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FINAL MINUTES
1. Administrative
Ms. Van Pelt welcomed the participants to the conference call.  The participants introduced themselves.  Mr. Booe provided the antitrust guidance.  The subcommittee modified the agenda to include a discussion on damage reporting for natural gas pipelines prior to the discussion on gas quality.  Mr. Novak moved to adopt the agenda as modified.  Ms. Chezar seconded the motion.  The agenda was adopted without opposition.  
2. Discussion on Damage Reporting for Natural Gas Pipelines
Mr. Novak reviewed the Damage Reporting for Natural Gas Pipelines work paper and proposed NAESB WGQ Standard No. 4.3.x1:

To the extent it believes appropriate and useful to its Service Requesters, a Transportation Service Provider may:

1.)  electronically post information from their Section 260.9 reports in a Subcategory under the Notices category as described in NAESB WGQ Standard No.  4.3.23 or;

2.)  provide information from their Section 260.9 reports as a critical notice, as defined in NAESB WGQ Standard No. 5.2.1.

He stated that he drafted the communication standard in response to FERC Order No. 682 and noted that the proposed language uses the term “may” rather than “should”, because the Order only encourages companies to electronically post information from their Section 260.9 reports.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that a NAESB WGQ standard requiring Transportation Service Providers (TSP) to post critical notices already exists, and that the proposed standard would be duplicative.  Mr. Love stated that the Section 260.9 reports are actually created by consolidating information from all of the critical notices and that it is an “after the fact” filing.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that the critical notices and Section 260.9 reports are the same information and either one could be created from the other.  Mr. Novak stated that distributing information quickly and consistently is good for the market as a whole and that the proposed standard would clarify the NAESB standard already in existence.  Mr. Griffith stated that he agrees with Ms. Van Pelt and Mr. Love, that the requirement to distribute critical notices immediately is sufficient.  He noted that disseminating information through critical notices is faster than through the Section 260.9 report.  Mr. Novak stated that the proposed standard would ensure that information that should have been sent by critical notice, but was not, and is in the Section260.9 report will be still disseminated.  He noted that the standard would simply be closing the loop.  Mr. Love asked if Mr. Novak’s issue could be addressed through a clarification.  He stated that a clarification request could be submitted asking what information should be communicated to the Commission in a Section 260.9 report and that the response could be the same information that is communicated through critical notices on the TSP’s Informational Posting  web site.  Mr. Novak stated that the clarification Mr. Love described would address his issue.  
The participants discussed what information pipelines should responsible for reporting pursuant to Section 260.9.  Ms. Scott stated that the pipelines should only be responsible for their facilities and not those of a third party, such as a producer.  Mr. Young stated that it must be clear what information is required to be reported.  Mr. Novak stated that paragraph 21 of Order 698 states that pipelines should report other damage that creates potential for serious delivery problems on their own systems or the pipeline grid.  He stated that he would work on the proposed language with Mr. Love and bring something back to discuss and possibly vote on during the next meeting or possibly move the issue to the Interpretations Subcommittee.  
3. Discussion on Gas Quality Reporting
Ms. Chezar initiated discussion by stating that she is requesting pipelines that provide information regarding gas quality on their websites do so in a uniform and accessible manner.  She stated that she is not requesting that pipelines post any information that they do not already post, only that they post what is required uniformly.  She noted that this very important for hourly postings.  Ms. Crockett and Mr. Serrano supported Ms. Chezar’s request for uniform posting.  Ms. Chezar stated that Spectra Energy’s postings are straightforward and easy to manipulate.  Mr. Love stated that a standard for the entire industry should not be based solely on a single company’s method of posting.  Ms. Burch noted that every pipeline and settlement agreement differs.  Ms. Chezar stated that she is only asking to be able to download specific hours and points for pipelines that are already required to post hourly.  Mr. Love noted that settlement agreements may require certain points to be posted differently.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that if a settlement agreement requires certain postings, an industry standard should not be drafted that could conflict with the settlement agreement.  Ms. Davis stated that Ms. Chezar is not requesting that NAESB standardize the type of information to be posted and how often it must be posted, she is trying to standardize the “look and feel” of the information posted.  She noted that the group ran into functionality issues the last time they tried to develop a “look and feel” standard.  When we tried to get in to it once before, we said it was tab-delimited and then each company can slice and dice the information any way they feel they need it.   Ms. Crockett stated that she was okay with Ms. Davis’ suggestion to limit the standard to the download being tab –delimited and then she can sort it to suit her needs. 
Ms. Van Pelt suggested that Ms. Chezar review NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. 4.3.89 through 4.3.93, because they may already address Ms. Chezar’s issue.  Ms. Chezar stated that she would review the standards and possibly make modifications to discuss at the next meeting.  Ms. Crockett and Mr. Serrano offered to help Ms. Chezar.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that she does not want this request to result in the rehashing of the gas quality arguments.   
4. Action Items
Mr. Novak and Mr. Love will continue discussions concerning damage reporting and will offer a proposal or resolution at the next meeting.  Ms. Chezar, Ms. Crockett, and Mr. Serrano will review NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. 4.3.89-4.3.93 and will prepare a work paper for the next meeting.
5. Adjourn
Ms. Crockett moved to adjourn the meeting and Mr. Griffith seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned at 3:43 p.m. Central.
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	Boardwalk Pipelines


WGQ BPS Conference Call October 16, 2008

Final Minutes
Page 3

