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July 31, 2006
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD

WHOLESALE GAS QUADRANT

BUSINESS PRACTICES SUBCOMMITTEE CONFERENCE CALL

July 10, 2006; 1:30 p.m. – 3:30 p.m. Central

DRAFT MINUTES

1. 
Administrative

Ms. Chezar called the meeting to order.  Ms. Kirby gave the anti-trust advice and took the roll of participants.  Mr. Novak moved to adopt the agenda and Ms. McCain seconded the motion.  The agenda was unanimously adopted.  Ms. Chezar asked that in the minutes for the April 13, 2006 WGQ BPS meeting Ms. Hamilton of PECO be moved to be shown as an attendee under the LDC section.  The change was made.  Ms. Van Pelt moved to adopt the April 13, 2006 minutes as revised and the attachments as posted as final. Mr. Young seconded the motion.  The minutes were adopted unanimously.  

2.
Review of the following Business Practices Requests:

R06005 El Paso Eastern – Discussion
Request: Add "Special Terms and Miscellaneous Notes" as a Sender’s Option data element to the Transactional Reporting - Interruptible Transportation data set (NAESB WGQ Std. No. 5.4.22). 
Mr. Bass noted that El Paso Eastern had encountered situations where special terms were needed in Transactional Reporting for interruptible contracts.  Mr. Bass said that special terms could include operational type terms on interruptible supply.  After discussion, Ms. Van Pelt crafted the following motion to be considered at the next meeting of the BPS:

The BPS instructs the IR Subcommittee to accommodate the Sender’s Option business practice of sending special terms and miscellaneous notes in the NAESB WGQ Std. No. 5.4.22 Transactional Reporting – Interruptible Transportation data set.  
R06008 National Fuel Gas Distribution – Discussion

Request: Modify WGQ Business Practice Standard 4.3.90 to clarify that all available data at representative points should be made available by Transmission Service Providers.
Mr. Novak noted that the intent of the request was to make modifications to the gas quality standards ratified last year by NAESB.  He added that the first proposed modification was to WGQ Business Practice Standard No. 4.3.91.  The modification to this standard involves data access.  Mr. Novak said that while organizations make the data downloadable, it is not done in a consistent method across the industry.  He clarified that several pipelines do not make data available on a day by day basis, rather on a monthly basis.  He noted that several downloads may take place before an end user can view a day’s worth of data.  

Mr. Love questioned if the data reports Mr. Novak requested could not be accomplished through other means, rather than changing the standard.  Ms. Chezar noted that each pipeline provides access to the data in a different format and at times those formats are not printable.  Ms. Van Pelt responded that printability may be an internal issue of the organization.
Ms. Van Pelt said that although implementation was different for several pipelines, the standard was being followed.  Mr. Novak noted that in his research, over half the FERC jurisdictional pipelines were implementing the standard as it was intended.  However, for those that do not, access to data becomes cumbersome for the end users.  He clarified that the only change needed was additional language in the standard.  Ms. Chezar noted that often end users want to monitor only what has happened that day.  Ms. Davis noted that generally data was requested for a location for a specific date range, for a date for all locations, and for all locations in all dates for 90 days.  She added that spreadsheets with all locations for 90 days could be manipulated by the viewer to obtain only that data they wish to see.  Mr. Novak and Ms. Chezar stated that often this results in a large amount of downloads that are impractical.  Ms. Chezar added that several pipelines provide easy access to this information.  

Mr. Kardas noted that it would become impractical for the pipelines to respond to all user requests on how data should be presented.  Mr. Novak noted how much easier it would be for users if a date range along with locations could be typed in to access specific data.  Mr. Young said that these types of changes should have been clarified in the standard the first time drafted, because such changes cost money to implement.  Mr. Novak agreed that the WGQ should have taken longer to consider the implementation of these standards and their effect.  Mr. Novak noted that end users and LDCs should take a look at the data provided by pipelines and conduct research on the best method for data access implementation.  

Proposed changes to NAESB WGQ Std. No. 4.3.90 – Mr. Novak noted that changes to this standard also originated through lack of consistent implementation.  He clarified that some pipelines only report on gas quality items that are listed in their tariffs for which limits are provided.  He added that some only list the BTU limit for their gas quality and do not list hydrocarbon dew point amounts or specific gravity.  Ms. Van Pelt noted that the intent of the language in the standard (“In any event, compliance with gas quality requirements is in accordance with the TSP’s tariff or general terms and conditions”) was to ensure that regardless of what was posted, the shippers still had to comply with the gas quality provisions in the TSP’s tariff.  Mr. Novak noted that at first, this issue was to be sent to the WGQ Interpretations Subcommittee.  However, it was suggested by Mr. Love that it was best to put the revisions through a request to be discussed by the WGQ BPS.  Mr. Novak noted that the standard should simply be clarified to note that pipelines should post the available data, potentially including the Wobbe number.  Mr. Love noted that his pipeline did not calculate this number, so they did not post the number.  Instead, the hydrocarbon dew point is posted.  
Mr. Novak noted that pipelines often do calculate the Wobbe number, and if so, the number should be posted.  Mr. Connor questioned if the BPS should be discussing standards, or if correct implementation of the standards with companies that are in violation could be sought.  Ms. Chezar noted that with LNG, reporting of this data became crucial to the maintenance of equipment.  Ms. Chezar referenced the NGC and INGAA Whitepapers on the importance of the reporting of these elements.  (No link was provided at this time for these papers.)  

Ms. Gussow said that some pipelines that should report sulfur content do not.  Ms. Van Pelt said sulfur content was an issue limited to Florida.  Ms. Gussow responded that there are utilities that must report sulfur content that cannot obtain the data.  Once again, Mr. Novak noted that the end user and LDC participants should work offline to identify what elements should be posted.  This list would still be qualified by if the data was calculated and readily available.  Mr. Novak asked that the pipelines post their interpretation of these standards.  

Ms. Van Pelt noted that she would not agree to the “readily calculated” language.  Mr. Novak said an alternative was “to the extent available.”  Mr. Connor asked what language would preclude entities from making calculations offline that leadership were not aware of.  For instance, he clarified that the Wobbe number could be calculated by one employee for their own benefit and not shared with the company.  Mr. Novak stated that he would clarify the request to note specifically what information qualified for posting.  

R06009 Tennessee Gas Pipeline

No discussion at this time.  

3.
Next Meeting and Agenda

Ms. Van Pelt stated R06005 would be discussed and most likely voted on at the next meeting of the BPS.  In addition, a potential vote would also be noted for R06008.  R06009 will be for discussion only for the next meeting.  Ms. Van Pelt will discuss the next meeting date and time with the NAESB office.
4.
Adjourn

Mr. Young moved to adjourn and Ms. Davis seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned at 3:40 p.m. Central.

5.
Attendance and Voting Record

	Name
	Organization

	End Users:
	

	Dona Gussow
	Florida Power and Light

	Valerie Crockett
	Tennessee Valley Authority

	
	

	LDCs:
	

	Dolores Chezar
	Key Span Gas Dist.

	Pete Connor
	NiSource

	Mike Novak
	National Fuel

	
	

	Pipelines:
	

	Charlie Bass
	Tennessee Gas Pipeline

	Don Bettenson
	Turnover Gas Transmission

	Kathryn Burch
	Duke Energy Gas Transmission

	Christopher Burden
	Williams Gas Pipeline

	
	

	Chuck Cook
	Enbridge Energy Company

	Dale Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline

	Marie Downing
	Center Point Pipeline

	Bill Griffith
	El Paso Natural Gas

	Joe Kardas
	National Fuel Supply Corp.

	Iris King
	Dominion

	Toby Kuehl
	Northern Natural Gas

	Paul Love
	Natural Gas Pipeline

	Marcy McCain
	Duke Energy Gas Transmission 

	Bryan Renecke
	Northern Natural Gas Pipeline

	Donna Scott
	Transwestern Pipeline Company

	Kim Van Pelt
	Panhandle Eastern

	Mark Wilke
	Trunkline Gas Company

	Michele Willis
	Center Point Energy

	Randy Young
	Gulf South Pipeline 

	
	

	Services:
	

	Leigh Spangler
	Latitude Technologies

	
	

	Administrative:
	

	DeDe Kirby
	NAESB
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