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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 email and posting

TO:
Interested Industry Participants
FROM:
Todd Oncken, Deputy Director
RE:
WGQ Business Practices Subcommittee Final Minutes – June 15-16, 2004
DATE:
June 17, 2004

NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD

WGQ Business Practices Subcommittee Meeting
June 15-16, 2004 in Houston, TX hosted by NAESB
1. Administrative

Mr. Novak, Ms. Van Pelt and Ms. Burnett chaired the meeting.  Mr. Oncken gave the antitrust advice.  Participants introduced themselves.  Mr. Bray moved, seconded by Mr. Griffith, to adopt the agenda as posted.  The motion passed unanimously.  The minutes from the May 27, 2004 conference call were reviewed.  Mr. Hebenstreit moved, seconded by Mr. Griffith, to adopt the May 27, 2004 minutes without modification.  The motion passed unanimously.  
The chairs reminded participants that deliberations would be limited to the reporting aspect of Request R03035.  As an example, Mr. Novak said that while discussing whether sulfur should be one of the elements included in the report would be appropriate, discussing limits on sulfur content would be inappropriate.  

2. Presentations


Presentations were given by Ms. Gussow, Ms. Deegan, Mr. Griffith and Mr. Quraishi.  Presentation materials from Ms. Gussow, Ms. Deegan and Mr. Griffith are available on the NAESB website (http://www.naesb.org/wgq/bps.asp).  Each presentation included a question and answer session.

Ms. Gussow:  Ms. Gussow’s presentation included two slide shows, FP&L Gas Quality Standardization Request to NAESB R03035 Presentation & Introductory Remarks, Facts and Opinions.  Highlights of Ms. Gussow’s presentation included:

· Reports are needed because power generators have a need to know the chemical characteristics and physical properties for all fuels being burned at their facilities for operational reasons, collection and tracking of data for analysis or fuel choice decisions and for regulatory and emissions reporting purposes.

· Investor owned, regulated electric utilities have due diligence reporting obligations requiring review, understanding, and/or verification of processes directly impacting fuel expenses.

· End users do not have the ability to verify heating value and volume of gas supplied or delivered, two values which impact their bill.  

· Fuel quality variability can lead to mechanical failures or excess emissions necessitating reduction in power output or removal of the unit from service.

· Natural gas liquids diminish the value of natural gas as a fuel.

· Contaminants, such as sulfur, can create burdensome emissions or operational problems.

· FPL views Request R03035 as a complete request, not three distinct parts of a request.  

There was extensive discussion of Ms. Gussow’s presentation.  It was noted that information on R03035B and R03035C was presented because the BPS chairs requested the FPL presentation to the Board be given in toto.  Specific aspects of FPL’s measurement procedures were discussed.  Ms. Gussow explained that FPL does not have custom meters for each of its facilities, but does verify pipeline data against a meter on the generating facilities and adhere to a due diligence program to monitor the pipeline calibration process.  Additionally, discussion revealed that while there are special concerns with combustion turbine generators, gas quality is an overall concern because of the due diligence and emissions reporting requirements.  
Ms. Gussow stated the gas quality information available is inconsistent across the country and the pipelines that serve FPL Energy’s generation facilities.  For example, total sulfur is defined differently in different tariffs.  Additionally, she noted availability of the data varies as well.  Ms. Gussow stated that standard gas quality reports, in a user-friendly format, would assist end users in fulfilling their data requirements and allow an organization with facilities in diverse locations to develop an organization-wide data retrieval policy.  Further, Ms. Gussow stated that downstream gas quality data would assist generators in making fuel decisions.  
Discussion revealed that gas quality concerns are not unique to generators, but that other industry segments, such as the LDCs, might approach the concerns differently.  For example, Ms Chezar stated that most LDCs have meters at their delivery points.  Another LDC approach can be seen through Ms. Deegan’s presentation (following).  
Ms. Deegan:  Ms. Deegan’s presentation, ‘Natural Gas Interchangeability – Integrating supply diversity and end-use predictability,’ focused on the gas interchangeability solutions developed during the certification process for the Dominion Cove Point LNG facility.  Ms. Deegan stated that the introduction of LNG at a higher Btu could cause the following potential changes combustion:  thermal effects, lifting, flashback, yellow-tipping and incomplete combustion.  Ms. Deegan defined interchangeability as the extent to which a substitute gas can replace the gas normally used and produce similar combustion characteristics.  Additionally, Ms. Deegan stated that interchangeability was a local problem and required a local solution.   
During discussion on her presentation, Ms. Deegan stated the data received for each gate station is not consistent, but the aspects of the data are based on particular needs.  Ms. Deegan said it was important to have the flexibility to recognize that not all data is relevant at all locations.  It was noted that any proposed standards that set reporting requirements below those contained in the Cove Point settlement would not impact the settlement, since NAESB standards were minimums and organizations could exceed the performance required by the standards.  

Mr. Griffith:  Mr. Griffith’s presentation, Interstate Pipeline Gas Quality Primer, reviewed the basis for gas quality specifications, gas quality data and gas quality specifications/applicability.  Mr. Griffith stated that gas quality specifications have been developed based on operational safety, operational efficiency, and deliberate trade-offs between economics and requirements of production, transportation and end-use parameters.  Mr. Griffith noted that not all gas quality data is available and/or monitored daily.  Mr. Griffith’s presentation contained the following conclusions:
· Understanding the context of quality information is critical for its use.

· Not all gas quality information is captured at all points.

· Gas quality at any point is a mix of input qualities/quantities and existing line pack.

· Real-time information is probably not feasible for posting.

· Daily data (if electronic) may be the best available information, but would be blended information and would not necessarily be reflective of future flows.
During discussion on the presentation it was noted that type of meter was a function of location, size of interconnection, and mutual agreement between the two interconnected parties.  Mr. Griffith stated pipeline gas quality requirements develop over time and the LDCs receiving gas from pipelines are getting gas that meets their requirements.  For example, he said most pipelines have developed specific tariff requirements based on significant supply quality differences, such as Btu and hydrocarbon level.  LDC representatives noted that LDCs receive different qualities of gas from different pipelines, but could be concerned with gas quality at specific locations.  Ms. Deegan added that when considering supply variability, relevant factors include time of variation, length of variation, and load at time of variation.
Mr. Quraishi:  Mr. Quraishi presented information on the American Gas Association and Natural Gas Council efforts concerning natural gas quality and interchangeability.  Mr. Quraishi discussed AGA Report 4A, first published in 1971 and revised in 2001, which makes no particular recommendations but identifies natural gas properties that should be monitored.  (Information on obtaining AGA Report 4A can be found on the AGA website.)  He stated that historically gas supply was relatively constant, so gas quality remained relatively constant.  However, he stated the recent introduction of new supply sources, such as coal-bed methane and LNG, has introduced gas quality concerns since each of the sources has different qualities and heating values.  

To address the growing concern, Mr. Quraishi stated the Natural Gas Council took the lead in working with the FERC on gas quality issues.  He stated the Natural Gas Council identified two issues to be discussed – hydrocarbon dewpoint and gas interchangeability – and established the NGC Hydrocarbon Dewpoint Task Group (HDP TG) and NGC Interchangeability Task Group (ITG).  He said a whitepaper is expected from the HDP TG would be forthcoming in approximately two months.  Mr. Quraishi encouraged participation in both task groups from any interested industry participants.  The impact of NGC efforts on the reporting standards being developed by the subcommittee was not determined.  However, Ms. Gussow suggested the reporting standards to be developed by the subcommittee could be modified if the NGC work produced different gas quality specifications or measurements.  
Grid Integration Project Gas Quality Task Force Report:  Mr. Bray provided a brief background for the Grid Integration Project Gas Quality Task Force Report, noting that gas quality was one area the stakeholder group addressed nearly ten years ago.  Mr. Bray stated the report is very informative and would provide good background information on gas quality issues.  The report is available on the NAESB website.  

3. Evaluation of NAESB WGQ Request R03035A for Determination of Work Plan Items 
The subcommittee discussed and developed the work plan for Request R03035A.  Ms. Van Pelt noted that inclusion of a work plan item did not necessarily mean standards would be created related to that item.  The subcommittee participated in a brainstorming session that resulted in the following work plan:  
1. Natural Gas Quality Specification Sheet

2. Historical Natural Gas Quality Reports

3. Real Time Natural Gas Quality Measurement Datastream

4. Pipeline Maps with Locations of Natural Gas Quality 

5. MSDS (Material Safety Data Sheet)

6. Applicability of NAESB Measured Volume Audit Statement (WGQ Standard 2.4.6)

In addition to the six work plan items, the following six questions were developed which should be addressed during discussion of each item:  

a. What should we report?

b. Why (or why not) should the data be reported?

c. When should data be reported?

d. Who should be able to access the report?

e. How should data be reported?

f. Where should the data be reported?

The subcommittee agreed to address the items sequentially, noting that some items would obviously require more time than others.  
4. Action on Work Plan
Item 1:  Natural Gas Quality Specification Sheet 
Several approaches for item 1 were discussed.  Ms. Gussow reviewed a preliminary specifications list (Natural Gas Specs Sheet, page 3).  It was decided that creating an exhaustive list of possible gas components based on tariff requirements (both receipts and deliveries) was the appropriate method for developing the report.  See homework below.  Ms. Gussow’s document will serve as a strawman for the information to be contained in the report.  Additionally, participants agreed the content of the matrix would be a translation of tariff information into a comprehensive, more user-friendly format.  There was discussion but not decision on whether elements beyond tariff requirements would be included and whether pipelines would have the option of posting data gathered beyond the tariff requirements.  Linking a specific characteristic to a particular tariff section, or including a column showing tariff sheet number or tariff section was also discussed.
Mr. Young expressed concern about possible misrepresentations created by summarizations of tariff language.  He stated numbers could be misleading without context.  Mr. Novak suggested Mr. Young bring an example of his concern for discussion at the next meeting.  

While specific implementation was not discussed, obvious choices include posting of the entire matrix with values shown for required elements or posting only the required elements.  Mr. Gwilliam proposed following the traditional NAESB WGQ format of identifying the types of data to be reported and creating a ‘look and feel’ for the report, rather than developing a specific format.  
Item 2:  Historical Natural Gas Quality Reports
Participants agreed this item would address the report retention and accessibility requirements for reports generated pursuant to item 3 on a proactive basis.  Ms. Gussow suggested that this portion of the request was not for additional formatted webpages, but rather that the documents should be retained on websites for a reasonable amount of time to allow interested parties to consistently collect the data.  Ms. Davis noted there are FERC document retention requirements for interstate pipelines.  Given its reliance on item 3, discussion on item 2 was deferred until a determination is made on item 3.  
Item 3:  Real Time Natural Gas Quality Measurement Datastream
Discussion of item 3 was deferred until the next meeting due to time constraints.
Item 4:  Pipeline Maps with Locations of Natural Gas Quality
Pipeline representatives expressed homeland security and feasibility concerns, especially for pipelines with hundreds of points.  Ms. Gussow suggested locating the pipeline maps in the password protected section of the websites would address security concerns.  However, Ms. Gussow agreed that while the map format was desirable, as long as specific information was made available on measurement locations the map was not necessary.
During this discussion, the number of reporting locations was discussed.  Ms. Gussow suggested the information should be provided at any location the pipeline uses to test gas quality, and then the user of the report could identify the pertinent locations.  Additionally, Ms. Gussow suggested that the pipeline provide information on where measurements are taken and where it would be feasible to provide the information.  Ms. Davis suggested the pipelines could, at their discretion, identify five representative points for reporting.  Additionally, Ms. Davis suggested the gas quality information should be made available to point operators, not shippers or ultimate end users.  Ms. Gussow was amenable to the suggestion of representative points.  Ms. Burnett suggested the number of proxy points could be determined based on length, location of receipt and delivery points, or some other criteria.  Mr. Zavodnick suggested a translation of generation fuel-switching reaction times to distance from delivery point could provide valuable information to help determine appropriate proxy points.  
It was noted that the quality of gas changes as it flows through the pipeline due to blending, so the measurements 50 miles upstream of a delivery point would not necessarily reflect the quality of gas delivered.  Mr. Rogers said that differential would be particular troublesome if an end user adjusted equipment based on the 50 mile measurement and the actual delivery had different characteristics.  Mr. Rogers stated the only accurate quality measurement would be a measurement at your specific delivery point.  
Item 5:  MSDS (Material Safety Data Sheet)

Ms. Gussow stated there is a need to have consistent safety information for the gas entering end use facilities.  Mr. Schisler suggested the end user would be responsible for providing the information since it holds title to the gas and use occurred at its facility.  Ms. Gussow suggested the pipelines should be responsible for the MSDS since the characteristics of the gas are typically changed while the pipeline has custody of the gas during transportation.  Ms. Burnett stated that preparation of an MSDS was the responsibility of the end user, but since the document is not updated on a frequent basis, it would be more appropriate for the end user to address data needs with the pipeline on an individual basis.  The subcommittee agreed that while the information contained in an MSDS was important, development and posting of the document was ancillary to gas quality reporting and would not be pursued.  
5. Upcoming Meetings
July 7-8, 2004


Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line, Houston, TX

August 4-5, 2004


AGA, Washington D.C.

September 1-2, 2004

TBD, Salt Lake City, UT

October 14-15, 2004

National Fuel Gas Distribution, Buffalo, NY 
To prepare for additional discussion of item 1, participants should submit an amended matrix containing information on different gas quality tariff requirements to the NAESB Office for posting by Thursday, July 1.  Additionally, participants should consider which characteristics lend themselves to minimum value/maximum value display and whether (and how) tariff references should be included.  Additionally, Mr. Griffith suggested participants develop alternative language for item 3.  
6. Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 2:33 p.m. Central.
7. Attendance

	Name
	Organization
	Day One
	Day Two

	Ed Anderson
	RJ Rudden
	In Person
	In Person

	Mariam Arnaout
	American Gas Association
	Phone
	

	Mike Bray
	Shell Gas Transmission 
	In Person
	In Person

	Curt Brechtel
	Arizona Public Service
	Phone
	

	Kelly Brooks
	Williston Basin
	Phone
	Phone

	Kathryn Burch
	Duke Energy Gas Transmission
	In Person
	In Person

	Christopher Burden
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Tina Burnett
	The Boeing Company
	
	In Person

	Jennifer Chen
	SunGard Energy Systems
	In Person
	

	Dolores Chezar
	KeySpan Energy
	In Person
	In Person

	Craig Colombo
	Dominion Resources
	Phone
	Phone

	Pete Connor
	NiSource
	Phone
	Phone

	Cynthia Corcoran
	Enbridge Pipeline
	In Person
	

	Valerie Crockett
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	In Person
	In Person

	Dale Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Jennifer Deegan
	Washington Gas Light
	In Person
	In Person

	Andrew Dotterweich
	Consumers Energy
	Phone
	

	Lisa Fitzgerald
	Columbia Gas Transmission
	In Person
	In Person

	Kirstin Gibbs
	Process Gas Consumers
	Phone
	Phone

	Mark Gracey
	Tennessee Gas Pipeline
	In Person
	

	Bill Griffith
	El Paso Western Pipelines
	In Person
	In Person

	Bill Grygar
	Panhandle Eastern Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Dona Gussow
	Florida Power & Light 
	In Person
	In Person

	Tom Gwilliam
	Iroquois Gas Transmission System
	In Person
	In Person

	Scott Hansen
	Questar Pipeline Co.
	In Person
	In Person

	Bill Hebenstreit
	El Paso Production Company
	In Person
	In Person

	Judy Hickman
	Columbia Gas
	In Person
	In Person

	Brad Holmes
	Transwestern Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Rick Ishikawa
	SoCalGas
	In Person
	In Person

	Joe Kardas
	National Fuel Supply Corp.
	In Person
	In Person

	Iris King
	Dominion Transmission, Inc.
	In Person
	In Person

	Regis Klingler
	Consumers Energy
	Phone
	

	Toby Kuehl
	Northern Natural Gas
	In Person
	In Person

	Prince McDougal
	Southern Natural Gas
	Phone
	Phone

	Morris Nichols
	Center Point Energy
	In Person
	In Person

	Mike Novak
	National Fuel Gas Distribution
	In Person
	In Person

	Todd Oncken
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person

	Ali Quraishi
	AGA
	In Person
	In Person

	Jesse Rogers
	Trunkline Gas Transmission
	In Person
	In Person

	Richard Rudden
	RJ Rudden
	In Person
	In Person

	Keith Sappenfield
	Encana Corporation
	
	Phone

	Mike Schisler
	NGPL
	In Person
	In Person

	Don Sytsma
	RJ Rudden
	In Person
	In Person

	Kim Van Pelt
	Panhandle Eastern Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Brian White
	NiSource Pipelines
	In Person
	In Person

	Michelle Willis
	CenterPoint
	In Person
	In Person

	Randy Young
	Gulf South Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Steve Zavodnick
	Baltimore Gas & Electric
	Phone
	Phone


� Items 1-5 of the work plan were based on a workpaper submitted by Ms. Gussow titled, ‘Scope of BPS NatGas Quality & Measurement Reporting Project.’
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