[image: image1.png]0

I

0




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

via posting

TO:
NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant Business Practice Subcommittee, Wholesale Gas Quadrant Business Practice Subcommittee, and Posting for Interested Industry Parties 

FROM:

Jonathan Booe, NAESB Staff Attorney
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Wholesale Electric Quadrant (“WEQ”) Business Practice Subcommittee (“BPS”) and Wholesale Gas Quadrant (“WGQ”) BPS – Final Minutes – January 30, 2009
DATE: 
January 30, 2009
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD

Joint WGQ & WEQ Business Practice Subcommittees
Conference Call Meeting

January 30, 2009 – 9:00 AM to 11:00 AM Central
FINAL MINUTES
1. Administrative
Ms. Van Pelt welcomed the participants to the conference call.  The participants introduced themselves by Quadrant and segment.  Mr. Booe provided the antitrust guidance.  The chairs of the subcommittees introduced themselves.  Ms. Van Pelt reviewed the agenda.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the agenda and Ms. Crockett seconded the motion.  The motion passed without opposition.  Ms. Van Pelt reviewed the work papers posted for the meeting  
2. Identify Issues and Questions Concerning Request R08020 and Next Steps
Mr. Swan reviewed request R08020.  He stated that public utilities are currently receiving a high volume of notices and the purpose of the request is to develop a solution that will enable public utilities to more readily identify critical notices that may have an impact on operations.  He noted that the concern is that an important notice may be overlooked due to the high number of notices being received.  Mr. Cardone stated that New York ISO shares this concern.  
Ms. Van Pelt stated that the pipelines are not aware of which notices are important to each customer and that it would be inappropriate for a pipeline to make that decision as well as being difficult to do without potentially being discriminatory.  She suggested that the best solution would be to electronically scrub the data so that the pipelines do not have to make a decision concerning the importance of a notice.  
Mr. Busbin asked if there is currently a tier system or stratification of the flow orders that are issued.  Ms. Van Pelt reviewed the existing definition for ‘Critical Notices’ and the standards related to e-mail notifications: 

NAESB WGQ Standard No. 5.2.1:

Critical notices should be defined to pertain to information on transportation service provider conditions that affect scheduling or adversely affect scheduled gas flow.
NAESB WGQ Standard No. 5.3.34:

Transportation Service Providers should provide affected parties with notification of intraday bumps, operational flow orders and other critical notices through the affected party’s choice of Electronic Notice Delivery mechanism(s)

NAESB WGQ Standard No. 5.3.38:

When sending Internet E-mail notifications for intraday bumps, operational flow orders and other critical notices, the subject line of the E-mail should include the following information separated by commas in the following order: (1) “Critical”, (2) Notice Type label (per NAESB WGQ Standard 4.3.29), (3) the Notice Effective Date in YYYYMMDD format, (4) the name or abbreviation of the Transportation Service Provider (TSP) (excluding commas), and (5) the TSP’s D-U-N-S® Number.
Ms. Davis stated that the information in the subject line of the e-mail was structured so that it could be easily separated and filtered.  She explained further that it is not known by the pipeline how a particular notice will impact any given recipient of the notice.  That is why critical notices are usually provided in advance of the nomination schedule, if possible, so people have the information to determine the impact to their business.  Ms. Van Pelt noted that in addition to being identified as “critical”, the notices are also identified by a Notice Type.  
Mr. Busbin asked if those on the electric side are currently using the subject line to parse notices.  Mr. Swan stated that they all say “Critical” and that he was hoping that NAESB could develop a better way to identify the notices.  Mr. Locke noted that not all pipelines follow the critical notice guidelines.  He stated that if they did, the granularity that is required in the e-mail notification would resolve the issue.  He noted that education concerning the method to filter the e-mails is important.  Ms. Gussow agreed with Mr. Locke’s statements and emphasized that educating the parties is key.  
Ms. Van Pelt asked if anyone on the electric side has addressed this concern with individual pipelines.  Ms. Crockett stated that the education issue could be approached by discussing the matter at a stakeholder meeting or an annual pipeline customer meeting.  Mr. Skiba suggested that the participants discuss the issue with their customers or providers and determine if the issue can be resolved through education.  Mr. Busbin stated that it would be beneficial to resolve the issue within the current standards structure.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that, as a pipeline, she would like to know if there is a disconnect in the communication process.  Mr. Griffith stated that pipelines have to work within the bounds of the communication process and that the pipelines have to provide information about anything that affects gas flow on a non-discriminatory basis.  He suggested that one solution would be to develop more categories of notices and definitions as to what goes into notices.  Ms. Gussow suggested that NAESB host an educational program or that some meaningful examples of notices be developed.  Mr. Precht noted that job turnover would negate the benefits of an educational program unless it was offered on a continuing basis.  He asked if a frequently asked questions document could resolve the issue.  Mr. Love responded that a frequently asked questions document would become obsolete as pipelines processes change.  Ms. Crockett stated that an option would be to require stakeholders to take a class to better understand critical notices.  Ms. Van Pelt supported the suggestions of creating some frequently asked questions or examples.  Mr. Swan stated that the best course of action may be to work with the stakeholders and individual pipelines to develop a method for filtering the notices.  Ms. Van Pelt suggested that participants discuss the issue with their stakeholders and at the next meeting the subcommittees can continue to discuss if some additional notice types or examples for NAESB WGQ Standard No. 5.3.38 are necessary.
3. Alignment of NERC/NAESB Term “Power Plant Operator” and “Generator Operator”

Mr. Skiba stated that the purpose of agenda item five is to make the WGQ participants aware that FERC has noted some inconsistencies between the NAESB and NERC definitions and that the WEQ BPS has discussed modifying the term “Power Plant Operator” to make the definition consistent with the NERC definition “Generator Operator”.  He noted that the decision should be discussed with the WGQ BPS because the modification would be made to WEQ-011 which was developed jointly between the two Quadrants.  Ms. Otondo stated that there is nuance between the NERC definition and the NAESB definition and that if the NAESB definition is modified it would no longer be accurate.  She stated that the NAESB term is intended to describe the person with the responsibility for purchasing gas.  Ms. Crockett supported Ms. Otondo’s statement and suggested that a sentence be added to make the nuance clear.  Mr. Skiba stated that the distinction is that a “Generator Operator” is not necessarily a gas fired “Generator Operator.”  Ms. Otondo stated that her preference would be to include the language “a Power Plant Operator is not the same as a Generator Operator” to the beginning of the definition.  Mr. Skiba stated that the difference between the two definitions needs to be articulated rather than simply noting they are different.  Mr. Busbin stated that the NAESB definition should not have a reference to the NERC definition and suggested that the term be changed to “Power Plant Gas Coordinator”.  Mr. Skiba suggested that the WEQ BPS discuss the issue further before discussing the issue with the WGQ BPS participants.
4. Schedule Next Meeting
The participants suggested that the next joint WGQ BPS and WEQ BPS conference call be tentatively scheduled for March 12, 2009 from 9:00 am to 11:00 am Central.  
5. Adjourn
Ms. Davis moved to adjourn the meeting and Ms. Crockett seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned at 10:48 a.m. Central.  
6. Attendance 
	Name - First
	Name Last
	Organization

	Jonathan
	Booe
	NAESB

	Kelly
	Brooks
	Williston Basin Interstate Pipeline

	Christopher
	Burden
	Williams Gas Pipeline

	Jim 
	Busbin
	Southern Company

	Ernie 
	Cardone
	New York ISO

	Valerie
	Crockett
	TVA

	Mary
	Darveaux
	Northern Natural Gas

	Dale
	Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline

	Pete
	Frost
	Conoco/Phillips

	Dona
	Gussow
	Florida Power & Light

	Mark
	Gracey
	Tennessee Gas Pipeline

	Bill
	Griffith
	El Paso Natural Gas

	Tom 
	Gwilliam
	Iroquois Gas Transmission System

	Rachel 
	Hogge
	Dominion

	Chuck
	Holmes
	Arizona Public Service

	Rick
	Ishikawa
	Southern California Gas Company

	Joe
	Kardas
	National Fuel Supply

	Iris
	King
	Dominion 

	Tony
	Lelacqua
	New York ISO

	Bill
	Lohrman 
	FERC

	Paul
	Love
	Natural Gas Pipeline

	Art
	Morris
	Florida Power & Light

	Katy 
	Onnen
	Southwest Power Pool

	Marcie
	Otondo
	Arizona Public Service

	Phil 
	Precht
	Baltimore Gas and Electric

	Narinder
	Saini
	Entergy

	Gwen 
	Schoepp
	Williston Basin Interstate Pipeline

	George 
	Simmons
	NiSource 

	Ed 
	Skiba
	Midwest ISO

	Steve 
	Swan
	Midwest ISO

	Ron
	Tomlinson
	Dominion

	Kim
	Van Pelt
	PEPL

	Cathy
	Wesley
	PJM

	Charles
	Yeung 
	Southwest Power Pool
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