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August 4-5, 2004 Hosted by American Gas Association
Final Minutes
1. 
Administrative

Mr. Novak called the meeting to order and welcomed participants.  Mr. Oncken gave the antitrust advice.  Participants introduced themselves.  
Ms. Davis moved, seconded by Mr. Young, to adopt the draft agenda with the addition of Discussion of IR Question as item 2.  The motion passed unanimously.  

The draft minutes from July 7-8, 2004 were reviewed and minor modifications were offered.  Ms. Perlman moved, seconded by Mr. Zavodnick, to adopt the draft minutes as modified.  The motion passed unanimously.  

2.
Discussion of IR Question
Ms. Davis stated that the Information Requirements Subcommittee (IR) needed clarification on which data sets were impacted by Request R97110, since the BPS instruction to IR did not specify the data sets.  She noted possible interpretations of the instructions would be to make the modifications to only the three data sets specifically stated in the request (offer, award, bid) or the seven capacity release data sets noted in the memo from IR.  Ms. Davis moved, seconded by Ms. Chezar, as follows:  
In response to the question from IR (memo dated July 27, 2004) regarding R97110 wherein the definition for Posting Date and Posting Time are being modified, such modifications should be applied to the following data sets:  
Standard 5.4.1
Offer Download

Standard 5.4.2
Bid Download

Standard 5.4.3
Award Download





During discussion, it was noted that the request related to capacity release at the time of the request.  Being such, Mr. Gwilliam and Ms. Nielsen proposed the changes should be limited to those in the original request.  Ms. Davis and Ms. Chezar accepted the modification (shown in redline above).  The motion passed unanimously.  
3.
Discussion and Vote

Workpaper – Modifications to Proposed Standard No. S1

Ms. Crockett moved, seconded by Mr. Colombo, to replace the original Proposed Standard S1, passed during the last meeting, with the modified Proposed Standard S1 submitted by National Fuel Distribution.  There was extensive discussion on the proposed standard.  
Mr. Love stated concern about reporting analytical test method, especially in cases where there could be different test methods for different locations.  Mr. Love added that testing method might not apply to all elements of the table.  Further, he said that testing method does not necessarily correlate to a specific characteristic; rather, a chromatograph or sample bottle could be used to test for multiple characteristics.  Ms. Gussow explained that including this item in the report gives end users comfort that the testing process is standardized, without having to go into great detail.  Additionally, she stated the requirement would go to testing method (such as specific ASTM Standards for determining BTU), not sampling methods.  Mr. Novak proposed that in cases where multiple forms of testing are used, they are all listed.  It was noted that in cases where the specific tariffs did not include testing methods, no information would be required to be posted.  Mr. Novak added that entities providing more information than that contained in their tariff or General Terms and Conditions would be exceeding the standards.
As a result of the discussion, Ms. Crockett and Mr. Colombo accepted changes to their motion.  As modified, modified Proposed Standard S1 reads:

A Transportation Service Provider (TSP) should provide on its Informational Postings Web Site the natural gas quality tariff provisions (or where no tariff exists in the general terms and conditions) information in a table, to include as applicable:  

· property or characteristic,

· property or characteristic symbol, 

· measurement unit(s),

· testing method(s), 

· value(s) (minimum, maximum, range), 

· indicator of whether the value for the characteristic or property applies to the receipt location(s) or delivery location(s) or both,

· a table footnote or a link to where details may be provided on that characteristic or property, and

· any notes or disclaimers.

The table specified herein is intended to be a simple reference guide and is not intended to act as a replacement to the TSP’s tariff.  If there are inconsistencies between the table specified herein and the TSP’s tariff, the tariff should control.

The motion passed on a balanced vote.  
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Producers
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1

	Pipelines
	9
	5
	14
	1.285714
	0.714286
	2

	LDCs
	9
	0
	9
	2
	0
	2

	Services
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0

	End Users
	5
	1
	6
	1.666667
	0.333333
	2

	Total
	 
	 
	30
	5.952381
	1.047619
	7


4.
Discussion and Vote

Workpaper – Proposed Standard No. S2

Ms. Gussow moved, seconded by Ms. Crockett, to adopt Proposed Standard S2.  While discussing the proposed standard, it was noted that Mr. Connor submitted a workpaper containing alternate language for the opening paragraph.  Although all of Mr. Connor’s proposed modifications were discussed and considered, Ms. Gussow and Ms. Crockett did not accept any of the proposed changes.  
There was extensive discussion on the meaning of ‘location(s) that are representative of mainline gas flow.’  Mr. Mills clarified that the intent is not all points that would be representative of mainline gas flow, but a representative sample that would reflect the gas quality on discrete segments of the pipeline.  
Participants discussed whether and how the locations would be determined.  Ms. Chezar opposed the pipeline having complete discretion in selecting the locations, and added that customers should have the opportunity for input into that decision, possibly through the regulatory process.  Ms. Chezar stated that while problems are not anticipated, safeguards to protect customers should be in place.  Ms. Nielsen expressed concern that the current wording leaves it open for some parties to interpret the language to mean that all points should be posted, not just a sampling, and that was not the stated intent of the requester.  Mr. Novak suggested that a principle should be drafted reflecting the understanding that it is not contemplated that sampling and posting would be done for every point and that the pipelines would have the first opportunity to propose locations, with customers responding through the regulatory process.  Ms. Van Pelt stated she had not considered the possibility of a FERC compliance filing that would detail the locations.  The potential for posting multiple points bothered many of the pipeline representatives.  Ms. Chezar stated she expected the pipelines through the regulatory compliance filing process to circulate a list of proposed locations among their customers prior to finalizing the list.  
Mr. Love expressed concern that specifically discussing the locations could be broaching a policy issue, since it goes far beyond report format.  Ms. Davis expressed concern that without limiting the parameters, pipelines would face difficulties in determining the points and properly implementing the standards.  Mr. Mills stated that the number of points is self-determining for most pipelines, except highly reticulated pipelines.  Mr. Mills suggested including language that would limit the number of locations to 15.  Ms. Gussow re-iterated that she is not looking for every receipt and delivery point.  Ms. Chezar opposed Mr. Mills’ proposal because the number could change over time, especially with the forthcoming LNG supplies.  Ms. Chezar also expressed concerns that limiting the number could hamper shippers’ ability to raise concerns.
Ms. Chezar noted that the original intent of this request was to protect very expensive electric generation equipment, but the information contained in the reports could be very useful to many parties.  For example, she stated LDCs could use the information to gain a general understanding about what is going on with the system and why the BTU has crept up a little.  Mr. White questioned the value of the information.  Ms. Van Pelt agreed and added that the resulting standard might not address the needs contained in the request.  Mr. Novak stated the value of the information is in the beholder and to the benefit of end users.  Mr. Novak stated that LDCs could provide customers with advanced notice of quality-challenged gas.  However, it was recognized that the concept of representative points could be problematic on some systems.  
Mr. Gwilliam stated a stumbling block for the pipeline segment is posting this information on the Informational Postings Web Site.  He stated the pipelines might not oppose the postings if they were on the Customer Activities Web Site and the location operators had access to the data.  Ms. Chezar stated that information would not be helpful, since the meter operators would have access to it instead of the shippers or end users.  Ms. Gussow added that there are also parties behind the city gates that need access to the information and it could be burdensome to manage passwords to Customer Activities Web Sites when only some people need to see this data.  
Regarding the issue of BTU creep, Mr. Love stated the significant issue is whether the gas delivered meets the quality specifications in the tariff.  Ms. Chezar explained that BTU impacts how distribution systems are operated.  Ms. Chezar stated the information would be valuable because it could improve communications because potential problems could be identified and discussed before they become critical.  Ms. Crockett added that while the delivery may be within tariff specifications, there are emissions restrictions that might be more stringent than the tariff specifications.  
Participants discussed eliminating the list.  Mr. Love opposed inclusion of the list because a strict interpretation of the standard could mean that points would have to be selected where reports could be presented on all of the items listed.  Ms. Crockett stated that she thought the words “to the extent available” protected the TSP.  Ms. Chezar opposed deleting the list.  Ms. Gussow stated the list was a representative list developed based on several sources, so it does not necessarily encompass everything covered by every pipeline’s tariff.  It was determined to treat the list as an example of the information that could be provided.
Ms. Gussow and Ms. Crockett accepted the modified language, as follows: 

The Transportation Service Provider (TSP) should provide on its Informational Postings Web Site daily average gas quality information for prior gas day(s), to the extent available, for location(s) that are representative of mainline gas flow.  The information available for the identified location(s) should be provided in a downloadable format.  Information should be reported in units as specified in the tariff or general terms and conditions.  In any event, compliance with gas quality requirements is in accordance with the TSP’s tariff or general terms and conditions.

The following are examples of gas quality attributes that could be included in the posting for the applicable Gas Day(s) and location(s):

· Heating Value

· Hydrocarbon Components,  % of C1 – Cnn, as used in determining Heating Value

· Specific Gravity

· Water

· Nitrogen

· Carbon Dioxide

· Oxygen

· Hydrogen

· Helium

· Total Sulfur

· Hydrogen Sulfide

· Carbonyl Sulfide

· Mercaptans

· Mercury and/or any other contaminants being measured

· Other pertinent gas quality information that is specified in the TSP’s tariff or the general terms and conditions.

The motion passed.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Producers
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1

	Pipelines
	1
	13
	14
	0.142857
	1.857143
	2

	LDCs
	7
	0
	7
	2
	0
	2

	Services
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0

	End Users
	3
	1
	4
	1.5
	0.5
	2

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	4.642857
	2.357143
	7

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Workpaper – Proposed Principle No. P1

Ms. Burch moved, seconded by Ms. Davis, Proposed Principle No. P1, as follows:  

For any location(s), the Transportation Service Provider (TSP) may, at its discretion, elect to provide additional gas quality information.  The TSP may choose how to provide the information.  
Ms. Burch noted it was a minor modification from the original language contained in the workpaper.  During discussion, Ms. Van Pelt reiterated that the proposed principle addresses concerns about comparability issues and pipeline’s ability to provide additional information.  Ms. Burch and Ms. Davis accepted additional changes to the motion, which now reads:  

For any location(s), the Transportation Service Provider (TSP) may, at its discretion, elect to provide gas quality information in addition to that specified in NAESB WGQ Standard No. [S2].  The TSP may choose how to provide the information.
The motion passed unanimously.

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Producers
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1

	Pipelines
	11
	0
	11
	2
	0
	2

	LDCs
	7
	0
	7
	2
	0
	2

	Services
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0

	End Users
	4
	0
	4
	2
	0
	2

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	7
	0
	7


5.
Standards Development Discussion & Potential Vote(s)

Gas Quality Data Retention Period, Online/Offline Availability

Mr. Novak proposed retaining the report produced by Proposed Standard No. S2 on line for three months and archived for three years.  There were several other options considered, including 90 days, three gas months, or six months to coincide with the invoice timelines.  Mr. Love stated that the proposal mirrors typical FERC retention requirements.  
Ms. Gussow moved, seconded by Ms. Crockett, Proposed Standard No. S3 as follows:  
The online retention period be 3 months and for long term retention in accordance with regulatory requirements.  
There were several proposed changes during discussion to add specificity to the standard.  While several parties would have preferred to delete language addressing long term retention to avoid potential conflicts in the future, Mr. Novak stated the language clarified that the information would be available offline for the period between three months and three years.  
Ms. Gussow and Ms. Crockett accepted the modified language, as follows:  

Data provided pursuant to NAESB WGQ Standard No. [S2] should be made available on the Transportation Service Provider’s Web Site for 3 months.  Beyond this initial period, the data should be made available offline in accordance with regulatory requirements. 
The motion passed unanimously.

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Producers
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Pipelines
	9
	0
	9
	2
	0
	2

	LDCs
	7
	0
	7
	2
	0
	2

	Services
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1

	End Users
	4
	0
	4
	2
	0
	2

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	7
	0
	7


Download Format for Proposed Standard No. S2

The subcommittee discussed whether it was necessary to specify a file format for the downloadable file.  Ms. Davis noted that the NAESB standard flat file format is defined in existing NAESB standards, and reviewed NAESB WGQ Standards 4.2.12, 4.3.80, 4.3.81 and 4.3.82, which relate to the flat file format.  There was unanimous agreement that an EDI data set was not required.  
Ms. Gussow moved, seconded by Ms. Crockett, Proposed Standard S4 as follows:  
Data provided pursuant to NAESB WGQ Standard No. [S2] should be downloadable in the NAESB WGQ FF/EDM format.  
During discussion, Ms. Davis noted that the FERC does not require all regulated entities to use flat files.  Ms. Nielsen suggested drafting a standard that included NAESB flat file format or tab-delimited format.  On further discussion, it was determined that including a description of the contents with the downloadable file would be more efficient and less restrictive on the companies providing the data.  

Ms. Gussow and Ms. Crockett accepted the modified language, as follows:  
Data provided pursuant to NAESB WGQ Standard No. [S2] should be provided in a tabular downloadable file to be described by the Transportation Service Provider. The first row of the file should contain the column headers.  

The motion passed unanimously. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Producers
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Pipelines
	6
	0
	6
	2
	0
	2

	LDCs
	6
	0
	6
	2
	0
	2

	Services
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1

	End Users
	4
	0
	4
	2
	0
	2

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	7
	0
	7

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


6.
Upcoming Meetings (further details to follow) – potential cancellation



September 1-2, 2004
Kern River, Salt Lake City, UT



October 14-15, 2004
National Fuel Gas, Buffalo, NY
The subcommittee’s work on gas quality has been completed.  However, there was no change in the meeting schedule.  Instead, the subcommittee will work on existing workload during the previously scheduled meetings.  Additionally, a conference call the week of August 16 was discussed, but has not been scheduled.
7. 
Adjourn

The meeting adjourned on August 5 at 10:45 a.m. Eastern.
8.
Attendees

	Name
	Organization
	Segment
	Day One
	Day Two

	Mariam Arnaout
	American Gas Association
	NA
	In Person
	In Person

	Kathryn Burch
	Duke Energy Gas Transmission
	Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Christopher Burden
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	Pipeline
	Phone
	Phone

	Tina Burnett
	The Boeing Company
	End User
	Phone
	

	Dolores Chezar
	KeySpan Energy
	LDC
	In Person
	

	Craig Colombo
	Dominion Resources
	LDC
	In Person
	In Person

	Pete Connor
	NiSource
	End User
	Phone
	Phone

	Valerie Crockett
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	End User
	In Person
	In Person

	Kelly Daly
	Stinson Morrison Hecker (rep. APS)
	End User
	In Person
	

	Dale Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Lisa Fitzgerald
	NiSource Pipelines
	Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Mark Gracey
	Tennessee Gas Pipeline
	Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Bill Griffith
	El Paso Western Pipeline
	Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Dona Gussow
	Florida Power & Light
	End User
	In Person
	In Person

	Tom Gwilliam
	Iroquois Gas Transmission
	Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Amy Hamilton
	Peco Energy Co.
	LDC
	In Person
	In Person

	Judy Hickman
	NiSource Pipelines
	Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Brad Holmes
	Transwestern Pipeline
	Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Richard Ishikawa
	Southern California Gas Co.
	LDC
	In Person
	In Person

	Iris King
	Dominion Transmission
	Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Rose Lennon
	Washington Gas
	LDC
	In Person
	

	Paul Love
	NGPL
	Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Rae McQuade
	NAESB
	NA
	Phone
	Phone

	Chris Maturo
	Northern Indiana Public Service
	LDC
	In Person
	In Person

	Randy Mills
	ChevronTexaco
	Producer
	In Person
	

	Janie Nielsen
	Kern River Gas Transmission 
	Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Mike Novak
	National Fuel Distribution
	LDC
	In Person
	In Person

	Todd Oncken
	NAESB
	NA
	In Person
	In Person

	Marjorie Perlman
	Energy East Management
	LDC
	Phone
	Phone

	Jesse Rogers
	Trunkline Gas Company
	Pipeline 
	Phone
	Phone

	Keith Sappenfield
	Encana Corporation
	Services
	Phone
	Phone

	Laura Schepis
	APGA
	LDC
	In Person
	

	Jim Templeton
	Comprehensive Energy
	End User
	Phone
	Phone

	Kim Van Pelt
	Panhandle Eastern Pipeline
	Pipeline
	Phone
	Phone

	Brian White
	NiSource Pipelines
	Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Randy Young
	Gulf South
	Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Steve Zavodnick
	Baltimore Gas & Electric
	LDC
	In Person
	In Person

	Denyse Zosa
	Stinson Morrison Hecker (rep. APS)
	End User
	In Person
	In Person
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