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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

February 29, 2008
TO:
NAESB Wholesale Gas and Electric Quadrants and all Interested Industry Participants 

FROM:

Jonathan Booe, NAESB Project/Meeting Manager
RE:
Final Minutes from the WGQ Business Practice Subcommittee – Order 698 Meeting – January 9, 2008
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD

WGQ Business Practice Subcommittee Order 698
Hosted by NAESB – Houston, Texas
January 9, 2008 – 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Central
Final Minutes

1. Administrative 

Ms. Van Pelt welcomed the attendees, and introduced the chairs.  Mr. Booe reviewed the antitrust guidelines.  All of the participants in attendance and on the phone introduced themselves.  Ms. Van Pelt reviewed the agenda.  Ms. D. Davis noted that the minutes for the December 5, 2007 meeting were not posted until January 8, 2008 and suggested that group delay reviewing them until the next meeting on February 26, 2008.  Ms. D. Davis made a motion to adopt the agenda as revised to delete the adoption of the December 5, 1007 minutes.  Ms. Crockett seconded the motion.  The motion passed without objection.  
2. Annual Plan Item 7b (Alternate Receipt Points Upstream of or an Alternate Delivery Point Downstream of a Point of Constraint)
Ms. Van Pelt reviewed the Proposed Draft Standard 1.3.x1 to Address Annual Plan Item 7b (Alternate Receipt Points Upstream of or an Alternate Delivery Point Downstream of a Point of Constraint) and opened the floor discussion.  Mr. Love made a motion to adopt Proposed Draft Standard 1.3.x1 as reviewed by Ms. Van Pelt.  Mr. Rudd Seconded the motion.  Ms. Van Pelt suggested adding “that the quantities” to the last sentence of the Proposed Draft Standard.  Mr. Love and Mr. Rudd accepted the modification.  The proposed standard as modified is as follows:

To the extent the Transportation Service Provider's (TSP) other scheduling requirements are met, a TSP should support the ability of a Service Requester to redirect scheduled quantities to other receipt points upstream of a constraint point or delivery points downstream of a constraint point at any of the TSP’s subsequent nomination cycle(s) for the subject gas day, at least under the same contract, without a requirement that the quantities be rescheduled through the point of constraint.

 The motion passed without opposition.  A redline and clean version of the Approved Standard 1.3.x1 to address Annual Plan Item 7b can be found on the NAESB web site.
3. Annual Plan Item 7c (Nomination Timeline)
Ms. Van Pelt opened the discussion by saying we need to look at a 24-hour day and add in all the other TSP requirements / deadlines and look at them realistically.  Ms. Crockett presented the Work Paper for Intraday Discussion Submitted by TVA and APS to address Annual Plan Item 7c (Nomination Timeline).  She stated that the work paper takes six proposed cycles and incorporates capacity release, recalls, and re-puts into a timeline.  Ms. Crockett noted that Cycle 6 does not allow for capacity release, recalls, or re-puts.  Mr. Rudd asked when the last opportunity for bumping occurs.  Ms. Daly responded, at 4 p.m.  Mr. Kardas stated that allowing capacity release during the last cycle  might be useful for some.  Ms. Crockett responded that previous proposals that allowed for releases during the last cycle have been unsuccessful and noted that pipelines may exceed the standard.  Ms. Daly reminded the group that the goal of the proposal is to create an additional cycle to allow firm shippers to make changes later in the day.  Ms. Crockett stated that the group could also consider merging the early evening and evening cycle.
Mr. Love noted that under the current proposal capacity can be recalled as late as 5:30 p.m. that goes into effect at 10 p.m. and it may be difficult to replace the capacity that late in the day.  Mr. Colombo responded that he would know by noon if capacity is going to be recalled so shippers would have time to find replacement capacity.  Ms. Daly noted that the notice discussed by Mr. Colombo could be included in the contract.  Mr. Griffith stated that he could not support a compressed schedule that cuts the amount of time to process confirmations and scheduling time in half for the timely cycle and to 1/3 of the time in the other cycles.  He said that two hours for confirmations is not enough time.
Ms. Chezar stated that KeySpan supports additional nomination cycles, and that she does not understand why the pipelines are having difficulty adding cycles considering that many pipelines currently offer more than the current four cycles.  She also requested that the pipelines provide a proposal that they believe is workable.  Mr. Novak stated that he would like to review a statistical analysis of the nomination requests per cycle.  Mr. Love responded that squeezing the current Timely cycle would be virtually impossible and that the Evening cycle is the second most active.  Mr. Young noted that there are more processes today that the pipelines have to support and the group needs to consider the amount of time needed by the pipelines to modify and maintain their systems.  Ms. Chezar stated that she would like to know if the pipelines are really willing to offer additional cycles, otherwise the group is just wasting time.  Ms. Van Pelt responded that in December the pipelines noted that they have been listening to proposals and trying to help create additional cycles for several months, but to date they have not been able to come to an agreement due to safety and reliability concerns. .
Ms. McVicker stated that electrical side does everything in real time and that she has a difficult time understanding why the pipelines just don’t make computer systems improvements to offer additional cycles.  Mr. Novak echoed Ms. McVicker’s comment.  Mr. Smith stated that he wasn’t sure the producer community could accept a no-bump notification being moved from 2 p.m. to 7 p.m.  Ms. Daly asked the group if productive movement could still be made or if something other than the NAESB process should be used.  Mr. Love stated that part of the exercise for looking at all the other items, is to show there are many activities that compete for the same resources, computer and personnel under the current timeline,  He went on to say that many pipelines have integrated systems that impact each other.  Given that it can be even more of a problem.  He said that the pipelines just want to fully understand the impact and are not intentionally slowing the process.

Mr. Novak suggested that the group reconsider the original opt in / opt out proposal.  Mr. Gwilliam stated that based upon customer responses Iroquois does not support making changes to the current timeline.  He continued, that not all participants are in favor of changing the timeline and that the issue may be better addressed on an individual basis rather than an industry standard.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that she heard similar statements from other large, mid-size, and small pipelines, and reminded the participants that she must consider their interests as well.  Ms. Chezar stated that NAESB cannot support the lowest common denominator, and that small pipelines who are not attending the meetings should not slow the progress of the rest of the industry.  Mr. Kardas noted that the pipeline has been the largest segment in attendance at the meetings, and that other segments may also not support the proposed timeline.  
Ms. Chezar stated that she would like to re-visit discussions on hourly nominations.  She noted that hourly nominations would eliminate time zone issues, and that the service is currently offered by some pipelines.  Mr. Novak proposed that the group reconsider Mr. Story’s proposal from 10 years ago that divides the day into four, six hour segments.  Mr. Griffith stated that if we are going to look at Mr. Story’s proposal, we have to also look at how we contract gas.  Mr. Kardas noted that APS’ objective is to have a bumping cycle later in the day, and suggested that the group consider making the last cycle bumpable rather than adding a cycle.  Mr. Smith reminded the group that the purpose of Order 698 was to help with interdependency between gas and electric.  Ms. Van Pelt noted that FERC’s directive to NAESB was to consider a new standard and that not being able to come to an agreement on a new timeline is not necessarily a failure.
Mr. Novak suggested that the group spend the next meeting deciding how to structure a report to the FERC explaining the group’s findings, if the group is truly at an endpoint.  Mr. Kijowski stated that the TVA and APS proposal has merit, and suggested that the subcommittee keeping working to find some common ground before giving up.  The participants briefly discussed Mr. Story’s proposal and noted the invoicing and contractual ramifications of moving forward with it.  The participants also briefly discussed the idea of a NURF (non-uniform rate of flow) service that would accommodate generators.  Ms. Chezar explained that NURF was an idea that came out of three trade organizations where the generators would nominate after the fact and it was never successfully figured out.
4. Next Steps for Annual Plan Item 7c (Nomination Timeline)
Ms. Daly stated that she is in agreement with Ms. Chezar and suggested that each segment develop a supplement to the report discussed by Mr. Novak for submittal to the FERC.  Mr. Novak suggested that the participants take another look at the TVA and APS proposal and try to develop a timeline that best accommodates their segment.  The group could then review these proposals at the next meeting before determining that they are unable to come to an agreement.  Mr. Smith asked if a formal report is necessary.  Mr. Novak responded that the Board of Directors would likely send the issue back to the subcommittee if a report is not submitted.  The group agreed to continue discussions regarding the timeline at the next meeting on February 27-28, 2008, and to require all work papers be posted by February 8, 2008.

5. Adjournment
Mr. Love made a motion to adjourn and Mr. Young seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned at 1:20 p.m. Central.
6. Attendance
	Name:
	Organization:
	January 9, 2008 

	Pat Barry
	Northern Natural Gas
	Phone

	Mike Bodnar
	NNG
	Phone

	Jonathan Booe
	NAESB
	In Person

	Rusty Braziel
	Bentek Energy
	In Person

	John Buchanan
	Transwestern Pipeline
	In Person

	Kathryn Burch
	Spectra Energy Transmission
	In Person

	Christopher Burden
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person

	Tina Burnett
	Boeing
	In Person

	Dolores Chezar
	KeySpan
	Phone

	Craig Colombo
	Dominion Resources
	In Person

	Pete Craska
	ANR Pipeline
	In Person

	Valerie Crockett
	TVA
	In Person

	Kelly Daly
	Arizona Public Service Co.
	Phone

	Dale Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person

	Rae Davis
	CGT
	Phone

	Patricia DeLaRosa
	Tennessee Gas Pipeline
	In Person

	Rhonda Denton
	BP Energy 
	In Person

	Michael DiCarlo
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person

	Mary Draemer
	Transwestern Pipeline
	In Person

	Rhonda Erickson
	Williston Basin Interstate Pipeline
	Phone

	Mark Gracey
	Tennessee Gas Pipeline
	In Person

	Bill Griffith
	El Paso Natural Gas
	In Person

	Tom Gwilliam
	Iroquois Gas Transmission
	In Person

	Donna Gussow
	FPL
	Phone

	Brenda Horton
	Kern River Gas Transmission
	Phone

	Ben Johnson
	Gas Transmission Northwest
	In Person

	Paul Jones
	Salt River Project
	In Person

	Joe Kardas
	National Fuel Gas Supply
	In Person

	Iris King
	Dominion Transmission Inc.
	In Person

	Drake Kijowski
	PSE&G
	Phone

	Ross Kyger
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person

	Paul Love
	NGPL
	In Person

	Marcy McCain
	Spectra Energy Transmission
	Phone

	Diane McVicker
	Salt River Project
	In Person

	Becky Miller
	Dominion Transmission Inc.
	In Person

	Richard Moreno
	Sea Robin Pipeline
	In Person

	Mike Novak
	National Fuel Gas Distribution
	In Person

	Marjorie Perlman
	Energy East
	Phone

	Lori Pennock
	Salt River Project
	In Person

	Denise Rager
	NAESB
	In Person

	Douglas Rudd
	New Jersey Natural Gas
	Phone

	Donna Scott
	Florida Gas Transmission
	In Person

	Mike Shepard
	Mewbourne Oil Company
	Phone

	Lisa Simpkins
	Constellation Energy
	In Person

	Richard Smith
	Exxon Mobil
	In Person

	Leigh Spangler
	Latitude Technologies
	Phone

	Jamie Taft
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person

	Darren Taylor
	Calpine
	In Person

	Henry Tran
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person

	Kim Van Pelt
	Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line
	In Person

	Randy Young
	Boardwalk Pipelines
	In Person
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