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Final Minutes

1. 
Administrative

Ms. Van Pelt called the meeting to order and welcomed participants.  The antitrust advice was given and participants introduced themselves.  

A revised agenda for the meeting was adopted putting KeySpan’s Request R03036 at the end of the list of requests to be discussed.  The Draft BPS Meeting Minutes for 5/13/2004 were adopted as final with minor modifications.  Additionally, the revised draft BPS/IR/Technical Meeting minutes for 8/11/2004 were adopted with no additional modifications.

2.
Review Information Requirement’s Subcommittee Questions for Discussion and Possible Vote:

Issue Regarding R98037 – Capacity Release – Not Stand Alone Offer/Bid

Question from IR:

At its meeting on August 25, 2004, the Information Requirements (IR) subcommittee discussed request R98037.  This request involves the Offer Upload / Download and Bid Upload / Download data sets, the existing Not Stand Alone Offer / Bid Terms and Conditions data elements and new “machine processable” data elements that tie the offers / bids together. The instruction from BPS (2/13/00) says:

Instruct IR to add a conditional data element to the Offer Upload and Offer Download. This "machine processable" data element should be used to tie the various offers together in the case where an offer is not a "stand alone offer" on that Transportation Service Provider.

In the Offer Upload, the Not a Stand Alone Offer Terms and Conditions usage would be Sender's Option (SO), however it would only be used when the "Stand Alone Offer Indicator" indicates the offer is not stand alone. From a business point of view, if such Not A Stand Alone Offer Terms and Conditions exist, they should be present in the Not a Stand Alone Offer Terms and Conditions data element. In the Offer Download, the usage would be Conditional, mandatory if provided in the original offer.

Instruct IR to add a conditional data element to the Bid Upload and Bid Download. This "machine processable" data element should be used to tie the various bids together in the case where a bid is not a "stand alone bid" on that Transportation Service Provider.

In the Bid Upload, the Not a Stand Alone Bid Terms and Conditions usage would be Sender's Option (SO), however it would only be used when the "Stand Alone Bid Indicator" indicates the bid is not stand alone. From a business point of view, if such Not A Stand Alone Bid Terms and Conditions exist, they should be present in the Not a Stand Alone Bid Terms and Conditions data element. In the Bid Download, the usage would be Conditional, mandatory if provided in the original bid.

It is unclear what the condition is supposed to be on the new ‘conditional data element(s)’.  IR has determined that the best implementation would be to add new data elements that are a ‘package identifier’ type of data element and would like BPS to consider the following:

The new offer / bid package identifier type data element would be made Business Conditional in the Offer / Bid Upload and then make the Not Stand Alone Offer / Bid Terms and Conditions data element in the same data sets conditional with a multi-part condition:

· The first part of the condition would be that the Not Stand Alone Offer / Bid Terms and Conditions is mandatory if (1)(a) the Not Stand Alone Offer / Bid Indicator is ‘no’ in the Offer / Bid Upload and (2)(b) the package identifier is not sent. 

· The second part of the condition would be that the Not Stand Alone Offer / Bid Terms and Conditions is sender’s option if (1)(a) the Not Stand Alone Offer / Bid Indicator is ‘no’ in the Offer / Bid Upload and (2)(b) the package identifier is sent.

Corresponding / similar changes would be incorporated in the Offer / Bid Download data sets.

Attached is a pictorial example, utilizing the Offer Upload, of the impact of the BPS' instruction as IR believes it is intended versus the proposal IR wants to make to BPS.

Documents impacted:

5.4.1
Offer Download - data elements (Stand Alone Offer Indicator and Not Stand Alone Offer Terms & Conditions) and code values (Stand Alone Offer Indicator)

5.4.2
Bid Download - data elements (Stand Alone Bid Indicator and Not Stand Alone Bid Terms & Conditions) and code values (Stand Alone Bid Indicator)

5.4.7
Offer Upload - data elements (Stand Alone Offer Indicator and Not Stand Alone Offer Terms & Conditions) and code values (Stand Alone Offer Indicator)

5.4.8
Offer Upload Quick Response - Validation Codes – Heading

5.4.9
Offer Upload Notification - data elements (Stand Alone Offer Indicator and Not Stand Alone Offer Terms & Conditions) and code values (Stand Alone Offer Indicator)

5.4.18
Bid Upload - data elements (Stand Alone Bid Indicator and Not Stand Alone Bid Terms & Conditions) and code values (Stand Alone Bid Indicator)

5.4.19
Bid Upload Quick Response - Validation Codes – Heading

Discussion:

The subcommittee reviewed the flow chart diagram comparing Version 1.7 to the BPS instruction to the IR proposal (Attachment 1 to these minutes).  The issue involves a data element that could be considered an offer package identifier (IR will determine the actual data element name later).  The question was asked is it mandatory if it is tied to another offer or is it business conditional?  It was discussed that it depends on whether the Transportation Service Provider (TSP) requires the offer package identifier.  Another question was asked if there is another offer, why not tie them together providing the other offer number.  It was answered that there could be a many to one relationship.  All of the “many” could be identified by one offer package identifier.  The purpose of the request is to find a machine-readable means to tie offers together.  Otherwise, they must be reviewed manually.

The question was asked if all TSPs should support this or should it be business conditional, based on the business practice of the TSP.  It was discussed that it should be based on the business practice of the TSP (optional) because even if it were mandatory, manual review of the releases may still be necessary.  It was also discussed that other TSPs currently review special terms and conditions manually without a problem.  

The same situation occurs in the bid process.

Motion (motioned by Lisa Fitzgerald, seconded by Dale Davis)

In response to IR’s memo of August 27, 2004 regarding R98037, BPS instructs IR to make the new ‘package identifier type’ data elements business conditional as described by IR in its memo.

Motion passes unanimously

Issue Regarding R99033 and R96018 – Change in reference to GTP

Question from IR:

At its meeting on July 14, 2004, the Information Requirements (IR) subcommittee discussed requests R99033 and R96018.  These requests involve the Operationally Available and Unsubscribed Capacity data set.  It was noted that the proposed standard 5.3.X from the BPS February 3, 2000 meeting refers to ‘Gas Transaction Point(s) Code’.  In NAESB WGQ Version 1.7, this data element was changed to ‘Location’.  A conforming change needs to be made to the proposed standard.  Accordingly, IR recommends the following:

Proposed Standard 5.3.x


When responding to an Upload of Request for Download of Posted Datasets with respect to Operationally Available and Unsubscribed Capacity, a Transportation Service Provider should provide the most current value with respect to applicable available quantities and other quantity information for the Gas Transaction Point Code(s) Location(s) as of the date and time the response was processed.

Discussion:

There was no discussion.

Motion (motioned by Randy Young, seconded by Iris King)

In response to IR’s memo of August 27, 2004 regarding R99033 and R96018, BPS modifies the proposed standard 5.3.x as previously adopted on 2/3/2000 as follows:

Proposed Standard 5.3.x


When responding to an Upload of Request for Download of Posted Datasets with respect to Operationally Available and Unsubscribed Capacity, a Transportation Service Provider should provide the most current value with respect to applicable available quantities and other quantity information for the Gas Transaction Point Code(s) Location(s) as of the date and time the response was processed.
Motion passes unanimously

3.
Discussion of the following Business Practices Requests:
R04008 - Natural Gas Pipeline

Request:

Add a Business Conditional (BC) data element to the Capacity Release Offer which will allow the Releasing Party to specify whether they will assume financial responsibility for overrun charges when overlapping quantities have been nominated by both the Releasing Party and Replacement Party.

Discussion:

Mr. Love explained NGPL’s Order 637 implementation of the capacity release segmentation rule.  NGPL made an indicator on their system to designate overrun responsibility when shippers nominated overlapping secondary out of path quantities. See Attachment 2 for pictorial example.

It was discussed that both the releasing shipper and the replacement shipper have access to the same segment on a secondary basis creating an overlap and the potential for overlap and, therefore, the possibility of an overrun.  After some discussion, it was stated that all pipeline tariffs are probably different and that this request is designed specifically for NGPL’s situation.

It was discussed that there were two options for handling this request.  One option is to say that no standardization is needed.  The other option is to add a business conditional data element.

After discussion, it was determined that we will ponder the discussion and the alternatives and determine a course of action at the next meeting.

R04010 - Natural Gas Pipeline

Request:

Add a business conditional (BC) data element to the Capacity Release Offer which will allow the Releasing Party to specify whether they will allow the Replacement Party to change points in the replacement contract to points that fall outside the primary path.

Discussion:

Currently with some TSPs, when a recall is executed, if the replacement shipper changes a point, then that is the point that the original releasing shipper gets back at the end of the recall.  This request would allow the releasing shipper to prevent the replacement shipper from changing points outside of the primary path.

Ms. Davis inquired about how this request is different than request R99020 (Rights to Amend Primary Points Indicator and Right to Amend Primary Points Terms) that was published in Version 1.7.

The existing data elements and code values (Rights to Amend Primary Points Indicator and Terms) cover the majority of the situations (i.e., a releasing shipper can readily restrict the replacement shipper’s right to change points.  The request is a specialized subset which does not rise to the level of standardization at this time.

Mr. Love stated that request R99020 is solely for receipt / delivery points within the original path.   The NGPL tariff states that in order to do that, the releasing shipper has to agree before the replacement shipper can move the point. Mr. Love discussed that the difference with this request is that only the receipt and delivery points on the original release are the primary point(s) that request R99020 covers and doesn’t cover the intermediate point in between to move it outside the path.

After extensive discussion, it was proposed that no standardization was necessary because the existing data elements and code values cover the majority of the situations.  It was discussed that this request is a specialized subset which does not rise to the level of standardization at this time.  The subcommittee will vote on the resolution at the next meeting.

R04014 - Northern Natural Gas

Request:

Add new sender’s option data element “Preparer ID/Preparer ID Proprietary Code” to the Measured Volume Audit Statement 2.4.6 dataset to include the send of Preparer Information, modeled after its usage in the 2.4.5 Measurement Information dataset.

Discussion:

There was no discussion.

Proposed Motion (for consideration at the next meeting):

BPS instructs the Information Requirements Subcommittee to accommodate the sender’s option business practice of sending a preparer identifier in the Measured Volume Audit Statement (WGQ Standard No. 2.4.6).  

R03036 - KeySpan

Request:

Delete existing WGQ Standard 5.3.zD.  Development new standard regarding the prequalification of potential replacement shippers for capacity release offers that reflects FERC policy detailed in Dominion Cove Point LNG order in RP03-545, dated November 18, 2003

Discussion:

Mr. Novak spoke with Ms. Chezar, the requester, and she stated that she didn’t want the request to be discussed without her being in attendance.  In addition, Ms. Chezar believes that the request should be postponed until the FERC issues a final rule.  When she originally filed the request to modify the ratified standard, it was based on a specific pipeline order.  Now that a NOPR has been issued, waiting is a better idea.  In addition, it was discussed that there is not really a need to modify the standard even if the FERC modifies the regulation in the final rule.

Based upon paragraphs 54 and 55 of the 2/12/2004 RM04-4-000 NOPR, it is premature to modify 5.3.zD or create new standards to accommodate FERC’s proposals therein.  This request will be reconsidered once the creditworthiness order is issued.

4.
Other Business

R03023 - PGAS

R03023 requests that an XML transaction be developed for the exchange of SCADA data.  One issue identified is what is DISA/X12 doing regarding the development of XML.  It was also discussed that IR should create a data dictionary, code values dictionary, sample paper, and Technical Implementation of Business Process.  This request will be placed on the agenda at our next meeting.

5.
Upcoming Meetings (further details to follow) – potential cancellation


October 14-15, 2004
National Fuel Gas, Buffalo, NY
6. 
Adjourn

The meeting adjourned on September 1 at 12:45 p.m. Mountain.

7.
Attendees

	Name
	Organization
	Segment
	Sept 1
	Voting?


	Lisa Fitzgerald
	NiSource Pipelines
	Pipeline
	In Person
	Voting

	Kathryn Burch
	Duke Energy Gas Transmission
	Pipeline
	In Person
	Voting

	Dale Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	Pipeline
	In Person
	Voting

	Tina Burnett
	The Boeing Company
	End User
	In Person
	Voting

	Jerry Gross
	Questar Pipeline
	Pipeline
	In Person
	Not voting

	Scott Hansen
	Questar Pipeline
	Pipeline
	In Person
	Voting

	Paul Love
	NGPL
	Pipeline
	In Person
	Voting

	Randy Young
	Gulf South
	Pipeline
	In Person
	Voting

	Iris King
	Dominion Transmission
	Pipeline
	In Person
	Voting

	Mark Gracey
	Tennessee Gas Pipeline
	Pipeline
	In Person
	Voting

	Bill Griffith
	El Paso Western Pipeline
	Pipeline
	In Person
	Voting

	Janie Nielsen
	Kern River Gas Transmission 
	Pipeline
	In Person
	Voting

	Mike Novak
	National Fuel Distribution
	LDC
	In Person
	Voting

	Kim Van Pelt
	Panhandle Eastern Pipeline
	Pipeline
	In Person
	Voting

	Christopher Burden
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	Pipeline
	In Person
	Not Voting

	Keith Sappenfield
	Encana Corporation
	Services
	Phone
	Voting

	Jeff Bittel
	Texas Gas
	Pipeline
	Phone
	Voting
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