[image: image1.png]0

I

0




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

October 23, 2007
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 – October 9, 2007
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD

WGQ Business Practice Subcommittee Order 698
Hosted by NAESB – Houston, Texas
October 9, 2007 – 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Central
Final Minutes

1. Administrative 

Ms. Van Pelt welcomed the attendees and introduced the chairs.  Mr. Booe read the antitrust guidelines.  All of the participants in attendance and on the phone introduced themselves.  Ms. Van Pelt reviewed the agenda and stated that the group would wait until the following day’s meeting to adopt the minutes from the September 18-19, 2007 meeting.  Ms. Davis made a motion to adopt the agenda as modified to postpone the adoption of the minutes until the next day and Mr. Young 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 directed the group to Annual Plan Item 7b and opened the floor for discussion.  No work papers had been submitted on the topic and none of the participants introduced any new proposals.  Ms. Crockett suggested going through the questions from the first meeting.  Mr. Rudd stated that he had created a work paper for the previous meeting and that the next step would be to develop standards.  Mr. Kardas stated that he would like to either look at written proposals or move on, but not go through the tariffs.  Mr. Conner stated the group does not need to zero in on tariff language because the Order states that everything will be looked at on a case-by-case basis.  He suggested that the group create some sort of guidelines rather than developing tariff type language.  Mr. Rudd responded that the purpose of his work paper was to spark discussion.  Ms. Davis stated that she agreed with Mr. Kardas and suggested that Mr. Rudd provide specific standards language rather than tariff language.  She also stated that the group should leave the implementation of the standard flexible to allow pipelines to accommodate customers.  
Mr. Rudd proposed the following standards language: 
Service Requesters should be able to redirect their supply after a TSP has confirmed past a point of restriction without a Service Requester having to submit another nomination.  
The group modified the language of the proposed standard through discussion.  Mr. Conner suggested starting the standard with the language ‘A Transmission Service Provider should allow a Service Requester…’.  Mr. Griffith suggested changing ‘confirmed’ to ‘previously scheduled’, and asked the group how changes will be communicated if not through nominations. Mr. Conner noted that the group may create multiple standards to address the issues raised by the participants.  Mr. Young echoed Mr. Griffith’s concerns about communicating changes and reworded the language so that the proposed standard does not exclude the submission of another nomination.  Mr. Moreno reminded the group that all they are trying to do is retain the scheduling priority of the gas previously scheduled.  
Mr. Smith noted that the current language does not address both the receipt and delivery point as required in the scope and in Order 698.  Mr. Spangler stated that it might be easier to create separate receipt and delivery point standards.  Mr. Love suggested that the group change ‘nomination’ to ‘scheduled quantity’ so that the terminology is consistent with other standards.   Ms. Davis noted that the group needs to be clear that the redirect is within the same gas day.  Mr. Conner stated that what the group is creating is a basic standard, and that they can focus on listing criteria for the standard later.   
Ms. Munson asked the group if they thought that this capability would create incentive to schedule the farthest out delivery point and then move things around to cheat the system.  Mr. Rudd suggested adding a prohibition against affecting other shippers to avoid potential gaming.  Mr. Young echoed Ms. Munson’s concerns and stated that some of the issues being raised are covered by pipeline tariffs, and that the group should not write a pipeline tariff.  Ms. Van Pelt responded that she just wants the standard to be clear.

The following standards language was developed by the group:
A Transportation Service Provider should allow a Service Requester (SR) to modify the SR’s previously (most recent) scheduled quantity through the point of constraint without impacting the scheduling priority of such quantity or negatively affecting the scheduling priority of other SRs.
The group addressed the scoping questions developed at a previous meeting.
Question 1:
Does one solution fit the operating characteristics of all pipeline systems (e.g. reticulated pipelines)?
Ms. Van Pelt stated that she believes the answer to the first question is no, but it is unsure how to answer it at this point.  Mr. Love stated that the question may have already been addressed, because all that has been captured thus far deals with point of constraint and the scheduling priority up and down stream.  The group crafted the following answer to the question based upon Mr. Love’s statement.  
Answer 1:
If the proposed standard(s) considers scheduling priorities upstream and downstream of the point of constraint then this question is not applicable.  

Mr. Griffith stated that he would like to propose some alternate language to the standard to address some of the issues discussed.  His proposed standards language is as follows:

To the extent other scheduling requirements are met, a Transportation Service Provider should support the ability of a Service Requester to move a scheduled receipt or delivery quantity to a new location(s), without the requirement to be rescheduled through a previously scheduled point of constraint in an intraday cycle for the current or prospective gas day.

Mr. Young stated that he liked the language proposed by Mr. Griffith because it does not require the “negatively affecting” language contained in the original proposed standard.  Mr. Kardas stated that he is still concerned about potential gaming.  Mr. Love stated that the intent of creating a standard for the capability was never to allow for gaming.  Mr. Rudd reiterated that gaming is exactly what the group has been trying to avoid.  
Ms. Davis stated that she did not like the “prospective” language used in the alternate proposed standard to describe the current gas day.  Ms. McVicker stated that she could not understand how prospective gas day could be interpreted to mean anything other than current gas day as used in the proposed standard.  Mr. Griffith responded that “previously scheduled quantities” should make it clear.
Question 2:
Are any changes needed for standard no. 1.3.27 and 1.3.7?
Ms. Van Pelt read the WGQ standards 1.3.27 and 1.3.7.  Mr. Young stated that based upon the group’s discussion, he did not see that any changes to the standards need to be made.  Ms. Munson responded that she believed that Standard 1.3.27 would have to be changed if the proposed standard (above) was approved, but not if the alternate standard proposed by Mr. Griffith was approved.  Ms. Davis stated that the group is getting into implementation, and the question shouldn’t be what data elements would have to be changed, but what data elements would have to be created.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that this discussion could be addressed during an IR meeting.  Mr. Griffith suggested moving away from the implementation details.
Answer 2:
For now, there are no suggested modifications to WGQ Standards 1.3.7 and 1.3.27

Question 3:
What are the obligations of upstream or downstream operators?
Ms. Munson stated that the operators would need to follow the existing standards.  Mr. Conner added that the question is asking if there would be any additional obligations.  Mr. Griffith stated that there would be nothing new, and that the intent is that if confirmed, the parties will flow the gas that is scheduled.

Answer 3:
The upstream and downstream operators should follow existing confirmation and scheduling processes.

Question 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)?
Ms. King asked the group if they even need to answer question 4.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that this is not something that needs to be standardized considering that several people have already implemented it.

Answer 4:
Yes and existing or revised code values can be used to support the process.
Question 5:
How will any proposed solution impact the flexibility of other shippers?

Mr. Rudd began the discussion by stating that Service Requester’s (SR) requests should not result in an adverse impact on the scheduling priority of other SRs.  Mr. Griffith responded that you can’t say that this won’t adversely impact other shippers.  He stated that if this process didn’t change anything, there would be no point in doing it, so the question becomes, does the change have some value.  He continued that if a party’s previously scheduled priority is protected through a point of constraint, it may impact the flexibility of other shippers and that isn’t necessarily a bad thing.  Ms. Davis stated that she is not sure everyone is on the same page.  Some people are fine with the capability as long as the priority is not lowered, and others saying they don’t care if the priority is lowered.  
Mr. Kardas and Ms. Scott asked Ms. Burch if Spectra allows primary to bump secondary.  Ms. Burch answered that they do not.  Mr. Novak stated that the group should look at the capability affecting other SRs in two ways, first through the point of restraint and then at the delivery point.  

Mr. Griffith stated that the group is digging into scheduling issues that should not be changed by this process.  He continued that there are several ways to do this diversion process, and the group should not impose a specific implementation.  Mr. Gwilliam responded that he agreed with Mr. Griffith, but the fact is the capability will impact the flexibility of other SRs, specifically newly nominating shippers in an intraday window who are nominating and competing for space through a point of constraint.  Ms. Van Pelt suggested that the group capture the other potential answers and asked Mr. Gwilliam to explain further.  Mr. Gwilliam stated these changes will affect new shippers making nominations, because normally they compete against a different class of shipper. 
The group continued to fine tune their responses to Question 5.  
Answer 5:
Following are proposed responses:

Service Requester’s (SR) request should not result in a adverse impact on the scheduling priority of other SR’s.

Through the point of constraint it would not affect the flexibility of other shippers who are already flowing.  At a receipt or delivery point it may impact the other shippers.

Any proposed solution may affect the ability of newly nominated shippers in an intraday window, who are nominating through a point of constraint, to obtain transportation capacity per the TSPs scheduling requirements.

The proposed solution may impact the quantity available for scheduling through a constraint point in an intraday cycle.

The responses to the scope questions drafted by the group as well as the proposed standards can be found on the NAESB website as the work paper Annual Plan Item 7b – Scoping Issues.
3. Annual Plan Item 7c (Nomination Timeline)
Ms. Crockett presented the Intraday Four (ID4) Strawman Work Paper and answered the group’s questions.  Ms. Van Pelt opened the discussion by asking Ms. Crockett why the proposed new cycle was called ID4.  Ms. Crockett responded that some parties call the evening cycle ID3, and so as not to confuse the situation, she decided to call it ID4.  Ms. Davis asked if ID2 would now be a bump cycle and Ms. Crockett responded that it would not and that there wouldn’t be any changes to the current timeline.  Ms. Davis noted that there could be some discrimination issues with offering an eight hour flow in the West and only offering a three hour flow in the East.  She stated that there could also be problems for those in the middle of the country flowing gas between the East and West coasts.  Mr. Novak responded that it is more of a compliance issue and wouldn’t be considered unduly discriminatory.  Mr. Love asked what ‘readily confirmable supplies’ were and Mr. Novak responded that it is pre-qualified supply sources, which would put the pipelines in control.  Mr. Love confirmed that this works on the receipt side.
Mr. Rudd asked how the Elapsed Prorata Scheduled Quantity (EPSQ) would work with the concept.  Ms. Crockett responded that those that already have EPSQ can go beyond it.  Mr. Novak stated that the three extra hours of gas flow could be used as a true-up cycle to get transactions balanced.  Mr. Smith asked if this is a balancing standard or if it was a standard to get gas to gas-fired electric generators in extreme circumstances.  Mr. Novak responded that it could be both.  Mr. Kardas stated that on his system it could be used by other shippers that are trying to curtail their supply.  Mr. Novak responded that the ‘lesser of rule’ would not apply, and that with ID4 a party could simply not confirm and avoid being victimized by unexpected decreases.  Mr. Rudd asked if the ability to opt in and out is daily, hourly, or on a pipeline to pipeline basis.  Mr. Novak responded that the LDC would have to contact Mr. Rudd’s staff, and if they are not contacted, then they are not confirmed.  Mr. Rudd stated that it provides two protection mechanisms, one not opting in, and two not confirming.  Mr. Love stated that the problem is if he pre-approves someone on the list, then he expects them to be there and if they aren’t and they burn him once, he will take them off the list.  He continued that not confirming is one thing, but not being there would just not be an option for him.  Mr. Griffith stated that the ‘lesser of rule’ has to be in play for ID4 to resolve differences.
The group determined to continue discussing the concepts before moving into the standards language in the work paper.  Ms. McVicker added that the discrimination issue could be resolved by having the pipelines support both the ID4 east and the ID4 West.  Ms. Van Pelt noted that the current timeline is a national standard and the proposed timeline does not address the regional problems like the existing timeline.  Ms. Crockett responded that the intent was to give the best possible time regarding load differences and staffing hours.  Mr. Novak elaborated that the group could not find a single time in the LDC community that worked for both the East and the West coast, and that the proposed times are less onerous than other possibilities.

Mr. Conner asked what happens if a delivery point operator opts not to qualify, but those in the operators market want the operator to qualify.  Mr. Novak responded that the people in the market could approach the state regulators and have them issue an order.   Mr. Love stated that from an interstate pipeline standpoint, if a customer wanted to do this, they would have to comply to avoid being discriminatory, so they do not have the option to opt out.  Mr. Love continued that the one hour time period between nominations and scheduled quantity reports would not be enough time to process on a large scale.  Ms. McVicker stated that she doesn’t believe the pipelines would have more activity in the ID4 cycle than they currently get in the last cycle.  Mr. Love responded that currently the last cycle is used as a true-up cycle, but that there is always the possibility of more activity.  Mr. Novak stated that there will be a manageable number of nominations, and that if an hour is not enough time then the group should pick a more reasonable amount of time.  Mr. Griffith stated that he agreed that an hour or 45 minutes would not be enough time, but thinks that addressing the timeline is premature until the more conceptual issues are worked through.  
Mr. Frost asked if there is limited capacity available, what would be the priority of service during for ID4.  Ms. Crockett responded that she had not included any points on this in the proposal but that she did not see why the current system would not work wherein the TSP’s priorities of service dictate.  The only caveat is that it still would not bump.  
The group discussed the possibility of having pooling points be pre-approved and the issues that could be presented.  Ms. Crockett said that NAESB could come up with some set of criteria for qualifying.  Ms. Davis stated that she is still concerned about the potential for discrimination.  Mr. Love stated that it is not so much that it can’t be done through pools, but it is the rabbit trails through the pool points to get back to the confirmable points and that has an impact on the timeline.
Mr. Smith asked who proffered the proposal.  Mr. Novak stated that it was a group made up of National Fuel Gas Distribution, TVA, KeySpan, Salt River Project and Dominion Power. 
4. Next meeting for WGQ Annual Plan Items 7b and 7c
Ms. Crockett said the next step would be to look at this and have modifications or counterproposals submitted.  The group discussed addressing Annual Plan Items 7b and 7c on the same day, and decided to have Item 7c in the morning and Item 7b in the afternoon at the next meeting.  

5. Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned by consensus.
6. Attendance
	Name:
	Organization:
	October 9th 

	Mariam Arnaout
	American Gas Association
	Phone

	Pat Barry
	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
	In Person

	Tina Burnett
	Boeing
	Phone

	Valerie Crockett
	TVA
	In Person

	Rae Davis
	Carolina Gas Transmission
	Phone

	Dale Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person

	Ed Davis
	Entergy Services
	Phone

	Rhonda Denton
	BP Energy 
	In Person

	Rhonda Erickson
	Williston Basin Interstate Pipeline
	Phone

	Pete Frost
	Conoco Phillips
	In Person

	Mark Gracey
	Tennessee Gas Pipeline
	In Person

	Bill Griffith
	El Paso Natural Gas
	In Person

	Donna Gussow
	FPL
	Phone

	Tom Gwilliam
	Iroquois Gas Transmission
	Phone

	Mike Hastings
	Conoco Phillips
	In Person

	Brenda Horton
	Kern River Gas Transmission
	Phone

	Richard Ishikawa
	Southern California Gas Company
	Phone

	Ty Johnson
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person

	Joe Kardas
	National Fuel Supply
	In Person

	Laura Kennedy
	NAESB
	Phone

	Iris King
	Dominion
	In Person

	Ross Kyger
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person

	Paul Love
	NGPL
	In Person

	Marcy McCain
	Spectra Energy Transmission
	Phone

	Diane McVicker
	SRP
	In Person

	Becky Miller
	Dominion Trans Inc.
	In Person

	Richard Moreno
	Sea Robin Pipeline
	In Person

	Sylvia Munson
	SunGard Energy
	In Person

	Mike Novak
	National Fuel Gas Distribution
	In Person

	Marjorie Perlman
	Energy East
	Phone

	Phil Precht
	Baltimore Gas and Electric
	Phone

	Robert Pulcini
	The Structure Group
	Phone

	Denise Rager
	NAESB
	In Person

	Douglas Rudd
	New Jersey Natural Gas
	Phone

	Micki Schmitz
	Northern Natural Gas
	Phone

	Donna Scott
	Florida Gas Transmission
	In Person

	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

	Jim Templeton
	Comprehensive Energy Services
	In Person

	Kim Van Pelt
	Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line
	In Person

	Mary Wolosek
	Nicor Gas Company
	Phone

	Randy Young
	Boardwalk Pipelines
	In Person
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