAESB WGQ Standard No. [S1B].  A PPO should not operate without an approved schedule pursuant to the NAESB WGQ standard nomination timeline and scheduling processes or as permitted by the TSP’s tariff and/or general terms and conditions, and/or contract provisions, except under emergent circumstances and as provided for in this standard.  In the event that a PPO identifies the need to schedule gas outside of the above referenced nomination and scheduling processes, the PPO should provide daily and hourly flow rates as established in the TSP’s and PPO’s communication procedures.  The PPO and the TSP should work together to resolve the PPO’s request.  The resolution of the PPO’s request should be based upon whether or not it can be accommodated in accordance with the appropriate application of the TSP’s tariff requirements, contract provisions, business practices, or other similar provisions, and without adversely impacting other scheduled services, anticipated flows, no-notice services, firm contract requirements, and/or general system operations.  Where the TSP determines that it is feasible to provide the PPO with changes in flow rates without additional communications, none are required.

-Comments Submitted by G. Ogenyi, Conectiv Energy

S3X
This standard applies to a Power Plant Operator (PPO) and the Transportation Service Provider (TSP) that is directly connected to the PPO’s Facility(ies) subject to NAESB WEQ Standard No. [S1B] and NAESB WGQ Standard No. [S1B].  A PPO should not operate without an approved schedule pursuant to the NAESB WGQ standard nomination timeline and scheduling processes or as permitted by the TSP’s tariff and/or general terms and conditions, and/or contract provisions, except as provided for in this standard.  In the event that a PPO identifies the need to submit an Essential Non-Conforming Nomination  , the PPO should provide to the TSP the information as required pursuant to the TSP’s tariff, general tariff terms and conditons, contract provisions, business practices, and/or information as established in the TSP’s and PPO’s communication procedures.  The PPO and the TSP should work together to resolve the PPO’s request in a timely fashion.  The resolution of the PPO’s Essential Non-Conforming Nomination should be based upon whether or not it can be accommodated in accordance with the contract provisions, business practices, or other similar provisions, and without materially and adversely impacting other scheduled servicesno-notice services, firm contract requirements, and/or general system operations.  Where the TSP determines that it is feasible to confirm the PPO’s Essential Non-Conforming Nomination without additional communications, none are required.  

-Comments Submitted by B. Gray, El Paso Electric Company

S3X
This standard applies to a Power Plant Operator (PPO) and the Transportation Service Provider (TSP) that is directly connected to the PPO’s Facility(ies) subject to NAESB WEQ Standard No. [S1B] and NAESB WGQ Standard No. [S1B].  A PPO should not operate without an approved schedule pursuant to the NAESB WGQ standard nomination timeline and scheduling processes or as permitted by the TSP’s tariff and/or general terms and conditions, and/or contract provisions, except as provided for in this standard.  In the event that a PPO identifies the need to schedule gas outside of the above referenced nomination and scheduling processes, the PPO should provide daily and hourly flow rates as established in the TSP’s and PPO’s communication procedures.  The PPO and the TSP should work together to resolve the PPO’s request.  The resolution of the PPO’s request should be based upon whether or not it can be accommodated in accordance with the appropriate application of the TSP’s tariff requirements, contract provisions, business practices, or other similar provisions, and without adversely impacting other scheduled services, anticipated flows, no-notice services, firm contract requirements, and/or general system operations.  Where the TSP determines that it is feasible to provide the PPO with changes in flow rates without additional communications, none are required.

RP Comment: EPE is operating under a Full Requirements converted to Contract Demand agreement that is still pending negotiation with EPNG during the upcoming 2006 EPNG rate case.  So even though it may appear no contract is in place, the FERC has mandated the conversion and has ordered FR shippers to operate as a CD shipper.  Also, EPNG has a filed tariff with the FERC that mandates the interstate gas nomination schedule.  EPE cannot nominate outside the schedule since it is a tariff schedule.  A 15 min delay window is currently allowed. 

-Comments Submitted by J. Smith, Entergy Gas Group

Response:  We feel that the pipelines current tariff’s and standard in place for communication between an end user and the pipeline are sufficient and condusive to timely movement of fuel in the market place.

-Comments Submitted by Pipelines
The pipeline segment of the Wholesale Gas Quadrant supports the following WGQ Standards as proposed in the recommendation for Request R04021:  D1, D2, D3, S1B, S2X, and S14 (note that S13 and S15 are WEQ only standards).  We offer the following comments and suggested modifications regarding standards S3X, S7X, and S16.  

Comments:

The pipeline segment can support proposed standard S3X as stated below.  Note that the substitute wording is intended to incorporate the concepts of S3X, while making the standard more readable and easier to understand.

Proposed Standard:

S3X
Subject to the conditions of NAESB WEQ Standard No. [S1B] and NAESB WGQ Standard No. [S1B], this standard applies to a Power Plant Operator (PPO) and the Transportation Service Provider (TSP) that is directly connected to the PPO’s Facility(ies).

A PPO should not operate without an approved scheduled quantity pursuant to the NAESB WGQ standard nomination timeline and scheduling processes or as permitted by the TSP’s tariff and/or general terms and conditions, and/or contract provisions.  However, if the PPO identifies the need to make gas scheduling changes outside of the above-referenced nomination and scheduling processes and the TSP supports the processing of such changes, the PPO should provide its requested daily and hourly flow rates to the TSP as established in the TSP’s and PPO’s communication procedures pursuant to NAESB WEQ Standard No. [S2X] and NAESB WGQ Standard No. [S2X].

Based upon whether or not the PPO’s request can be accommodated in accordance with the appropriate application of the TSP’s tariff requirements, contract provisions, business practices, or other similar provisions, and without adversely impacting other scheduled services, anticipated flows, no-notice services, firm contract requirements and/or general system operations, the PPO and the TSP should work together to resolve the PPO’s request.

These procedures will govern such communications unless the applicable parties mutually agree to create alternative communication procedures.

-Comments Submitted by P. Larger, Progress Energy Carolinas, Inc.

Comment:  Again, the requirement to communicate hourly flow rate is unnecessary and is overly burdensome in terms of both additional manpower and the addition of costly new equipment that would be necessary to comply with this requirement.  Furthermore, we do not understand what purpose is served by adding the language providing “A PPO should not operate without an approved schedule. . . “ 
-Comments Submitted by B. Kedrowski, We Energies

1. In regard to all of the proposed standards, language needs to be added in regard to communications also coming from a contract holder for tolling agreements.

2. Specifically in regard to standard S3X, language should be added that a PPO or contract holder should not "routinely" operate without an approved schedule.  Occasionally, plants do operate without a nomination in place and simply absorb the associated penalties.

Proposed NAESB WEQ and WGQ Standard:
S7X
Subject to NAESB WEQ Standard No. [S1B] and NAESB WGQ Standard No. [S1B], when engaging in communications described in NAESB WEQ Standard Nos. [S2X and S3X] and NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. [S2X and S3X]: 

1. The Power Plant Operator (PPO) should communicate with the Transportation Service Provider (TSP) that is directly connected to the PPO’s Facility(ies) (Directly Connected TSP).  If the Directly Connected TSP determines that requested flow rates are not operationally feasible unless (1) the upstream delivery entity(ies) makes changes to support the requested flow rates and (2) the upstream delivery entity(ies) supports such a process, then, the following communication procedures should be used, if the PPO wishes to pursue the request: 

(a) the PPO should communicate its requested flow rates to the appropriate contractual party(ies) on the affected delivery entity(ies) upstream of the PPO’s Facility(ies),  

(b) as appropriate, the Directly Connected TSP should contact the interconnected upstream delivery entity(ies) regarding the potential flow change; and,

(c) the appropriate contractual party(ies), the upstream delivery entity(ies), and the PPO should work together with the Directly Connected TSP to determine if the PPO’s requested flow rates can be accommodated based upon the appropriate application of the tariff requirements, business practices, contract provisions, or other similar provisions of the affected parties.

2. Conditioned upon the tariff requirements, business practices, contract provisions, or other similar provisions of the affected TSP(s) and/or the ability of such TSP(s) to allow the requested flow rates based on conditions at the time of the request, as well as the ability of the supplier(s) to effect changes in the flow rate, the TSP(s) should accept or deny the PPO’s specific request without adversely impacting other scheduled services, anticipated flows, no-notice services, firm contract requirements, and/or general system operations. 

3. If the affected TSP(s) affirms a PPO's specific requested flow rate, the PPO and the TSP(s) should work together to resolve the PPO’s request based on the appropriate application of the tariff requirements, business practices, contract provisions, or other similar provisions of the TSP(s).  If required, the PPO should ensure that nominations are placed on all affected TSPs.

These procedures will govern such communications unless the applicable parties mutually agree to create alternative communication procedures that are more appropriate.

-Comments submitted by M. Desselle, AEP
S7X
Subject to NAESB WEQ Standard No. [S1B] and NAESB WGQ Standard No. [S1B], when engaging in communications described in NAESB WEQ Standard Nos. [S2X and S3X] and NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. [S2X and S3X]: 

4. The Power Plant Operator (PPO) (as defined in Definition D1) should communicate with the Transportation Service Provider(s) (TSP) that is directly connected to the PPO’s Facility(ies) (Directly Connected TSP).  If the Directly Connected TSP determines that requested flow rates are not operationally feasible unless (1) the upstream delivery entity(ies) makes changes to support the requested flow rates and (2) the upstream delivery entity(ies) supports such a process, then, the following communication procedures should be used, if the PPO wishes to pursue the request:

…

-Comments submitted by J. Lewis, AGA
These procedures will govern such communications unless the applicable parties (including the Directly Connected TSP) mutually agree to create alternative communication procedures that are more appropriate.
-Comments Submitted by G. Ogenyi, Conectiv Energy

S7X
Subject to NAESB WEQ Standard No. [S1B] and NAESB WGQ Standard No. [S1B], when engaging in communications described in NAESB WEQ Standard Nos. [S2X and S3X] and NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. [S2X and S3X]:   

The Power Plant Operator (PPO) should communicate with the Transportation Service Provider (TSP) that is directly connected to the PPO’s Facility(ies) (Directly Connected TSP).  To the extent that  the Directly Connected TSP requires that the upstream delivery entity(ies)needs to makes changes to support the PPO’s Essential Non-Conforming Nomination, the PPO should cause  the upstream delivery entity(ies) to deliver to the TSP the required quantities and ensure that the conformation of such delivery by the upstream delivery entity(ies) be communicated to the TSP in a timely fashion. 
(a) 
(b) 
(c) 
Conditioned upon the ability of such TSP(s) to confirm the PPO’s Essential Non-Conforming Nomination  based on conditions at the time of the request, as well as the ability of the supplier(s) to effect any required changes necessary, the TSP(s) should confirm or deny the PPO’s Essential Non-Conforming Nomination in a timely fashion . 

1. 
These procedures will govern such communications unless the applicable parties mutually agree to create alternative communication procedures that are more appropriate.

-Comments Submitted by B. Gray, El Paso Electric Company

S7X
Subject to NAESB WEQ Standard No. [S1B] and NAESB WGQ Standard No. [S1B], when engaging in communications described in NAESB WEQ Standard Nos. [S2X and S3X] and NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. [S2X and S3X]: 

1. The Power Plant Operator (PPO) should communicate with the Transportation Service Provider (TSP) that is directly connected to the PPO’s Facility(ies) (Directly Connected TSP).  If the Directly Connected TSP determines that requested flow rates are not operationally feasible unless (1) the upstream delivery entity(ies) makes changes to support the requested flow rates and (2) the upstream delivery entity(ies) supports such a process, then, the following communication procedures should be used, if the PPO wishes to pursue the request: 

a. the PPO should communicate its requested flow rates to the appropriate contractual party(ies) on the affected delivery entity(ies) upstream of the PPO’s Facility(ies),  

b. as appropriate, the Directly Connected TSP should contact the interconnected upstream delivery entity(ies) regarding the potential flow change; and,

c. the appropriate contractual party(ies), the upstream delivery entity(ies), and the PPO should work together with the Directly Connected TSP to determine if the PPO’s requested flow rates can be accommodated based upon the appropriate application of the tariff requirements, business practices, contract provisions, or other similar provisions of the affected parties.

RP Comment: If EPE needs additional supply and is operating below its max delivery flow rate, EPE will procure additional gas supply from gas marketers and then EPE must nominate the new gas purchase in a subsequant nomination cycle per EPNG’s tariff. This automatically notifies EPNG of EPE’s additonal scheduled volumes. If EPE has an imbalance, EPE may use it to meet its gas needs as allowed by tariff.  It should be noted that EPE use other means to also meet its gas needs: increasing intrastate, buying purchased power, using oil during emr – all of which may affect interstate esp. if the power market is plentiful/available. Using the above combinations are part of EPE’s daily gas management but EPE will not know the gas results until after the day is done.  Using EPE’s gas management process-EPE obtains max flexibility to optimize its system resources – it leaves the options open for least cost selection.

2. Conditioned upon the tariff requirements, business practices, contract provisions, or other similar provisions of the affected TSP(s) and/or the ability of such TSP(s) to allow the requested flow rates based on conditions at the time of the request, as well as the ability of the supplier(s) to effect changes in the flow rate, the TSP(s) should accept or deny the PPO’s specific request without adversely impacting other scheduled services, anticipated flows, no-notice services, firm contract requirements, and/or general system operations. 

3. If the affected TSP(s) affirms a PPO's specific requested flow rate, the PPO and the TSP(s) should work together to resolve the PPO’s request based on the appropriate application of the tariff requirements, business practices, contract provisions, or other similar provisions of the TSP(s).  If required, the PPO should ensure that nominations are placed on all affected TSPs.

RP Comment: EPE does not make specific flow rate requests to EPNG, EPE nominates daily volumes and then uses this supply throughout the day.  EPE has max CD with max delivery point volumes.  Hourly flow rates are obtained from EPNG after the hour via VISA – but even then it is an adjusted number to obtain a 24 hour reading. 

These procedures will govern such communications unless the applicable parties mutually agree to create alternative communication procedures that are more appropriate.

-Comments Submitted by J. Smith, Entergy Gas Group

S7X
Subject to NAESB WEQ Standard No. [S1B] and NAESB WGQ Standard No. [S1B], when engaging in communications described in NAESB WEQ Standard Nos. [S2X and S3X] and NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. [S2X and S3X]: 

1. The Power Plant Operator (PPO) should communicate with the Transportation Service Provider (TSP) that is directly connected to the PPO’s Facility(ies) (Directly Connected TSP).  If the Directly Connected TSP determines that requested flow rates are not operationally feasible unless (1) the upstream delivery entity(ies) makes changes to support the requested flow rates and (2) the upstream delivery entity(ies) supports such a process, then, the following communication procedures should be used, if the PPO wishes to pursue the request:

Response:  This is again what is required today.  Please keep in mind that at a number of power plants there are multiple pipelines.  The information already required to facilitate this is sufficient. 

(d) the PPO should communicate its requested flow rates to the appropriate contractual party(ies) on the affected delivery entity(ies) upstream of the PPO’s Facility(ies), 

Response:  [is “contractual parties” referring to shippers as well as pipelines?  How far upstream would a PPO have to communicate?  This standard would only needlessly complicate the communication process, as all parties involved in the entire path could be trying to communicate on a real-time basis.  The interconnected pipelines are the appropriate parties for communicating with each other, as they do today]

(e) as appropriate, the Directly Connected TSP should contact the interconnected upstream delivery entity(ies) regarding the potential flow change; and,

response:  already required

(f) the appropriate contractual party(ies), the upstream delivery entity(ies), and the PPO should work together with the Directly Connected TSP to determine if the PPO’s requested flow rates can be accommodated based upon the appropriate application of the tariff requirements, business practices, contract provisions, or other similar provisions of the affected parties.

Reponse:  as needed this is already required, any additional requirements would be difficult to facilitate a timely flow of additional information and could be detrimental.

2. Conditioned upon the tariff requirements, business practices, contract provisions, or other similar provisions of the affected TSP(s) and/or the ability of such TSP(s) to allow the requested flow rates based on conditions at the time of the request, as well as the ability of the supplier(s) to effect changes in the flow rate, the TSP(s) should accept or deny the PPO’s specific request without adversely impacting other scheduled services, anticipated flows, no-notice services, firm contract requirements, and/or general system operations. 

Response:  Already required by pipeline tariffs.

3. If the affected TSP(s) affirms a PPO's specific requested flow rate, the PPO and the TSP(s) should work together to resolve the PPO’s request based on the appropriate application of the tariff requirements, business practices, contract provisions, or other similar provisions of the TSP(s).  If required, the PPO should ensure that nominations are placed on all affected TSPs.

Response:  This again already takes place and is required.

These procedures will govern such communications unless the applicable parties mutually agree to create alternative communication procedures that are more appropriate.

-Comments Submitted by Pipelines
The pipeline segment opposes adoption of proposed standard S7X because section ‘1’ creates an expectation of responsiveness and performance that is unrealistic and may actually be unworkable in most situations.  Effectively, it is a complex, multi-party pseudo nomination and scheduling process.  Further, sections ‘2’ and ‘3’ are largely repetitive of provisions included in proposed standard S3X.  The kind of multi-system process alluded to in S7X is an unrealistic solution in response to short notice daily and intraday changes.  The more appropriate way of dealing with these changes is to clearly define the operational and contractual relationships in advance of the need to call upon them.  These types of processes are best left to individual arrangements and should not be attempted through a generic standard.

The process that is described in section ‘1’, on the surface, may appear to be relatively straight forward, except that it includes overly complicated communications (parties, content and timing) that are needed to affect requested flow changes.  Potentially, coordination could be required between multiple service requesters on multiple upstream delivery entities at a time of day when key decision makers are not readily available.  Before the PPO will know with any certainty that its request can be accommodated, considerable time could be required to analyze operating conditions and to contact decision makers for all parties involved.  Additionally, this process becomes even more complex if multiple PPOs are requesting changes that affect the same service requesters, delivery entities, and TSPs.  The pipeline segment is unwilling to support a so-called standardized process that may lead to operational confusion and possibly even lower reliability (attention diverted from other procedural and operational matters) when a PPO needs to know as soon as possible whether their request can be supported or if alternative action is necessary.

Except for section 1, which the pipeline segment cannot support, sections ‘2’ and ‘3’ in S7X address the manner in which the TSP(s) processes the PPO’s(s’) request for flow rate changes.  Effectively, the safeguards that are included in sections ‘2’ and ‘3’ are already explicitly covered in S3X.  The only new requirement that is identified in section ‘3’ is the requirement to nominate, as appropriate, on the affected TSP.  The pipeline segment believes that additional standardization of this nomination requirement is unnecessary since such requirements would be included in the “TSP’s tariff requirements, contract provisions, business practices, or other similar provisions” as outlined in S3X.

-Comments Submitted by P. Larger, Progress Energy Carolinas, Inc.

Comment:  See our comments regarding the definition of PPO.  Additionally, we are concerned that this, in some circumstances, could be interpreted to prohibit direct communication between the PPO (assuming it is more properly defined) and the upstream delivery entity when necessary.

Proposed NAESB WEQ Standard:
S13
The Regional Transmission Organizations, Independent System Operators, independent transmission operators, and/or Power Plant Operators should sign up to receive 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, unless the party(ies) needing the information has arranged to receive it through an alternative communication process(es).

-Comments Submitted by M. Desselle, AEP

S13
The Regional Transmission Organizations, Independent System Operators, independent transmission operators, and/or Power Plant Operators (as defined in Definition D1) should sign up to receive 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, unless the party(ies) needing the information has arranged to receive it through an alternative communication process(es).

-Comments Submitted by B. Gray, El Paso Electric Company

S13
The Regional Transmission Organizations, Independent System Operators, independent transmission operators, and/or Power Plant Operators should sign up to receive 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, unless the party(ies) needing the information has arranged to receive it through an alternative communication process(es).

RP Comments: EPE’s Fuels Group and Real-Time (plus Richie Acosta, Tony Soto and Steve Buraczyk) are to be texted msg via cell phone.  This has been confirmed by EPNG.  In addition to Real-Time checking EPNG’s web site hourly during evening hours.

Proposed NAESB WGQ Standard:

S14
A Transportation Service Provider should provide Regional Transmission Organizations (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.

-Comments Submitted by G. Ogenyi, Conectiv Energy

S14
Upon request, a Transportation Service Provider should provide Regional Transmission Organizations (RTO), Independent System Operators (ISO), any other appropriate independent transmission operators (ITO), and Power Plant Operators (PPO) with access to receive 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. 

-Comments Submitted by J. Smith, Entergy Gas Group

Response:  This is over-reaching.  A power plant operator may have multiple pipelines and while an OFO make take place on one pipeline, alternate supplies may already be secured on an alternate through the producer of the electricities fuel supply department.  A TSP indicating to an RTO pieces of information without all of the information could be detrimental and cause undue alarm.  The current procedures that are in place facilitate the flows of communication through the proper parties and should left in place as they currently are.

Proposed NAESB WEQ Standard:
S15
Unless otherwise prohibited by agreement, tariff, or protocol rules, a Power Plant Operator should, upon request, provide pertinent information concerning the service level (i.e., firm or interruptible) of its procured gas transportation and gas supply to the appropriate independent Balancing Authority and/or Reliability Coordinator.

-Comments Submitted by G. Ogenyi, Conectiv Energy



-Comments Submitted by R. Kruse, Duke Energy Corporation

S15
Unless otherwise prohibited by agreement, tariff, or protocol rules If required by agreement, tariff, or protocol rules, a Power Plant Operator should, upon request, provide pertinent information concerning the service level (i.e., firm or interruptible) of its procured gas transportation and gas supply to the appropriate independent Balancing Authority and or Reliability Coordinator.

This change reflects the affirmative requirement on the balancing authority or reliability coordinator to have established agreements, tariff or protocol rules in place prior to requesting this sensitive information.

-Comments Submitted by J. Smith, Entergy Gas Group
Response:  Again pieces of information are detrimental.  The power plant operator may or may not have all of these pieces of information and they are market sensitive information.  The power plant operator provides information as needed through current requirement with the Transmission to the balancing authority.  

-Comments Submitted by M. Shepard, Mewbourne Oil Company

In order to clarify the scope of the “pertinent information” that the Power Plant Operator should provide to the named parties concerning “gas supply”, Mewbourne proposes that we change S15( by including the italicized language inserted below) to read as follows:

S15       Unless otherwise prohibited by agreement, tariff, or protocol rules, a Power Plant Operator should, upon request, provide pertinent information concerning the service level (i.e., firm or interruptible) of its procured gas transportation and the performance obligation (i.e., firm (fixed or variable quantity) or interruptible) of its procured gas supply, to the appropriate independent Balancing Authority and/or Reliability Coordinator.

The reason for this proposed change is that gas supply fundamentally is a sale of goods and not the provision of a service.  So it is not clear that “service level” in S15 in its present form applies to gas supply as well as to gas transportation. To the extent that “service level” could be construed not to apply to gas supply, then there would be no express limits on the nature of the “pertinent information” that could be sought regarding the Power Plant Operator’s gas supply, even though much information about gas supply is not relevant to its reliability and often is considered to be confidential. As a producer, we regard this as an important clarification, and one that does not alter the substantive intent of S15 as proposed. So we would respectfully ask for your agreement to this change.

-Comments Submitted by P. Larger, Progress Energy Carolinas, Inc.
Comment:  NERC does not distinguish between an independent and a non-independent Balancing Authority and we also question why RTOs, ISOs and ITOs were not specifically included in this provision since it’s clear in S16 below that they may be outside the scope of the definition of “Balancing Authority”. Furthermore, we believe that the information requested has little to no relevance or use in maintaining reliability and its relevance and usefulness, if any, is outweighed by the potential cost of disclosing such sensitive market data.  Additionally, the ability to demand such information “on request” is too broad and overly burdensome and should be limited to “not more often than” some maximum number of times or periods in time. 

Proposed NAESB WEQ and WGQ Standard:

S16
Regional Transmission Organizations (RTOs), Independent System Operators (ISOs), other independent transmission operators (ITOs), and/or independent Balancing Authorities (BAs) should establish operational communication procedures with the appropriate gas Transportation Service Provider(s) (TSP) and/or Power Plant Operator(s).  These procedures should be invoked when either:

1. the RTOs, ISOs, ITOs, and/or independent BAs anticipate conditions that could create a substantial risk for the electric generation capacity to be insufficient to meet near-term electric demand which may be alleviated by gas-fired generation; or,

2. the TSP anticipates conditions that could create a substantial risk for the gas system to be insufficient to meet near-term gas demand.

Training on and testing of such communication procedures should occur periodically. These procedures will govern such communications unless the applicable parties in the gas and electric industry mutually agree to create alternative communication procedures that are more appropriate and meet the parties’ collective regional operational needs.
-Comments Submitted by J. Smith, Entergy Gas Group
Response:  Having TSP’s communicate directly with the RTO’s, ISO’s or ITS’s could create unncessary alarm.  If a TSP is having difficulty and may have fuel issues or from the electric side the transmission is having difficulty and is reliant on gas fired generation.  The parties responsible for the reliability of the facility and the entire transmission system have already taken into consideration all factors of reliability (e.g. electric call options, alternate fuel source generation etc.).  Having an individual pipeline communicate with the other parties on issues rather than through the fuel departments responsible for the facilities create a substantial risk of miscommunication on possible outcomes.  While there may be a certain risk on a pipeline there are also mitigation contracts and other options in place for these possible occurances.

-Comments Submitted by Pipelines

The pipeline segment can support proposed standard S16 as modified below.  Pursuant to S14 and WGQ Standard Nos. 5.2.1, 5.2.2, and 5.3.35-5.3.38 (see attached), the TSP already provides notification to the affected parties of critical and non-critical notices providing current/anticipated pipeline operating conditions.  As such, the PPO is in the best position to determine the impact, if any, of such notices on their gas requirements for the generation of electricity.  Therefore, the PPO should notify the applicable RTO, et al, of any changes in their ability to meet their obligations.

Proposed Standard:

S16
Regional Transmission Organizations (RTOs), Independent System Operators (ISOs), other independent transmission operators (ITOs), and/or independent Balancing Authorities (BAs) should establish operational communication procedures with the appropriate gas Transportation Service Provider(s) (TSP) and/or Power Plant Operator(s) (PPO).  These procedures should be invoked when either:

1. the RTOs, ISOs, ITOs, and/or independent BAs anticipate conditions that could create a substantial risk for the electric generation capacity to be insufficient to meet near-term electric demand which may be alleviated by gas-fired generation; or,

2. the TSP PPO anticipates conditions that could create a substantial risk for the gas system to be insufficient to meet its near-term gas demand.

Training on and testing of such communication procedures should occur periodically. These procedures will govern such communications unless the applicable parties in the gas and electric industry mutually agree to create alternative communication procedures that are more appropriate and meet the parties’ collective regional operational needs.

-Comments Submitted by B. Kedrowski, We Energies

3.  Specifically in regard to standard S16, the timing disconnect between the gas and the electric day could impact electric reliability.  A standard addressing communications between RTO's, PPO's and TSP's is good, but doesn't go far enough. 

NAESB WGQ Standards

Version 1.7

5.2.1
Critical notices should be defined to pertain to information on transportation service provider conditions that affect scheduling or adversely affect scheduled gas flow.

5.2.2
“Electronic Notice Delivery” is the term used to describe the delivery of notices via Internet E-mail and/or EDI/EDM.

5.3.35
Unless the affected party and the Transportation Service Provider (TSP) have agreed to exclusive notification via EDI/EDM, the affected party should provide the TSP with at least one Internet E-mail address to be used for Electronic Notice Delivery of intraday bumps, operational flow orders and other critical notices.  The obligation of the TSP to provide notification is waived until the above requirement has been met.

5.3.36
Transportation Service Providers should support the concurrent sending of electronic notification of intraday bumps, operational flow orders and other critical notices to two Internet E-mail addresses for each affected party.

5.3.37
Affected parties should manage internal distribution of notices received by Electronic Notice Delivery.

5.3.38
When sending Internet E-mail notifications for intraday bumps, operational flow orders and other critical notices, the subject line of the E-mail should include the following information separated by commas in the following order: (1) “Critical”, (2) Notice Type label (per NAESB WGQ Standard 4.3.29), (3) the Notice Effective Date in YYYYMMDD format, (4) the name or abbreviation of the Transportation Service Provider (TSP) (excluding commas), and (5) the TSP’s D-U-N-S( Number.

-Comments Submitted by M. Desselle, AEP

4.  SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION
a.  Description of Request:

Develop standards for the daily operational communications between TSPs and the agent(s) responsible for procuring natural gas on behalf of the power plants. These communications standards would include anticipated power generation fuel requirements for the following day as well as notification anytime plans change.  Likewise standards for TSP communications for any operating problems that might hinder power plants from receiving required contractual quantities when needed, or other notifications when services are or could be limited or interrupted would be developed.

These standards would be used for operational communications between Power Plant Operators (as defined in Definition D1) andTSPs.
GENERAL COMMENTS

-General Comments Submitted by J. Lewis, AGA

VIA E-MAIL
May 24, 2005

TO:
North American Energy Standards Board (NAESB) Office (naesb@naesb.org)

CC:

Rae McQuade, NAESB President & COO (rmcquade@naesb.org)

FROM:
Jane Lewis, Vice President, Regulatory Affairs, American Gas Association

RE:
Comments of AGA Regarding Proposed Standards Related to Communications between Power Plant Operators and Transmission Service Providers

In April 2005 the North American Energy Standards Board (NAESB) posted for comment its draft business practice standards, which deal with NAESB Standards Request No. R04021 and address communication protocols between power plant operators and natural gas transmission service providers.  The Executive Committees of NAESB’s Wholesale Gas Quadrant  and the Wholesale Electric Quadrant  will consider these proposed standards at their upcoming joint meeting on May 26, 2005.  Pursuant to NAESB’s request for comments, the American Gas Association (AGA) respectfully submits the following comments and hopes that the Executive Committee will thoughtfully consider them during its deliberations prior to voting on whether to adopt the proposed standards.  

While AGA submits a few minor yet important and necessary edits to the proposed standards (see attachment) that are consistent with the standards’ intent, overall AGA supports these standards as a first step toward achieving greater understanding between the natural gas and electric industries.  Enhanced communications standards establish, in a minimally intrusive way, proper channels between natural gas transportation providers and electric power plant operators to mitigate strains on the natural gas transportation grid.  AGA's support for the proposed standards, however, is predicated on certain vital protections that such standards preserve for LDCs. In particular, Standard S1B clearly states that no new rights or services are contemplated by any of these standards, thus preserving the historical services and flexibility that LDCs require and rely upon from pipeline services. Standard S3X goes on to state that PPO requests may not adversely affect scheduled services, anticipated flows, no-notice services, firm contract requirements, and/or general system operations.

AGA has spent considerable time since 2001 considering the impact of electric-fired generation on the interstate natural gas grid.  Electric generators are not new customers to the gas industry.  However, new generation facilities represent a sizable increase in natural gas demand.  Additionally, unlike earlier electric generation loads that are summer peaking, much of the new load is predicted to be winter peaking – coincident with natural gas distribution companies’ peak periods.  It is essential to continued reliable natural gas service that this load be managed appropriately so that it does not interfere with historic loads that are contracted as a firm service.

The characteristics of electric generator loads on natural gas pipelines creates a unique customer class that  places much different demands on interstate pipelines than those posed by LDCs or other firm shippers.   For example:

· electric generation facilities’ service requirements are not as predictable as traditional pipeline customers, and generators may come on or off the pipeline system for a variety of reasons, including wholesale electric prices, conditions on the national or regional electric grid, plant failures, or even just afternoon thunderstorms;

· new generation facilities tend to result in large incremental loads on a pipeline system;

· electric generation facilities, especially peakers, tend to use their delivered fuel over fewer hours in the day than do traditional pipeline customers; and

· electric-generation facilities tend to use their capacity with a great degree of daily and hourly variability. 

In fact the uniqueness of this load profile was recognized by the National Petroleum Council in a 1999 study where it noted that operational, communication, tariff and contract changes would have to be made in order  to meet the needs of electric generators without degrading service to the interstate pipelines’ historical customer base:  

The current delivery system (transmission, distribution, and storage) was built and optimized over decades to meet the design peak-day requirements of firm service customers that were primarily residential, commercial, and to a lesser extent, industrial customers.  The anticipated growth in electricity generation demand for natural gas will require the delivery system to be re-optimized to meet larger off-peak swing loads as well as peak-day requirements ….  Meeting requirements of the electricity generators on a significantly larger scale will entail changes in operational procedures, communications, tariffs, and contracting.  Further, these changes must be accomplished without degrading the historically reliable service to the residential, commercial, and industrial markets.  

Excerpted from A Report of the National Petroleum Council, “Meeting the Challenges of the Nation’s Growing Natural Gas Demand,” Volume I, Summary Report, p. 10 (December 1999).

The proposed NAESB standards are a needed first step.  With AGA’s recommended changes, they should enhance the business communication protocols between operators.  This in turn will lead to a better appreciation for the business profiles between the power and gas sectors and help to alleviate strains on the nation’s energy delivery systems.
-General Comments Submitted by G. Brown, CAISO

CAIso Comments FOR NAESB EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE ON THE PROPOSED NAESB ENERGY DAY/COMMUNICATIONS STANDARDS

May 23, 2005

The California Independent System Operator (CAISO) appreciates this opportunity to provide comments to NAESB’s Executive Committee concerning the proposed Joint WEQ/WGQ Energy Day/Communications Standards that were finalized at the April 26 subcommittee meeting.  The CAISO, along with other members of the IRC were actively involved throughout the standards development process by participation in meetings and providing constructive comments and suggestions.

CAISO is very pleased that, in these standards, NAESB has chosen to accept language that will give the impacted parties the latitude to create appropriate alternatives to the standards to meet the parties’ regional needs.  However, CAISO would like to provide some additional comments and observations:

1. In its Gas/Electric Interdependencies and Recommendations
 report, NERC identified a number of significant interdependencies between the gas and electric industry.  NAESB also created a Gas-Electric Interdependency Committee, which reached many of the same conclusions.  Since NERC and NAESB have approached this same issue from separate industry perspectives, it would be best if standards development concerning generator fuel reliability and inter-industry communications were managed in a joint NERC/NAESB forum, and not tackled unilaterally at NAESB. 

2. Several definitions in the document were, in our opinion, confusing and, in some cases, inappropriate.  In D1, the definition of a Power Plant Operator, for example, did not define the operator of a power plant.  D1 definition would more closely define the responsibilities of a Scheduling Coordinator, or a daily gas planner, each of whom could be far removed from a power plant.

3. S13, 14, 15, and 16 refer to entities called “independent transmission operator” and an “independent Balancing Authority”.  Neither terms are defined and, as such, leave the applicability of these standards in question.  

4. As we stated repeatedly at the meetings, and in written comments, we find it unusual, and perhaps even discriminatory that NAESB has created a “national standard” that apply only to a select group in the electric industry, to the exclusion of all other similarly situated entities.  We noticed that S13-S16 applies to ISOs, RTOs, and the undefined, nebulous “independent transmission operators” and “independent Balancing Authorities”.  It is clear that these standards do not apply to all other Balancing Authorities around the nation even though these parties perform many of the same functions as ISOs and RTOs, and are certainly similarly involved in gas/electric coordination.  Is this to assume that NAESB believed that ISOs and RTOs (and the nebulous, undefined entities) are the only parties who are responsible for gas and electric coordination?  National standards should have some sort of national applicability and not be pointed at limited segment of an industry, especially when other parties within the industry are equally engaged in such activities.
As stated earlier, the CAISO, and other members of the electric “reliability community”, have been intimately involved in the development of this, and the other various NAESB Standards by offering numerous constructive comments and suggestions at committee meetings and by submitting written comments.  It was our observation that these meetings were more contentious than necessary, and that all too often, the constructive comments from the “reliability community” were viewed by the subcommittee, and perhaps even by NAESB in general, as “speed bumps” or “obstructionist”.  It is important that the gas and electric industries approach these NAESB activities with the spirit of cooperation, and recognizing that we must operate as "inter-industry partners” in order to produce a quality product.  Clearly, there will be many more opportunities for NAESB to develop standards that will have an impact on the electric industry.  It is important that our two industries set an example of close cooperation in order to minimize the contentious “us versus them” battle lines.  In order to help make this happen, whenever it is necessary for NAESB to develop standards that impact the electric industry, we would like to recommend that the various subcommittee chairs should establish specific “ground rules” for standards development that would incorporate the following concepts: 

1. Reliability:  Proposed standards that address reliability concerns should be addressed by NERC and Regional Reliability Organizations to avoid any duplication of existing efforts.

2. Regional flexibility:  Business practices or standards should accommodate regional differences and needs throughout North America, without being overly prescriptive.  Business practices must be flexible, and should allow the impacted parties to develop their own standards or practices to meet their regional requirements

3. Operational flexibility:  Business practices should not burden electric system operators with unnecessary actions, particularly during periods of system stress, potentially compounding operators ability to reliably manage their respective systems.  Business practices should be flexible enough to allow operators the necessary judgment when to take action as it relates to the interaction between the electric and gas operations.

4. Reciprocity:  Business practices should be reciprocal with regard to the safe operation of both the electric and gas systems.  Standards should not impose an undue burden on any one party.

5. Definitions.  To the extent possible, use NERC Functional Model definitions for standards that pertain to the electric industry.  The standards should avoid, or at least minimize definitions that are similar to the Functional Model but have limited use, and requiring qualifying statements such as “…this definition applies to NAESB WEQ Standard Nos. …” or “for the purpose of this Standard only”.

6. Industry deference.  If a proposed standard impacts a specific group in an industry, for example, the ISOs and RTOs in the current Energy Day Communications standards, the subcommittees should allow the maximum input, and deference to accommodate the impacted group's language. 

-General Comments Submitted by R. Kruse, Duke Energy Corporation
May 25, 2005

Ms. Rae McQuade

President

North American Energy Standards Board

1301 Fannin

Houston, Texas 77002

Re:  
Duke Energy Corporation Comments on Gas/ Electric Communication Standards – R04021

Dear Ms McQuade,

Duke Energy Corporation appreciates this opportunity to comment on the development of gas – electric communication standards. Duke Energy Gas Transmission joined with KeySpan in requesting the development of an “Energy Day” to enhance the reliability of the gas and electric interface
.  Duke Energy is a diversified company with a portfolio of natural gas and electric businesses which supplies, processes and delivers energy to customers in the Americas. Duke Power Company, leading electric power company, and Duke Energy Gas Transmission, the owner of several major interstate pipelines and storage entities, have been actively involved in the energy day subcommittee work.  While the recommended standards do not go as far as DEGT proposed,   Duke Energy encourages the Wholesale Gas and Wholesale Electric Joint Executive Committee to approve the proposed standards with the understanding that these standards only provide for communication [and provide no additional rights to any customer or class of customers that would not be provided to all customers].  

Duke Energy commends the NAESB Energy Day Subcommittee for the groundbreaking work in developing standards that meets certain needs for communication between the electric industry and the gas industry.  This effort marks the first time the Wholesale Electric and Wholesale Gas quadrants have jointly developed standards at NAESB (other than NAESB governance agreements).  While problems may still exist related to disconnects between the gas and electric industries, the standards represent a good first step in the process of developing needed communication between the gas industry and the electric industry in times of extreme weather or fuel emergency.  Formalizing the exchange of information between the Electric Generators, RTO’s and ISO’s and other electrical endusers and their gas industry counterparties will provide increased reliability of service.

Currently pipeline and the electric industries communicate informally on an ad hoc basis during extreme weather events and often that informal communication is driven by a fuel emergency.  Development of formal communication procedures to be used during periods of extreme weather or other potential emergency will provide structure without imposing specific processes upon either industry.  The operations of pipelines will be enhanced by the added information on daily swings and takes from the electric generators.  Controllers will know what kind of information to expect.  In addition, access to pipeline EBB web sites and electric industry OASIS websites could provide day to day information for operations and planning purposes.  Development of these procedures will save time and provide a basis to swiftly address emergencies.
While the proposed Communication standards represent progress in improving communications, the standards do not address certain fundamental disconnects between Gas and Electric Industries.  The inability of a shipper to nominate his firm capacity at any time devalues the firm capacity.  Currently, Intraday nominations may not have the same priority as timely nominations.  Pipelines are required to treat a timely nomination under a firm contract as primary firm if it is scheduled during the timely nomination cycle and is within all entitlements specified in the firm contract.  Most gas fueled electric generators do not know if they will need to nominate their pipeline capacity at the timely nomination cycle.   The gas pipeline transportation, if nominated after the NAESB WGQ Standard 5.3.1, Timely Nomination Cycle (the cycle that addresses the timely nominations for the day ahead gas market), is considered to be an intraday or late nomination.   A shipper attempting to utilize his primary transportation rights after the timely cycle takes the risk of its pipeline capacity not being scheduled as a result of secondary nominations made and scheduled during the timely cycle which utilize the primary capacity of the shipper who does not nominate timely. (Once secondary nominations have been scheduled, they are to be considered primary.)  The communication protocols, as developed, do not provide the needed coordination to insure that a gas fired electric generator, who obtains firm capacity, will be able to utilize such firm capacity when the generator has received permission from the RTO/ISO to run his plant.  The gas fired electric generator or the shipper must either:

a. nominate the gas pipeline capacity prior to bidding into the electric market and take a chance that the electric market bid will be accepted,
 or 

b. bid into the electric markets without nominating his firm gas pipeline capacity and take the chance that the pipeline will be able to accept a nomination if it is not within the NAESB WGQ Standard nomination timelines and will have enough capacity to schedule gas transportation after the timely cycle.

The inability of the shipper on a gas pipeline to be confident that an intraday nomination will be scheduled creates problems for both the electric and gas industries. Consumers of natural gas, both the electric industry and the Local Distribution Companies should be able to rely on the availability of their firm capacity at any time during the day.  The Local Distribution Company needs to be able to provide reliable service to its customers, especially in times of capacity scarcity. 

The standards provide that communication be established between the gas transportation service providers and the gas fueled electric generators.  The standards call for procedures to be established to communicate material changes in conditions that could impact both hourly and daily gas flows.   Proposed Standard S2X provides a means for the gas fired electric generator notify its directly interconnected Transportation Service Provider of hourly flow rates prior to the gas day.  While the incidence of hourly swings is a reality on pipelines, most pipelines are not designed to accept widely swinging variances as a matter of course through out the gas day without maintaining considerable line pack.  Most generators do not contract for the level of services that allow for those swings.  Standard S2X, at the very least, gives the pipeline notice when the pipeline system is going to be detrimentally impacted.  

Proposed Standard S3X requires that power plant operator not operate without an approved schedule from the Transportation Service Provider.  In cases where the power plant operator is unable to nominate in a timely manner, the generator is required to contact the directly interconnected Transportation Service Provider.  The directly interconnected Transportation Service Provider (or in some cases, in cooperation with a upstream Transportation Service Provider) will determine if the power plant operator is allowed to take and nominate gas outside of the NAESB standard nomination cycles.  Today, pipelines often do just that.  However, in times of scarce pipeline capacity, the pipeline does not have the option of providing additional capacity to an entity that has not placed a nomination without short-changing its firm customers and this standard does not convey such a right.  

Standard (SB1) takes tariffs and business procedures into consideration and requires that any action taken as described in the proposed standards by the Transportation Service Provider and the Power Plant Operator is predicated upon the tariff requirements, other legal requirements and business procedures and must not adversely impact any other scheduled services or anticipated no-notice services.  This proposed standard is key in the implementation of the communication standards.  Pipelines’ tariffs are carefully negotiated with customers and provide for a variety of services that may require additional capacity from a pipeline at a moments notice.  None of the proposed standards are designed to circumvent those tariffs or business procedures.

Duke Energy further suggests changes to proposed Standard S15 as shown below:

Unless otherwise prohibited by agreement, tariff, or protocol rules If required by agreement, tariff, or protocol rules, a Power Plant Operator should, upon request, provide pertinent information concerning the service level (i.e., firm or interruptible) of its procured gas transportation and gas supply to the appropriate independent Balancing Authority and or Reliability Coordinator.

This change reflects the affirmative requirement on the balancing authority or reliability coordinator to have established agreements, tariff or protocol rules in place prior to requesting this sensitive information.

The development of these proposed standards was a first step in coordinating communication between the gas and electric industries.  Development of subsequent standards should be undertaken carefully to allow for thoughtful, informed deliberation by NAESB members.  Duke Energy encourages participation from all segments of the energy industry so that standards can be developed that reflect true consensus.

Very truly yours

Richard J. Kruse

Vice President, Rates and Regulatory Affairs

-General Comments Submitted by L. Ell, Entergy

From: ELL, LYNNDA K 
Sent: Monday, May 23, 2005 2:53 PM
To: NAESB Office
Subject: Entergy Comments on the recommended standards

Below are the few concerns that have been expressed at Entergy concerning the Energy Day Communication standards.

Definitions:

The only two entities defined in the standard are Balancing Authority and Power Plant Operator. At least six other terms used in these standards are undefined. The most needful is "independent Balancing Authority."  Also, it is not clearly stated whether "TSP" is "gas" or "electric" TSP. Other undefined terms are: RTO, RC, ISO, and ITO.

 

Thanks,

 

Lynnda Ell 

-General Comments Submitted by J. Smith, Entergy Gas Group

Response:  Most necessary communications between pipelines and power plants already take place.  Coming up with a standard to apply may create unnecessary work and slow down the flow of communication that already takes place.  Power plants work with pipelines under the already established tariffs to purchase products and communicate necessary information on flow changes.

-General Comments Submitted by NJR Companies

To:

NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant Executive Committee



NAESB Wholesale Gas Quadrant Executive Committee

cc:

Rae McQuade, NAESB Executive Director

Date:
May 24, 2005

Re:
Comments of New Jersey Natural Gas Company and NJR Energy Services Company in Support of Proposed Business Practices Adopted by the 


Energy Day - WEQ/WGQ BPS Subcommittee, April 25-26, 2005; NAESB Standards Request No. R04021
________________________________________________________________________

New Jersey Natural Gas Company (“NJNG”) and NJR Energy Services Company (“NJRES”) (together, “the NJR Companies”) appreciate the opportunity to express their support for the proposed business practices adopted by the Energy Day - WEQ/WGQ BPS Subcommittee (“Energy Day Subcommittee”) during its meetings held on April 18, 19, 25 and 26, 2005.  The proposed business practices reflect substantial thoughtful discussion and debate, as well as careful crafting to encourage greater coordination while respecting existing FERC laws and policies, pipeline tariffs, regional differences, and established business relationships.  Accordingly, and as explained below, the NJR Companies urge the WEQ and WGQ Executive Committees to approve the proposed business practices.

At the outset, the NJR Companies state their strong support for the overall objective Chairman Wood charged NAESB to facilitate - improved communication and coordination between the natural gas and electric power industries as a means toward improving energy service reliability.
  The Energy Day Subcommittee participants have expended substantial time and resources to respond to this call.  

As active participants throughout the deliberations of the Energy Day Subcommittee, the NJR Companies believe that the process itself has been very beneficial in raising consciousness and understanding among natural gas and electric power sector participants.  The Subcommittee brought together participants in the different segments of each industry from various regions across the country to help educate each other about the various reliability and other operational issues they face, both every day and during extreme weather conditions.  The issues discussed have been complex and at times contentious, but all have participated in good faith and with the common goal of producing a workable, constructive response to the Chairman’s charge.  The participation of FERC Staff in these meetings has also been valuable in facilitating discussion and conveying the importance of this joint industry initiative.

The proposed business practices are designed to improve the communication process between natural gas transporters and electric industry participants - particularly those entities that purchase and transport natural gas for use as fuel in electricity generation and the regional transmission grids that manage power generated from natural gas.  The NJR Companies believe the proposed practices will provide constructive protocols to enhance such communication.  Of utmost importance though, the new practices stand subordinate to, and must be applied consistent with, the existing, statutorily required and FERC-approved frameworks that govern natural gas pipeline transportation service.
  These frameworks include the pipelines’ tariffs, approved NAESB nomination and scheduling standards, other behavioral rules such as the Commission’s Standards of Conduct for Transmission Providers, and - above all - the Natural Gas Act’s prohibition of undue discrimination and undue preference.  In other words, establishing approved practices for communication between pipelines and electric generators cannot have the effect of disadvantaging, directly or indirectly, other pipeline customers.  The NJR Companies are comfortable that the proposed business practices are consistent with this imperative.

It is important to understand what these proposed business practices do not and cannot do - they cannot result in “more” or “better” service to the electric generation sector than power plant operators contract for on the pipelines.  A fundamental issue recognized in the aftermath of the 2004 New England Cold Snap was that interruptible natural gas service was, appropriately, interrupted when the demand from firm capacity holders left no interruptible capacity available.  This had the effect of cutting service to electric generators that contracted for only the less expensive, less reliable interruptible service.
  This result did not evidence any “vulnerability” of the interstate natural gas delivery system, but a vulnerability of the contract portfolios of shippers that chose to avoid the cost of firm transportation and rely on interruptible service.  Nothing about the proposed business practices should alter the fact that, to obtain reliable, secure transportation on interstate pipelines, shippers - including electric power plant operators - must contract and pay for firm service.  Likewise, in order to obtain service quality or flexibility greater than the service historically provided by interstate pipelines, shippers must agree to be responsible for the additional costs associated with such enhanced service.

Natural gas is a proven and reliable fuel, and the natural gas transportation and delivery infrastructure has excelled in providing safe, reliable service over the years.  The NJR Companies hope and expect that with continued improvements in communication and understanding between the gas and electric industries, power plant operators that are pipeline customers can obtain and manage the appropriate pipeline services to meet their needs.  The adoption and implementation of the business practices developed and approved by the Energy Day Subcommittee will facilitate this effort, and the NJR Companies urge the Executive Committees to approve them as presented.

-General Comments Submitted by K. York, TVA

Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA)

Comments on Energy Day Pipeline/Generator Communication Standards

TVA is supportive of the overall Energy Day effort and has participated in all related meetings.  The drafting and approval of the 8 communications standards and 3 accompanying definitions to fulfill NAESB Request R04021 is just a minor step in resolving interdependency issues between the gas and electric industries.  Even though we voted to approve the communications standards in order to move the process along, we are somewhat disappointed in the overall results. 

As an end user of gas for peaking generation, we had envisioned a new process that would allow us to “officially” arrange for gas transportation to meet unexpected needs for peaking generation – generally during early morning hours.  The current gas day (9am – 9am CPT) splits the electric morning peak which normally begins at 6 am.  While the gas industry provides for four nomination cycles – two timely cycles at 11:30 am and 6:30 pm and two intra-day cycles at 10 am and 5pm – there isn’t a nomination period to assist electric companies that typically meet early morning (6 am – 9 am) load fluctuations with gas-fired peaking generation.  Therefore, we believe that an additional early morning nomination cycle is needed to allow generators to meet those early morning peaks.

As an end-user, TVA contracts for many existing services that are designed to provide flexibility for peak generation, but we are generally unable to utilize those services during the time frames when we truly need them.  As such, the purchase of those services doesn’t provide an opportunity to arrange transportation to meet system requirements during early morning hours which forces us to move to alternate fuels or import power from the electric grid if transmission capacity is even available.

As we move forward with this process, it is our hope that we will be able to resolve our dilemma as an end-user.  Perhaps, this will occur when we address the remaining open issues relating to Energy Day.

� NERC Gas/Electric Interdependencies and Recommendations prepared by the NERC Gas/Electric Interdependencies Task Force of the NERC Planning Committee, June 15, 2004


� The current difference between Gas Day (9:00 A.M. to 9:00 AM) and the electric day (midnight to midnight in each time zone) forces an Electric Generator to nominate pipeline capacity requirements across two Gas Days.   In most cases, a generator in the central time zone must nominate capacity from 12:00 midnight to 9:00 A.M. on one gas day and then again nominate capacity from 9:00 A.M to 9:00 A.M for the second gas day.  Since the gas industry does not account for hourly nominations, the generator must nominate the amount of capacity to be utilized in 9 hours during the first Gas Day as spread over 24 hours and then nominate the amount of capacity to be utilized on the 2nd Gas Day (15 hours) spread over 24 hours.  Clearly this creates unneeded accounting, measurement, allocation and scheduling problems for both the gas pipeline and for the generator which could be limited if both the electric and gas industries adhere to the same energy day.  





� To provide a timely nomination to the gas industry and to insure that the pipeline capacity is primary firm, the generator must nominate for demand that commences at 6:00 AM on the next gas day, as much as 42 hours in advance.    





� 	See Letter of Chairman Pat Wood, III to Mr. Michael Desselle, dated December 14, 2004.


� 	See, e.g., Proposed Standard S1B, which specifies that the standards “do not convey any rights or services beyond or in addition to those contained in the TSP’s tariff and/or general terms and conditions and/or do not impose any obligation that would otherwise be inconsistent with FERC regulations, including affiliate code of conduct requirements.”





� 	See Final Report on Electricity Supply Conditions in New England During the January 14 -16 “Cold Snap,” ISO New England Inc. Market Monitoring Department (Oct. 12, 2004) at 1-2.
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