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In its June 25, 2007 Final Rule in Order No. 698, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission called upon NAESB to “actively consider whether changes to existing intra-day schedules would benefit all shippers, and … better provide for coordination between gas and electric scheduling.”
  From the outset, PSEG Energy Resources and Trade LLC (“PSEG”) was an active participant in the NAESB deliberations that resulted from these Commission instructions.  Over several months, all parties actively participated in good faith in an attempt to craft a set of standards that would achieve the Commission’s stated purposes, and to that end a number of proposals (as well as multiple revisions to those proposals) were studied in an effort to determine what would best satisfy the desire to optimize the coordination between these two important aspects of the domestic energy industry.
Balanced votes were taken of certain remaining proposals, but unfortunately, no single proposal enjoyed sufficient support to garner the recommendation of the entire Wholesale Gas Quadrant, thus resulting in a determination that no action should be taken.

Despite that fact, PSEG was encouraged by the progress and level of support on two issues of concern to it, and wishes to here use this comment opportunity to bring these matters to the attention of the energy industry.

1. More firm nomination opportunities should be made available to holders of firm capacity.  In the years that have elapsed since the adoption of the current nomination timeline standards, technology and business practices have both advanced to the point that all marketplace participants are sufficiently sophisticated to support more frequent opportunities to fine-tune their nominations.  Decision-makers already rely upon enhanced information flows to optimize their businesses, but they are frustrated by their inability to act on this superior information because of a simple lack of nomination opportunities.  Coordination would be enhanced through the ability of market participants to utilize at least one or two more firm, bumpable nomination opportunities.  Of particular value would be a nomination opportunity in the early morning hours that would be effective on an intra-day basis by approximately noon, thus providing as much as 21 hours of flow time.
 

2. Nomination rights of firm capacity holders should surpass the rights of those who have not paid the reservation charges associated with firm capacity.  As the Commission has often noted, cost responsibility should follow cost causation.  By the same token, it should also be that capacity rights should follow those willing to pay the price for those rights.  This is particularly so in the case of non-bumpable nomination cycles, wherein firm capacity holders are denied the right to use their firm capacity because a non-firm customer has already requested that capacity.  While PSEG understands the desire of certain parties to gain the certainty of knowing their nominations will flow, that certainty should not be awarded at the expense of firm capacity holders, such as PSEG, who have committed millions of annual dollars for the right to be able to call upon firm capacity when needed.  While non-firm customers are important, and their market participation is always encouraged, it should be made clear that their use of capacity is subject to bumping by firm, reservation charge-paying customers at any time.
PSEG appreciates the efforts of all participants in advancing the discussion to its current state.  While the balanced voting results could simply produce a retention of the status quo, PSEG suggests that the industry should nevertheless continue to build upon the work product of the BPS subcommittee by receiving policy guidance in accordance with the two principles outlined herein.  The adoption of these two proposals will not only foster a heightened level of coordination between the electric and gas industries, but will also contribute to the optimal utilization of gas pipeline infrastructure.




Respectfully submitted,





PSEG Energy Resources and Trade LLC
� Order No. 698, paragraph 69.


� PSEG is also submitting separate comments this day as a part of the “Interested LDCs” group.


� Examples of the sort of nomination opportunities that would address this need include both of the Intraday 0.5 Nomination Cycles separately proposed by the Pipeline Collaborative, and also jointly by APS and TVA.
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