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North American Energy Standards Board

1301 Fannin, Suite 2350, Houston, Texas 77002

Phone:  (713) 356-0060, Fax:  (713) 356-0067, E-mail: naesb@naesb.org


Home Page: www.naesb.org

TO:
Wholesale Gas Quadrant and Wholesale Electric Quadrant e-Tariff Subcommittee members, and Interested Industry Participants
FROM:
Laura Kennedy, Meeting/Project Manager
RE:
Draft Minutes of e-Tariff Subcommittee Meeting March 13, 2007
DATE:
March 30, 2007
WEQ and WGQ E-Tariff Subcommittee Meeting

March 13, 2007 – 10:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central
Hosted by NAESB – Houston, Texas
Draft Minutes 
(Combination of redlines provided by M. Goldenberg, H. Bartholomot, M. Novak and D. Davis)
1.
Welcome and Administrative Items
Mr. Sappenfield welcomed the meeting participants in the room and on the phone.  Mr. Sappenfield introduced Ms. Daly as the co-chair of the subcommittee for the WEQ.  Ms. Kennedy read the antitrust guidelines.  The subcommittee reviewed the draft agenda.  A new item 2 was added:  Presentation by Jim Buccigross on NAESB Process.  Ms. Van Pelt moved, seconded by Ms. Davis, to adopt the agenda as revised.  The motion passed without objection.
Next, the subcommittee reviewed the draft minutes from the February 1, 2007 meeting along with the two redlined versions of the February 1 minutes submitted by Ms. Davis, Williams Gas Pipeline (Comments on the February 1, 2007 Draft Minutes Submitted by Williams Gas Pipeline), and Mr. Bartholomot, Edison Electric Institute (EEI Comments on the February 1, 2007 Draft Minutes).
The following changes from Ms. Davis’ and Mr. Bartholomot’s redlines were supported:

Page 1:  All of the changes on page 1 from Ms. Davis’ redline and Mr. Bartholomot’s redline were supported.  Ms. McCain noted that the word “objected” should be replaced with the word “rejected” in the fourth paragraph on page 1.
Page 2:  The changes on page 2 from Ms. Davis’ redline were accepted with the following additional revision:  the first two sentences of the second paragraph were merged:  “Mr. Pierce reviewed the XML based tariff maintenance system developed by Staff in 2001 but this system was not embraced by the industries at that time.”  The changes from Mr. Bartholomot’s redline on page 2 were not accepted.
Page 3:  The changes on page 3 from Ms. Davis’ redline were accepted in their entirety.  The changes on page 3 from Mr. Bartholomot’s redline were accepted for Section 5.  For Section 6, the proposed revision submitted by Mr. Bartholomot to Mr. Kirk’s statement were not accepted.
Page 4:  The changes on page 4 from Ms. Davis’ redline were accepted.  The changes on page 4 from Ms. Bartholomot’s redline were accepted in their entirety.  It was noted that with the exception of the capitalization of Distributed Software, if Ms. Davis’ changes conflict with Mr. Bartholomot’s for EEI’s presentation section, Mr. Bartholomot’s changes should govern.
Page 5:  The changes on page 5 from Ms. Davis’ redline were accepted to the extent the changes did not change the content.  The changes on page 5 from Mr. Bartholomot’s redline were accepted in their entirety.
Page 6:  The changes on page 6 from Ms. Davis’ redline were accepted in their entirety.  The changes on page 6 from Mr. Bartholomot’s redline were accepted in their entirety.

Page 7:  All of the changes suggested by Ms. Davis and Mr. Bartholomot for page 7 were accepted.  Ms. McCain suggested that the term “regulating entity” be replaced with “regulatory body” in the second full paragraph on page 7.  In addition a sentence was added to the last paragraph of Section 9:  “There was no discussion to address Ms. Van Pelt’s concerns.”
Mr. Godding’s attendance was recorded on page 8.

Ms. Van Pelt moved, seconded by Mr. Young, to adopt the minutes as revised.  The motion passed without objection.  The final minutes are posted on the NAESB website:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/etariff020107fm.doc.

2.

Presentation by Jim Buccigross on NAESB Process
Next, Mr. Buccigross made a presentation on the NAESB Standards Development Process using the presentation posted as a work paper for this meeting:  NAESB Standards Development Process.
Mr. Love noted that participants who represent the oil pipeline industry do not have a place to vote within NAESB’s process.  Ms. McQuade stated that the oil pipeline participants would need to designate a Quadrant and Segment in order to participate in the balanced voting process.  If the oil pipeline participants choose not to designate a Quadrant and Segment, they are free to represent their positions during the meeting and in the form of comments.
3.

Presentation and Discussion of FERC Work Paper and FERC Requirements
Mr. Goldenberg stated that the views expressed by the FERC Staff during this meeting were not necessarily the views of the FERC or any FERC Commissioner.  Mr. Goldenberg referenced the document submitted by FERC Staff:  FERC Working Document which is a proposed e-Tariff framework drafted by FERC staff.  Mr. Goldenberg stated that after the February 1, 2007 meeting the FERC Staff determined that none of the affected industries preferred a solution where FERC would provide a distributed tariff software.  The document posted as a work paper for this meeting is FERC Staff’s proposal of the data needed in addition to the actual tariff filings, transmittal letters, etc.  Mr. Goldenberg stated that standards are needed to set forth what information will be transmitted to the FERC and how that information will be transmitted.  He noted that under certain conditions FERC Staff was willing to accept an entire document option:  a single database record with a .pdf file as one of the record’s fields. Under this option, the company would need to re-file the entire agreement as a single record for every proposed revision.  FERC Staff is also willing to accept a sheet based filing pursuant to standards developed that describe what information will be included as metadata and how the information will be transmitted.
Mr. Novak, identifying himself as one who would use eTariff to analyze tariff changes, asked if the expectations for eTariff system functionality that have been identified throughout RM01-5 are still in play even if section based filings are not required. Mr. Goldenberg encouraged parties with such concerns to comment within the process.  Mr. Novak then asked if filing section based tariffs would still be acceptable.  Mr. Goldenberg stated that the FERC Staff would be willing to accept section based filings.  Mr. Hairston asked if FERC staff would be willing to consider an alternative approach instead of the FERC Distributed Software.  Mr. Goldenberg stated that FERC Staff was participating in this process in order to consider alternatives to the Distributed Software.
Mr. Sappenfield noted that the NAESB business practice standards would address how the industries will send the information to the FERC so FERC can assimilate the information in a manner they so choose.  He stated that it is outside the scope of NAESB to define how they handle the data in its system.  Further, it is up to FERC to determine how the information will be made available to the public.
Mr. Sappenfield suggested that the subcommittee discuss the policy issues that need to be determined with FERC Staff before specific language is drafted.  Mr. Sappenfield suggested that since EEI’s comments deal with these high level issues, that Mr. Bartholomot highlight the policy issues that need to be clarified before business practice standards language can be drafted.

Mr. Bartholomot stated that the FERC is still viewing tariffs and the related documents as data rather than documents.  He stated that EEI would like for companies to be able to continue to manage their tariffs and submit them in the form they currently exist.  Second, these documents are legal documents and the internal structure of the documents should be preserved.  Mr. Bartholomot noted that not everyone has access to the Adobe Acrobat® software in order to create .pdf documents.  Mr. Bartholomot asked if there will be an integrated tariff for the public to view.  He added that there have been assurances that certain older documents would be grandfathered and that he hoped that was still being preserved as part of the proposal.
Mr. Goldenberg responded to Mr. Bartholomot’s questions.  He stated that the NAESB standards development effort should include working to develop a set of standards by which tariffs and tariff based information will be electronically transmitted to the FERC.  All of that information will also be found in FERC’s eLibrary under the appropriate docket, just as it is today.  All attachments, transmittal letters, etc. will be found in that document repository.  Some of the information, particularly the tariff information, will also be used to create a dynamic database so that FERC Staff and the public can use the database to see the effective tariffs and in order to see historical tariffs.  The database would assemble the effective tariff.  It would be a tool for the use of FERC Staff and the public alike.  The official record of a proceeding will be the documents that are in FERC eLibrary.
Mr. Hairston asked if the filings would be carried over to FERC eLibrary.  Mr. Goldenberg stated that would depend on what is filed.  If one wanted to see the assembled tariff then the tariff database should be used.  Mr. Hairston asked if FERC Staff had entertained the idea of adding search features to FERC eLibrary similar to what EEI proposed during the February 1, 2007 meeting.  Mr. Goldenberg stated that the FERC Staff working on the e-Tariff development are not working with the FERC eLibrary Staff and that revisions to eLibrary is out of the scope of this effort.  The purpose of this effort is not to decide what will be done on eLibrary.  Mr. Hairston stated that it was important to note that with this approach there would not be a complete copy of effective tariffs on eLibrary in all cases.  Mr. Goldenberg stated that eLibrary does not contain an assembled effective tariff in all cases today.  He added that the goal is to replace the tariff room with an electronic search mechanism.  FERC eLibrary is not a document assembly mechanism, but a repository where the filings reside.  FERC eLibrary does not incorporate changes to tariffs in order to view the effective tariff.
Mr. Bartholomot stated that if the compiler in the database is not the official record and the compiler puts together an unofficial document, then FERC Staff could be in the same position it has been in the past when the wrong tariff language was relied upon as the effective tariff.  Mr. Goldenberg stated that if required he could compare the information in the database and the information in eLibrary to determine the effective tariff.  He stated that so many overlapping filings are submitted that he did not think anyone could confirm they had an effective tariff as of particular date.  He stated that everyone will be better off with the database compiled tariffs even if they were not considered the official tariff.
Mr. Hairston asked if the NAESB e-Tariff subcommittee were able to reach consensus on standards to address how the tariffs will be viewed on the database would the FERC Staff consider implementing those standards.  Mr. Pierce stated that modification to eLibrary is not in the scope of the e-Tariff NOPR.  Mr. Goldenberg suggested that industry participants who would like to see changes to the functionality of eLibrary should ask the FERC Commissioners for those changes.
Ms. Davis stated that as a member of the WGQ Executive Committee she did not feel comfortable developing standards to tell FERC how to process the tariff filings.  The NAESB business practice standards should focus on what information is transferred from the industry to the FERC database and how that information is transferred.  The search capabilities and the look and feel of how the information will be viewed is up to the FERC.

Ms. Key stated that how the FERC treats the filings after they are submitted will have some effect on the standards that are developed for submitting the filings.  She asked whether each document would be a separate database or whether many documents will be contained in a database.  Mr. Goldenberg stated that each company would have its own database that includes all of the tariffs and related documents for that company.
Ms. Rogers noted that the oil pipeline participants seek assurance that their participation in the NAESB process would not subject transmission providers that are subject to the standards of conduct to action.  Mr. Goldenberg responded that the e-Tariff development is pursuant to a rulemaking proceeding.  FERC noticed this meeting and noticed that FERC Staff would be in attendance.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that NAESB’s action in this matter and any standards developed as a result of this effort is at the request of FERC Staff.  He added that NAESB standards are voluntary until such time as a regulatory body, such as FERC, adopts the NAESB standard.  He added that his company, EnCana, has never encountered a problem participating in NAESB standards development
4.
Discussion of other work papers that identify how to implement FERC requirements
Next, the subcommittee reviewed the work paper submitted by INGAA:  Pipeline Segment e-Tariff Meeting Proposal Submitted by INGAA that included detailed questions on what will be required for submitting the data with the tariff filings.  FERC Staff answered each of the INGAA questions as set forth below.  
Question 1:
Is FERC willing to provide an Internet portal, which either incorporates the electronic tariff as part of eFiling or as a separate, but similar, function which only accepts electronic tariff filing?

Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that FERC Staff is willing to create a FERC website for the entry of tariff filings.  In addition, Northern Natural Gas requested the ability to submit a package of tariff data during the last meeting.  FERC Staff is also willing to consider providing that option through the web-based interface.  This portal would only be available for submitting filings and not available to the public in general.  Mr. Coleman added that the web portal would be another way to populate the same data items.  Either way there will be one interface.  The data will either be included in the package or be entered when the documents are submitted.

Question 2:
Is FERC willing to configure the portal like the eTariff module with drop down menus that identify the data required for each filing type, buttons that identify the security and yes/no waiver buttons? 

Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that yes; to the extent FERC Staff can create it.

Question 3:
Could part of this section self-populate, for example, is there a profile (such as the FERC assigned Company Number) that a submitter could pull up on the FERC portal that would automatically have some of this information listed?
Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that it would not be a good idea to have a profile for companies due to security issues.  He added that this group would be able to determine what will be self-populated and what will be entered manually.
Question 4:
Please clarify Filing Identifier. 
Response

Mr. Pierce stated that Filing Identifier is a unique number associated with the filing made with the FERC.  Mr. Coleman stated that every time a filing is made, it will have a unique Filing Identifier.  The Filing Identifier is not the same as a Docket Number as Docket Numbers are not unique.  Mr. Coleman added that certain filing types are required to be associated with previous filings and the Filing Identifier will be used to indicate what filing is being amended.

Question 5:
Who assigns the Filing Identifier (FERC or the submitter)?
Response:

Mr. Coleman stated that it makes sense for the submitter to assign the Filing Identifier, but FERC, in the alternative, could assign the Filing Identifier.  This item is up for further discussion when the particular standards are drafted.

Question 6:
Is it unique across a company or is it unique across each database (volume) for a company? 

Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that the Filing Identifier is unique within the company’s database.
Question 7:
Could this be the docket number?  What happens with sub-docket numbers?
Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that the docket number could not be used because it is not unique.  It is possible that the accession number could be used if the industry agrees. 
Question 8:
Compliance filings already have a docket number.  Is additional data needed to support docket and sub-docket numbers?
Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that the answer to Question 8 was No.

Question 9:
Who assigns the Database Identifier (FERC or the submitter)? 
Response:

Mr. Coleman stated that the Database Identifier is the tariff ID and the submitter will need to keep track of the Database Identifier in order to reference it in future filings.  Mr. Goldenberg added that each company will have one database at a time.  For instance, Volume 1 and Volume 2 would all be included in Tennessee Gas Pipeline’s database.  When there is a corporate name change the entire database is re-filed as a new database.  Also, a pipeline might want a new database when it files a wholesale new version of its tariff.  The tariff that is replaced would be archived.

Question 10:
If a submitter wants to replace the whole tariff, would a new Database Identifier be necessary?
Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that if a submitter wanted to replace the whole tariff a new Database Identifier would be necessary.

Ms. Rogers asked if there would be a cross reference within each database should a new volume be issued or new database constructed.  Mr. Pierce stated that there would not be a cross reference.

Ms. Davis asked how it would work if a submitter wanted to do a clean-up by creating a new database yet there were outstanding issues on that particular tariff.  Mr. Pierce stated that the submitter would need to submit a compliance filing to update the sheets.

Ms. Bradford asked if one company could have multiple databases.  Mr. Pierce stated that a company has one database, but multiple volumes would be included within the single database.  Mr. Novak asked if FERC would be willing to assign the unique identifiers since there should only be one database per company.  Mr. Pierce stated that FERC would be willing to assign unique identifiers.
Ms. Key noted that service companies act as agent for more than one utility that are not under a single parent.  She asked if the service company would have its own database.  Mr. Pierce stated that only entities that are regulated by the FERC will receive an identification number.  Agents will act on behalf of the companies by using the companies’ number.
Question 11:
Please clarify the use of this information and the need for such.  

Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that the Type of Filing will be initial, compliance, etc.  The Type of Filing will have a code associated with it that will require different business rules for each filing.  There are eighty different filing types and each have their own set of rules.  The drop down menus will provide the rules for each filing type.
Question 12:
Please clarify the difference between ‘Point of Contact’ and ‘Authorizing Person’.

Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that the Point of Contact should be the individual who submits the filing to the FERC.  The Authorizing Person is the company official authorized to submit the filing on behalf of the company.  The Authorizing Person is currently the person included in the footer of the filings submitted by natural gas pipelines.
Question 13:
Does FERC need a Title field for the Point of Contact and / or the Authorizing person?
Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that the regulations dictate what type of information is required and that the title will not be needed for the Point of Contact but will be needed for the Authorizing Person.
Question 14:
Is the Point of Contact used to populate the service list?  If so, can the system allow for multiple Points of Contact? 
Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that he has been informed that the Point of Contact will not be put on the service list, but the Authorizing Person will be included on the service list.  The Point of Contact and Authorizing Person have to be registered on the FERC system.  Mr. Pierce noted that eRegister allows multiple people to be added to the list.  
Ms. Daly stated that the current regulations allow for two people (for communications) to be on the transmittal in addition to the Point of Contact.  Mr. Pierce stated that the functionality will be created to support whatever the regulations require.
Question 15:
Please clarify the use of the field ‘Associated Filing’ – is it for identification of compliance filing or something else?
Response:

Mr. Coleman stated that the Associated Filing field is a field value to insert the Filing Identifier to which the particular filing relates.  Mr. Pierce added that if the filing is considered an Initial Filing, then the Associated Filing field would not be populated.  There will only be the ability to list one Associated Filing.
Question 16:
Since the sheet-based tariff currently requires identification of the associated compliance filing in its footer, is the data field Associated Filing necessary?
Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that the associated compliance filing would no longer be needed in the footer.  He proposed removing the associated compliance filing information from the footer as it will be included as a data field.
Question 17:
Will the filing data also be identified with the tariff content data on a record basis?
Response:

Mr. Coleman stated that the Filing Identifier is meant to track the sheet itself rather than the content of the sheet.  The filing data will be identified with the tariff content data on a record basis.

Question 18:
Will FERC provide the attachment requirements for the complete filing in PDF that could be posted on eLibrary?
Response:
Mr. Pierce stated that the Office of the Secretary’s portion of the FERC website will probably provide the attachment requirements for submitting complete filings.
Question 19:
Please clarify how FERC will accept/reject filings given that this process is automated.  
Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that if a problem is identified with a filing, the system will generate a rejection notice from the Office of the Secretary.  The rejection notice will identify the problem with the filing.  If a filing is rejected it will not be maintained in the FERC’s database records or eLibrary.

Question 20:
Will FERC use a filter program when uploading a tariff or a change to a tariff?  
Response:
Mr. Pierce stated that the FERC will use a filter program when uploading tariffs or changes to tariffs to ensure that the filing is complete.

Question 21:
Please clarify the use of the Document Security Level.

Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that FERC will provide a Security Level for every type of filing, including CEII [critical energy infrastructure information] and non-internet public information, except for protective order material.  An option button will allow the submitter to select the Security Level based on the type of document that is attached.
Question 22:
Would the Security Level just be for the attachments?
Response:

The Security Level will apply to the attachments and the transmittal letter will be given a public Security Level in order to post the transmittal letter on eLibrary.

Question 23:
What content needs to be protected?  
Response:

§388.112 of FERC Regulations set forth what content is protected.

Question 24:
Will maps be NIP (public non-Internet)?  
Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that maps will be considered Critical Energy Infrastructure Information (CEII).
Question 25:
If a pipeline files its tariff map as a public non-Internet record, should the pipeline file two tariff content data attachments (NIP for the map and another attachment for the public tariff records)?
Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that the tariff map should be submitted in such low quality that it would not be considered CEII.  It was further mentioned in order to submit information to FERC electronically, that the FERC may have to alter the regulations so that a company does not have to show its points of service on the maps. 
Question 26:
How does this impact FERC’s pending NOPR (map)?  How does this coordinate with NAESB WGQ Standard 4.3.23?  
Response:

This question was not addressed.  

Question 27: Please explain the difference between ‘Supporting document’ and ‘Supporting document filename’.  Are they mutually exclusive?  Are both items needed?  

Response:

Mr. Coleman stated that the submitter will provide both the Supporting document and Supporting document filename.  The Supporting document is a binary string of data while the Supporting document filename is the name of the file that is submitted.
Question 28:
Because sheet-based tariffs contain associated documentation, it appears that ‘Associated Record Identifier’ and ‘Associated Option Designation’ are redundant.  Please clarify the need for both pieces of information.
Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that many companies file alternative sheets in the same filing.  FERC Staff proposes to continue to permit companies to submit alternative sheets in the same filing.  The Associated Option Designation will indicate which alternative the document contains.
Question 29:
On the FERC work paper, can the word “sheet” be replaced with the word “record”?
Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that the word “sheet” could be replaced with the word “record” within the FERC work paper posted for this meeting.  He added that since it is a record, it could be sheet based or the attachment of a .pdf document.
Question 30:
How will FERC treat pro-forma provisions? 
Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that there will be an option to designate a pro-forma revision when submitters want to make a filing on a pro-forma basis.
Question 31:
Will pro-forma provisions be a part of FERC’s database now or in the future?
Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that pro-forma revisions will be part of the FERC database now and in the future.
Question 32:
Using the data elements, please explain how to withdraw a tariff record.
Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that one would withdraw a tariff record by selecting the filing type of “withdraw”, attaching the required documentation, and indicating the records to be withdrawn.
Question 33:
Please clarify how to cancel a tariff record.
Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that in order to cancel a tariff record, as opposed to withdrawing a tariff record, the submitter would need to comply with the relevant regulations for canceling a tariff record and submit the replacement documents. For example, for an oil pipeline to go from Tariff #10 to Tariff #11, they would file Tariff #11 and close out Tariff #10.  The latter would be a ‘null’ record to that the public can see that there is no longer anything in that record.
Question 34
Would a reserved record be used for cancelled records?
Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that in order to use a reserve record for cancelled records one could insert “Reserved” in the field.  As long as there is communication that what was previously effective in terms of content is no longer there.
Question 35:
Can a series of records be cancelled, or is each record cancelled individually?
Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that a series of records can be cancelled.
Question 36:
How is a tariff record withdrawn without filing a tariff record?
Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that one cannot withdraw a tariff record without filing a replacement tariff record.  The submitter must identify the associated filing cite when withdrawing a tariff record.
Question 37:
If a company is replacing an existing tariff volume, how is the new volume filed (just use a new Database Identifier)?  How do the superseded volume’s records get designated as ‘superseded’?
Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that there must be a piece of electronic data to close down a database record.
Question 38:
The following is a request for a clarification to “assemble” a tariff.  Gas tariffs are assembled in numerical page order.  Since gas tariff sheets currently reflect headers and footers with self-sufficient information, the “assembly” of a tariff that prints out data appears to be unnecessary – the information is already contained on the tariff sheet.
Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that in order to be able to assemble a tariff for any date, the system has to determine what is available for that given date.  In so doing, the FERC tariff database will effectively duplicate the information that is currently on the headers of the filings.
Question 39:
Can the metadata that is currently captured in the pagination in the gas tariff sheet header be used to “assemble” a tariff?

Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that under certain circumstances, the header information captured in the pagination in the gas tariff sheet header could be used to “assemble” a tariff.  This issue about ‘superceded’ pages needs to be explored further in future discussion.

Question 40:
Will redline tariff records be a part of FERC's database?
Response:

Mr. Pierce stated that redlined tariff records would be contained within the FERC eLibrary, not in the FERC tariff database.

Next, the subcommittee reviewed the work paper submitted by EEI titled:  EEI Comments on FERC's Proposed Framework.  Mr. Bartholomot asked whether there was any reason FERC Staff would not accept native format documents.  Mr. Goldenberg stated that FERC Staff is seeking a way for everyone to be able to upload the documents without requiring that they have Microsoft Word® installed.  He added that Adobe Acrobat Reader® is downloadable for free.  Mr. Bartholomot stated that the Adobe Acrobat® document writer is not free.  Mr. Pierce stated that the FERC system would not be written to cross multiple formats.  He stated that FERC Staff is willing to accept documents in .html format in addition to .pdf format.  Mr. Pierce added that Adobe Acrobat® software will preserve formats of the native documents.  Mr. Raup asked if the requirements would include the ability to search the text within the .pdf.  Mr. Goldenberg stated that the FERC work paper included the requirement of the ability to conduct searches of text within the documents.

Next, the subcommittee reviewed the comments submitted by EEI on the Glossary of Terms included in the FERC work paper.  For the definition of “Database”, Mr. Pierce noted that the tariff document will constitute a portion of the total record within the database.  The document will be one field among multiple fields in a single record within the database.
Mr. Goldenberg stated that the subcommittee should consider standards that apply to the entire document option, to enable companies to file the entire document at once in addition to standards that apply to companies with voluminous tariffs that would not be eligible for the entire document option.  Ms. Davis asked if the FERC Staff could provide a visual aid or diagram to show the different types of filings, what is considered a record, what is considered a field, etc.  Mr. Goldenberg stated that FERC Staff would work on a diagram for the next meeting.
5.

Plan for Preparing Proposals to meet FERC requirements, including drafting of 




any needed NAESB business practices
Mr. Sappenfield suggested that for the next meeting participants review the work paper posted for this meeting titled:  WGQ/WEQ eTariff Work Paper of draft proposed business practice standards and submit comments on the work paper for discussion at the next meeting.  NAESB staff and the subcommittee co-chairs will compile all of the comments into one document for convenience purposes to aid in the review for the next meeting.  Comments are due to the NAESB office by end of business April 16.
6.

Organization, Tasks and Assignments
FERC Staff will provide a diagram for how the required fields, records, etc for the next meeting.  Participants will submit comments on the draft standards work paper, with comments due on April 16.  NAESB staff and the subcommittee co-chairs will compile all comments into one document for review during the next meeting.  In addition all comments and any other work papers will also be posted individually on the NAESB e-Tariff Subcommittee page.
7.

Next Steps and Meetings
The next meeting is scheduled for Thursday, April 26, 2007 in Washington, DC hosted by the American Gas Association.  The meeting will be from 10:00 AM to 4:00 PM Eastern.  The agenda for this meeting will include review of the diagram from FERC Staff, review of the comments submitted on the draft standards work paper, and the drafting of standards language based on those comments.  Mr. Sappenfield noted that there will likely be votes taken on specific language during this meeting.  Participants were encouraged to submit their Quadrant and Segment designation when they RSVP for the meeting to aid in the subcommittee voting process.
The meeting originally scheduled on May 31, 2007 has been rescheduled for June 4, 2007 hosted by Arizona Public Service in Phoenix, Arizona.

8.

Adjourn
Ms. Van Pelt moved, seconded by Mr. Burden to adjourn.  The meeting adjourned at 3:55 PM Central.
13.

Attendees
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	Organization
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	Tony Barracchini
	FERC
	In Person

	Tim Abendroth
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	Mariam Arnaout
	American Gas Association
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	Lisa Barnes
	Westar Energy
	Phone

	Henri Bartholomot
	Edison Electric Institute
	In Person

	Naomi Bourg
	Northern Natural Gas
	Phone

	Louise Bradford
	Trunkline Gas Company
	In Person

	Mary Brosnan
	NiSource
	Phone

	Jim Buccigross
	8760, Inc.
	In Person

	Christopher Burden
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person

	Ollie Burke
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	In Person

	Roy Cadenhead
	Enbridge, Inc.
	In Person

	John Ciza
	Southern Company Generation
	In Person

	Sally Clore
	Midwest ISO
	Phone

	Charles Coleman
	FERC
	In Person

	Craig Colombo
	Dominion Rsources, LDC
	In Person

	David Connelly
	Bruder, Gentile & Marcoux, L.L.P.
	Phone

	Rich Cowan
	Gas Transmission Northwest
	In Person

	Patty Cox
	CenterPoint Energy
	In Person

	David Crabtree
	Tampa Electric Company
	Phone

	John Cutting
	NYISO
	Phone

	Kathryn Daley
	INGAA
	In Person

	Jane Daly
	Arizona Public Service Co.
	In Person

	Dale Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person

	Elena Demeris
	Unitil Service Corp.
	Phone

	Rhonda Denton
	BP Energy Company
	In Person

	Michael Desselle
	SPP
	Phone

	Roy DeWitt
	El Paso - West Pipes
	In Person

	Linda Farquhar
	Great Lakes Gas Transmission Company
	Phone

	Carmen Fish
	Williston
	Phone

	Les Fyock
	American Public Gas Association
	Phone

	George Godding
	FERC
	In Person

	Michael Goldenberg
	FERC
	In Person

	Bill Griffith
	El Paso Natural Gas
	In Person

	Michelle Grim
	Dominion
	In Person

	Dona Gussow
	Florida Power & Light
	Phone

	KC Hairstson
	Balch & Bingham
	In Person

	Brian Hall
	CenterPoint Energy
	In Person

	Maurene Hamilton
	Sea Robin Pipe Line Co.
	In Person

	Cindy Heckman
	Williston
	Phone

	Tracee Holte
	Xcel Energy
	Phone

	Linda Horn
	Wisconsin Electric Power
	Phone

	Cayden Jenness
	California ISO
	In Person

	Barbara Johnson
	Tampa Electric Company
	Phone

	Brian Kaeser
	Dominion
	In Person

	Joe Kardas
	National Fuel
	Phone

	Laura Kennedy
	NAESB
	In Person

	Jennifer Key
	Steptoe & Johnson
	In Person

	Iris King
	Dominion Transmission Inc.
	In Person

	Steve Kirk
	Northern Natural
	In Person

	Daniel Klein
	Alston & Bird
	Phone

	Charles Knight
	Florida Power & Light
	Phone

	Gary Kravis
	UNICON, Inc.
	In Person

	Deborah Kwan
	Enterprise Products Partners
	In Person

	Melissa Lauderdale
	Edison Electric Institute
	In Person

	Marcus Lotto
	Southern California Edison
	Phone

	Paul Love
	Natural Gas Pipeline
	In Person

	Drew MacDonald
	Datanet, Inc.
	Phone

	Lee Marin
	Bonneville Power Administration
	Phone

	Beth Martin
	We Energies
	Phone

	Rob Martinko
	FirstEnergy
	Phone

	Marcy McCain
	Spectra Energy
	In Person

	Rae McQuade
	NAESB
	In Person

	David Mendoza
	Transwestern Pipeline Co. LLC
	In Person

	Kristine Mespelli
	National Grid
	Phone

	Dan Mihalik
	AOPL
	In Person

	Bobbi Miller
	Allegheny Energy
	Phone

	Kathryn Mirr
	Sempra Global
	In Person

	Jeff Molinaro
	Enterprise Products Partners
	In Person

	Lynn Myers
	Southern California Edison
	In Person

	Molly Nagle
	Tennessee Gas Pipeline
	In Person

	Lucia Nail
	SunGard Energy
	In Person

	Kim Needels
	NYSEG
	Phone

	Lisa Neel
	Texas Gas Transmission
	Phone

	Dave Newberry
	MidAmerican Energy Company
	Phone

	David Nick
	DTE Energy
	Phone

	Mike Novak
	National Fuel Gas Distribution
	In Person

	Ean O'Neill
	California ISO
	In Person

	Gordon Pennington
	United Illuminating Company
	Phone

	Marjorie Perlman
	Energy East
	Phone

	Keith Pierce
	FERC
	In Person

	Mark Pierce
	Spectra Energy
	In Person

	Rob Potter
	Portland General Electric Company
	Phone

	Denise Rager
	NAESB
	In Person

	Robbie Ralph
	Shell Pipeline CO. LP
	In Person

	Chris Raup
	ConEdison
	Phone

	Bruce Reed
	BP Pipelines
	In Person

	Janice Rogers
	Chevron Pipe Line Co.
	In Person

	Marv Rosenberg
	Independent
	Phone

	Matt Royalty
	Southern Star Central Gas Pipeline
	Phone

	Keith Sappenfield
	EnCana
	In Person

	Dan Sawyer
	Enbridge Energy
	In Person

	Joann Schmidt
	Xcel Energy
	Phone

	Laurel Schmitke
	Alliance Pipeline
	Phone

	Korin Sharp
	DTE Energy
	Phone

	Brian Sheena
	Great Lakes Gas Transmission Company
	Phone

	Richard Smith
	ExxonMobil
	In Person

	Darla Steffes
	Oneok
	Phone

	Mike Stender
	El Paso Natural Gas
	In Person

	Dawn Sutton
	Progress Energy Service
	Phone

	Priya Swamy
	Dominion
	In Person

	Lynn Taylor
	CenterPoint Energy
	In Person

	Jane Tholt
	Oneok
	Phone

	Cindy Thompson
	Southern Star Central Gas Pipeline
	Phone

	Kathy Thornton
	Enbridge, Inc.
	In Person

	Henry Tilghman
	PacifiCorp
	Phone

	Kim Van Pelt
	Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line
	In Person

	Michelle VanGordon
	Midwest ISO
	In Person

	Denny Vicente
	BP Pipelines
	Phone

	Martin Warr
	BP Pipelines
	In Person

	Luke Whiting
	Florida Power & Light
	Phone

	Randall Young
	Boardwallk Pipelines
	In Person

	Don Zeiszler
	Williston Basin
	Phone


� Please note that to the extent that there were conflicts in the adopted changes best attempts were made to reconcile the language.
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