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From: thomas_g_ehinger@amoco.com
To: gisb@AOL.com

                                                       December 29, 1997
     
     Re: Amoco's Comments to proposed Intraday Standards
     
     In addition to the specific comments that I am submitting herein, I wish to draw your attention
to the Natural Gas Supply Association response dated December 18, 1997 in Ferc Docket
RM96-1-007 (Business Standards NOPR) pages 8-20 on intraday issues. Amoco supports those  
comments as well and attachs them to this reply. (It had to be scanned separately from a fax.)  
     
     Proposed Principles
     -------------------
     
     1.1.a - (delete) This has more to do with the definition of confirmation process than an
expectation of a practice. 
     
     1.1.b - Change the word 'outlined' to 'stated'.
     
     1.1.c - (delete) This action taken randomly by various parties would be disruptive. Point
operators and confirming parties are more likely to want a cumulative report anyway. Parties may
mutually agree to some short cut documents but this principle allows for a unilateral decision.
     
     1.1.d - (delete) True-up is not a standard practice and as such cannot  be added to the cycle
confirmation deadline times in this way.
     
     1.1.e - (delete) The proposed standard for 5pm intraday already disallows bumping. If this is
trying to talk to other continuous cycle times then that issue is something  different. 
     
     Proposed Standards
     ------------------
     
     1.3.2 - Add the words 'receipt of' before 'Quick Response' in all cycles. A 'Notice to Bumped
Parties" document does not exist except for reference in 1.3.f.
     
     1.3.2ii - Change the effective bump time to 5pm on flow day for the reasons expounded in the
attached NGSA NOPR response.
     
     1.3.3 - The EC approved language seems to be missing words at the end.  Should read 'may
waive the obligation of sender to send.'
     



     1.3.22ii&iii - Change this to read that for the intraday nomination/confirmation process there
should be explicit confirmation such that in the case of disagreement among confirming parties the
previously scheduled quantity prevails. This means that affected parties must communicate for
assurance of a change in noms.  In other words the 'lesser of rule ' does not apply.
     
     1.3,22iv - This should be in the form of a definition.
     
     1.3.32 - Delete the last sentence 'TSPs may(for an interim period) limit service..' as this is not
practicle when working against deadlines or when expecting a quick response to allow time to
resubmit corections.
     
     New Proposed Standards
     ---------------------
     
     1.3.b - The Explicit Confirmation should have a definition as well as being a default.
     
     1.3.e - (rewrite) I believe we should have a common single practice for the industry to
distinguish which cycle the nom is made for.  I should be able to submit an intraday for that gas
day for any cycle as long as it precedes the deadline time.
     
     Suggested Change to Existing Standards 
     --------------------------------------
     
     1.3.20 - (rewrite) The Confirmation Requester may waive the Confirming Party's obligation
for a Confirmation Response to be sent.
     
     1.3.21 - (rewrite) The Service Requester, Service Provider and Confirming Parties should
adhere to nomination, confirmation and scheduling deadlines. It is the party receiving the request
who has the right to waive the deadline if done non-discriminately.  
     
     
     
     
     Sincerely,
     
     Thomas G. Ehinger
     Amoco's GISB Coordinator
     
     at (281) 366-4559 or Thomas_G_Ehinger@Amoco.com
     




























