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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

January 6, 2008
TO:
NAESB Wholesale Gas and Electric Quadrants and all Interested Industry Participants 

FROM:

Jonathan Booe, NAESB Project/Meeting Manager
RE:
Draft Minutes from the WGQ Business Practice Subcommittee – Order 698 Meeting – December 5, 2007
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD

WGQ Business Practice Subcommittee Order 698
Hosted by AGA – Washington, D.C.
December 5, 2007 – 9:00 AM to 3:00 PM Eastern
Draft 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.  The group determined to end the meeting prior to the originally scheduled time so that the participants could participate in the NAESB Monthly Update Call scheduled for 2:00 p.m. Eastern.  The group also revised the agenda to adopt the November 14, 2007 meeting minutes.  Ms. Daly made a motion to adopt the agenda as revised and Ms. Crockett seconded the motion.  The motion passed without objection.  Mr. Booe reviewed the minutes from the November 14, 2007 meeting as revised by Ms. Davis, Ms. Crockett, Ms. Van Pelt, and Ms. Daly.  Additional changes were made by the participants during review.  These changes are reflected in the 11/14/07 Final Minutes.  Ms. Daly made a motion to adopt the minutes as revised and Ms. Davis seconded the motion.  The motion passed without objection.
2. Annual Plan Item 7c (Nomination Timeline)
Ms. Crockett initiated discussion on Annual Plan Item 7c by stating that TVA would support moving forward with Ms. Daly’s (APS) proposal if early morning cycles would be included.  Ms. Daly clarified that Ms. Crockett was discussing Option 2 of the APS proposal.  Mr. Shepard stated that he would prefer moving forward with the TVA proposal.  Ms. Daly stated that APS is in need of a late day bump cycle and under the current nomination timeline APS can not get on the system because the current ID2 cycle is no bump.  Mr. Shepard stated that his company has difficulty accommodating the ID1 cycle and he is skeptical about adding another bumping cycle.  He suggested limiting the cycle to large sources of capacity.  Ms. Chezar asked Mr. Shepard why the size of the capacity would be an issue.  He responded that he is concerned with the scheduling priorities and would like to see all interruptible capacity be cut pro-rata.  Ms. Daly stated that if the group decided to move forward with her proposal, the market would likely change to address Mr. Shepard’s concerns.  Mr. Love stated that it is not within the purview of NAESB to determine scheduling priorities, as it is determined in the tariff.   
Ms. Van Pelt suggested that the group return to Option 2 of Ms. Daly’s proposal and address such items as capacity release, pooling, and recalls in the timeline.  The participants supported the suggestion.  The participants suggested modifications to Ms. Daly’s proposed Option 2 timeline as discussed at the previous meeting.  The modified timeline is as follows:

 Proposed Option #2 (as modified)                                                                                    (Diagram-C)
	Nomination
Cycle 
	Nomination
Deadline
	Confirmation
Deadline
	Scheduled Quantity
Available By
	Flow Time

	Timely (Cycle 1)  *
	11:30 a.m. the day before the gas flows

	1:30 p.m. the day before the gas flows
	2:30 p.m. the day before the gas flows
	9:00 a.m.

	Timely
	10:30

	Evening (Cycle 2) *
	6:00 p.m. the day 
before the gas flows
	8:00 p.m. the day before the gas flows
	9:00 p.m. the day before the gas flows
	9:00 a.m.

	Intraday 1 (Cycle 3)
	9:00 a.m. the day the gas flows
	11:00 a.m. the day the gas flows
	12:00 p.m. the day the gas flows
	3:00 p.m.

	Intraday 2 (Cycle 4) 
	4:00 p.m. the day the gas flows
	6:00 p.m. the day the gas flows
	7:00 p.m. the day the gas flows
	7:00 p.m.

	Intraday 3(Cycle 5) No Bump
	8:00 p.m. the day the gas flows
	9:30 p.m. the day the gas flows
	10:00 p.m. the day the gas flows
	10:00 p.m.

	Intraday 4(Cycle 6) No Bump
	5:00 a.m. the day the gas flows.  (EDI is not available for this cycle)
	6:30 a.m. the day the gas flows.
	7:00 a.m. the day the gas flows.
	7:00 a.m.


The participants then created a second table containing the six cycles proposed in Option 2 of Ms. Daly’s proposal.  The group added the following deadlines to the second table as identified by the pipeline participants:  Releasing Shipper (RS) Recall Notice; TSP Recall Notice; Capacity Release (CR) Offer Prearranged Non-Biddable (PR-NB); Capacity Release Award Prearranged Non-Biddable; Nomination; Capacity Release Offer Biddable; Capacity Release Open Season Biddable; Confirmation; Capacity Release Award Biddable Not Prearranged (Not PR); Capacity Release Match Biddable Prearranged (PR); Scheduled Quantity Available By (SQ); and Flow Time (Flow).  The participants completed the table based upon the time schedule provided in Option 2 of Ms. Daly’s proposal.  Through discussion, the following table was created:

	Deadline
	Timely
Cycle 1
	Evening
Cycle 2
	Intraday 1
Cycle 3
	Intraday 2
Cycle 4
	Intraday 3
Cycle 5
(No Bump)
	Intraday 4
Cycle 6
(No Bump)

	RS Recall Notice
	8:00 a.m.
	EE 3:00 p.m.
E 5:00 p.m.
	6:00 a.m.
	1:00 p.m.
	5:30 p.m.
	2:30 a.m.

	TSP Recall Notice
	9:00 a.m.
	EE 4:00 p.m.
E 6:00 p.m.
	7:00 a.m.
	2:00 p.m.
	6:30 p.m.
	3:30 a.m.

	CR Offer
PR-NB
	10:30 a.m.
	5:00 p.m.
	8:00 a.m.
	3:00 p.m.
	7:00 p.m.
	4:00 a.m.

	CR Award

PR-NB
	11:29 a.m.
	5:59 p.m.
	8:59 a.m.
	3:59 p.m.
	7:59 p.m.
	4:59 a.m.

	Nom
	11:30 a.m.
	6:00 p.m.
	9:00 a.m.
	4:00 p.m.
	8:00 p.m.
	5:00 a.m.

	CR Offer
Biddable
	12:00 p.m.
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	CR Open Season
Biddable
	1:00 p.m.
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Conf
	1:30 p.m.
	8:00 p.m.
	11:00 a.m.
	6:00 p.m.
	9:30 p.m.
	6:30 a.m.

	CR Award
Biddable Not PR
	2:00 p.m.
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	CR Match
Biddable PR
	2:30 p.m.
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	SQ
	2:30 p.m.
	9:00 p.m.
	12:00 p.m.
	7:00 p.m.
	10:00 p.m.
	7:00 a.m.

	CR PR Match Award
	3:00 p.m.
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Flow
	9:00 a.m.
	9:00 a.m.
	3:00 p.m.
	7:00 p.m.
	10:00 p.m.
	7:00 a.m.


Notes:

After each cycle pipelines are required to post the following:

Operationally Available Capacity and Total Schedule

Transactional Reporting – Firm, Interruptible, Capacity Release

Discount Reporting

During the discussion concerning recalls Mr. Wilke noted that the Early Evening and the Evening deadline must be included in the Evening cycle.  He stated that this would be an excellent opportunity to consolidate the deadlines into a single notification period.  Ms. Daly asked what percentage of contracts include recall rights.  Ms. Van Pelt responded that most contracts include recall rights.  Ms. Davis stated that recalls are a major issue for customer choice states and that a single recall in a chain can cause many contracts to be reworked.  Ms. Van Pelt noted that the participants should also consider the transactional reporting requirements in the timeline.  Ms. Daly suggested making the pipelines posting requirements a footnote to the table.

Ms. Davis reviewed a color coded spreadsheet that contained a descriptive timeline of all deadlines Williams Gas Pipeline must meet for each cycle and throughout a given day (http://www.naesb.org/pdf3/wgq_bps_698_120407w10.xls ).   
3. Next Steps for Annual Plan Item 7c (Nomination Timeline)
Several participants noted that they would like to see the second table created by the group in the format of the spreadsheet provided by Ms. Davis.  Ms. Daly undertook to merge the data from the second table created by the group into the format of the spreadsheet and present the spreadsheet at the next meeting.  Mr. Rudd asked if it would be possible to compare the current timeline with the proposed timeline in the spreadsheet format.  The group determined a 24 hour day, from midnight to midnight, would be the most beneficial format for review of the spreadsheet.
4. Annual Plan Item 7b (Alternate Receipt Points Upstream of or an Alternate Delivery Point Downstream of a Point of Constraint)
Mr. Rudd presented the following proposed standard and discussion points to address Annual Plan Item 7b (Alternate Receipt Points Upstream of or an Alternate Delivery Point Downstream of a Point of Constraint):

Proposed Standard 1.3.x2:  To the extent other Transportation Service Provider's (TSP) scheduling requirements are met, a TSP should support the ability of a Service Requester (SR) 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, under the same contract, without the requirement to be rescheduled through the point of constraint. 

Discussion: This standard; (1) allows shippers to redirect their supply and not be subject to an unnecessary curtailment once they’ve already been scheduled through a posted point of restriction, (2) maintains the current scheduling requirements of each individual pipeline (3) addresses FERC Order 698 concerning “Pipelines’ Ability to Permit Shippers to Chose Alternate Delivery Points” as discussed in Paragraphs 58 through 63, (4) addresses the 6 attributes we had listed in our scoping discussion, (5) is generic enough that pipelines that already have processes in place for this will not be disrupted while pipelines that do not currently have processes in place will have the flexibility to develop and institute processes best suited to that individual pipeline – not a one size fits all.   Additionally, we believe this standard eliminates the need to include a definition for a “Redirect” or develop other standards on this topic. 
Mr. Rudd stated that Mr. Love proposed moving the term “other” in the first line of the proposed standard to after TSP to make clear the term is modifying the scheduling requirements rather than the TSP.   Mr. Rudd stated that he supports that modification.  Ms. Chezar asked if the proposed standard gives leeway to the TSP.  Mr. Rudd responded that many pipelines already offer this capability.  Ms. Chezar asked if the standard is approved by FERC, will the pipelines add a provision in their tariff filings to include the standard.  Mr. Love responded that the intent of the standard is to require allowance of redirects through a point of constraint.  Mr. Gracey noted that Tennessee Gas Pipeline would make a tariff filing if approved by FERC and that currently Tennessee Gas Pipeline offers this capability, exceeding the standard.  He stated that he would like to make a single modification by adding “at least” before the phrase “under the same contract” on the second to last line of the proposed standard.  He continued that the modification would address Tennessee Gas Pipeline’s issue of being limited to a single contract.  Ms. Chezar stated that she does not want the pipelines to simply incorporate the NAESB standard by reference and not include it in its tariff language.  Ms. Davis responded that specific language in a tariff filing is not necessary if the standard is incorporated by reference.  Mr. Griffith agreed that the tariff language is unnecessary.  Mr. Love stated that whether the specific language of the standard is included in a pipeline’s tariff verbatim or the standard is incorporated by reference, the result would be the same. 
Ms. Daly asked Mr. Gracey to explain why the inclusion of the phrase “at least” is necessary.  Mr. Gracey responded that the current proposed language limits the changes to a single contract.  Mr. Love stated that Mr. Gracey would like to ensure that at a shipper level multiple contracts can go through a single point of constraint as long as the shipper’s total quantity through the constraint does not increase.  Ms. McVicker suggested using the term “at a minimum” rather than “at least”.  Mr. Young responded that the “at a minimum” language can be interpreted to limit to one contract.  Mr. Smith asked if the “under the same contract” language is necessary.  Mr. Chezar stated that the pipelines are agreeable to offer it under the same contract, but some pipelines want to make sure that they can do more than that.  
Mr. Rudd stated that the intent was to make a generic standard that is flexible and the inclusion of the “at least” language does not affect the intent of the standard.  Mr. Rudd stated that he supports the inclusion of the “at least” language.  Mr. Kardas concurred.  Ms. Daly stated that she is unsure what the phrase “at least” is modifying, but does not feel that its inclusion is a barrier to her support.  Mr. Spangler suggested modifying the proposed phrase from “at least under the same contract” to “under at least the same contract”.  Mr. Smith noted that several participants supported Mr. Spangler’s modification and suggested incorporating it.  Mr. Gracey stated that he would support the modification.  Ms. Chezar asked if Mr. Rudd and Mr. Love believe that the proposed standard will be the only one necessary.  Mr. Rudd and Mr. Love responded affirmatively.  As modified by the group, the proposed standard is as follows:

Proposed Standard 1.3.x2:  To the extent otherthe Transportation Service Provider's (TSP) other scheduling  requirements are met, a TSP should support the ability of a Service Requester (SR) 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, under at least the same contract, without the requirement to be rescheduled through the point of constraint
5. Next Steps for Annual Plan Item 7b (Alternate Receipt Points Upstream of or an Alternate Delivery Point Downstream of a Point of Constraint)
Ms. Van Pelt stated that consensus had been reached and it will be the subcommittee’s intent to vote during the next meeting on the proposed standard as the only standard for this issue.  Ms. Van Pelt noted that the next meeting would be in Houston, Texas on January 9-10, 2008 and suggested that the vote on the proposed standard be taken at the beginning of the meeting.
6. Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned by consensus at 1:25 p.m. Eastern.
7. Attendance
	Name:
	Organization:
	December 5th 

	Mariam Arnaout
	American Gas Association
	In Person

	Pat Barry
	Northern Natural Gas
	Phone

	Mike Bodnar
	Northern Natural Gas
	Phone

	Jonathan Booe
	NAESB
	In Person

	Kelly Brooks
	Williston Basin
	Phone

	Kathryn Burch
	Spectra Energy Trans
	In Person

	Christopher Burden
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	Phone

	Dolores Chezar
	KeySpan
	In Person

	Craig Colombo
	Dominion
	In Person

	Valerie Crockett
	TVA
	In Person

	Kelly Daly
	Arizona Public Service Co.
	In Person

	Dale Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person

	Rhonda Denton
	BP Energy 
	In Person

	Rhonda Erickson
	Williston Basin
	Phone

	Mark Gracey
	Tennessee Gas Pipeline
	In Person

	Bill Griffith
	El Paso Natural Gas
	In Person

	Tom Gwilliam
	Iroquois Gas Transmission
	In Person

	Dona Gussow
	FPL
	Phone

	Brenda Horton
	Kern River Gas
	Phone

	Paul Jones
	SRP
	In Person

	Joe Kardas
	National Fuel Gas Supply
	In Person

	Iris King
	Dominion
	In Person

	Drake Kijowski
	PSEG
	Phone

	Paul Love
	NGPL
	In Person

	Marcy McCain
	Spectra Energy
	Phone

	Diane McVicker
	SRP
	In Person

	Becky Miller
	Dominion Trans Inc.
	In Person

	Sylvia Munson
	SunGard Energy
	Phone

	Tracey Nicholson
	Southern Natural Gas
	Phone

	Mark Pelkey
	National Fuel Supply
	In Person

	Lori Pennock
	SRP
	In Person

	Marjorie Perlman
	Energy East
	Phone

	Denise Rager
	NAESB
	In Person

	Micki Schmitz
	Northern Natural Gas
	Phone

	Mike Shepard
	Mewbourne Oil Company
	Phone

	George Simmons
	NiSource
	Phone

	Lisa Simpkins
	Constellation Energy
	In Person

	Phillip Shafeei
	NYISO
	Phone

	Richard Smith
	Exxon/Mobil
	In Person

	Leigh Spangler
	Latitude Technologies
	Phone

	Darren Taylor
	Calpine
	In Person

	Kim Van Pelt
	Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line
	In Person

	Mark Wilke
	Trunkline Gas Company
	In Person

	Randy Young
	Boardwalk Pipelines
	In Person
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