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Annual Plan Item 7b – Scope and Issues
7.
Respond to directives of FERC Order No. 698 issued 6-25-07, Docket Nos. RM05-5-001 and RM96-1-027 as related to the NAESB reports submitted in Docket No. RM05-28-000:

b.
¶ 63 of Order No. 698:  “The Commission is not modifying its requirement for within-the-path scheduling as adopted in Order No. 637.  The example posited by NAESB appears consistent with the within-the-path scheduling concept and with pipeline proposals that have been accepted.   It would not be appropriate for the Commission here to try to provide generic clarification to cover all possible proposals by pipelines for according flexibility to shippers.  These proposals will have to be judged on an individual basis.  In addition, NAESB can consider through its consensus process possible standards for according increased receipt and delivery point flexibility.” (emphasis added)

Scope

Modify the WGQ Standards as necessary to accommodate intra-day changes to scheduled nominations on a given contract requesting an alternate receipt point upstream of or an alternate delivery point downstream of a point of constraint based on possible parameters to be determined during subcommittee discussion.
Scope discussion:
1. Does one solution fit the operating characteristics of all pipeline systems (e.g. reticulated pipelines)? 

2. Are any changes needed for standard no. 1.3.27 and 1.3.7?

3. What are the obligations of upstream or downstream operators?
4. Can the process to support receipt or delivery point flexibility be handled through an existing or revised code value (e.g. Nomination Data 1.4.1 - Transaction Code Value 56-Flow day diversion)?
5. How will any proposed solution impact the flexibility of other shippers?
6. Things to be consider during discussion: 
a. Should the path of the gas to the point of constraint be maintained?
b. Should the scheduled quantities of other shippers through the point of constraint be affected?
c. Should the previously scheduled priority of the scheduled quantity through the point of constraint be changed?
d. The request should be operationally feasible.
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