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TO:	NAESB Gas-Electric Harmonization (GEH) Forum Participants and Interested Industry Parties
FROM: 	Elizabeth Mallett, NAESB Director, Wholesale Gas Quadrant (WGQ) and Retail Markets Quadrant (RMQ)
RE:	Staff Notes from the NAESB Gas-Electric Harmonization Forum Meeting – June 29, 2023
DATE:	July 7, 2023
Dear NAESB Gas-Electric Harmonization Forum Participants,
A NAESB Gas-Electric Harmonization (GEH) Forum meeting was held on Thursday, June 29, 2023 at 1:00 PM Central.  Mr. Gee, Ms. Tierney, and Mr. Wood presided over the meeting.  The notes below reflect the NAESB staff summary of the meeting.
A recording of the meeting has been posted on the NAESB GEH Forum webpage: https://naesb.org/recordings/geh062923recording.mp4. 
The chat log from the meeting has been posted on the NAESB GEH Forum webpage: https://naesb.org/pdf4/geh062923chat.docx. 
	Notes from the June 29, 2023 NAESB Gas-Electric Harmonization Forum Meeting

	Administrative
	Mr. Booe welcomed the participants and provided the Antitrust and Other Meeting Policies guidance.  He stated that representatives from Argonne National Laboratory (Argonne) will provide a presentation and demonstration of the NGinsight Gas Pipeline Data Collection and Visualization Tool.  Following the presentation, the forum will continue its review of NAESB GEH Forum Chairs’ Strawman Recommendations (Strawman) by circling back to Recommendations 1, 2, and 3.  Next, the participants will pick up with the review at Recommendation 12.
Mr. Booe stated that, since the June 16th forum, comments on the Strawman were received from NGSA, PJM, and EQT.  He asked that participants submit any written comments to the NAESB office as soon as possible and noted that all comments will be made part of the record.  Mr. Booe stated that voting on the finalized recommendations will be conducted using Survey Monkey software to ensure a quick turnaround with the vote tallies.  He stated that NAESB will send out instructions concerning how to vote, and the participants will be given multiple days to consider the final recommendations that will be provided at the end of the process.
The NAESB GEH Forum Chairs provided opening remarks.  Ms. Tierney thanked the participants for their continued participation in the series of NAESB GEH Forum meetings.  Mr. Gee stated that he spoke at a recent meeting of the Mid-Atlantic Conference of Regulatory Utility Commissioners and urged the state commissioners and staff to attend the NAESB GEH Forum meetings.  He thanked those participants in attendance and asked that any comments on the Strawman recommendations be submitted soon.  Mr. Wood also encouraged any interested parties to submit comments on the Strawman recommendations or to speak up during the meeting. 

	Presentation by Argonne National Laboratory regarding the NGinsight Tool
	Mr. Booe introduced Mr. McLamore and Mr. Folga and turned the meeting over to them to provide their presentation on the NGinsights tool.  Mr. Folga thanked the participants and stated his appreciation to the gas pipeline industry for their continued support of the tool.  He provided a presentation on the functionality of the tool and its potential should additional support be provided for its expansion.  Mr. Craig provided the demonstration of the NGinsight tool.
Mr. Booe thanked Mr. Folga and Mr. Craig for their presentation.  Mr. Wood thanked the presenters for this major step towards transparency in the critical infrastructure system for our country.  He stated that the tool may be useful to support reliability, but noted that it could present market issues depending on its use and who has access.  Mr. Wood stated that he would appreciate comments from the ISO/RTOs on whether the tool provides the needed information.  Ms. Tierney reiterated Mr. Wood’s comments concerning access and asked whether Argonne has spoken with FERC regarding the market ramifications.  Mr. Folga stated that the data collected and utilized by the tool is public information.  Mr. McLamore stated that the access to the tool should be vetted at different levels by the pipeline and electric industries.  Mr. Gee thanked the presenters and explained that, even though the data points are publicly available, Argonne has increased the value of the tool by creating an easily digestible format overlayed with AI analysis.  He stated that he could see the tension in its value as security information as well as a tool that could be used in the markets.
Mr. Montesa asked whether Argonne has plans to include pipeline capacity allowed by an LDC in New York City for electric generation during the winter months.  Mr. Folga stated that the tool could be enhanced to include publicly available information about the index of customer information.  Mr. Booe stated that a question in the chat asked whether the tool provides real-time data.  Mr. Folga stated that it is near real-time, providing information on the gas nominated the next day.  He stated that the tool was originally developed for MISO following the 2014/2015 Polar Vortex.  Mr. Gee asked whether the tool was operational and utilized during Winter Storm Elliot.  Mr. Folga stated that the tool was made available, but he did not know whether it was utilized or if MISO had access to the NGinsight tool at that time.   reviewed the background of the development of the tool for MISO, noting that it originally scraped information from electronic bulletin boards.  Mr. Gee stated that, the point is that scraping the electronic bulletin boards is inadequate, yields low quality data and, therefore, the business-to-business approach is more efficient.
Mr. Phillips thanked the presenters and stated that any tool in the tool box would be helpful, as SPP has a number of pipelines in its footprint resulting in numerous versions of critical notices to be filtered.  He stated that RTOs have expressed concerns with the challenges in accessing the location information because they need to quickly ascertain where the impact occurs.  Mr. Booe stated that Mr. Welch had typed into the chat log that MISO is interested in evaluating the tool further and asked whether there is a fee for the tool.  Mr. Folga stated that there is no fee for the tool at this point.
Mr. Fitzpatrick explained that PJM has developed a similar tool with a web scraper for the twenty-five pipelines in its footprint and developed an email and text notification system.  Additionally, Mr. Fitzpatrick noted that PJM has protocols in place during critical events for communicating with pipelines.  He stated that it is typically location-specific information that needs to be discerned.  He stated that PJM has worked with Argonne in the past in evaluating the NGinsights tool.  Mr. Booe asked whether any of the items listed on the Potential List of Future Activities on Slide 8 would add value to the PJMs current operations or use of their own tool.  Mr. Fitzpatrick stated that the difficult aspect is discerning the location of the impacts and narrowing down the scope of impact would be a great help.

	Continuation of the review of the NAESB GEH Forum Chairs’ Strawman Recommendations Work Paper
	[bookmark: _Hlk135989155][bookmark: _Hlk135989167][bookmark: _Hlk135989180][bookmark: _Hlk137201552]Recommendation 1:  In a manner similar to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (“NOPR”) concerning the Coordination of the Scheduling Processes of Interstate Natural Gas Pipelines and Public Utilities issued on March 20, 2014 (Docket No. RM14-2-000), the FERC should direct the natural gas and electric industries to revise the business practice standards developed by NAESB related to the timely reporting of informational website posting data, such as operationally available capacity and total scheduled quantity, to make the data and any changes available, and communicate the data and any changes, as soon as possible to Bulk Electric System operators.
[bookmark: _Hlk137201859]Recommendation 2:  Argonne National Laboratory, with the direction and support of a governmental agency, such as the Department of Energy, should work with the natural gas pipelines and Bulk Electric System operators to fully develop and expand upon the NGinsight tool to provide improved situational awareness and communication between the gas pipeline system and the Bulk Electric System operators and to make it broadly accessible and useable to market participants.
Recommendation 3:  Owners and operators of natural gas production facilities should work with the producing community through the Natural Gas Supply Association and the Independent Petroleum Association of America  to adopt best practices for sharing near or real-time operational information concerning production facilities that will improve communications and situational awareness for Bulk Electric System operators [and market participants], including, potentially, through the Argonne National Laboratory’s NGinsight tool.
Mr. Booe stated that the first three recommendations in the Strawman are related to the NGinsight tool.  He stated that the purpose of Recommendation 2 is to fully develop and expand the tool.  The purpose of Recommendation 1 is to maximize the speed at which data is provided in the tool by the pipeline and the purpose of Recommendation 3 is to develop a process by which upstream parties can provide data into the tool.
Mr. Gee stated that continuing and further developing the Argonne tool should be a high priority for the DoE and/or FERC and that funding should be made available by the appropriate entity to begin program execution.  Mr. Wood noted that the FERC could enhance the tool by requiring information that goes beyond what is publicly available.
Mr. Booe noted that NGSA, PJM, and EQT submitted written comments on the recommendations and opened the floor for representatives from those companies to provide remarks.  Mr. Glazer stated that Recommendation 3 could be modified to utilize the contracting authority of generators to include participation by producers, rather than relying on the many disparate producers to adopt best practices.  He stated that the timely provision of supply information could be a standard contractual condition of agreements between purchasers of natural gas and their counter parties.  Mr. Gee stated that he would commit to taking a second look at the language with the other Chairs.  Ms. Jagtiani noted that there are over 9,000 producers and many more well-heads, and that requiring operational information on such a large number of points would present issues.  Additionally, the data being requested is most valuable during critical emergency periods when resources are limited and the information requirement is further complicated by confidentiality restrictions.  As an alternative, Ms. Jagtiani recommended that a more practical approach would be to aggregate the point of receipt data collected by the pipelines in near real-time.  She explained that ISO/RTOs, pipelines, producers and generators could also determine what type of agreed upon advanced information is needed.  Ms. Jagtiani stated that NGSA believes that the tool should be non-public and given to those who need reliability information.
Mr. Wood responded that maintaining competitively sensitive information is a valid role for the government and is separate from market aspects.  Mr. Glazer stated that a central focus will be the determination of which entities have the authority to require the information for the tool.
Recommendation 12:  Applicable state authorities should consider legislation or regulations that can be enacted or other actions that can be enacted or other actions that can be taken to create a secondary market for unutilized natural gas pipeline capacity or support bilateral agreements between end users. In instances where state authorities lack enabling authority to take such actions, the FERC should adopt regulations to achieve identical outcomes.
Recommendation 13:  Applicable state authorities should consider establishing informational posting requirements for intrastate natural gas pipelines to enhance transparency for intrastate natural gas market participants regarding operational capacity data, similar to the reporting and posting requirements mandated by the FERC for interstate natural gas pipelines as part of 18 CFR §284.13. In instances where state authorities lack enabling authority to take such actions, the FERC should adopt regulations to achieve identical outcomes.
Mr. Booe stated that Recommendations 12 and 13 are related to information sharing and transparency specific to the intrastate natural gas markets.  He stated that PJM and NGSA submitted comments on the recommendations.  Mr. Wolf suggested that the final sentence of Recommendations 12 and 13 be deleted or modified to explain the limits of the federal jurisdiction as suggested in the previous meeting on Recommendation 6.  Mr. Glazer stated that PJM supports Recommendation 12 as applied to interstate pipelines where FERC can drive the focus and transparency on the secondary market.  Mr. Gee clarified that Recommendation 4 refers to interstate capacity release markets and Recommendation 12 refers to those at the intrastate level.  Mr. Glazer noted his previous comments regarding needed clarifications to Recommendation 4.  Ms. Jagtiani stated that the NGSA comments suggest the addition of “intrastate” on the third line, propose including a requirement to offer some firm service offerings, and indicate at the end, that this should be for Section 311 pipelines under FERC’s jurisdiction.  Ms. Coffee stated that applicable state authorities have considered legislation or regulations in this area extensively.  Mr. Wolf clarified that his recommendation was that the final sentence should be modified to state that FERC should consider whether it has the authority to adopt regulations in the intrastate.  He stated that he does not support the recommendation that every 311 pipeline offer firm service because that is not how intrastate pipelines work and that suggestion would be a change to the market.  Mr. Agen stated that, in California, the term “intrastate” refers to the distribution system as a whole.  He suggested that the language of the recommendations clearly indicate whether distribution companies are intended to be included as part of the recommendations.  Mr. Gee stated that the intent is not to try to alter the activities or contractual rights of the local distribution companies.
Recommendation 14:  Applicable state authorities should consider the development of weatherization guidelines appropriate for their region to support the protection and continued operation of well-heads and processing and gathering system facilities during extreme weather events, and require transparency concerning weatherization efforts of jurisdictional entities.
Mr. Booe noted that NGSA submitted comments on Recommendation 14.  Ms. Jagtiani stated the proposed redlines clarify the intent of “including consideration of financial reimbursements for requirements that exceed prudent economic winterization actions of gas facilities deemed critical for electric reliability.”  Mr. Gee asked for clarification regarding the phrase “exceed prudent economic weatherization actions.”  He stated that the phrase will generate comments because, if there is a retail rate consequence, that would become problematic.
Ms. Bagot stated that cost recovery tied to weatherization is something that the competitive generators at EPSA will raise in response to Recommendation 14.  She stated that there are mandated expenditures, such as weatherization, that may necessitate some level of cost recovery, but the competitive generators do not recover the costs in the market by putting them in their offers.  Mr. Gee noted that there could be other market mechanisms that result in cost recovery further upstream.  Ms. Tierney clarified that the phrase “exceed prudent economic weatherization actions” in the NGSA comments refers to the difference between what is prudent for the financial risk and reward to the owner of an individual facility versus societal prudence.  Ms. Jagtiani confirmed the interpretation.  Mr. Gee stated that system hardening is a similar concept on the grid where, in certain states, cost recovery, in the form of securitization or fast track recovery, is allowed in order to harden the system.  Mr. Glazer stated that the markets will address this concern, as with the generators with more winterization have a secure supply and will enjoy more energy revenue versus those who do not winterize and have forced outages.  Mr. Gee drew a parallel to the ERCOT firm fuel supply service.  Mr. Wood stated that the recommendation is referring to gas infrastructure, while the firm fuel supply service is really a subsidy to support for peak electric generators who would not contract for firm transportation because they are rarely utilized.  Mr. Wood stated that, if the state or federal government determine minimum requirements, then the cost of meeting those requirements is the cost of doing business.  Ms. Jagtiani stated that the goal is not to take a system offline because some regulation is economically unfeasible.  
[bookmark: _Hlk137203015]Recommendation 15:  The U.S. Department of Energy or FERC should conduct, fund, and/or direct efforts to develop a comprehensive study that evaluates, by region, whether there is adequate natural gas infrastructure in place to support new gas usage patterns affected by flexible gas generation resource requirements as the latter resources are increasingly called upon for more frequent and/or steeper ramping to balance the increased use of variable energy resources.  This study should be conducted in conjunction with an industry advisory group made up of diverse interests to ensure there is broad support that the study results are credible and unbiased.  Currently, there are no comprehensive regional assessments that examine whether regions have sufficient natural gas infrastructure to support new usage patterns of gas generators, yet this information is essential for policymakers to have so that they can make informed policy decisions and take steps to avoid any potential reliability and resilience risks that accompany the transition to a lower emissions energy future.
Recommendation 16:  FERC and NARUC should collaborate to conduct, fund, and/or direct efforts to conduct a comprehensive study to determine whether market-incentivized investments in strategic natural gas storage facilities, are sufficient to address natural gas supply shortfalls during extreme cold weather events, and if the level of investment is sufficient to preserve such facilities for use during extreme cold weather events. The study should also explore whether public sources of funding are needed to secure sufficient storage.
Recommendation 17:  FERC and NARUC should collaborate to conduct, fund, and/or direct efforts to conduct a comprehensive study to determine whether additional financial incentives for the natural gas infrastructure system, including infrastructure to provide additional firm transportation capacity, is necessary to support the Bulk Electric System to winterize or otherwise prepare to perform during extreme cold weather events would help to address natural gas supply shortfalls during such events.
Mr. Booe stated that Recommendations 15, 16, and 17 address the recommended studies referred to in the NERC and FERC Report on Winter Storm Uri and the proposal to conduct a study under the purview of the Department of Energy that analyzes the adequacy of generator resources as they relate to the increased use of variable resources  Mr. Booe stated that the responses to the Forum survey issued in February reflected a substantial amount of support for the studies in the recommendations.  He suggested that Recommendations 15, 16, and 17 be included as final recommendations for vote, as it would provide the opportunity for FERC and NERC to review the industry’s positions on the studies.
Ms. Jagtiani stated that the NGSA redlines to Recommendation 16 reflect a preference for initially attempting market-based incentives.  Mr. Wood and Mr. Gee stated that the edits provide additional clarity.  Mr. Grazer stated that, in Recommendation 17, the nationwide study could slow down or prevent industry action or activities underway.  Mr. Gee stated that language could be added to the recommendation stating that the study is not intended to delay a proceeding.  Mr. Wood stated that FERC could choose to move forward with a six-month policy statement, as opposed to a study, which may be an easier approach and would include all stakeholders.  Mr. Gee asked why the recommendations refer to FERC and NARUC.  Ms. Polzin stated that FERC and NARUC were mentioned in Key Recommendation 7 of the FERC and NERC report, but the NAESB GEH Forum could suggest any organizations it deems appropriate, even national laboratories.  Mr. Desselle stated that the language could be modified to include regional state committees and regulators in organized markets.
[bookmark: _Hlk137203263]Recommendation 18:  On May 3, 2023, a request for standards development was submitted to NAESB to consider modifications to the NAESB Base Contract for Sale and Purchase of Natural Gas to, among other things, encourage weatherization actions.  As this specific topic area was identified and discussed by the NAESB Gas-Electric Harmonization (GEH) Forum as a potential recommendation, we endorse this evaluation by the NAESB Wholesale Gas Quadrant.
Recommendation 19:  Many generalized recommendations for resource adequacy and accreditation and market reforms to bolster reliability were offered throughout the NAESB GEH Forum activities; however, based upon information provided by representatives from the ISO and RTO segment, steps are being taken within the organized markets to consider the constructs through their stakeholder processes. As recommendations in this area were identified and discussed by the NAESB GEH Forum, we endorse this evaluation of resource adequacy and accreditation requirements by all ISOs and RTOs and encourage the review of the Forum record.
Mr. Booe stated that the activities in Recommendations 18 and 19 are already underway.  He explained that, a standards request was submitted asking NAESB to consider modifications to the force majeure provisions in the NAESB Base Contract for Sale and Purchase of Natural Gas after the initiation of this process.  Mr. Booe stated that the effort to respond to that request, Standards Request R23001, will be underway later this month.  Mr. Booe stated that activities to review benefits of resource adequacy and accreditation requirements are already underway by the ISO and RTOs. Mr. Glazer recommended that the language regarding the Chair’s position in changes to the force majeure language of the NAESB Base Contract be more definitive.  Mr. Wood, Ms. Tierney, and Mr. Gee stated that they would review the recommendation again offline.  Ms. Jagtiani stated that Mr. Glazer’s recommendation is inappropriate and unnecessary.  Mr. Booe stated that, as proposed, the language of the two recommendations will allow the NAESB GEH Forum participants to provide their feedback rather than the thoughts of the Chairs.  Mr. Glazer noted that there is no specific reference to force majeure provisions in Recommendation 18 and the language specifically addresses weatherization.  Mr. Desselle stated that the intent of Standards Request R23001 is to eliminate the ability of companies to assert force majeure due to a lack of winterization.

	Next Steps & Other Business
	Mr. Booe stated that the next NAESB GEH Forum is scheduled for July 13, 2023 and, following that meeting, NAESB is tentatively planning to distribute the final recommendations for vote by the NAESB GEH Forum participants.  He encouraged the participants to submit written comments well in advance of the next meeting so that the Chairs have adequate time to review.

	Adjourn:
	The meeting was adjourned at 4:00 PM Central.

	Work Papers Provided for the Meeting:
	Meeting Related Documents
· Announcement and Agenda:
https://naesb.org/pdf4/geh062923a.docx
· Antitrust Guidance and Other Meeting Policies:
http://www.naesb.org/misc/antitrust_guidance.doc
Meeting Materials
· Argonne National Laboratory Presentation:
https://naesb.org/pdf4/geh061623w2.pdf
· NAESB GEH Forum Chairs’ Strawman Recommendation:
https://naesb.org/pdf4/geh062923w1.doc 
· Comments Submitted by P. Jagtiani, NGSA:
https://naesb.org/pdf4/geh062923w3.pdf
· Comments Submitted by C. Glazer, PJM:
https://naesb.org/pdf4/geh062923w4.docx
· Comments Submitted by J. Namazi, EQT Energy, LLC:
· https://naesb.org/pdf4/geh062923w5.pdf

	Attendees:
	· Please see the posted participant attendance record:
https://naesb.org/pdf4/geh062923a2.docx.
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