From: Moore, D. Wayne 
Sent: Thursday, June 07, 2012 8:12 AM
To: Veronica Thomason
Subject: RE: NAESB GEH Draft outlines for consideration on Friday June 8

 The numbering below corresponds to the Recommendation number in each grouping.
Policy Related Recommendations:
1.       While the gaps (what some would consider “challenges”) are real, and carry some amount of risk, the industry has been able to cope with these gaps fairly well over the years. Consideration should be given to the cost to change either or both current market practices, as well as the amount of time for any such changes to be implemented, against the benefits of reconciling these “gaps”. Any such changes would likely take years to fully implement, and the costs would also likely be significant.
2.       I believe this recommendation directly applies only to the RTO/ISO markets. If that is the scope, then I suggest changing the lead-in sentence up to the first comma with “In RTO/ISO markets”.
3.       A few comments:
a.       There are actually two recommendations contained within this Recommendation 3:
                                                               i.      The “need to improve processes and structured communications between all segments of the markets” (as provided in the description sentence).
                                                             ii.      “Policies and guidance may be required to have a transition that minimizes stress to the power grid and natural gas systems and avoid curtailments.” (As provided in the second bullet.)
b.      Suggest making the second recommendation a stand-alone recommendation. It seems to be directed towards the longer-term planning environment to address 2.13 (given the “a transition” reference).
                                                               i.      Also suggest dropping the first sentence of that second bullet. There are a number of reasons for the “dash to gas” that seems to be assumed in this second bullet, including low natural gas prices. So the reasons for this “dash to gas” currently listed in this bullet is incomplete. More importantly however is that there are those who would disagree with the reasons that are currently listed:  (1) I do not recall the VER NOPR nor the EPA MATS Rule requiring use of only natural gas technology; (2) I am unaware of a national RPS; and, (3) not all states have passed an RPS.
                                                             ii.      If the motivation behind this recommendation is 2.13, then suggest replacing the current language with 2.13 language instead.
4.       No comments. 
5.       No comments.
 
Recommendations That Could Lead To Standards Development:
1.       Cautionary note – As discussed previously, unless there is a policy change that allows primary firm shippers to bump secondary firm shippers on certain intraday cycles, then adding multiple scheduling cycles will have limited impact.
2.       I’m not sure “in organized markets” is necessary in the sub-bullet. The timelines between gas and power are different in bilateral markets as well.
3.       A number of comments:
a.       Regarding issue (2) – As I understand it, intrastate pipeline policy falls under State jurisdictional authority. The “posting of scheduling and capacity information by major non-interstate natural gas pipelines” therefore is a State jurisdictional policy matter. 

         NOTE: I strongly discourage NAESB from suggesting that perhaps such State jurisdictional authority should be revoked through legislation. 

b.      Regarding issue (3) – It is not a good idea to make “critical infrastructure information” public or transparent. Such information should be protected and provided access on a “need to know” basis only.
c.       Regarding issue (3) – Was the intent of “electric service providers” meant to be “reliability coordinator”? If so, suggest clarifying the language accordingly. Either way, this feels more like a NERC standard than a NAESB standard. 
d.      Let’s not get distracted with “the creation of an information clearinghouse”.  Rather, let’s focus on identifying the critical information requirements.
e.      Suggest deleting the second sentence of the “Fundamental reasons…” bullet. Whether “all commercial participants” need (want) access to “all” information is debatable. 
4.       No Comments.
5.       No Comments.
 
Commercial Practices Recommendations:
1.       No comments.
2.       No comments.
3.       General observation – There is a big difference between dealing with retirement decisions and dealing with operational (e.g., taking a unit offline) decisions.  We need to be careful with leading people to assume both decisions have, or should have, the same communication requirements.
4.       No comments.
 

Thanks for the opportunity to provide comments.  Wayne

