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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 – July 7-8, 2004
DATE:
July 16, 2004

NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD

WHOLESALE GAS QUADRANT

BUSINESS PRACTICES SUBCOMMITTEE

Hosted by NAESB in Houston, TX

July 7-8, 2004

1. 
Administrative

Ms. Van Pelt called the meeting to order and welcomed participants.  Mr. Oncken gave the antitrust advice.  Participants introduced themselves.  Mr. Love moved, seconded by Ms. Scott, to adopt the agenda as posted.  The motion passed unanimously.

The draft minutes from the June 15-16, 2004 meeting were reviewed and minor changes were offered.  The modified draft minutes were adopted unanimously.  

2.
Natural Gas Quality Specification Sheet (Work Plan Item 1)

Participants submitted company-specific Natural Gas Quality Specification Sheets as a work assignment from the last meeting.  Approximately 50 work papers were submitted.  The subcommittee discussed how to move forward with the project, and whether it would be appropriate to compile a master document containing all responses.  Mr. Novak suggested the NAESB Office compile the matrix noting whether the item was contained in each of the work papers.  Concern was expressed that there were cases where both customers and a pipeline submitted responses, and it was suggested that preference should be shown for the pipeline filing since they were the most knowledgeable entity regarding their tariff requirements.  While it was ultimately determined that compilation of the compiled matrix was not required, several pipelines proposed to file revised sheets that reflect additional understanding gained during the meeting.  
Some concern was expressed with the concept of creating a comprehensive list.  For example, several parties commented on how the report would be implemented when individual tariffs contained only a portion of the items contained in the comprehensive list.  Mr. Novak stated the format would contain a placeholder for reporting the data, if available.  Additionally, Mr. Love noted that some pipelines have different gas quality requirements that are state, contract or facility specific.  
Beyond determining which specifications should be included in the report, Mr. Novak stated the request also asks that units be specified.  Mr. Novak suggested the subcommittee consider whether disclosure of units was appropriate; or, whether it would be more appropriate to standardize the units.  Mr. Love opposed standardizing the units of measure, because those units are contained in the individual tariffs and impact pipeline operations.  

As an alternative to the Natural Gas Quality Specification Sheet, Ms. Van Pelt proposed a menu item on the informational postings site that would contain a link directly to the tariff sheets that contain gas quality information.  The proposal was generally supported by the pipeline segment representatives.  Mr. Young supported the proposal, adding that the standard should not contain specific implementations but instead identify the information to be provided and give the pipelines flexibility in providing the information.  Mr. Schisler added that some tariff language is not quantifiable in tabular format.  He expressed concern that gas quality information in a tabular format could be misleading.  Ms. Gussow opposed the proposal, stating that tariff language is not consistent and easily understandable for operational personnel such as engineers and chemists.  Instead, Ms. Gussow supported a format that was easily understandable by operational personnel.  As an alternative, Ms. Gussow suggested pipelines file revised tariffs containing gas quality information in a tabular format.  As a compromise, Ms. Crockett suggested a table to include links to specific information where pipelines felt the information was not quantifiable in a tabular format.  Ms. Gussow added that notes are commonly used in technical documents and spec sheets.  
Ms. Gussow moved, seconded by Ms. Crockett, Proposed Standard S1 as follows:
Transportation Service Providers should adopt the format provided in the NATGAS QUALITY SPECIFICATIONS LIST with each pipeline providing their specific tariff quality specifications.  The format would include a table that would list the following information:

· a disclaimer that states the specifications list is a summary and for specific quality information the tariff should be referenced,

the table would include

· property or characteristic,

· symbol,

· measurement units(s) or condition,

· analytical test method,

· value…minimum value, maximum value, (or a single value column with appropriate mathematical notation of whether the value is a minimum or maximum or range),

· indicator of whether it applies to the receipt side or delivery side or both,

· a link to the tariff page where details may be provided on that characteristic or property,

· and any appropriate notes following the table.

During discussion of the motion it was noted that this standard would apply only to the information required by tariffs.  The proposed standard was modified during discussion.  Ms. Gussow noted the proposed standard was consistent with the request and stated the format would be more understandable for the intended audience.  Ms. Gussow encouraged pipelines to report information beyond what is required in the tariff.  Concerns about presenting the information in a tabular format were reiterated.  Analytical testing method was given as an example of information that could not be presented in a table.  Mr. Schisler stated the impact of the potential for misrepresentation could be large since businesses would likely be making decisions based on the data.  Mr. Schisler suggested the group focus on the best way to present the information, and stated a tabular format was not the best presentation.  Mr. Schisler stated the most efficient representation of the information is a link in the main menu structure and it links directly to the pages.  Mr. Love added that including notes or references was not an adequate solution, because the language required to provide context for the table could be more lengthy than the tariff language.  Ms. Gussow responded that the possibility of misrepresentation should be limited since the pipelines would be interpreting their own tariffs.  
Much of the discussion on the motion focused on how the elements would be addressed in cases where a particular pipeline tariff does not support such information.  Mr. Novak noted that the customary convention is to post only the data that is available, so there would not be instances where only 10 pieces of data were posted against a list of 25 characteristics.  Participants discussed, for instances when a pipeline has different maximums and minimums at different locations, whether it would be appropriate to make several postings, or instead use the system high and system low.  Ms. Gussow suggested multiple postings, or including specific information in the notes for the posting.  
There was also discussion on the specific characteristics to be reported.  Ms. Davis stated that the characteristics should be named carefully, since each characteristic had a different calculation and meaning.  For example, it was noted that High Heating Value (HHV) and maximum BTU are not synonymous.  Ms. Davis suggested changing the characteristic to heat content, shown in BTU.  Ms. Gussow stated that BTU does not necessarily mean HHV or Low Heating Value (LHV), but those terms have a definite meaning in chemistry.  Ms. Gussow stated HHV and LHV were included because of discussions in the interchangeability tasks forces about the computation of a modified WOBBE index.  There was no determination on this issue.  
The revised Gussow motion reads as follows:

Transportation Service Providers should provide natural gas quality tariff (or general terms and conditions) information in a table, as applicable:  

· property or characteristic,

· property or characteristic symbol, 

· measurement unit(s) or condition,

· analytical test method, 

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

· any notes or disclaimers.

The motion passed on a balanced vote.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 
	

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	

	Producers
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	

	Pipelines
	1
	14
	15
	0.133333
	1.866667
	2
	

	LDCs
	3
	0
	3
	2
	0
	2
	

	Services
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	

	End Users
	2
	0
	2
	2
	0
	2
	

	Total
	6
	14
	20
	4.133333
	1.866667
	6
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Ms. Van Pelt stated NAESB WGQ Standard 4.3.23 should be modified to reflect the posting of gas quality information.  After limited discussion, Mr. Bray moved, seconded by Mr. Kuehl, to include to a category for ‘Gas Quality’ between Energy Affiliate Info and Index of Customers.  The motion passed.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 
	

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	

	Producers
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	

	Pipelines
	10
	2
	12
	1.666667
	0.333333
	2
	

	LDCs
	3
	0
	3
	2
	0
	2
	

	Services
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	

	End Users
	3
	0
	3
	2
	0
	2
	

	Total
	16
	2
	18
	5.666667
	0.333333
	6
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


3.
Real Time Natural Gas Quality Measurement Datastream (Work Plan Item 3)

Participants discussed whether ‘Real Time’ should be defined in the standard so that users would have context to the data provided.  Ms. Gussow stated that even if true real-time data was not available, the most recently available data would be preferable to historical average value.  Ms. Gussow proposed that the data should be available as it is collected for the locations where it is collected (ie. SCADA data).  Mr. Novak proposed defining real time as posting the data once per hour.  
The timing of the availability of data was discussed at length.  Mr. Rogers suggested that posting the data once per hour would be too frequent, especially since data will have to be processed before it can be posted.  Mr. Young noted similar concerns on the availability of data for posting, adding that daily posting could also be problematic.  Ms. Crockett stated end users were sensitive to data quality concerns, but data at major points with flaws would provide far more information than is currently available.  Ms. Gussow added that users recognize the data is subject to revision and not billing quality, and could be collected at different times and different frequencies, but said access to any data the pipeline is receiving would help users analyze the data and calculate trends for the quality of the fuel entering their equipment.  Mr. Novak noted a standard that incorporated a one day lag for posting would be consistent with the flowing gas standards, and an organization providing data more frequently would be exceeding the standard.  
Mr. Rogers reiterated that the pipelines are very concerned about the validity of the data, and that while it may be intended for operational purposes, once the data is published it could be used for purposes beyond what was intended.  Mr. Schisler noted that gas control staff does not monitor gas quality data as the SCADA data is received.  Mr. Rogers added that gas control staff does not have time to prepare the data for posting.  Additionally, Mr. Kardas stated that if end users adjust equipment based on the data, there could be liability if the operational projections were incorrect.  Ms. Gussow noted that electric generators have experience monitoring the quality of other fuel sources based on raw data.  Mr. Griffith suggested that since most pipeline business is done on the whole day, gas quality data should be provided no more frequently.  In addition, he noted there should be time to collect, format and post the data, so it could be two day old data when available.  

Participants discussed the locations where the data would be collected and posted.  Ms. Gussow stated it would be helpful to receive data at some representative point that leads to the various end users and could indicate any gas quality trends.  Mr. Griffith stated that choosing representative points on some gas systems would be difficult.

The need for the data requested was briefly debated.  It was noted that gas quality is very important for many industrial end users that are very sensitive to fuel inputs.  Mr. Bray stated that for 60 years this has not been a problem.  Ms. Gussow responded that the industry has changed because equipment and gas sources have changed.  Ms. Gussow also noted that subsequent environmental and regulatory regulations have impacted end users, and in particular, electric generators.  Mr. Novak added that while it may not be a problem today for the industry as a whole, gas quality would be important over the next several years as LNG sources are incorporated into the system and the BTU changes.  Mr. Novak stated the LDC concern would not be an increase in BTU, but fluctuation in BTU on a daily basis.  Mr. Novak stated this is a matter of being concerned and being proactive for sensitive customers.  

Ms. Crockett stated that although her company has installed chromatographs at its delivery locations, those only measure the gas quality as it is delivered and that is too late.  To give a specific example, she noted there have been instances where facilities have been out of service for a year due to gas quality.    
Ms. Gussow moved, seconded by Ms. Crockett, to adopt the following standard (Proposed Standard S2) to address agenda items 3 and 4:
Transportation Service Providers shall provide website reports under Infomational Postings of daily average gas quality measurements, if available, in a downloadable table that includes the following information:

· Date

· Location of measurement (at representative points entering the market area)

· Heating Value (used to determine natural gas quantities, receipts and deliveries)

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

· Specific Gravity

· Water (lbs.MMscf)

· Nitrogen, %

· Carbon Dioxide, %

· Oxygen, %

· Hydrogen, %

· Helium, %

· Any other gases being measured

· Total Sulfur, grains/100scf and ppm

· Hydrogen Sulfide, grains/100scf and ppm

· Carbonyl Sulfide, grains/100scf and ppm %

· Mercaptans, grains/100scf and ppm

· Any other sulfur compounds being measured

· Mercury and/or any other contaminants being

· Indicator if above data is preliminary or final

Data shall be posted daily as soon as available for the Gas Day being reported and noted as “preliminary”.  When data is judged to be final, the Indicator will be updated to “final” and classified as historical.

Among the accompanying Notes, provide the following:

· Pipeline’s definition or scope of “total sulfur” measurement (what’s included or excluded).

Report number of values used in calculating the above “final” daily averages [is it one, two, five or 500] and/or timing and frequency of measurement cycle.
Ms. Gussow reviewed the proposal.  There was extended debate on the motion.  Much of the discussion on the motion centered around whether it would be appropriate to post the information on the Informational Postings site, as requested, or on the Customer Activities site where it would be password protected.  Ms. Gussow stated one advantage of posting the reports on the Informational Postings site was that it would eliminate the need to issue passwords to staff members or contractors that would have no other need to access the Customer Activities site.  She also noted that posting in this manner would allow end users, who are not necessarily shippers, to access the valuable data.  Ms. Crockett added that putting the data under Informational Postings would allow contractors (engineers and chemists) without security clearance to use the data.  Mr. Young stated the data should only be available to the point operators.  Ms. Scott noted that some pipelines provide the data today without a password, and changing the posting location to Customer Activities would force them to password protect the data.  Mr. Mills concurred that password protection was not necessary, since there would not likely be any national security concerns.  One suggestion was to allow the pipeline to have the option of posting the information on Informational Postings or Customer Activities.  Ms. Gussow stated that if the information was password protected, there should be a better way of managing passwords.  If there were security concerns about locations, Ms. Gussow suggested the location be coded and parties wanting to know the specific location could contact the pipeline to find out that information.  Mr. Mills stated that the producers have continually asked for gas quality information, and it is FERC’s intent that the information be transparent and easily accessible.  Mr. Burden noted that if the information is not password protected, it will be available for query on search engines, like Google.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that if there is a subsequent request to standardize reporting points and the current report is located under informational postings, it will likely follow that the proprietary information will be posted there as well.  
There was additional discussion about posting locations.  Mr. Novak noted that the motion did not, and would not appropriately, address the locations where the data was collected.  On representative points, Ms. Crockett stated the information needed was typical blended mainstream gas, not production area points.  Mr. Love stated that on a reticulated pipeline, it is virtually impossible to define a representative point, since gas enters and leaves the system at the same points, and added that it sometimes relates to how the pipeline is configured that day.  Ms. Gussow stated that heating content information is included in billing, so the data that supports those calculations should be available.  Mr. Novak stated that since the standard does not direct posting at a particular point, the location will vary according to pipeline.  
Mr. Rogers suggested there were two types of gas quality data – gas quality data available at a representative point not necessarily connected with a measurement station (mainline) and custody gas quality information used for gas measurement (proprietary).  He stated the first type of gas quality data could be non-password protected, or protected under a blanket password, while the second type of information should be password protected and available only to the interconnecting party.  He suggested the subcommittee evaluate the two types of data separately.  The subcommittee generally agreed with the concept that there were two different types of gas quality information; however, Mr. Mills stated there should be no differentiation in the treatment of the data.  
Ms. Gussow presented a revised motion.  After Ms. Gussow left the meeting, Ms. Crockett and Ms. Scott sponsored the revised motion.  There was continued discussion and refinement of the revised proposal.  On Mr. Young’s suggestion, Ms. Crockett and Ms. Scott agreed to postpone voting on the second revised motion (See Proposed Standard S2, attached) until the next meeting.  
The subcommittee discussed the treatment of posting non-representative locations.  It was noted that this was likely the proprietary information where password protection was possibly warranted.  To make the intent of the subcommittee clear, the subcommittee drafted Proposed Principle P1 to address non-representative points.  There was some concern stated by Ms. Scott that the gas quality information would not be centrally located.  The following text was developed for Proposed Principle P1:  

For any location(s), the Transportation Service Provider (TSP) may, at its discretion, elect to provide additional gas quality information in any format, including the format specified in NAESB WGQ Standard No. S2.  The TSP may choose how to provide the information.  

This item will be voted on at the next meeting.  
Ms. Scott noted that data retention was an open issue.  Mr. Young stated that FERC mandates a three year data retention policy.  Mr. Love stated that since there was no specific FERC mandate on internet availability on this issue, the subcommittee could consider how long the data should be maintained on the website, with subsequent retention being through archives accessible by other means.  Mr. Love suggested the group discuss this topic at the next meeting.  
4.
Historical Natural Gas Quality Reports (Work Plan Item 2) 

This item was discussed within item 3 so no further discussion was required.
5.
Discussion of Applicability of NAESB WGQ Standard 2.4.6

Mr. Novak noted that the discussion of NAESB WGQ Standard 2.4.6 was not applicable due to the proposed standards and principles discussed above.  

6.
Upcoming Meetings (further details to follow)



August 4-5, 2004

AGA, Washington D.C.



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



October 14-15, 2004
National Fuel Gas, Buffalo, NY
7. Adjourn

The meeting adjourned on July 8 at 2:00 p.m. Central.  

8. Attendees
	Name
	Organization
	Day One
	Day Two

	Ed Anderson
	RJ Rudden Associates
	Phone
	

	Mariam Arnaout
	American Gas Association
	Phone
	

	Jeff Bittel
	Texas Gas
	Phone
	

	Martha Braddy
	BG LNG Services, LLC
	In Person
	

	Mike Bray
	Shell Gas Transmission
	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
	Phone
	Phone

	Craig Colombo
	Dominion Resources
	Phone
	Phone

	Pete Connor
	Nisource
	Phone
	Phone

	Valerie Crockett
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	In Person
	In Person

	Dale Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	Phone
	

	Tony Diocee
	BGLS
	In Person
	

	Andrew Dotterweich
	Consumers Energy
	Phone
	

	Mark Gracey
	Tennessee Gas Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Bill Griffith
	El Paso Western Pipelines
	In Person
	In Person

	Bill Grygar
	Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line
	In Person
	

	Dona Gussow
	Florida Power & Light
	In Person
	In Person

	Sheri Heslington
	Dominion Exploration
	In Person
	

	Judy Hickman
	NiSource Pipelines
	In Person
	

	Joe Kardas
	National Fuel Gas Supply
	In Person
	In Person

	Iris King
	Dominion Transmission
	Phone
	Phone

	Toby Kuehl
	Northern Natural Gas
	In Person
	In Person

	Paul Love 
	Kinder Morgan Interstate Gas
	In Person
	In Person

	Marcy McCain
	Duke Energy Gas Transmission
	Phone
	Phone

	Randy Mills
	ChevronTexaco
	In Person
	In Person

	Janie Nielsen
	Kern River Gas Transmission Co.
	In Person
	In Person

	Mike Novak
	National Fuel Gas Distribution
	In Person
	In Person

	Todd Oncken
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person

	Marjorie Perlman
	Energy East Management
	Phone
	Phone

	Richard Pinion
	OATI
	In Person
	

	Jesse Rogers
	TGC
	In Person
	In Person

	Mike Schisler
	NGPL
	In Person
	In Person

	Donna Scott
	Transwestern Pipeline Co.
	In Person
	In Person

	Richard Smith
	ExxonMobil
	In Person
	

	Kim Van Pelt
	Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line
	In Person
	In Person

	Randy Young
	Gulf South Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	Steve Zavodnick
	Baltimore Gas & Electric
	In Person
	In Person
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