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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 29, 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 – November 14, 2007
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD

WGQ Business Practice Subcommittee Order 698
Hosted by KeySpan – Brooklyn, New York
November 14, 2007 – 10:00 AM to 5:00 PM Eastern
Draft Minutes

1. Administrative 

Ms. Van Pelt welcomed the attendees, introduced the chairs, and thanked Ms. Chezar and KeySpan for hosting the meeting.  Mr. Booe reviewed the antitrust guidelines.  All of the participants in attendance and on the phone introduced themselves.  Ms. Van Pelt reviewed the agenda.  Mr. Booe noted that the minutes from the prior meeting in Houston, Texas on October 30-31, 2007 were not complete and would have to be reviewed at the following meeting on December 4-5, 2007 in Washington D.C.  Ms. Davis made a motion to adopt the agenda as revised delete the adoption of the minutes from October 30-31, 2007 and 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 directed the group to the two work papers to address WGQ 2007 Annual Plan Item 7b:  Attributes of Additional Proposed Standards – Revised 10/30/2007 and Proposed Redirect Language (Redline) – Revised 10/30/2007 and opened the floor for discussion.  Mr. Griffith stated that he feels the current standards are clear, while the proposed standards developed thus far are unclear and could be open to interpretation.  He also noted that in the current standards a “changed nomination” does not exist and that major modifications to the nominations data set will have to be made.  Ms. Scott stated that proposed standard 1.3.x1 appears to cover everything and allows for variations in implementation.  Mr. Love stated that proposed standard 1.3.x1 leaves a lot to interpretation and that proposed standard 1.3.x3 put some bounds on re-scheduling through a point of constraint.  Mr. Young asked if some language should be added to proposed standard 1.3.x1 to limit the re-direct to the intraday period.  Mr. Rudd responded that he wanted to limit it to the current or next gas day.  Ms. Davis stated that we need to be clear that we are talking about nominations for a given gas day as there could be potential problems with using the capability to keep priority from one gas day to another.  Mr. Love stated that if a re-direct does not get scheduled, the priority through the constraint point is lost and can’t be retained from one cycle to the next.  Mr. Novak stated that he disagrees with Mr. Love that priority through the constraint point is lost if a re-direct is unsuccessful.  Mr. Griffith suggested adding “for the subject gas day” so that proposed standard 1.3.x1 reads 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 for the subject gas day.

Ms. Chezar stated that if priority is lost due to an unsuccessful re-direct then this becomes the same as a new nomination.  Ms. Munson asked if a re-direct fails confirmation, does the gas still flow to the original point?  Mr. Novak responded that it does.  Ms. Munson also asked if a portion of a scheduled quantity can be re-directed or if the entire quantity must be re-directed.  Mr. Novak responded that standards could be crafted to answer those types of questions.  Ms. Munson she is concerned about communicating that a nomination is stranded when a re-direct fails and that two nominations will be created if a portion of a scheduled quantity is re-directed.  Ms. Daly noted that a re-direct is not a nomination.  Mr. Love stated that in today’s market if the gas is not confirmed, then the priority is lost through the restraint point and he can not see how it can work any other way.  Mr. Griffith stated that unless the nomination process is changed there will be difficulties, and that he does not want to unintentionally restrict a method currently being used to get a re-direct done today.  Mr. Young stated that it is not fair to create other constraints on a pipeline while reserving the capacity priority through the original constraint point.
Mr. Connor stated that he would like to call this a communication rather than a nomination and does not want to penalize shippers by losing their priority for trying a re-direct.  He continued that there should be a way to ensure that a re-direct point is available before risking the loss of priority on a pipe.  Ms. Burch stated that pipelines depend on the shipper to communicate with the second operator in order to avoid stranded nominations.  Ms. Chezar stated that 99% of the time everything is communicated beforehand, but the very few times that a quantity isn’t confirmed, priority should not be lost.  Ms. Davis stated that allowing failed re-directs to retain their priority could lead to gaming and that she does not want to create a scenario where shippers that do not need a quantity at a scheduled point have the opportunity to re-direct to points they initially wanted the gas to flow.  Ms. Daly responded that the purpose of retaining original priority is not to provide a gaming opportunity, but to protect shippers against unexpected events, such as sudden weather changes.  Ms. Scott stated that pipelines should not have to hold twice the capacity through a point of constraint while a shipper attempts a re-direct.  Ms. Van Pelt noted that this is a threshold issue that must be decided at some point.
Mr. Novak stated that re-directs should be viewed as a new type of transaction that are communicated at the nomination deadlines, but are not nominations.  Mr. Novak used the figure below to review a potential scenario for a re-direct.
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Mr. Novak stated that doing a redirect from point 5to point 4 should not create a double accounting of capacity through the point of constraint X.  He conceded that if the re-direct is treated as a nomination, then the issues identified by the pipelines will be true, but that is why re-directs must be treated differently.  Mr. Novak ran through a second example using the following figure.




SW  

Prod  
A document containing these figures can be found on the NAESB website as:  Annual Plan Item 7b - Examples from meeting.   
Mr. Love stated that re-directs are not like puts and recalls because there is an actual change of ownership, and it may not work on more complicated reticulated pipelines.  Mr. Novak responded that re-directs may not be operationally feasible on reticulated pipelines and entities that operate their own system will have an advantage over others.  Mr. Love stated that issues will arise where a re-direct creates another constraint point that will effect others nominating through the normal process.  Mr. Novak stated that he could concede that if a re-direct is not confirmed, then some capacity may be lost, but not that all capacity is lost.  Mr. Griffith noted that in reality all nominations are confirmed just before the deadline and that could make confirming the re-directs very difficult.  The group continued discussion on the issue of allowing priority to be retained at the original delivery point if a re-direct is not confirmed but did not come to a conclusion.
3. Next Steps for Annual Plan Item 7b (Alternate Receipt Points Upstream of or an Alternate Delivery Point Downstream of a Point of Constraint)
Mr. Novak suggested that the group return to this issue at the next meeting with a more fleshed out proposal based upon the discussion.  Ms. Van Pelt suggested that Annual Plan Item 7b be addressed during the afternoon session of the next Order 698 meeting.   Mr. Griffith proposed that next time the group consider a diversion from point 5 to point 6 in the first figure with a constraint point between the two.  He noted that many times when nominating constraint points are unknown.  Ms. Gussow noted that the group has not developed a definition for constraint point and suggested that the group draft a definition during the next meeting.
4. Annual Plan Item 7c (Nomination Timeline)
Ms. Daly presented the Recommendation of Arizona Public Service Company to Order N0. 698 Directed Inquiry Into NAESB WGQ Intraday Nomination Timeline work paper that addressed WGQ 2007 Annual Plan Item 7(c).  She stated that the goal was to recognize that FERC was moving towards infrastructure enhancements based upon advancements in technology since the nomination timeline was created.  She continued that she represents a dual peaking entity that needs the ability to make corrective nominations during the intraday cycle.  The proposal contemplates creating an extra intraday cycle by shortening the existing cycles to an hour and forty-five minutes.  The third intraday cycle would be a non-bump cycle but the second cycle would be changed to a bump cycle.  
Mr. Love asked about the time assumptions between nomination and confirmation.  Ms. Daly responded that she kept the same time assumptions as the existing NAESB schedule.  Ms. Van Pelt noted that there are a significant amount of nominations during the intraday 2 cycle.  Ms. Daly asked if that is because it is the last cycle of the day or because it is a non-bumpable.  The group responded, the last cycle of the day.  Ms. Davis noted that there will be less time for clean up with less time between cycles.  Mr. Novak asked about moving the last cycle back an hour.  Ms. Daly responded that she is open to any suggestions that allow nominations between 3:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m. for a bump cycle to accommodate the evening peak. 

Ms. Davis asked if Ms. Daly is expecting flow changes for the ID2 cycle.  Ms. Daly responded that she is open to changes.  Mr. Novak responded that proposal seems to make sense based upon improvements in technology and experience.  Ms. Daly stated that several pipelines are coming out with hourly services, so we know the technology is available.  Mr. Novak asked the pipelines for their thoughts.

Ms. Davis stated that she did not have enough time to bring the proposal to her people who could help answer some of the questions.  Mr. Love stated that whether the time allowed in the proposal is sufficient really depends on whether any problems are presented during an analysis.  Mr. Griffith stated that one hour and forty-five minutes is an hour less than what is currently available for confirmations today and that sometimes he runs into problems with the current schedule.  He noted that pooling processes and balancing the system at the beginning and the end of the cycle can also take a fair amount of time.  He stated that he doesn’t believe the one hour and forty five minute timeline is realistic.  Mr. Rudd stated that he does not support adding another bump cycle.  Ms. Daly stated that the proposal is beneficial to those offering long term firm service.

Ms. Crockett presented the 7c Key Issues from 10/30/07 work paper.  Mr. Griffith asked if the pipelines would develop the criteria to opt in, and if there would be a different list of those who can opt in for each cycle.  Mr. Novak responded that different people could opt in at different times, and that this may integrate some things that would require upgrades to the pipelines’ systems.  Ms. Davis stated that requiring upgrades for this proposal could limit upgrades for some other capabilities.

Ms. Crockett stated that she supports Ms. Daly’s proposal and the she is open to work out the details to gain support for the proposed change to the schedule.  Mr. Novak stated that he is willing to work on Ms. Daley’s proposal rather than the straw-man proposal but that he is concerned that Ms. Daley’s proposal is not much different than proposals they have discussed in the past.
Mr. Griffith stated that based upon communications with others in the pipeline segment and other industry participants, the problem is that regional problems are trying to be solved on a national basis.  Order 698 asked if additional services and/or changes to the current gas day schedule would benefit all shippers.  For the pipeline community, changes to the current schedule on a national basis will be difficult.  Ms. Daly responded that this is more than just a regional issue.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that as a pipeline moving forward is difficult because they may be considering something now that they may not be able to support at the Executive Committee level.  Ms. Daly noted that there is the potential risk that FERC could impose a standard, and that the group needs to determine if the issue is a non-starter or something that needs to be considered.  

Ms. Scott suggested the group return to Ms. Daly’s proposal.  Ms. Daly and Mr. Novak stated that they would prefer addressing the option two proposal.  Mr. Gwilliam stated that if he was forced to support a change to the current schedule he would like to an additional no bump cycle and to leave ID2 as a no bump cycle.  Ms. Scott suggested the group discuss cycles 1 through 5 before addressing cycle 6.  Mr. Griffith reiterated that an hour and forty-five minutes is not enough time between nomination and confirmation.  Mr. Kardas stated that it is FERC policy that the last cycle of the day be no-bump and the proposed cycles are so late in the day that it would not give shippers an opportunity to find another supply.  The group determined they would look at the cycles individually.

Mr. Young stated that his people have told him that they need the current amount of time between nominations and confirmation.  He continued that the time is used for communication between the parties involved and that is a manual problem not an electronic problem.  Ms. Daly suggested that the pipelines providing hourly service provide some insight.  Ms. Burch provided an explanation of the confirmation process for hourly service.
The group noted that the nomination deadline reflects the receipt time and that 15 minutes EDI time for 3rd party service providers is included.  Ms. Scott suggested that the group modify the proposed timeline and attempt to find a schedule that everyone could be comfortable with.  The group discussed some potential modifications and asked Ms. Daly some questions about how the proposal was created.  Ms. Davis noted that trying to accommodate the peak load of one market may affect the peak of a different market.  Ms. Daly stated that she understands that the largest amount of time for confirmations needs to be allocated for the timely cycle and the last cycle of the day.  Mr. Griffith stated that he will guard the current processing time for confirmations, because he believes that it is necessary.  The group removed the 15 minutes of EDI time and continued to modify the proposed schedule.  The following schedule was developed: 
	Nomination
Cycle (Flow Time)
	Nomination
Deadline 
	Confirmation
Deadline
	Scheduled Quantity
Available By

	Timely (Cycle 1)  *
9:00 a.m.
	11:30 a.m. the day before the gas flows

	3:30 p.m. the day before the gas flows
	4:30 p.m. the day before the gas flows

	Evening (Cycle 2) *
9:00 a.m.
	6:00 p.m.  the day 
before the gas flows 
	9:00 p.m. the day before the gas flows
	10:00 p.m. the day before the gas flows

	Intraday 1(Cycle 3)
1:00 p.m.
	8:00 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

	Intraday 2 (Cycle 4) 
7:00 p.m.
	3:00 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

	Intraday 3 (Cycle 5) No Bump
10:00 p.m.
	7:30 p.m. the day the gas flows
	9:00 p.m. the day the gas flows
	10:00 p.m. the day the gas flows

	Intraday 4 (Cycle 6) No Bump 
7:00 a.m.
	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.
	8:00 a.m. the day the gas flows.


Ms. Van Pelt stated that the pipeline segment will have to review the schedule internally and discuss it with others in the industry before moving forward.  Mr. Connor suggested that pipelines take this proposal and work together to create a counter proposal.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that the pipeline segment will attempt to, but that they have a lot of competing interests.  Ms. Davis suggested that Ms. Daly try to work in recalls and capacity release into the proposal and then bring it back to the group.
5. Next Steps for Annual Plan Item 7c (Nomination Timeline)
Ms. Van Pelt noted that the next meeting will be held on December 4-5, 2007 and that tentatively the first meeting of 2008 will be held on January 9-10, 2007.  Mr. Novak asked that Annual Plan Item 7a be discussed on December 4, 2007 and that the Annual Plan Items 7b and 7c be discussed on December 5, 2007.  The group supported Mr. Novak’s request. 
6. Adjournment
Mr. Love made a motion to adjourn and Ms. King seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned at 4:25 p.m. Eastern.
7. Attendance
	Name:
	Organization:
	November 14th 

	Mariam Arnaout
	American Gas Association
	Phone

	Jonathan Booe
	NAESB
	In Person

	Kelly Brooks
	Williston Basin
	Phone

	Kathryn Burch
	Spectra Energy Trans
	In Person

	Tina Burnett
	Boeing
	Phone

	Mary Beth Carroll
	KeySpan
	In Person

	Dolores Chezar
	KeySpan
	In Person

	Pete Connor
	NiSource Dist.
	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 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
	Phone

	Joe Kardas
	National Fuel Gas Supply
	In Person

	Iris King
	Dominion
	In Person

	Drake Kjowski
	PSE&G
	In Person

	Paul Love
	NGPL
	In Person

	Marcy McCain
	Spectra Energy
	Phone

	Becky Miller
	Dominion Trans Inc.
	In Person

	Richard Moreno
	Sea Robin Pipeline
	In Person

	Sylvia Munson
	SunGard Energy
	Phone

	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
	In Person

	Micki Schmitz
	Northern Natural Gas
	Phone

	Donna Scott
	Florida Gas Transmission
	In Person

	Mike Shepard
	Mewbourne Oil Company
	Phone

	Leigh Spangler
	Latitude Technologies
	Phone

	Jay Story
	TransCanada
	Phone

	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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