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TO:
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Participants and Interested Industry Parties

FROM: 
BPS Chairs (Tina Burnett, Richard Smith, Kim Van Pelt, Dolores Chezar, Services Vacancy) and DeDe Kirby, NAESB Meeting/Project Manager

RE:
WGQ Business Practices Subcommittee Final Minutes – August 30, 2006
DATE:

September 8, 2006
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD

WHOLESALE GAS QUADRANT

BUSINESS PRACTICES SUBCOMMITTEE CONFERENCE CALL

August 30, 2006; 9:30 p.m. – 11:30 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. Love moved to adopt the agenda and Ms. Davis seconded the motion.  The agenda was unanimously adopted.  Ms. Davis reviewed the redlined August 3, 2006 draft minutes posted at WGQ BPS Redlined 8/3/06 Draft Minutes Submitted by D. Davis, Williams.  Ms. Chezar asked that her name be corrected in the “From” line of the header and that the words “for example” be included and ‘also’ be deleted in the first sentence of the third paragraph under “Proposed changes to WGQ Standard No.4.3.90.”  Ms. Davis moved to adopt the redlined version of the draft minutes as revised and Ms. Chezar seconded the motion.  The revised minutes were adopted by consensus.  Changes to the minutes can be viewed in Final Minutes.   

2.
Review of the following Business Practices Requests:   
R06008 National Fuel Gas Distribution – Discussion

Request: Modify WGQ Standard No. 4.3.92 to clarify that all available data at representative points should be made available by Transportation Service Providers (TSP).
Proposed changes to WGQ Standard No. 4.3.92

Mr. Novak stated that the proposed changes to WGQ Standard No. 4.3.90 as represented in the pipelines work paper (Pipeline Segment Work Paper) did not encompass the change of a single download for one and/or all locations as noted in National Fuel Distribution Workpaper for 4.3.92.  Mr. Novak stated that as written in the pipeline work paper, an interpretation could be made that only two choices existed for downloads.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that it was her understanding that the subcommittee had agreed that either one or all locations for downloading was sufficient.  Mr. Novak did not agree that her interpretation of the understanding reached at the last minute was correct.

Ms. Chezar noted that LDC participants have been requesting downloads for several locations in a date range chosen by the user of the website.  She stated that the version Mr. Novak drafted in his work paper was a compromise of the LDC and Pipeline options.  Mr. Love stated that a user should be able to download all the information necessary and manipulate a spreadsheet to show the locations and dates desired.  Mr. Fontaine stated that if all information was available, that was sufficient.  Mr. Novak stated that at times information is not readily accessible and that makes it difficult for users of the website to manipulate date.  In addition, he stated that it was the original intent of the BPS to allow for downloads for one and/or all locations and that the standard as written was being misinterpreted by some pipelines.  He added that this addition was a relatively simple query function. 
Mr. Novak moved that the BPS adopt the proposed standards language below for WGQ Standard No. 4.3.92 (please note this is the proposed language included in the pipelines’ work paper and includes the addition of “one and/or” in the last sentence):

4.3.92
Data provided pursuant to NAESB WGQ Standard No. 4.3.90 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. Data should be made available in a single download for one and/or all location(s) representative of mainline gas flow as posted for a given date range within the most recent three month period. 

Ms. Davis seconded the motion.  Mr. Gwilliam stated that he was a smaller pipeline and did not have more than one location where gas quality was measured.  Ms. Chezar stated that this change would not apply to such pipelines unless they reported on a second point.  Mr. Davis stated that the “(s)” after “location” addressed Mr. Gwilliam’s comment concerning the above language.  The motion passed with 14 votes in favor and 4 abstentions.  Please see the attendance chart, vote 1, for a record of votes on this motion.

 Vote 1
	
	Wholesale Gas Quadrant
	
	
	

	
	Balanced Voting by Segment Tally
	
	

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	End Users
	2
	0
	2
	2
	0
	2

	LDCs
	4
	0
	4
	2
	0
	2

	Pipeline
	7
	0
	7
	2
	0
	2

	Producer
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1

	Services
	
	
	
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	 14
	 0
	 14
	7
	0
	7


Proposed changes to WGQ Standard No.4.3.91:
The subcommittee noted that no changes were necessary to standard No. 4.3.91.

Proposed standard 4.3.x1

Mr. Novak reviewed the National Fuel Distribution Workpaper for 4.3.90.  Mr. Novak stated that pipelines generally post BTUs and specific gravity.  He explained that with those two numbers the data was available to post the Wobbe number.  He added that the posting of the Wobbe number would be valuable to all participants in the industry.  Ms. Davis asked why Mr. Novak had deleted the second option in his proposed standard when the NGC White Paper included it.  Mr. Novak agreed to add it back in.  Below is the proposed standards language:

Proposed Standard 4.3.x1:

For data provided pursuant to NAESB WGQ Standard No. 4.3.90, the Transportation Service Provider (TSP) should calculate a Wobbe Number for location(s) that are representative of mainline gas flow.  Where a TSP uses an alternative method to characterize interchangeability, it may substitute or supplement the Wobbe Number with the applicable data.  Ms. Burch stated that the proposed standards are ahead of the FERC policy statement wherein the pipelines were directed to discuss these options with their customers.  Further, she stated that it is not the simplicity of the calculation but that for NAESB to say ‘post the Wobbe Number’ before the customers of any given pipeline say they even want or need their pipeline to post the information is premature at this time.  Mr. Young supported Ms. Burch’s statement.  Ms. Chezar stated that pipelines she had talked to were calculating the Wobbe number and she questioned why some were not.  She added that there was consensus at the NGC meetings that heating value plus Wobbe was the best way to measure interchangeability.  Ms. Chezar stated that this was the direction the industry was heading.  Mr. Young stated that the development of a business practice would mean enforcement of a policy that was not yet fully vetted or discussed with customers.  Ms. Davis stated that NAESB did not have a history of writing standards to program back office systems and that to do so now is a slippery slope.  In addition, Ms. Davis noted that just because a pipeline calculates the Wobbe for the purpose of the discussions with its customers does not necessarily mean that they do so on a regular basis.  Mr. Love stated that it was premature at this time to require the posting of the Wobbe.  

Proposed standard 4.3.x2

Mr. Novak reviewed his proposed standard 4.3.x2:

Proposed Standard 4.3.x2:

Where a Transportation Service Provider (TSP) has tariff gas quality provisions to control hydrocarbon dropout, for data provided pursuant to NAESB WGQ Standard No. 4.3.90, the TSP should measure or calculate a Cricondentherm Hydrocarbon Dew Point (CHDP) for location(s) that are representative of mainline gas flow.  Where a TSP uses an alternative method to control hydrocarbon liquid dropout, e.g. the C6+ GPM method, it may substitute or supplement the CHDP with the applicable data.

Mr. Love noted that several TSPs were in negotiations with customers over whether to record and provide data on hydrocarbon dew point.  He questioned what would happen if this standard was adopted before they had finalized their tariffs and they were forced to implement.  Mr. Novak noted that these standards would not be applicable unless a company had a hydrocarbon dew point provision in its tariff.

Mr. Burch stated that her comment on proposed standard 4.3.x.1 also applied to this proposed standard.  She stated that this standard is ahead of policy and would be best left to the future after the industry had a clear direction on what to post and record.  

Mr. Novak stated that if proposed standards 4.3.x1 and 4.3.x2 were approved by the BPS, he was more willing to consider the changes to WGQ Standard No. 4.3.90 presented by the pipelines.

Proposed changes to WGQ Standard No. 4.3.90  
The group reviewed the proposed changes to the standard found in the pipelines work paper (site posted above).
4.3.90 
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, all applicable parties must 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):

Listed below are examples of gas quality attributes that could be provided:

• Heating Value

• Wobbe Number or an alternate method used to characterize interchangeability

• Cricondentherm Hydrocarbon Dew Point (CHDP) or an alternate method used to monitor hydrocarbon liquid dropout

• 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.                    

Ms. Van Pelt stated that it was never the intention of the WGQ BPS to use the list in the standard as a requirement.  She questioned if the LDCs were posting all of this same type of information from their systems for end users to access.  Ms. Van Pelt noted that if this list was adopted as a requirement, it would need to be modified as it was not the intent of the WGQ EC to adopt the list as a requirement.  She added that the standard would need to be written to note that these could be posted, based upon what the pipeline collects.  
Ms. Chezar noted that some pipelines do not post the data they collect, only the limited items found in their tariffs.  She noted that wording the standards with “could” might lead to the same type of misinterpretation by the pipelines.  Mr. Novak stated that the intent of the original standard was to post data collected at points representative of mainline flow.  Ms. Chezar stated that the WGQ BPS should agree to the intent of the standard And have it in BPS minutes.  Ms. King questioned what the word “collect” encompassed.  Mr. Novak noted again that he was willing to accept the pipeline version of Standard No. 4.3.90 if the subcommittee accepted proposed standards 4.3.x1 and 4.3.x2.

Ms. Davis noted that looking at the pipeline segment work paper, the use of the word “must” in the last sentence in the first paragraph could be modified so as not to get in to the ‘must’ / ‘should’ issue.  The sentence was then modified as follows:). 

In any event, all applicable parties’ compliance with gas quality requirements is is in accordance with the TSP’s tariff or general terms and conditions.  
Ms. Davis noted that the point of this statement is to say that regardless of what data is posted, entities must still comply with pipeline tariffs.  Ms. Chezar noted that if the words “collected, computed or otherwise obtained” from Mr. Novak’s proposal were not included, the standard was still ambiguous.  Mr. Novak stated that much of that could be covered by the posting of the Wobbe number.  He also suggested taking off the words “could be provided” that appears directly before the list of components.  Ms. Chezar noted that she could agree to this proposal as long as it was understood that agreeing to the proposal did not impact her ability to go to FERC to file a complaint for additional information to be provided from pipelines.  Ms. Burch noted that she was not sure about several of the items in the list and if they were collected by her pipeline.  

Mr. Novak stated that the subcommittee should delay a vote on the above proposed standard to allow time for pipelines to check their tariffs and find out what is actually collected at points representative of mainline flow.  He asked that the group be prepared to vote at the next meeting on a package that consists of the proposed changes to WGQ Standard No. 4.3.90 and proposed standards 4.3.x1 and 4.3.x2.  
Mr. Shepard stated that proposed standard 4.3.x2 should not elevate one method of calculation over another.  He added that the FERC has not given primacy to either method, and neither should NAESB.  Mr. Novak suggested that he and Mr. Shepard discuss the issue offline and come up with any necessary changes.  Mr. Love asked that proposed standard 4.3.x1 be modified to state that the Wobbe number (or its alternative) should be posted if pipelines are measuring the data and if it is provided for in a pipeline’s tariff.  Mr. Novak agreed to speak with Mr. Love offline on this issue as well. 

Proposed standard 4.3.x3

Proposed Standard 4.3.x3:

Where a Transportation Service Provider (TSP) has tariff provisions to enforce gas quality or interchangeability specifications but does not collect, compute or otherwise obtain selected gas quality attributes listed in NAESB WGQ Standard No. 4.3.90 at location(s) that are representative of mainline gas flow, the TSP may satisfy NAESB WGQ Standard No. 4.3.90 by providing such selected attributes at other location(s) of its choosing.

Mr. Novak said that upon further reflection, he believes that this is better suited as a principle.  Ms. Van Pelt noted that this was covered by the existing WGQ Principle No. 4.1.40, which will be published in NAESB WGQ Version 1.8.  Mr. Novak agreed that it was covered by the principle.  
R06009 Tennessee Gas Pipeline

No discussion at this time.  

R03036 KeySpan Energy

No discussion at this time.

3.
Next Meeting and Agenda

Ms. Van Pelt stated that discussion and possible vote for R06008 would be added to the agenda for the next meeting, as well as discussion for R06009 and for R03036 (recently remanded by the WGQ Executive Committee).  The next meeting is tentatively scheduled for September 13, 2006 from 1:30 p.m. to 3:30 p.m. Central time. 
4.
Adjourn

Ms. Chezar moved to adjourn and Ms. Davis seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned at 11:31 p.m. Central.

5.
Attendance and Voting Record

	Name
	Organization
	Vote 1

	End Users:
	
	

	Tina Burnett
	Boeing
	Y

	Valerie Crockett
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	Y

	
	
	

	LDCs:
	
	

	Dolores Chezar
	KeySpan Gas Distribution
	Y

	Pete Connor
	NiSource Distribution
	Y

	Mike Novak
	National Fuel Gas Distribution
	Y

	Marjorie Perlman
	Energy East 
	Y

	
	
	

	Pipelines:
	
	

	Kathryn Burch
	Duke Energy Gas Transmission
	Y

	Christopher Burden
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	nv

	Dale Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	Y

	Lisa Fitzgerald
	Nisource
	Y

	Donald Fontaine
	Sabine Pipeline
	A

	Tom Gwilliam
	Iroquois Gas Transmission System
	Y

	Brenda Horton
	Kern River Gas Transmission
	A

	Iris King
	Dominion Transmission Inc.
	Y

	Paul Love
	Natural Gas Pipeline
	A

	Bryan Renicke
	Northern Natural Gas Co.
	Y

	Kim Van Pelt
	Panhandle Eastern 
	Y

	Mark Wilke
	Trunkline Gas Co.
	nv

	Randy Young
	Gulf South Pipeline 
	A

	
	
	

	Producers:
	
	

	Mike Shepard
	Mewbourne Oil Company
	Y

	
	
	

	Administrative:
	
	

	DeDe Kirby
	NAESB
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