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BUSINESS PRACTICES SUBCOMMITTEE CONFERENCE CALL

January 4, 2007; 1:00 p.m. – 4:00 p.m. Central

FINAL MINUTES

1. 
Administrative

Ms. Van Pelt called the meeting to order.  Ms. Kirby gave the anti-trust advice and took the roll of participants.  Ms. Davis moved to adopt the agenda and Mr. Sappenfield seconded the motion.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that the adoption of the September 11, 2006 draft minutes would be postponed to the January 12, 2006 meeting.    

2.
Review of WGQ EC meeting on 12-7-06: 
Ms. Van Pelt stated that the results of the EC meeting were recorded in the minutes, posted at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/wgq_ec120706dm.doc.  Ms. Chezar noted that she had changes to the minutes.  Ms. Van Pelt asked the group to submit work papers of redlines to the EC minutes to the EC.  Those work papers will be reviewed during the next WGQ EC meeting, prior to the adoption of the 12/7/06 minutes.  Ms. Van Pelt clarified that the changes recorded in the attachment to the EC minutes were those that were recommended during the EC call.  She added that those changes to Recommendation R06008 (Modify WGQ Standard No. 4.3.92 to clarify that all available data at representative points should be made available by Transportation Service Providers) failed the EC voting requirements.  She suggested the group begin with the standards voted on by the BPS during the September 11th meeting, due to the failure of the EC vote.       
3.
Consideration, drafting language, and possible vote on recommendation for gas quality standards related to recommendation R06008

The group reviewed WGQ Pipeline Segment Work Paper Regarding R06008 - 1/3/07.  The group began with a review of the suggested changes to WGQ Standard No. 4.3.90.  Ms. Chezar stated that all information collected should be posted on the pipelines’ websites, and not just what is listed in the pipeline tariff.  Mr. Griffith reviewed the pipeline suggested changes to the recommended standard.  He stated that of main concern to the pipelines was the clarity of the posting requirements.  He said it was not agreeable to the pipelines to have a wide open posting requirement for gas quality that encompassed all collected data.  Mr. Griffith clarified that the term “available” referred to data routinely electronically available in the pipeline work paper.  
Mr. Connor questioned if data fell under the pipeline standard if it was routinely electronically available but not specified in the tariff.  Mr. Griffith stated that if the data was not specified in the tariff, it became part of the mutually agreed to part of the standard.  Mr. Griffith clarified that “electronically available” referred to data that was processed electronically.  Ms. Chezar stated that data calculated by hand off a chromatograph would not be posted under this explanation.  Ms. Chezar clarified that this is a reason given by some pipelines for why certain information is not posted.  She offered the example of sulfur, often not collected on a daily basis by pipeline, but collected on a regular basis by pipelines.  Ms. Chezar stated that under the standard provided by the pipeline this information would not be posted.  Mr. Griffith stated that Ms. Chezar was correct in her statement.  Ms. Chezar stated that the pipeline standard was unacceptable for those reasons.  Mr. Griffith stated that often sulfur was only collected on a semi-annual basis and that sulfur readings were so far below the tariff requirement that the reading was often not meaningful.  Ms. Gussow stated that it would satisfy many end users if a simple statement to that effect was posted.
Ms. Chezar stated that the pipeline proposed standards made it clear that certain information would not be posted and the end users and LDCs could end up with less information than is available today.  Ms. Gussow said that the purpose of the standard was to set a standard for planning criteria postings for data that end users required.  She stated that if a pipeline could not provide all information, that would be considered an exception.  However, she emphasized the importance of setting a standard that worked towards a goal of providing information needed in the clearest way possible.  Ms. Davis disagreed that this was the intent resulting from the original gas quality meetings.  Ms. Chezar stated that KeySpan expected to see information collected by pipelines posted for representative points.  Ms. Davis stated that it might be in the best of interest of end users to report those pipelines that do not conform to the standard to FERC, instead of making changes to the standard for violations that most pipelines were not committing.  

Ms. Davis clarified that if the recommended standard failed the EC, it was reported to the Board but that the Board cannot pass standards.  If the standard is blocked by one segment, the standard is submitted to the FERC and the FERC provides a direction or solution for the standard.  She said as is, the recommended standard did not pass the EC.  However, she emphasized that if each change would have been voted on separately, several of the changes would have been passed by the pipeline segment in the recommendation that went before the EC on December 7th.  
Mr. Frost stated that the recommended language by the pipelines did not advance the goal of having information provided by pipelines that can be easily provided.  He added that because all other standards in the section are dependent on standard No. 4.3.90, changing language like “electronically available” could fulfill the goals of the end users and producers.  Ms. Chezar clarified that according to the recommended standard of the pipelines, a spec must be listed in their tariff, routinely measured, and electronically available to be a required posting.           
Mr. Frost stated that it was important for producers and shippers to understand the requirements of the pipelines for gas quality, in order to meet those requirements.   He added that there must be sufficient information posted on a timely basis by the pipelines in order to allow adequate time for shippers to respond.  Mr. Griffith stated that if the data was not in the pipeline’s tariff, the pipeline did not control for it.  Mr. Frost stated that he interpreted the pipelines proposed recommended standards to mean there was too much discretion for pipelines as to what information would be posted.  Mr. Young questioned if Ms. Chezar and other end users were addressing problems with individual pipelines through the FERC.  Ms. Chezar stated that it was the decision of the LDCs to try and address the problem at NAESB before reporting individual pipelines to the FERC.  Ms. Chezar added that NAESB already had ratified original standard No. 4.3.90 on gas quality, but many pipelines did not interpret it nor implement it in the intended manner.  The original request was to provide for an interpretation of the standard, but the Interpretations Committee leadership had decided it was best clarified by the industry in the BPS.  
Mr. Griffith continued with his explanation of the pipeline work paper.  He stated that this standard should be consistent with other NAESB standards that require downloads, such as standard no. 4.3.16.  Mr. Griffith stated that proposed standard 4.3.x1 should be consistent with 4.3.x2 and be based on tariff requirements and not individual requesters.  Ms. Chezar asked how the proposed pipeline changes would be interpreted under the NGC Whitepaper.  Mr. Griffith stated that the NGC Whitepaper stated that the inclusion of interchangeability is between a pipeline and a shipper.  He added that the way this standard was originally proposed was ahead of plans in developing interchangeability and the posting of it before discussions between pipelines and customers had concluded.  He added that the requirement should be based on their tariffs and anything beyond should be between Transmission Service Providers and their service requesters.  Mr. Griffith stated that the pipeline work paper edited 4.3.x.2 to make it consistent with the proposed revisions to standard no. 4.3.90.  
Ms. Chezar stated that the critical standard to come to an agreement on was 4.3.90.  She stated that the BPS could not move forward on a proposed revised recommendation until this standard was settled.  She suggested the group review the pipeline work paper and the proposed revisions to the standard considered by the EC during the December 7th meeting.

Mr. Smith stated that the pipeline paper did not move the group forward in coming to a compromise.  Mr. Griffith stated that the pipelines had presented a standard they thought clearer and better than the current language.  He added that to have a general requirement to post information concerned the pipelines and that the requirement should be clarified.  Mr. Smith asked why all information could not be posted in order to provide for better business and communications.  He added that if data was important enough for pipelines to monitor it, it was important enough to post for the other industry participants.  Ms. Gussow stated that information was often kept by pipelines in spreadsheet form but not posted.  Mr. Griffith stated that he would review these issues with the pipelines prior to the next BPS meeting.  Ms. Gussow repeated the need of end users to know in advance if elements in the natural gas being transported were going to damage generators.  She stated that if the measurements were taken at the power plants, it was too late and the damage was done.  

Mr. Love stated that a paper from the LDCs, end users, and producers, stating the exact provisions they wished included in the standard, should be posted prior to the next meeting.  Ms. Davis asked for clarification that the type of revisions proposed by the groups above would not call for pipelines to add equipment.  Several in the group recognized that no new equipment should be required.  

Mr. Frost stated that if quality spec was included in a pipeline tariff and the pipeline is controlling for it, it should be posted data.  He questioned how a pipeline could deny service to a Customer based on a spec they do not control for.  He added that it would be enough for pipelines to post a statement of trace amounts for those specs that are controlled for but present no meaningful reading.  

Ms. Chezar questioned the failure to post oxygen.  Mr. Griffith replied that pipelines were not in agreement on whether or not oxygen was corrosive.  Ms. Davis restated that many pipelines were not testing for oxygen in its pure form.  Mr. Frost repeated that if a pipeline was going to control for an element, they would receive information on it.  The information received should be posted.  Mr. Young commented that producers should not send gas that does not meet the specs.  Mr. Frost replied that this depended on producers being aware of what the specs are.  

Mr. Novak stated that if information was in a pipelines tariff they were controlling for it.  He added that if the pipelines were not agreeable to posting this information it was most likely best to go to the FERC.  He questioned whether the pipelines would support an agreement at the EC level that they had supported at the BPS level.  Ms. Van Pelt replied that several meetings had been scheduled to come to an agreement on the standard.  Mr. Novak questioned if NAESB was the forum to deal with the issue.  Ms. Chezar agreed that the group was not making progress. Mr. Love said the pipelines needed a clear explanation of what the producers, end users, and LDCs were requesting for the standard.  Mr. Novak said he would provide the paper for the next meeting.  Mr. Young stated that the LDCs should approach the pipelines with needed changes first and if the pipeline is not responsive, report them to the FERC.  Mr. Young encouraged the subcommittee members to keep working on the standard in NAESB because difficulties always arose on standards that were tough to negotiate.  He added that although the pipelines had provided their proposed standards, they obviously did not understand everything the LDCs, end users, and producers required.  Ms. Van Pelt agreed that the topic was tough and required further discussion and negotiation.  

Mr. Novak stated that the subcommittee should not be having meetings if an agreement could not be reached.  Ms. Van Pelt replied that the pipelines were making a good faith effort and the other segments should make such an effort to negotiate as well.  Ms. Chezar stated that at some point the BPS would have to admit the discussions were not getting the subcommittees any closer to a resolution for the standards.  Mr. Connor asked if the pipelines were willing to negotiate on the terms “routinely” and “electronically available” in the proposed revisions for standard no. 4.3.90.  Mr. Connor also questioned what would happen if some cost was required in to implement the standards.  Mr. Love replied that cost was not discussed at NAESB.  Mr. Connor stated that the pipelines brought up the issue of cost when they stated a standard could not be written to increase costs for the pipelines.

Mr. Frost stated he wished to move forward with discussions if Mr. Novak was willing to draft a work paper stating the requirements of the producers, end users, and LDCs prior to the next meeting.  Ms. Van Pelt asked that Mr. Novak not present his work paper as a motion at the beginning of the meeting, in order to allow for adequate time for discussion and review during the meeting.  Mr. Novak agreed that discussion would be needed on the paper.              
3.
Next Meeting and Agenda

Mr. Novak will present the work paper showing proposed changes to the standards at the next meeting on January 12, 2007.     
4.
Adjourn

Ms. Chezar moved to adjourn and Ms. Davis seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned at 4:14 p.m. Central time.

5.
Attendance and Voting Record

	Name
	Organization

	End Users:
	

	Valerie Crockett
	Tennessee Valley Authority

	Kelly Daly
	Stinson, Morrison, and Hecker

	Dona Gussow
	Florida Power and Light

	
	

	LDCs:
	

	Scott Butler
	Consolidated Edison

	Dolores Chezar
	KeySpan Gas Distribution

	Craig Colombo
	Dominion Resources

	Pete Connor
	NiSource Distribution

	Richard Ishikawa
	Southern California Gas

	Mike Novak
	National Fuel Gas Distribution

	Marjorie Perlman
	Energy East 

	Barb Salvadore
	National Fuel Gas Distribution

	
	

	Pipelines:
	

	Kathryn Burch
	Spectra Energy

	Christopher Burden (not voting)
	Williams Gas Pipeline

	Dale Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline

	Mark Gracey
	Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co.

	Bill Griffith
	El Paso Natural Gas

	Tom Gwilliam
	Iroquois Gas

	Brenda Horton
	Kern River Gas Transmission

	Iris King
	Dominion Transmission Inc.

	Paul Love
	Natural Gas Pipeline

	Donna Scott
	Florida Gas

	Kim Van Pelt
	Panhandle Eastern 

	Mark Wilke
	Trunkline Gas Co.

	Randy Young
	Gulf South Pipeline 

	
	

	Producers:
	

	Pete Frost
	Conoco Phillips

	Richard Smith
	Exxon Mobil

	
	

	Services:
	

	Keith Sappenfield
	EnCana

	
	

	Administrative:
	

	DeDe Kirby
	NAESB
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