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April 16, 2004
1.
Administrative

Ms. Van Pelt opened the meeting and gave the anti-trust advice.  Participants on the call introduced themselves.  The agenda was adopted as posted.  The 3/04/2004 draft meeting minutes were modified and adopted as final.  The 3/11/2004 draft meeting minutes were modified and adopted as final.  The 3/17/2004 draft meeting minutes were modified and adopted as final.

2.
Discussion of Business Practices Requests:
R04001 – Williams Gas Pipeline 

This request was discussed at the 3/17/2004 meeting.  Williams is requesting to add Preparer’s E-mail Address as a sender’s option data element to the Shipper Imbalance.

Motion (motioned by Dale Davis, seconded by Kathryn Burch)

BPS instructs IR to accommodate the sending of the preparer’s email address in the shipper imbalance - NAESB WGQ Std. 2.4.4.  The usage of the data element should be Sender’s Option.

Motion passes (see vote 1 on the attendee list)

R04002 – Williams Gas Pipeline

This request was discussed at the 3/17/2004 meeting.  Williams is requesting to add Billable Party (Payer) Contact Name and Invoice Status Code as sender’s option data elements to the Transportation/Sales Invoice and the Service Requester Charge/Allowance Invoice.

Motion (motioned by Dale Davis,  seconded by Kathryn Burch)

BPS instructs IR to accommodate the sending of the ‘Billable Party (Payer) Contact Name’ and ‘Invoice Status Code’ in the Transportation/Sales Invoice – NAESB WGQ Std. 3.4.1 and the Service Level Requester Charge/Allowance Invoice – NAESB WGQ Std. 3.4.4.  The usage of the data element should be Sender’s Option.

Motion passes (see vote 2 on the attendee list)

R04003 – Williams Gas Pipeline

This request was discussed at the 3/17/2004 meeting. Williams is requesting to add Discount Identifier as a sender’s option data element to the Transportation/Sales Invoice.

Discussion:

This is a free-form text field to be used by the TSP in whatever capacity is needed.

Motion (motioned by Dale Davis, seconded by Bill Griffith)

BPS instructs IR to accommodate the sending of a ‘Discount Identifier’ in the Transportation/Sales Invoice – NAESB WGQ Std. 3.4.1.  The usage of the data element should be Sender’s Option.

Motion passes (see vote 3 on the attendee list)

R03034 – El Paso Eastern Pipelines
This request was withdrawn by the submitter.

R03027 – SunGard Energy Systems 
At the last meeting, it was suggested that nomination rankings might be able to effectuate the same result as the indicator suggested by the request.

After reviewing the definitions of data elements Nomination User Defined Data 1 and 2, Ms. Chen believes that the data elements are user-defined and not required for the TSP to process and, therefore, are not appropriate for their use based on the request.  She stated that the Deal Type data element was more similar to what Sungard is requesting in order to determine whether a nomination is a segmented or non-segmented nomination.

Mr. Gracey explained that looking at the upstream or downstream ranking is probably not correct, instead,  the receipt rank and delivery rank should be considered because they are the ranks that designate priority in a nomination.

Mr. Griffith explained that, in most cases, it is not necessary for a shipper to have to distinguish between segmented and non-segmented nominations.  It is the TSP's responsibility to determine what nominations (from all shippers) exist and what the priorities of those nominations are based on tariff services.  Then, depending on where any constraints may be, determine which nominations will be scheduled to flow and which will not.  Adding separate ranking priorities (in addition to the existing ranks) may lead to confusion.  Generally, if a segmented designation is necessary, it could be accommodated using the existing transaction type data element and ranks.  On pathed pipelines, a "segmented nomination" should not be necessary.

Mr. Love explained that their customers do not know which nominations are segmented and which are not because they have been nominating like this for years.  What is important is that where there is a constraint, contract priorities are used and then normal scheduling is used to flow through the point.  It was suggested that adding more priorities will add confusion.  The pipeline is responsible for determining whether a nomination is segmented and has been segmented correctly and this information should not come on the nomination.

Ms. Chezar stated that the TSP knows by looking at the nomination whether a nomination is segmented or non-segmented and cannot discriminate and doesn’t need “a box” on the nomination for the service requester.  It was also discussed that tariff priorities rule over which nominations are scheduled.  Ranks only apply when there is more than one transaction at a point for the same service requester.

Jennifer or someone, please add some points.

Ms. Chen explained that different pipelines may handle segmentation in a different way, and the cases present in the discussion from the attendees represent mainly the segmented nominations.  However, there is another possibility: non-segmented nominations.  She used the diagram from last meeting minutes to explain why there is a need to distinguish a segment nomination from a non-segmented nomination.

Assumptions:  

1. Contract 1 has capacity of 10,000 Dth on the primary path A to F (Capacity Type of Primary to Primary).

2. Contract 2 has capacity of 10,000 Dth on the primary path A to F (Capacity Type of Primary to Primary).

3. The non-segmented nominations have different priority than segmented nominations.  In this example, it is higher than the priority on the segmented nominations.

The shipper on Contract 1 submitted a non-segmented nomination from A to C, (capacity going from A to F travels through point C.) for 10,000 Dth.  

Since this is a non-segmented nomination, it tells TSP that A to C consumes all the demand rights for primary path A to F.

The shipper on Contract 2 submitted a segmented nomination from A to C for 10,000 Dth.  This indicates that the demand quantity remain available for the remainder of the path, segment C to F for 10,000 Dth.  Shipper has the option to release capacity on C to F.

If the point C is the constraint, then TSP would give the nomination on Contract 1 higher priority than the nomination on the same path on Contract 2 based on the assumption 3.

3.
Next Meeting(s) and Agenda

We discussed the possibility of scheduling a face-to-face meeting in May to continue discussion of R03027.  We will continue discussion on 4/16/2004 and determine if a face-to-face meeting is necessary at that time.


4/16/2004
10:00a.m. - 12:00p.m. CCT
Conference Call


R03027

Sungard Energy Systems

Discussion and possible vote

R04004

Williams Gas Pipeline


Discussion and possible vote


R03029

Northern Border


Discussion only

5/13/2004
10:00a.m. - 12:00p.m. CCT
Conference Call


5/27/2004
10:00a.m. - 12:00p.m. CCT
Conference Call
4.
Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned.
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