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WHOLESALE GAS QUADRANT

BUSINESS PRACTICES SUBCOMMITTEE CONFERENCE CALL

January 12, 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.  Mr. Novak stated that the adoption of the 1/4/07 draft minutes should be struck from the agenda, as the minutes were not complete.  Mr. Novak moved that the agenda be adopted as revised and Mr. Young seconded the motion.  The group reviewed the redline changes to the 9/11/06 minutes found in Revised Draft Minutes Submitted by D. Davis and M. Novak - Redlined.  Ms. Davis noted that she would double check the affiliation of Mr. Sanders, an attendee of the 9/11/06 meeting.  With that caveat, Mr. Love moved to adopt the 9/11/06 minutes as revised in the posted edits and Ms. Davis seconded the motion.  The minutes were adopted as modified by consensus.      

2.
Review of the following Business Practices Requests: 
Mr. Novak stated that the focus of the discussion of the January 4th meeting was clarity of the posting requirements for gas quality.  He explained that he had developed the work paper LDC segment work paper submitted by M.Novak, National Fuel after the January 4th meeting and that the redlines posted in red were the only changes that were completed after the January 4 meeting.  Mr. Novak explained that the first redline addition made to WGQ Standard No. 4.3.90 was a sentence regarding tariff units.  Mr. Novak stated that the addition was made because not all tariff units were specified.  A sentence was also added to account for TSPs that do not post some information on a daily basis because it is not collected that often.  Mr. Novak stated that an explanation of why such information was not posted on a daily basis would suffice under this proposed language.        

Mr. Novak stated that he thought the changes to proposed standard 4.3.x1 clarified the requirements of the LDCs.  The “as soon as practicable” statement in the proposed standard was changed to “within 90 days of notification.”  Mr. Novak explained that proposed standard 4.3.x2 was a definition of “readily available.”  He stated that the enhancements included in the work paper are related to the amount of data collected.  The new language for the definition would not expect a company to purchase a chromatograph if one was not available.  However, it does expect reasonable enhancements to systems necessary to process the data.
Mr. Love questioned the difference between the pipelines and LDC work papers on posting requirements.  He said his understanding was that the LDCs wanted everything posted that was collected for a mainline point.  The pipeline paper clarified that they would post everything available electronically that was specified in their tariff for a mainline point.  Mr. Love stated that he thought both positions were substantially the same.  Mr. Novak agreed but stated elements that were part of other items posted, such as hydrocarbons are a part of the BTU calculation, would also be posted.  
Mr. Love gave the example of spot testing for water on a portion of a pipeline.  The tests would not be routinely taken and the only reason for the testing was to determine the source of the water.  The information is provided to the interconnecting parties but is never loaded into the system.  Mr. Novak stated that in this case, the testing is non-routine.  If it is a one time response to a problem, then most likely it would not fall under the posting requirements.  However, if it becomes routine, the information should be posted.  Mr. Love answered that if it was done routinely, it would be electronically available.  It was stated that Mr. Love was not speaking for all pipelines.  Ms. Gussow stated that even if water was tested for once a year in a routine matter, the information should be posted.  Mr. Novak agreed.
Mr. Griffith stated that he thought the group was coming closer to an agreement.  The pipelines had expanded their obligations from those items stated in the tariff to also including any item electronically available.  However, he stated there was still a difference between “readily available” and “electronically available.”  Ms. Chezar stated that the segments understood each other better due to the work papers submitted, but she did not see how the groups were coming closer to agreement.  She stated that the BPS should concentrate on the main issue, which was “routinely available in electronic format” v. “collected and readily available.”  

Mr. Shepard stated that it might be more practical to move forward with revisions to the pipeline work paper.  The group reviewed Pipeline segment work paper submitted by D. Davis, Williams Gas Pipeline.  Ms. Chezar stated that the “may” in the second sentence of the second paragraph of 4.3.90 should be changed to “should.”  Mr. Novak agreed with this change but stated that the next sentence also provided concerns.  He stated that the sentence could easily be misunderstood and that some TSPs would always find a reason to not post certain information.  He added that in the third paragraph, “tariff-based” should be changed to refer to the list following.  Mr. Novak added that if these changes were addressed, there was a better chance that the LDCs could come to agreement with the pipelines.  Mr. Griffith stated there was a possibility that these changes could be made by the pipelines.   

Mr. Shepard stated that if changes did not cause a great deal of programming modifications for pipelines, they should be considered.  Mr. Griffith stated that pipelines should not be obligated to go through a significant effort to reformat to provide for communication protocols.  Mr. Novak stated it was important for pipelines to be flexible in allowing for modifications that do not come with much effort.  Mr. Smith agreed and stated that some pipelines post nothing on gas quality.  Mr. Novak some of the pipelines that do not post point to the NAESB standards and state they do not have to post.  He added that there has to be some logic as to why most pipelines post correctly.  He said that the standards must become more detailed for those that are unwilling to acknowledge the intent behind the posting requirements.  Ms. Davis disputed that all agreed with Mr. Novak’s statement of the original intent of the standards.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that the FERC Order that adopted version 1.7 specifically ordered pipelines to work with their Customers.  She added that if the FERC Order did not compel those pipelines to discuss needed postings with Customers, then the BPS could not most likely compel them to correct themselves.  

Ms. Van Pelt stated that Panhandle  pipeline could most likely comply with a change to posting requirements under 4.3.92 to post for all points for all days.  However, she stated she could not speak for all pipelines, especially those that have several mainline points.  

Ms. Chezar stated that if the pipelines and the other segments could come to an agreement over the definition of “readily available,” a compromise could be reached for 4.3.90.  The group also discussed how “routinely available” could be modified to fit the needs of the LDCs.  Mr. Novak suggested that “routinely available” be that which is readily available in electronic format or that which would be with minor enhancements to data collection processing and reporting capability.  It was commented that the last paragraph of the LDC work paper is similar to the second paragraph of the pipeline paragraph.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that there were some similarities in the papers.  Ms. Van Pelt volunteered to put the combined work paper together for the next meeting.  
3.
Next Meeting and Agenda
The next meeting of the BPS is a conference call scheduled for February 8th Central tiem.      
4.
Adjourn

Mr. Novak moved to adjourn and Ms. Davis seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned at 3:44 p.m. Central time.

5.
Attendance and Voting Record

	Name
	Organization

	End Users:
	

	Valerie Crockett
	Tennessee Valley Authority

	Dona Gussow
	Florida Power and Light

	Diane McVicker
	Salt River Project

	
	

	LDCs:
	

	Dolores Chezar
	KeySpan Gas Distribution

	Craig Colombo
	Dominion Resources

	Mike Novak
	National Fuel Gas Distribution

	Marjorie Perlman
	Energy East 

	Don Peterson
	Pacific Gas & Electric

	George Simmons
	NiSource

	
	

	Pipelines:
	

	Pat Berry
	Northern Natural Gas

	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

	Lisa Fitzgerald
	NiSource

	Brenda Horton
	Kern River Gas Transmission

	Iris King
	Dominion Transmission Inc.

	Paul Love
	Natural Gas Pipeline

	Micki Schmitz
	Northern Natural Gas

	Kim Van Pelt
	Panhandle Eastern 

	Randy Young
	Gulf South Pipeline 

	
	

	Producers:
	

	Mike Shepard
	Mewbourne Oil

	Richard Smith
	Exxon Mobil

	
	

	Services:
	

	Keith Sappenfield
	EnCana

	
	

	Other attendance:
	

	Mariam Arnaout
	AGA

	
	

	Administrative:
	

	DeDe Kirby
	NAESB

	Angela Gonzales
	NAESB
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