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WHOLESALE GAS QUADRANT

BUSINESS PRACTICES SUBCOMMITTEE

October 14, 2004 - Hosted by National Fuel Gas

Draft Minutes

1.
Administrative

Mr. Novak opened the meeting and gave the anti-trust advice.  Participants on the call introduced themselves. Mr. Novak reviewed the agenda, which was adopted. The draft minutes for September 1, 2004 were modified and adopted as final.

2.

Review of Business Practices Requests for Discussion and Possible Vote
R04014
- Northern Natural Gas - Add new Sender’s Option Data Element “Preparer Code/Preparer Proprietary Code” to the Measurement Volume Audit Statement 2.4.6 dataset to include the usage of proprietary location data.

Discussion: Ms. Van Pelt reviewed the discussion from the previous meeting.

Motion by Micki Schmitz, seconded by Iris King:

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).

There was no discussion on the motion.

	Vote
	
	
	
	Balanced
	Balanced
	Balanced

	
	For
	Against
	Total
	For
	Against
	Total

	End Users
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	LDCs
	3
	0
	3
	2.00
	0.00
	2

	Pipelines
	10
	0
	10
	2.00
	0.00
	2

	Producers
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	Services
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	
	13
	0
	13
	4.00
	0.00
	4


Motion Passes

R04010 - Natural Gas Pipeline - New data element (BC) to Cap Rel Offer - allows the Releasing Party to specify whether they will allow Replacement Party to change the points outside the primary path.
Discussion: Ms. Van Pelt reviewed the discussion from the previous meeting.

Motion by Paul Love, seconded by Bill Griffith: 

Standardization for R04010 is not necessary at this time. 

	Vote
	
	
	
	Balanced
	Balanced
	Balanced

	
	For
	Against
	Total
	For
	Against
	Total

	End Users
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	LDCs
	3
	0
	3
	2.00
	0.00
	2

	Pipelines
	12
	0
	12
	2.00
	0.00
	2

	Producers
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	Services
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	
	15
	0
	15
	4.00
	0.00
	4


Motion Passes

R04008
- Natural Gas Pipeline - New data element (BC) to Cap Rel Offer - allows the Releasing Party to specify whether they will assume financial responsibility for overrun charges when overlapping quantities have been nominated by both Releasing Party and Replacement Party.
Discussion:  Ms. Van Pelt reviewed the discussion from the previous meeting. Mr. Love said he would be happy if this request received the same resolution as R04010.

Motion by Paul Love, seconded by Randy Young:

Standardization for R04008 is not necessary at this time. 

Discussion:  Mr. Novak noted that LDCs were not totally happy with that resolution. While they don’t think there is a need to standardize as the request originally said, there is an underlying business practice that is correct and should be promoted. LDCs think the pipeline should honor special terms and conditions, or other instructions provided to pipeline by a means such as what NGPL proposes, that provide for the replacement shipper to be charged the overrun and invoiced accordingly.  As an alternative, a light-handed standard or principle might be more appropriate.

Mr. Gracey thought Mr. Novak’s request was out of scope because the NAESB meeting participants shouldn’t be talking about money issues.  Mr. Novak disagreed stating this his suggestion was about invoicing correctly and having the TSP honor the special terms in the capacity release.  Mr. Gracey countered that there are no other standards that say who gets billed what.

Mr. Love reminded the subcommittee that this only comes in to play when both parties have access to capacity outside of the path and are using those secondary rights. As long as one is in primary and one is in secondary, and there is no overlap of primary, capacity is allocated to the party with rights to it. Mr. Love thought the solution was unique to each pipeline and needs to be in the tariff and not in the contract terms for a replacement shipper.  Mr. Novak agreed that the situation was rare but not rare enough.  If it rose to a level of a request, then it warrants discussion. Deals between the releasing and replacement shippers are made through the special terms and conditions but the TSP enters into a contract with the replacement shipper.  The TSP should either honor the contract or reject the special terms.  Mr. Novak acknowledged that some special terms and conditions can not be easily administered by pipelines and that in those cases, he could understand where a pipeline could not administer such terms and conditions.  In this case, however, it is a simple invoicing issue. 

Ms. Davis expressed concern about conflicts between the special terms and conditions and the tariff.  Mr. Novak replied that special terms and conditions cannot be in conflict with the tariff and that in such cases, the pipeline should reject the capacity release.  Otherwise, if there is nothing in the tariff, then the pipeline should comply with it. 

Ms. Van Pelt asked how special terms and conditions could be rejected using EDI.  Ms. Schmitz noted there is no contract data set.  Mr. Novak said the pipeline just shouldn’t issue the contract.  Mr. Love added that if the tariff specifies how the situation should be handled, there cannot be specials terms & conditions that override the tariff.  Mr. Novak agreed and said he was only referring to situations where the tariff is silent.  Mr. Young stated that he thought the specials term & conditions were an agreement between the two parties and outside the bounds of the pipeline. Mr. Love agreed.

Mr. Novak said he thinks this is a discrete case, similar to when capacity is recallable (or not). It is easy to administer and if the tariff doesn’t prohibit it or it isn’t in violation with a regulation (he didn’t think it was), then it should be administered.  Releasing shippers only hurt their own release value by including such a special term and condition. Mr. Novak didn’t think this business practice needs to be raised to the level where a data element or modification to the EDI data sets is needed; the pipeline just needs to look at the special terms and conditions prior to the billing. 

Ms. Van Pelt said that a BC data element would have to be added to the offer upload. It would be the only way to reject the special terms & conditions is if there is an error in the Offer Upload Quick Response. Mr. Burden added he didn’t see any errors that deal with special terms & conditions. Mr. Novak replied that maybe there could be an error code that says the specials term & conditions conflicts with the tariff.  Mr. Gwilliam noted that it would be a text field. Ms. Van Pelt questioned whether special terms and conditions could be reviewed within the time of Quick Response and she was not sure how it could be done on line.

Mr. Gracey noted he might be able to get on board if the motion requires compliance with a tariff.

	Vote
	
	
	
	Balanced
	Balanced
	Balanced

	
	For
	Against
	Total
	For
	Against
	Total

	End Users
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	LDCs
	0
	2
	2
	0.00
	2.00
	2

	Pipelines
	11
	0
	11
	2.00
	0.00
	2

	Producers
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	Services
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	
	11
	2
	13
	2.00
	2.00
	4


Motion Fails

Mr. Love stated he had a problem with the road we are going down because the original request was for a specific solution and a more generic solution is being suggested. That should be done under a separate request.  Mr. Gwilliam said that he would prefer implementing the standard as proposed by Mr. Love and that he didn’t think expanding the request was acceptable. Mr. Love’s request is for those pipelines that have that business practice.  Mr. Novak said he wanted to give pipelines the latitude on how to implement and not prescribe a specific solution. He then asked the BPS to consider a motion for the next meeting:

Proposed Principle for consideration at next meeting:

If consistent with the TSP tariff, a releasing shipper may designate that a replacement shipper is responsible for over run charges in cases where both shippers nominate secondary out of path overlaps. 

Mr. Novak said that he would probably post a revised motion for consideration after discussion with other LDCs.

3.

Review of Business Practices Requests for Discussion Only
R04018
- Iroquois Gas Transmission - Add 2 data elements (MA) - Confirmation Downstream Rank (Priority) and Upstream Rank (Priority) to the Confirmation.

Discussion: Mr. Gwilliam explained the request, noting that the two-part confirmation process, which Iroquois has implemented, is as an optional way to handle confirmation. When an operator allows the up / down party to confirm their own quantities, there is a potential for a mismatch as to what the operator says is the rank. The operator is confirming on behalf of the up / down party. For example, at the up / down level, there may be three contracts for which a different total is confirmed. Under the proposed practice, the up / down party has a say in how to allocate the difference amongst the three contracts. 

Mr. Gracey explained that Tennessee has been doing this and that NAESB already has a request, R99037, in another subcommittee which may address the same issues as R04018. Ms. Van Pelt, noting that Panhandle uses the same practice, suggested that the Iroquois Request could be sent to IR to see if the implementation for R99037 works.  Mr. Gwilliam said he was open to that approach.  Mr. Gracey suggested that Iroquois might need one or two more code values.

Because of the circumstances presented by R99037, BPS was able to accept a motion for a vote even though none was initially scheduled.

Motion by Tom Gwilliam, seconded by Bill Griffith: 

The Business Practice Subcommittee instructs the Information Requirements Subcommittee to accommodate the mutually agreeable business practice of sending of confirmation upstream / downstream ranks if it is determined that the proposed implementation for R99037 is not sufficient to meet the needs of R04018.  

	Vote
	
	
	
	Balanced
	Balanced
	Balanced

	
	For
	Against
	Total
	For
	Against
	Total

	End Users
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	LDCs
	4
	0
	4
	2.00
	0.00
	2

	Pipelines
	11
	0
	11
	2.00
	0.00
	2

	Producers
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	Services
	1
	0
	1
	1.00
	0.00
	1

	
	16
	0
	16
	5.00
	0.00
	5


Motion Passes
4.
Next Meeting(s) and Agenda


10/28/2004
10:00a.m. - 12:00p.m. CCT
Conference Call


11/11/2004
10:00a.m. - 12:00p.m. CCT
Conference Call

Discussion and Possible Vote:

R04008
- Natural Gas Pipeline


R04018
- Iroquois Gas Transmission

5.
Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned at 12:35 ET.

Meeting Attendees and Voting Record

	Attendee
	Organization
	10/14/04
	                                           Attending
	                                                      Voting
	
	NAESB

WGQ

Member?

	Pipelines:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Kim Van Pelt
	Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line
	(
	In Person
	Y
	
	(

	Mike Stender
	El Paso Natural Gas
	(
	In Person
	Y
	
	(

	Dale Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	(
	In Person
	Y
	
	(

	Christopher Burden
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	(
	In Person
	N
	
	(

	Bill Griffith
	Colorado Interstate
	(
	In Person
	Y
	
	(

	Joe Kardas
	National Fuel Gas Supply
	(
	In Person
	Y
	
	(

	Mark Pelkey
	National Fuel Gas Supply
	(
	In Person
	N
	
	(

	Antoinetta Mucilli
	National Fuel Gas Supply
	(
	In Person
	N
	
	(

	Paul Love
	NGPL
	(
	Phone
	Y
	
	(

	Kathryn Burch 
	Texas Eastern Transmission
	(
	In Person
	Y
	
	(

	Mark Gracey
	Tennessee Gas Pipeline
	(
	In Person
	Y
	
	(

	Micki Schmitz
	Northern Natural Gas Co.
	(
	In Person
	Y
	
	(

	Randy Young
	Gulf South Pipeline
	(
	In Person
	Y
	
	(

	Tom Gwilliam
	Iroquois Gas Transmission
	(
	In Person
	Y
	
	(

	Iris King
	Dominion Transmission
	(
	In Person
	Y
	
	(

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Services:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Keith Sappenfield
	Encana
	(
	Phone
	Y
	
	(

	Jennifer Chen
	SunGard Energy Systems
	(
	
	
	
	(

	Leigh Spangler
	Latitude Technologies
	(
	Phone
	Y
	
	(

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Producers:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sheri Heslington
	Dominion Exploration
	(
	Phone
	Y
	
	(

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	End Users:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LDCs:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mike Novak
	National Fuel Gas Distribution
	(
	In Person
	Y
	
	(

	Phil Precht
	Baltimore Gas and Electric
	(
	Phone
	Y
	
	(

	Marjorie Perlman
	Energy East
	(
	In Person
	Y
	
	(

	Craig Colombo
	Dominion LDCs
	(
	Phone
	Y
	
	(

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Associations:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	NAESB Office:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Bold signifies a BPS Chair






nv – not voting
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