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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

May 9, 2008
TO:
NAESB Wholesale Gas and Electric Quadrants and all Interested Industry Participants 

FROM:

Cory Galik, NAESB Project/Meeting Manager
RE:
Draft Minutes from the WGQ Business Practice Subcommittee – Order 698 Meeting – April 22-23, 2008
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD

WGQ Business Practice Subcommittee

Meeting with Web Conferencing

Hosted by AGA – Washington, DC

April 22 – 10:00 AM to 5:00 PM Eastern

April 23 – 10:00 AM to 3:00 PM Eastern

DRAFT MINUTES
1. Administrative
Ms. Van Pelt welcomed the attendees and thanked AGA for hosting the meeting.  Ms. Galik reviewed the antitrust guidelines.  All of the participants in attendance and on the phone introduced themselves.  Ms. Van Pelt reviewed the agenda.  Ms. Van Pelt modified the agenda by moving the adoption of the March 12-13, 2008 meeting minutes to April 23, 2008.  A motion was made by Ms. D. Davis, and Ms, King seconded, adopting the agenda as modified.  The motion passed unanimously.

Ms. D. Davis made a motion, seconded by Ms. King, to adopt the January 9-10, 2008 meeting minutes.  The motions passed unanimously.  For the February 26-27, 2008 minutes, the redlined changes by Ms. D. Davis, Mr. Rudd and Mr. Oberski were consolidated.  Several changes and clarifications were made.  A motion to adopt the consolidated redlined minutes as modified was made by Ms. D. Davis and seconded by Ms. King.  The motion passed unanimously.  

On April 23, 2008, the March 12-13, 2008 meeting minutes were reviewed.  Redlined changes were submitted by Ms. Davis.  Mr. Schubert clarified the bullet points on page 4.  Mr. Oberski clarified his remarks on page 6.  Various names and spelling changes were made.  A motion to adopt the redlined minutes as modified was made by Ms. D. Davis, second by Mr. Oberski.  The motion passed unanimously.
2. Annual Plan Item 7c

Ms. Van Pelt stated she would like to give Ms. Crockett a chance to present the revised APS/TVA proposal and Mr. Coburn an opportunity to present a proposal from Northern Border.  
APS/TVA Proposal

Ms. Crockett presented the APS/TVA proposal.  She stated that it took into account the fact that the Evening Cycle would be after the close of the organized market and to give the western area the ability to have bumping cycle that better coincided with their afternoon peak needs for generation.  The Timely Cycle was shifted back an hour later in the day.  The rationale was that if it was closer to the actual flow time, better information would be available.  
Mr. Glaubitz stated that this proposal would require two scheduling shifts because the schedule is from 7:00AM to 7:30PM.  Ms. Crocket stated that would have to be a business decision. Mr. Glaubitz also asked if that would mean a 5:00 AM nomination deadline on the west coast, which would require waking up at 3:30 AM.  Ms. Crockett stated that when looking at the entire day, certain nomination cycles are more suited for different parts of the country.  Mr. Petersen stated he had the same concerns as Mr. Glaubutz and asked if the Intraday 0.5 Cycle would be voluntary.  Ms. Crockett said no. Mr. Rudd expressed concern about only having 30 minutes to nominate between cycles.  Ms. Crockett stated that her thought was there would be an overlap but one cycle dealt with the next day flow and the other was real time.  They were two separate processes.  She continued that she understood both involved the same people doing the same job but her goal was to allow better access for firm contract holders.  Ms. Crockett stated that between an increase in rates to have access to contracts compared to having access, she would rather have the access to her contracts.  She also said that moving other deadlines was considered, but that would result in shorter timelines between nominations and confirmations.  Mr. Love wanted to know if there was a rationale behind reducing the timeline to process between Intraday Cycles 1, 2 and 3 other than to make room for another cycle?  Ms. Crockett stated they were trying to keep the business day within certain limits by working from 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM.  They tried to keep as much time between nominations and confirmations as possible while still allowing time for another cycle.  Ms. Crockett stated she was agreeable to shifting some timelines around in an effort to compromise with the competing interests expressed in the past few months.  Mr. Glaubitz stated that he was impressed with the ingenuity in trying to fix the problem, but he was not sure it will succeed because if one mistake was made along the custody chain, it impacts the gas supply for everyone down stream.  He said pipelines in the east provide balancing services to solve these problems.  He encouraged other pipelines to do the same because he felt that was the ultimate solution to the problem.
Northern Border Proposal

Mr. Coburn presented his proposal.  He stated that he took a different approach than a lot of the models.  He took the timeline design considerations drafted at the last meeting to see if many of these considerations could be met with something less complicated and also see if there was a new way of doing things.  He decided on a 1:00 PM Central start time to the Gas Day to accommodate morning and evening pull.  He also pushed the nomination deadlines as close as possible to the start of the effective flow times of these cycles.  He split the Gas Day into thirds.  He established the first nomination deadline at 8:00 AM Central in the morning of the same calendar day to accommodate the 1:00 PM start of the Gas Day.  He tried to provide enough time from the end of one deadline to the next.  The second cycle has a 1:00 PM Central deadline and the third cycle has a 6:00 PM Central deadline.  Mr. Coburn stated that he tried to provide 4 hours between the nomination deadline and when scheduled quantities are issued. 

 Ms. Crockett asked if there was one full day cycle and two intraday cycles so that Cycle 1 would be original, Cycle 2 would be bumping and Cycle 3 would be no bump.  Mr. Coburn answered that he would leave it up to the group to decide what makes the most sense, but that was how he envisioned it.  Ms. Crockett stated that she appreciated Mr. Coburn’s thinking out of the box, but as a firm shipper, she was losing flexibility.  Mr. Coburn said that he considered that, but there are two benefits to eliminating the evening cycle.  First, it allows shippers to correct any mistakes they may have made.  Having a full day the day ahead may help alleviate potential mistakes.  Second, the fact that the nomination deadline is now at 8:00 AM Central, everyone that is a shipper has a better understanding of what their needs are.  He compressed the time between nominations and gas flow so that firm shippers have a clearer understanding of their needs.  Ms. Chezar stated that she was not sure a 1:00 PM Central deadline would help because the amount needed for the next morning is unknown at that time.  She stated that was why the Evening Cycle worked well.  It is late enough to know how the weather will affect demand.  Mr. Coburn answered that the driver behind eliminating the Evening Cycle was avoiding anticipating what would happen 12 hours in advance.  This allows you to wait until 8:00 AM Central the day of flow for an effective flow time at 1PM Central.  Ms. Chezar stated that her concern was not having time to make corrections.  Mr. Oberski stated that the benefit of the Evening Cycle occurs after day-ahead offers are accepted or denied.  Mr. Coburn’s proposal does not allow enough time to true up gas quantities with the now known generation schedule.  
ISO New England Proposal
Mr. Robinson from ISO New England added work papers to the discussion.  He explained the peaks that occur during the summer and winter in New England.  Winter peaks spike in the morning and afternoon.  Summer is a constant peak throughout the day.  Generators are responsible for their offers at 12:00 PM Eastern and they are cleared at 4:00 PM Eastern.  At 4:00 PM Eastern the day-ahead schedules are known.  At 10:00 PM, and throughout the afternoon, there are additional timeframes for any additional scheduling.  Mr. Robinson stated that there was a disconnect between the Gas Day and the electric day.  He suggested moving the Gas Day and having the electric change the clear time from 4:00 PM.  As it is now, generators in the northeast cannot nominate their gas until 4:00 PM Eastern, when they know what they need.  He acknowledged that the generators can buy gas on the spot market but at a higher price.  Mr. Griffith stated that Mr. Robinson’s schedule was helpful. 
Iroquois Gas Transmission Proposal
Mr. Gwilliam offered two options.  He explained that if the effort was going to be made to change timelines, the Gas Day should be changed as well so that the electric and gas days work better together.  Both of his proposals had four cycles.  He stated that he was trying to put the day-ahead market schedule before the Timely nominations were due to the pipelines.  In the first options, the first cycle is a 24 hour gas flow, so he created a 2:00 PM deadline for the day-ahead market.  On the gas side, he made the nomination deadline 3:00 PM.  He made the Gas Day with a midnight start with the hopes that it will encompass both peaks for the day.  The detriment was that 4th cycle was only one hour, but it was intended to be a clean-up cycle.  He then discussed the deadlines of each cycle.  For the second option, Mr. Gwilliam considered a second start to the Gas Day at 5:00 AM.  Again, the day-ahead market for the electric side did not change.  He changed the gas flow to 5:00 AM for 24 hours and stated that the electric day could potentially change to 5:00 AM.  He kept the same nomination deadline for the second cycle and discussed the deadlines for each cycle. 
Ms. Chezar commented on Mr. Gwilliam's first option.  She stated she would send these options out to her transaction group for their review.  She also said that it seemed some of the electric issues may have been solved but she did not see the advantage of the gas flows that Mr. Gwilliam presented.  She stated that for both days, additional gas flows in the middle of the night was not helpful.  Her concern was at 5:00, 6:00 and 7:00 AM.  Mr. Gwilliam agreed, but stated that there was an opportunity to nominate for the Timely Cycle at midnight.  Ms. Chezar stated that she did not think it would help to have nominations at 3:00 PM instead of 11:30 AM.  The timing of the 2nd, 3rd and 4th cycles do not allow time to make changes.  She stated that it may help the electric but in terms of firm gas load, the elimination of the Evening Cycle limits the ability to make changes that would allow for additional gas flow in the morning.  
Ms. Van Pelt reviewed the Timeline Design Considerations that were developed at the March 12 and 13, 2008 meetings and continued defining the criteria.  

11. Evaluate the need for two opportunities for full day scheduling.  The group added, “as is not provided in the current NAESB timeline by the timely and evening cycle” to the end. 
12. Provide opportunities to minimize exposure to imbalance penalties or quantities.  Ms. Crockett stated that she saw Criteria 12 as being the second part of Criteria 13.  Ms. Tomalty said that Criteria 12 could be accomplished by adding additional cycles.  Ms. Van Pelt asked if the statement should be modified.  Ms. Chezar stated that these efforts would not provide opportunities to minimize exposure to balancing penalties and that the group was only looking at this issue in terms of changing the timeline.  Wording on Criteria 12 was changed to reference additional nomination cycles.  Mr. Smith recommended changing the word “additional” to “adequate”.  Criteria 12 now reads: Provide opportunities to minimize exposure to scheduling and imbalance penalties or quantities by providing adequate nomination cycles
13. Attempt to provide as many useful bumpable cycles as possible.  Ms. Gussow had a question regarding what was useful.  To whom?  To what?  Mr. Frost stated that Criteria 13 was asking for an infinite number and suggested doing what Ms. Crockett said and tie it back to Criteria 12.  Mr. D’Alessandro stated that he would like to leave Criteria 13 separate from Criteria 12.  Mr. Frost stated that everyone’s definition of “as many as possible” will vary depending on who was looking at it.  He suggested adding broader language to allow for more flexibility.  Ms. Van Pelt asked if a compromise could be made as to an adequate number that would accomplish a goal.  But what was the goal?  Mr. D’Alessandro stated that the goal was to maximize the use of firm capacity for the customers paying for it.  Ms. Gussow stated that the purpose was to utilize the pipeline for the greater good of all customers.  Ms. Chezar stated that the number of bumpable cycles allows firm users to maximize the use of their capacity.  Wording was changed to “Provide an adequate number of bumpable cycles to allow firm shippers to maximize the use of their pipeline capacity.” Mr. Gwilliam stated that it should simply state the maximum number of bumpable cycles and the part about firm shippers should be captured in the minutes instead of in the work paper.  Mr. D’Alessandro disagreed, stating that the language helped clarify the goal.  Ms. Van Pelt agreed that it should be included.   Mr. D’Alessandro offered to add language stating bumpable or non bumpable.  The point of bumpable cycles was to make firm capacity interruptible for a certain part of the day.  Ms. Chezar stated that she liked it the way it was because it allows people to propose non-bumpable cycles.  She said that this would not limit the number of cycles, bumpable or non-bumpable.  Ms. Van Pelt suggested adding something about continuing to comply with the FERC’s no bump policy.   Ms. Tomalty stated she was concerned that would limit non-bumpable to the last cycle of the day and preclude other options, including having the last two cycles be no bump.  Ms. Van Pelt said she did not think the statement precluded anyone from adding another no bump cycle if necessary.  Mr. D’Alessandro wanted to add clarification to the no-bump policy and wondered if it would ever change.  Van Pelt stated that the subcommittee does not modify FERC’s policy, but if the FERC modified its policy, then any necessary changes would be made.  Ms. Chezar stated that her company’s interest had always been to better utilize their firm contracts.  The effort was not limited to better serving the electric market and there was a lot of electric generation that hold firm contracts.  Ms. Crockett stated that it may be more specific to what pipeline they are on but there are more firm electrics on pipelines. Mr. Rudd stated that there are more electric generators holding firm since 2004.  The final version of Criteria 13 reads: 
14. Minimize impact on the financial markets.  Ms. Chezar stated that this was too general and added that it was to trading on the financial markets and “due to change to the NAESB cycles or gas day” to the end.
15. Ensure flow times promote reliability and safety.  Mr. Griffith stated that by promoting reliability, critical conditions are minimized.  If someone was operating at night and in hazardous weather conditions, promoting reliability would prevent people from getting hurt.  Ms. Gussow asked if it should be specific to pipeline reliability and safety.  It was agreed that it applied to everyone.  No changes were made to Criteria 15.
16. Provide opportunities for operationally feasible non-bumpable late day nomination.  Ms. Tomalty asked what ‘operationally feasible’ meant and why it was not included in Criteria 13.  Ms. Crockett stated that because it was so late in the Gas Day, pipelines were already set up for the next day’s flow and did not want it to be bumpable.  Ms. Tomalty asked if it is non-bumpable, how is it not feasible.  Ms. Crocket explained that it might flow at 7 and then not be able to flow at 9 a.m.   No changes were made to Criteria 16.  
17. Accommodate capacity release timeline.  Ms. Tomalty asked if it should be taken into consideration what FERC was doing with lifts the maximum rate cap in capacity released rate.  Ms. D. Davis stated that she did not think it would affect the timeline.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that if or when that happened, it would be addressed and standards would be modified as necessary.  No changes were made to Criteria 17. 
Ms. Van Pelt asked if anyone wanted to add anything new to the list.  Mr. Rudd stated he was concerned with changing the Gas Day and adding bumpable cycles.  What was the gas industry doing to prevent liability if the electric generators had trouble getting their energy in the future?  He wanted to know if everyone, including FERC, would be on notice that reliability was not guaranteed.  Ms. Chezar said no.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that she did not know if it was true that most electric generators hold firm capacity.  Ms. Chezar stated that in many areas of the country there was no need for them to hold firm capacity because the generators are not interrupted very often.  In response to Ms. Chezar’s comments, Mr. Smith reviewed the cold snap order from 2006.  Ms. Chezar stated that she found that review helpful.  Ms. Crockett responded to Mr. Rudd about the reliability issue.  She stated that she did not think WGQ needed to tell FERC anything about reliability.  Mr. D’Alessandro confirmed what Ms. Chezar was saying about tight markets.  It was important to use firm capacity in order to have reliable services.   
Ms. Van Pelt stated she knew that not everyone thought all 17 of the criteria items were important and certain proposals would meet more of the criteria than others.  Ms. R. Davis stated that she continues to worry about streamlining cycle and suggested an 18th item that would be “Streamline scheduling cycles to optimize varying business needs while minimizing complexity.”  Ms. Chezar asked what ‘streamlining’ meant.  Ms. R. Davis stated she did not mean to increase scheduling cycles.  Ms. Chezar stated that to streamline scheduling cycle means a decrease in time between nomination and scheduling.  It was decided that proposed Criteria 18 would not be added to the list.  Ms. Chezar also stated that not everyone will agree with every item on the criteria list.  Mr. Oberski stated that the value to him was learning what was important to other segments.  He said it will help him evaluate all the proposals with a better understanding of the issues that the other segments have.  
The complete list of Criteria (in redline and clean versions) is posted as an attachment to these minutes
Ms. Van Pelt asked if there were any models that wanted to be withdrawn.  Ms. Crockett said the most recent proposal put out by her group was the only one she wanted evaluated.  Mr. Gwilliam said the two Iroquois models were just for discussion but could be evaluated.  Both were added to the list of models to be evaluated.  Also added were proposals by Northern Border, two El Paso models, two TransCanada models, the pipeline collaborative and the existing model.
Each of the proposals was evaluated against the criteria developed and a spreadsheet of such comparison was posted for the next day’s meeting.  

The meeting recessed on April 22, 2008 at 5:15PM Eastern and reconvened on April 23, 2008 at 10:00 AM Eastern.
Ms. Van Pelt started the meeting with the spreadsheet created at the previous day’s meeting.  Ms. Crockett presented the changes made to the APS/TVA model.  Mr. Smith stated that with the 7:00 AM deadline, marketers and schedulers working in Houston would have to be available for handling their business on the west coast at 5:00 AM.  Ms. Crockett responded that her thought was that people using this would be pulling from storage accounts or balancing services or would have marketers or schedulers lined up ahead of time.  Mr. Novak stated it seemed more likely companies would schedule gas during the previous evening rather than coming in early.  Ms. Tomalty stated she was concerned that generators who were bumped at 7:00 PM would only have 30 minutes to find markets available and more than likely there would be nobody available to handle business at 8:30 PM.  Mr. Smith agreed.  Ms. Crockett said she understood, but there was a fine line between access to firm shippers and those that would be bumped.  Mr. Smith said that when it came to imbalances and penalties, there was no cure.  Ms. Crockett said the penalties are currently held by firm shippers but now they are being shifted to interruptible customers.  Mr. Smith said how this rolls back on suppliers was unacceptable.  Producing wells are not storage wells.  The idea was to keep them online. He asked a colleague about the current schedule and he was told that there were no problems with it.  He showed his colleague the current model APS/TVA suggested and his colleague was not in favor because he would not be able to manage his business.  Mr. Oberski asked Mr. Smith if his colleague could do his business under the pipeline collaborate.  Mr. Smith said he did not ask that question, but he would suspect that it would not be acceptable either.  Ms. Tomalty stated she appreciated the willingness to give an ID1 and ID2 cycle.  Her only concern was with the bumping nature of the cycle.  She asked if they thought about making the last two cycles no-bump (ID1 and ID2).  Ms. Crockett said the only way to make two no-bump cycles was to extend the day.  Another cycle would have to be added to accommodate other timeline considerations.  Ms. Tomalty asked if they had any firm service options where someone might be able to use this opportunity to move service around without needing the bump cycle.  Mr. Jones stated he scheduled on one pipeline and the issue was when a company was well into its Gas Day and needed more capacity.  Firm holders are paying for capacity and cannot get to it because someone else got it.  Ms. King stated she thought that another shift would have to be added.  Mr. Frost and Mr. Moreno agreed.  Mr. Smith told Ms. Crockett that his colleague gets in the office at 6:00 AM and stays till 5:00-6:00 PM.  Under this timeline, hours would be added to his day because he did not work in shifts.  Ms. Crockett said she understood what he was saying and she used to not have shift work but the electric business had to change,  add staff, and go to extended hours.  She said this proposal was a compromise with the pipelines.  Mr. D’Alessandro stated that APS has already had to add people in response to changes the pipelines made.  Ms. King stated she also had to add staff.  Mr. Smith asked Mr. D’Alessandro how many interstate pipelines serve APS.  Mr. D’Alessandro said seven.  Mr. Love commented on the APS/TVA proposal.  He said the changes made the overlap of cycles worse.  There is a 3:30 PM ID1 and 4:00 PM Evening cycle when staff was in transition between the group that schedules in the morning and another group that schedules in the evening.  It was more difficult to make contacts to confirm the gas and there were two cycles almost at the same time.  His second comment was that it becomes more difficult to get required equipment changes completed when there was a bumping cycle that ends so late.  This was an issue of safety and reliability.  Under the pipeline proposal, with minor adjustments there could still be two shifts.  He did not think that was possible with the APS/TVA proposal.  Mr. Oberski stated that they cannot think in 8 hour workdays.  Some solutions would be a 12-hour shift or two 10-hours shifts with more days off.  He stated that while it would take more people, but it would not require adding a shift.  Mr. Jones stated that regardless of storage, during peak periods they cannot get to it unless they are scheduled on or before schedule 3 because someone could schedule over their capacity.  Ms. Crockett withdrew the proposal that was out there and replaced it with the proposal discussed at the current meeting.  Mr. Novak agreed it would cause additional costs but on the other hand, the Intraday Cycle 0.5 schedule would turn into a 3rd opportunity to get a full day of gas, which would be helpful.  

In discussing the criteria, Mr. Kijowski said he understood there is some misunderstanding regarding Criteria 16 and, as the ones who created it, he agreed to withdraw it.  Ms Van Pelt said Criteria 16 would be removed from consideration and Criteria 17 would be renumbered..  

Mr. Goldenberg, from the FERC, stated that he would be willing to give his position but he was not speaking on behalf of the Commission.  He addressed the issue of whether there should be another firm bumpable nomination.  He said to leave it as it was set up years ago with one no-bump.  If things have changed in the industry, that should go back to the Commission.  That was a policy issue that should be flagged but this group cannot make the call to go to a firm only market.  If that was something the subcommittee needs the Commission to do, set it up for the Commission to resolve the policy question.  He recommended agreeing on a schedule and have the FERC focus only on fundamental policy calls.  He wanted to know what issues needed to be resolved by FERC, but to have several models in front of FERC was not desirable because nobody would be able to predict what they will decide.  Mr. Novak asked about the number of non-bumpable nominations and whether it was possible to have more than one or should the last nomination always be non-bumpable.  Mr. Goldenberg answered that if there was consensus, the FERC will accept it.  Otherwise, go back to the rule which says firm should have priority over interruptible.  FERC saw a benefit in the last intraday nomination being non-bumpable so companies would know what their schedule would be at the end of the day when they go home.  He suggested adding another nomination opportunity to sync up with the electric market and then leave it up to the Commission to determine whether it was bumpable or non-bumpable.  The Commission does not want to decide what time people work.  He said that from these discussions it appeared the two big issues were making gas match up with electric and the bump or no-bump issue.  His understanding from the previous day’s discussion was that the timely and evening cycles are acceptable, although not perfect under the existing cycle.  He asked if it was possible to create another bumpable intraday cycle by moving up the 10:00 AM cycle and adding one in the middle.  Mr. Goldenberg stated that there seemed to be enough time between working time in the morning and 5:00-6:00 PM in the evening to add one more cycle.  Ms. Chezar stated that another concern she had was consideration 3.  Back when the current timeline was created there was a compromise made to the start of the flow day.  Her understanding was that during the current discussions the issue of firm customer’s reliability and minimizing penalties would be addressed.  She agreed that the current Timely and Evening nomination cycles worked.  She said that an acceptable proposal would have an Evening Cycle that worked and would ensure that the Intraday cycles nomination deadlines are as close to morning peaks as possible.  Mr. Goldenberg asked if she would get some relief by moving the ID 1 Cycle earlier.  Ms. Chezar said no, she needed 3:00-4:00 AM to be able to flow for a few hours.  Mr. Novak emphasized what Ms. Chezar was talking about.  The peak occurs at the end of the Gas Day.  By having something at 4:00 AM, penalties are avoided.  Mr. Frost asked whether he understood correctly that the Commission was asking NAESB to consider this issue and to the extent that consensus was not met it was not a failure of a Commission directive.  Mr. Goldenberg said it was a request, not a requirement, which was made in light of comments to make the gas and electric markets work better together. 
Ms. Van Pelt suggested taking a non-binding straw vote on each model.  She was not certain there would be consensus on any model, but was certain that most segments were split on the models.  Mr. Novak stated that if there was an overwhelming majority in the straw votes, proposals that did not have much support should be withdrawn so that the rest of the time could be spent working on the models with greater support.  Ms. D. Davis stated that she compared the proposals with the criteria created.  The four that meet the most criteria were El Paso 2, TransCanada 2, the pipeline cooperative and the APS/TVA model modified this morning.  Ms. D. Davis stated one of the big issues that has not been agreed upon was changing the start of the gas day.  She asked Mr. Goldenberg if the commission thought they would change the entire timeline, including the start of the Gas Day.  Mr. Goldenberg said the FERC had not thought of it one way or the other because the start time had never been brought to them as an issue.  He said the FERC would be fine if the start of the Gas Day changed and it worked better.  Mr. Oberski responded to Mr. Novak that he did not see anymore negotiations going on.  He continued that inhis opinion the pipelines seemed to have moved as far as they were willing.  The only thing left to decide was whether the proposals that move the entire Gas Day were relevant or not. He stated that he would like to see a vote during this meeting.  Ms. Chezar stated she agreed that straw votes should be taken.  She stated she thought it was important to narrow down the group and then focus on a few proposals and come back to the next meeting ready to vote.  She also said she was not ready to move the Gas Day from 9:00 AM because the electric day was not moving.  She did not want all the systems to change to reflect a new Gas Day and then a few years from now have a change in the electric day.  She would be willing to spend the time and effort coordinating one energy day, but was not willing to change the Gas Day unless it was synced up with the electric day.  Ms. Tomalty asked if they would be willing to take bumping off the table for consideration and just try to get the schedule agreed upon. She was asked what she meant about taking the bumping issue off the table.  Ms. Tomalty said that it was for the purpose of adding intraday cycle(s) and leaving it up to FERC to decide whether it would be bumpable.  Ms. Chezar said it would be unacceptable to put that in FERC’s hands, because it was a decision for the subcommittee to decide.  Ms. D. Davis commented that the straw vote should be taken first on whether or not to change Gas Day and then try to find a proposal that works.  After some discussion, it was decided that a straw vote would be taken on the various proposals submitted to determine which were most likely to pass.  Those with the most support would be revised and presented at the next BPS Order 698 meeting.
Ms. Tomalty asked to present a proposal based on the discussions she heard at the meeting.  She said it made sense to develop a new proposal to better link the needs of gas and electric without too much disruption of Gas Day. Ms. D. Davis had two questions.  She asked whether Ms. Tomalty was proposing a second no-bump cycle and leaving the other cycles as they were and whether or not she was expecting that to be a capacity release opportunity.  Ms. Tomalty said it was not.
The straw vote was taken on APS/TVA, Iroquois Models 1 and 2, Northern Border, El Paso 1 PM Model, TransCanada Models 1 and 2, the Pipeline Collaborative and FPL Energy Model.  Three models received a majority or close to majority vote, APS/TVA, the Pipeline Collaborative and FPL Energy.  Mr. Novak recommended the subcommittee work on those three models and all other models be withdrawn.  Mr. D’Alessandro requested a straw vote on eliminating the no-bump rule.  Mr. Frost stated that the issue of bump or no-bump will be part of future discussions.  He did not see the point of a straw vote on it.  Mr. D’Alessandro said he kept the no-bump aspect in his proposal thinking the FERC would require it, but after hearing from Mr. Goldenberg, he thought differently and would like guidance from FERC staff.  Mr. Shepard said the subcommittee was not the proper venue to do this; it should be brought up at the EC and taken to the Board.  Mr. D’Alessandro said that it was his understanding that the FERC was not interested in hearing about pipelines adding additional shifts to meet their objectives.  He said he understood from what he heard from FERC staff was that the door was open on eliminating the no-bump rule which would address this problem.  Mr. Smith said that they had not heard from FERC staff, they heard Mr. Goldenberg’s opinion.  Mr. D’Alessandro said he stood corrected.  Ms. D. Davis said she needed time to discuss these issues in-house.    Mr. Frost agreed with Ms. D. Davis.  Ms. Van Pelt said the next meeting would be scheduled for May.  Mr. D’Alessandro asked if it was intended to take up the no-bump up issue at the next meeting.  Ms. Van Pelt said she was reluctant to take on FERC policy issues.
3. Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned by consensus at 2:33 PM Eastern.

4. Attendance
	Name:
	Organization:
	April 22
	April 23

	Mariam Arnaout
	AGA
	In Person
	In Person

	Jim Blasiak
	WGL
	In Person
	In Person

	Mike Bodnar
	Northern Natural
	
	Phone

	Darryl Briscoe
	CenterPoint MRT
	Phone
	Phone

	Jonathan Buchanan
	Transwestern Pipeline
	Phone
	Phone

	Kathryn Burch
	Spectra Energy Transmission
	In Person
	

	Christopher Burden
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Ernie Cardone
	New York ISO
	Phone
	Phone

	Dolores Chezar
	KeySpan/Grid
	Phone
	Phone

	Scott Coburn
	Northern Border Pipeline
	Phone
	Phone

	Craig Colombo
	Dominion Resources
	In Person 
	In Person

	Chuck Cook
	Chevron
	In Person
	In person

	Valerie Crockett
	TVA
	In Person
	In Person

	Jim Cyrulewski
	JDRJC Associates
	Phone
	Phone

	David D’Alessandro
	APS
	In Person
	In Person

	Dale Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Rae Davis
	Carolina Gas Transmission
	Phone
	Phone

	Rhonda Denton
	BP Energy
	Phone
	Phone

	Jay Dibble
	Calpine
	Phone
	

	Rhonda Erickson
	Williston Basin Interstate Pipeline
	Phone
	Phone

	Pete Frost
	Conoco Phillips
	In Person
	In Person

	Cory Galik
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person

	Stephanie Gardner
	Marathon Oil Company
	In Person
	In Person

	Jay Glaubitz
	SMUD
	Phone
	Phone

	Michael Goldenberg
	FERC
	In Person
	In Person

	Mark Gracey
	Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company
	In Person
	

	Bob Gray
	Arizona Corporation Commission
	Phone
	Phone

	Bill Griffith
	El Paso Natural Gas
	In Person
	

	Bill Grygar
	Panhandle Energy
	In Person
	

	Dona Gussow
	FPL
	Phone
	Phone

	Tom Gwilliam
	Iroquois Gas Transmission
	In Person
	In Person

	Scott Hansen
	Questar Pipeline Company
	Phone
	Phone

	Gary Highberger
	Williams Midstream
	
	Phone

	Brenda Horton
	Kern River Gas Transmission Company
	Phone
	Phone

	Richard Ishikawa
	Southern California Gas Company
	Phone
	Phone

	Paul Jones
	Salt River Project
	In Person
	In Person

	Joe Kardas
	National Fuel Gas Supply
	In Person
	

	Drake Kijowski
	PSEG
	In Person
	In Person

	Iris King
	Dominion Transmission
	In Person
	In Person

	Paul Love
	Natural Gas Pipeline
	In Person
	

	Marcy McCain
	Spectra Energy Transmission
	Phone
	Phone

	Rae McQuade
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person

	Pat Merville
	Public Service Company of New Mexico
	Phone
	

	Becky Miller
	Dominion Transmission
	In Person
	In Person

	Richard Moreno
	Sea Robin
	Phone
	Phone

	Diane Morgan
	Shell
	Phone
	Phone

	Mike Novak
	National Fuel Gas Distribution
	In Person
	In Person

	Lou Oberski
	Dominion
	In Person
	In Person

	Greg Olsen
	Ontario Power Generation
	Phone
	Phone

	Lori Pennock
	Salt River Project
	In Person
	In Person

	Marjorie Perlman
	Energy East
	Phone
	Phone

	Don Petersen
	Pacific Gas & Electric
	Phone
	Phone

	Greg Poynter
	Williams
	Phone
	Phone

	Phil Precht
	Baltimore Gas & Electric
	In Person
	In Person

	Denise Rager
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person

	Dennis Robinson
	ISO New England
	In Person
	In Person

	Doug Rudd
	New Jersey Natural Gas
	Phone
	Phone

	Micki Schmitz
	Northern Natural Gas
	Phone
	Phone

	Ken Schubert
	TransCanada Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Mike Shepard
	Mewborne Oil Company
	Phone
	Phone

	George Simmons
	NiSource
	Phone
	Phone

	Lisa Simpkins
	Constellation Energy Resources
	In Person
	In Person

	George Smith
	Virginia Power Energy Marketing
	
	Phone

	Richard Smith
	ExxonMobil
	In Person
	In Person

	Leigh Spangler
	Latitude
	Phone
	Phone

	Jim Templeton
	Comprehensive Energy Services
	In Person
	In Person

	Justin Thompson
	APS
	Phone
	Phone

	Sarah Tomalty
	FPL Energy/PMI
	In Person
	In Person

	Kim Van Pelt
	PEPL
	In Person
	In Person

	Charles Yeung
	Southwest Power Pool
	In Person
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