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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

November 28, 2007
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 – October 30, 2007
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD

WGQ Business Practice Subcommittee Order 698
Hosted by NAESB – Houston, Texas
October 30, 2007 – 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Central
Draft 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.  Ms. Davis made a motion to adopt the agenda as modified to move the adoption of the October 10, 2007 minutes to October 31, 2007 and Mr. Love seconded the motion.  The motion passed without objection.  Ms Davis had provided redlined draft minutes for October 9, 2007 meeting in Houston, Texas.  Tthe group reviewed Ms. Davis’ redlined draft  minutes and made a few minor modifications at the suggestion of Ms. Van Pelt and Ms. Crockett.  Ms. Davis made a motion to adopt the minutes as modified and Ms. Crockett seconded the motion.  The motion passed without objection.  The final minutes are posted on the NAESB website:  10/9/07 Final Minutes.  Ms. Davis stated that she would like to make a few minor modifications to the Annual Plan Item 7b – Scoping Issues document posted as an attachment to the draft minutes for October 9, 2007.  Ms. Davis reviewed the proposed modifications with the group and made a motion to adopt the document as modified.  Mr. Young seconded the motion and the motion passed without objection. The revised document is posted as an attachment to the October 9 meeting minute:  Annual Plan Item 7b - Scoping Issues.
2. Annual Plan Item 7c (Nomination Timeline)
Ms. Crockett presented the Timely/Intraday Nomination Timeline work paper that addressed WGQ 2007 Annual Plan Item 7(c).  She explained that the work paper was created in response to requests that the Intraday four (ID4) Strawman work paper be put into a grid format, and that there were no substantive differences between the two work papers.  Ms. Van Pelt opened the floor for discussion on the work paper.  Mr. Love asked Ms. Crockett if he could assume that the Hourly Cycle is for the current or next gas day.  Ms. Crockett responded that she did not make any modifications to the grid other than those proposed in the Intraday four (ID4) Strawman work paper, and that she took the grid from the current standard.  Ms. Davis noted that the hourly scheduling is not in the NAESB standard.  Mr. Frost suggested that the Hourly Cycle be removed.  Mr. Peterson suggested that the 24 hour clock times be changed to the 12 hour clock times and that the table note that the times reflect are central clock time.  Mr. Love suggested that “flow time” be added to the Nomination Cycle heading.  Those suggested modifications were adopted and the table was pasted into a clean document.  This document can be found on the NAESB website as an attachment to these minutes:  Annual Plan Item 7c - Timely Intraday Nomination Timeline (Clean) - Revised 10/30/2007
Mr. Love opened the discussion on the substantive issues by reiterating his comment from the previous meeting.  He stated that the one hour administrative time from nomination to gas flow was insufficient.  Mr. Novak responded that the proposed cycles are intended to be so scaled down and simplified that an hour would be sufficient.  He continued that if there is not enough time, an option exists to tell the shipper that the nomination cannot be scheduled or confirmed within the allotted time.  Mr. Love responded that the entire process takes time, and that simply telling a shipper no without going through the process would not be an option for him.  He stated that his people needed at least two hours for the entire process.  Mr. Novak stated that he would support a modification to have two hours administrative time from nomination to gas flow.

Mr. Peterson asked if this was an all or nothing scenario, i.e. if a pipeline determined that a nomination cannot be confirmed within an hour, could the pipeline respond that it would need two or three hours to confirm.  Ms. Crockett stated that if she had an hour less flow time or nothing at all, she would rather have the flow time.  Ms. Davis responded that national standards either need to have deadlines or they are not standards, and that the NAESB standards are the minimum standards that can be exceeded.  Mr. Shepard supported the proposal that the group should set a reasonable amount of time as the deadline and then work from that point.  Mr. Peterson stated that he also supports the proposals.

Mr. Griffith stated that you cannot expect the flow time to be same as the confirmation deadline, because you have to allow some time for a physical response to the nomination.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that she does not see the benefit of three hours of flow time when, operationally, someone has to physically make the change.  Ms. Crockett responded that the extra cycle is most valuable on winter mornings when gas-fired generators are forced to follow load curves.  She continued that it provides an opportunity to hit the morning peak at the end of the gas day and at the beginning of the electric day.  Ms. Van Pelt asked why the current services could not meet those needs.  Ms. Crockett responded that attempts to address these issues in the past with services have not achieved the needs of the generators.  Mr. Moreno stated that the issue is more of a service issue between the shippers and the pipelines.  Mr. Novak responded that the issues cannot be resolved with services because it would not include third parties.  He stated that if you have storage on your pipeline, it is easier to have services handle the request, rather than schedule a load coming from an upstream stream.  He noted that the same issue keeps returning to NAESB.  Ms. McVicker stated that El Paso currently offers this capability in the West, and that it is a meaningless opportunity without the grid-wiseline in sync up.  Mr. Love responded to Mr. Novak that Order 637 required pipelines to accommodate third parties, and that no notice service can be built.  Mr. Ishikawa stated that if the nomination deadline was moved up an hour the proposed cycle could be covered by his current staffing.  Mr. Peterson echoed Mr. Ishikawa’s comment.  Ms. Davis stated that she agreed with Ms. Van Pelt and that those that can offer services probably do and those that do not will get the customer pressure to provide the services if they were physically able.  She continued that the proposal does not seem practical to her with the staffing issues and the option to opt in and opt out.  

Ms. McVicker responded to Mr. Ishikawa and to Mr. Peterson that she is indifferent as to moving the nomination deadline up an hour.  She also responded to Ms. Davis that she is open to any ideas, and that they are trying to keep the changes to a minimum.  Ms. Davis responded that the current WGQ standards in place are sufficient to meet the needs of the industry.  She added that the group has already taken all of the issues being discussed into account, and even though the market may have changed, the practical considerations remain.  Mr. Novak reinforced that this was a minimalist approach in an effort to keep as many on board as possible.  Ms. Davis stated that the proposal is not truly an option of which (west or east) to offer, because she would not really have the option, and that would require staffing 24 hours a day 7 days a week.  Mr. Novak stated that this is just a different approach to solve a problem that has been around for three or four years.  Ms. Crockett stated that she understands that the cycles were chosen for practical reasons but since that time generators have made changes.  She stated that has tried to work with the pipelines but have been unsuccessful.  

Ms. Van Pelt stated that NAESB intentionally avoided the regionalist approach when originally drafting the standards, and would like to see the electric industry coordinate with the gas day.  Ms. McVicker responded that the electric industry will not move to the gas day.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that she understands that the proposal  is a great attempt to gain support but does not agree with the opt in/opt out approach because it would not be appropriate to include in a standard.  She also noted that none of her customers have expressed an interest a and therefore she has a concern that she would have to have staff available just in case someone wants to opt in.  Mr. Novak stated that the group would have to develop some sort of notice requirement so there would be plenty of time to prepare for a shipper that chooses to opt in.  

Mr. Griffith suggested that if the issue is parties are finding out later in the day that they have changes, then maybe we should look at changing the deadlines for the existing ID2 cycle.  He stated that El Paso added some late cycles that have been helpful even though they are not used much for flow changes, they are more for imbalance management.  The have  only had to add two additional staffers.  He added that even though the proposed approach is minimalist, it would require grid-wide sync up, which could prove to be very difficult.  Mr. Moreno stated that we need to think about system balancing and reliability.  Currently there is time for a pipeline to pack its line for the morning pull, and if a cycle were added, then gas control would need some time to determine if it could flow the gas and not jeopardize reliability.  Mr. Novak responded that pipelines work by displacement and that the provision in the straw man requiring operational feasibility should cover that sort of issue.  

Mr. Love asked the group how they would address priority if a scenario arose where a nomination in a late cycle impacts the ability to make delivery to a timely nomination scheduled the previous day.  Ms. Crockett responded that it would be defined in the tariff.  Mr. Love then asked how priority would be addressed if a nomination in the proposed cycle would affect packing the system to serve the same class of shipper in the morning.  Ms. McVicker responded that there would be a dip in the line pack but the pack should be replenished when the gas begins to flow.  Mr. Love responded that would only be true if the supply source was in the immediate area, and in that scenario he would give priority to the timely nomination.  Mr. Frost asked if there is priority in the tariffs if there is problem scheduling intraday because of priority services.  Mr. Love responded that there is a priority in the tariff.  

Ms. Davis asked if the group would consider not allowing pools to opt in.  Mr. Novak responded that who may opt in is at the pipelines’ discretion, but there could be problems excluding pools as a group.  The pipelines can set qualifications.  Mr. Love stated that the two hour time estimate he provided earlier excluded pool operators.  Mr. Novak responded that the pipeline could set up a standard that could be difficult for a pool operator to meet, but that the group could not disallow them to opt in.  The pipelines can structure the rules as long as they are not discriminatory.  Mr. Griffith supported the concept of providing a limited scope for the proposed late cycles, but warned about allowing some parties to participate while excluding others.  Mr. Novak stated that he agreed, but that not all discrimination is considered undue.  He suggested the group develop a limited way of providing the proposed cycle that gives everyone the cover they need.

Ms. Scott noted that the group had only discussed using the cycle for increments, and asked if they planned to allow using the cycle to decrease load as well.  Mr. Novak responded that decreases would have to be confirmed and the “lesser of” rule would not apply.  Mr. Love stated that there are components of the “lesser of” rule that would still apply.  Mr. Novak stated that the group may have to develop a rule that will be specific to this cycle.

3. Next Steps for Annual Plan Item 7c (Nomination Timeline)
Ms. Van Pelt suggested that the group discuss the next steps for WGQ 2007 Annual Plan Item 7c.  Ms. Crockett stated that she would address the concerns the group discussed today in another work paper, including the issues with regional differences, opt in/opt out, imbalances at interconnects, reliability and line pack, and the “lesser of rule”.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that she still has some concerns regarding safety and overnight processing that need to be considered.  The group determined to start the following meeting in New York at 10:00 a.m. Eastern.

4. 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 the work paper posted to address WGQ 2007 Annual Plan Item 7b:  Annual Plan Item 7b Proposed Redirect Language.  Mr. Rudd reviewed the work paper.  He explained that his intent was to make the proposed standards language generic so that it can be tailored to the varying pipeline systems.  Mr. Rudd proposed the following standards language: 
A Flow Day Redirect transaction refers to the ability of a Service Requester (SR), once scheduled through a constraint point by a Transportation Service Provider (TSP), to move a scheduled receipt or delivery quantity to a new location(s) under the same contract on the TSP’s system without submitting a new original nomination, thereby allowing the SR to keep the originally scheduled capacity through the constraint point.
Mr. Rudd explained that the proposed principle in the work paper may not be needed but could be used to give additional background.  Ms. Davis responded that the definition seems to capture everything in the principle.  Mr. Griffith noted that if a nomination is not being used for this capability the functionality that will be used should be defined.  Ms. Van Pelt asked the group why the nomination system could not be used.  Ms. Davis noted that this activity can be done today through the use of the transaction type “flow day diversion” even though there is not a standard. The data elements provide the flexibility to do so.  

Mr. Conner suggested adding the language “by a flow day redirect nomination, thereby allowing the SR to keep the originally scheduled capacity through the restraint point” to the proposed definition.  Mr. Love did not support the proposed modifications as it dealt with implementation.  Ms. Davis suggested replacing “next gas day” with “subject gas day” in the proposed standard to avoid confusion.  Ms. Van Pelt suggested based on the discussion that the proposed language be modified to read:

Proposed definition 1.2.x1 

Flow Day Redirect is the term used to describe the ability of a Service Requester, once scheduled through a constraint point by a Transportation Service Provider, to move a scheduled receipt or delivery quantity to a new location(s) while retaining the originally scheduled capacity through the constraint point.
Ms. McVicker suggested removing the words “constraint point”.  Mr. Griffith, Mr. Rudd, and Mr. Love disagreed because the definition could be interpreted to create a new nomination. These comments lead to a discussion on the potential priority issues among redirects and new nominations from the following cycle when points of constraint are created between the time gas is scheduled and the following cycle.   Mr. Young noted that adding language to the standard to accommodate such timing issues could have an effect on the priority rules already in place.  Ms. Davis stated that the group still needs to address the firm versus interruptible issues with redirects.  

Ms. Scott proposed a definition:

Flow Day Redirect is the term used to describe the ability of a Service Requester to retain the flowing rights through a constraint point while changing a receipt or delivery quantity to a new location(s).
Several participants stated that they were unclear as to the definition of flowing rights.  Mr. Young stated that he thought the intent was to treat the redirect as a flowing nomination so that priority is retained, and asked the group about the primary to secondary issue.  Ms. Scott responded that the primary to secondary issue is moot, because once it is scheduled for the gas day, it is treated as primary.  Ms. McVicker suggested the following modification to Ms. Scott’s proposed definition to address the groups concerns:

Flow Day Redirect is the term used to describe the ability of a Service Requester to retain the flowing rightspriority of the previously scheduled quantity through a constraint point while changing a receipt or delivery quantity to a new location(s) on the same path, if applicable.
Mr. Petersen stated that he is still concerned with the potential effects redirects could have on other parties’ rights and proposed the following definition:

Flow Day Redirect is the term used to describe the ability of a Service Requester, once scheduled through a constraint point by a Transportation Service Provider, to move a scheduled receipt or delivery quantity to a new location(s), depending on space available at the new location while retaining the originally scheduled capacity through the constraint point.
Ms. Van Pelt suggested that the definition be simple and address the other issues in the standards.  Mr. Griffith stated that proposals being offered now are in conflict with the standards already in existence and believes the group should be focusing their attention to modifications of 1.3.27 to allow for the flexibility.  He continued that he would like to preserve the flow data process in place now.  Mr. Rudd stated that everything should be kept simple and generic and not inhibit systems that offer this capability now.

Mr. Shepard suggested taking a new approach focusing on standards language rather than a flow day redirect definition.  Mr. Shepard suggested the following standards language:

A Service Requester’s priority through a constraint point should not be affected by a change in the nominated and confirmed receipt and/or delivery location(s) for the scheduled quantity flowing through a constraint point.

Mr. Griffith approved of the language and stated that a definition would not be needed.  Mr. Young suggested using the adjective “flowing” to describe priority, but the modification was not accepted because the term “flowing priority” is not in the current vernacular.  Ms. Davis suggested removing “and/or” so that a change to both receipt and delivery point is not implied.  Mr. Love suggested changing “nominated and confirmed” to “nominated, confirmed, and scheduled”.  These changes were accepted and the final modified proposed standard is as follows:

A Service Requester’s priority through a constraint point should not be affected by a change in the nominated, confirmed, and scheduled receipt or delivery location(s) for the quantity scheduled through the constraint point.
The group determined that a definition would be unnecessary given the proposed standard. 

Next, the group began listing the standard’s attributes.  Mr. Conner asked the group if this was an “all or nothing” type of capability.  Mr. Love responded that it would be “all or nothing”.  Ms. McVicker stated that it should be up to the pipeline.  Mr. Young stated that if an attempt to change the receipt or delivery point was not confirmed, then the shipper cannot rely on the change being made.  Ms. Burch responded that there is a certain risk that the operator will not confirm, however if the work is done upfront this can be avoided.  The following are the attributes created by the group:

1. Does not convey scheduling priority at the new location(s) or other constraint points.

2. Allows the Service Requester to retain the original scheduling priority of the currently scheduled capacity through the constraint point.

3. Subject to operational capabilities of the TSP.

4. The standards should be generic enough to accommodate TSPs’ implementations.

5. Applies to subject gas day.

6. The bumping rules of firm over interruptible are maintained. 
Mr. Rudd proposed the following as a second standard:

To the extent other Transportation Service Provider (TSP) scheduling priority requirements are met, a TSP should support the ability of a Service Requester (SR) to submit a Flow Day Redirect transaction(s) at any of the TSP’s nomination cycle(s), under the same contract, without the requirement to be rescheduled through a previously scheduled point of constraint for the subject gas day.

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 suggested that during the next meeting the group discuss WGQ 2007 Annual Plan Item 7b before WGQ 2007 Annual Plan Item 7c.

6. Adjournment
Ms. Crockett made a motion to adjourn and Mr. Burden seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned at 4:35 p.m. Central.
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