Executive Committee

August 25, 2005

Item 8.
Discussion of Changes to Timelines Associated with Technical Work Supporting WGQ Standards

Pipeline Segment Comments 


1.
The pipeline segment still believes that the concept for “Full Staffing” is justified and for the most part needs to be held to the same level of standardization approval as the ‘business standards’. 

2. 
Implementation Guides are designed to be the complete package of what is standardized – the business practices, the data requirements necessary to implement the business practices, the ANSI X-12 structure and mapping, and an explanation behind how it all fits together and why. It is wrong to say that all pieces of the guide should not hold the same weight as just the business practices.  Where it is true that the rest of the implementation guides are not supposed to add or delete any business requirements that are not already envisioned by the narrative standards, there still needs to be a checks and balance system to ensure that all parties utilizing the standards (not just the federally regulated entities required to implement them), agree that the words accurately explain the business standards and that the corresponding technical implementation does not inadvertently impose additional requirements or change the intent of the business standards.  It is critical, particularly for those standards which were highly controversial or the result of many negotiations, to ensure that the words used to describe them are accurate.

3.
The term “model” is a way in which the WGQ has said “If you are going to do this activity, here is a generally agreed upon example of how you could, not must, do it.  Because they do not hold the same weight as standards, models require a simple majority and not a supermajority vote.  

4.
Mr. Novak cites the most recent example of full staffing on the Gas / Electric communication standards as the impetus for changing our long-standing process.  As it is true that in this particular case it yielded only verbiage to be added to the front of the implementation guides, the next time it may result in significantly more.  There is a tried and true saying that ‘the devil is in the details’.  There are two recent specific examples that come to mind that point out the importance / sensitivity to the content of these sections:

Example # 1:
Creditworthiness: 11/6/03 Joint WGQ / REQ EC – excerpts from item 3 in the minutes: 

Consideration and Vote on Revised Recommendation for WGQ Annual Plan Item 6 – creditworthiness technical standards (WGQ)

Ms. Davis presented revised Recommendation AP03006 and explained that the errors in the original recommendation were identified subsequent to the EC vote on the original recommendation but prior to ratification of the original recommendation.  Ms. Davis moved, seconded by Mr. Griffith, to adopt revised Recommendation AP03006.  The motion was discussed at length.
The revised recommendation reflected the following paragraph be added to the Business Process and Practices narrative in the front of the Additional Standards. 

Creditworthiness:

In the natural gas industry, transportation service providers provide services for requesting parties.  As a part of the process for contracting for these services, the transportation service provider may need to request credit information from the service requester and initiates an exchange of communication between the parties. Additionally, the service requester, once deemed to be non-creditworthy, may request credit re-evaluation by the transportation service provider.
Mr. Shepard objected to certain language contained in the recommendation. Accordingly, the word deemed was replaced with the word determined on page 12 such that the third sentence of the redline of the recommendation posted as a workpaper for this meeting now reads: “Additionally, the service requester, once determined to be non-creditworthy, may request credit re-evaluation by the transportation service provider.” Other language changes were discussed but were not incorporated into the revised recommendation. Ms. Davis and Mr. Griffith accepted the modification to the revised recommendation.
A roll call vote was taken on the motion.  The vote was not determinate and sent for notational ballot for those Executive Committee members not present.  [The motion passed subsequent to the conference call.]
Example #2:
Capacity recall: 12/12/02 EC

In this case, extensive changes were made to the Executive Summary of Capacity Release that reflected examples of how the recall could be accomplished and the corresponding results. 

As can be seen by these two examples, to merely dismiss the explanatory sections of the implementation guides and all that goes in them as ‘non-substantial’ or by labeling them as ‘models’ language is inappropriate.  Additionally, to call this information a ‘model’ could imply that the explanation of implementation is an idea of how you could implement the business standards and not a further explanation of how you are supposed to implement the business standards and could cause confusion. 

Further, by the mere voting structure attached to ‘models’ in the WGQ, it could be used as a way for parties to game the system.  Following is a hypothetical example.  A package of standards is developed after many hours of contentious negotiations and at the EC it ultimately yields an affirmative supermajority vote (67% of the EC body and 40% from each segment).  The implementation guide is subsequently developed and it has verbiage in it that implies something different than what the standard says or what the intent was – a nuance (see Example 1 above).  If the content of the narrative explaining the standards only requires a simple majority (51% of the EC body present at the time), the recommendation for the implementation guide explanation could be adopted without approval from one or two entire segments and their protection under the organization’s founding principles is lost.  Though this is not the intent, it is a possible result. The implementation guide could also be used as a way for parties to change the meaning of the standards without requiring consensus from all segments.

5.
Mr. Novak also has pointed out that this most recent instance was for the development of joint standards between the WGQ and the WEQ.  Unlike the WGQ, the WEQ does not now have technical implementation standards that have to be considered, hence there is no need, at this point, for the WEQ to have to consider the ramifications of how changes to a future implementation guide could impact them as individual parties.  In this one particular case, the whole issue of separate timetables for member ratification could have been avoided by simply asking the WGQ IR and Technical subcommittees to fully staff the recommendation immediately following the completion by the joint BPS and prior to the joint EC’s vote on the business standards.  Given the responsiveness of these two subcommittees, it most likely would have only added 7 – 10 days to the entire process, rather than the additional 6 weeks that it took. 

The WGQ has a long and very successful history of completing packages and ensuring an opportunity for all parties to be adequately protected by the voting structure.  Furthermore, to overturn a 10 year plus record based on one situation is premature and unwise.

6.
Further, we believe that any piece of a recommendation that is associated with business standards (not models) should be treated, in its entirety, as a standard and not carve out pieces of it as models or non-substantive and have other parts as standards. 

7.
Whereas we firmly believe that the process should not be changed, we can see merit in a part of Mr. Novak’s proposal, with modification.  In situations where the business standards are presented to the EC without the corresponding implementation (i.e. they are not ‘fully staffed’), the EC, at the time of its initial vote, could vote by simple majority that in the limited situations where the IR and Technical Subcommittees subsequently determine that full staffing results in only verbiage changes to the non-technical portions of the implementation guide (i.e. the Executive Summary or the Business Process and Practices), the comment period could be shortened to something less than the normal 30 days.  On the other hand, if anything else is included in the implementation portion, the results of the full staffing would be subject to the full 30-day comment period.  Once the results of the full staffing efforts are known, the time requirement for the comment period has thereby been pre-determined. 

Further, if the shortened comment period is used for this type of situation and no opposing comments are received, the recommendation could be forwarded to the EC for supermajority vote by a notational ballot.  If adverse comments are received, the issue could be dealt with on a conference call.  By utilizing this method, the process is improved without requiring changes to the NAESB governing documents, all parties have adequate voting protection, and the time required is minimized. Finally, the work product that the members are being asked to ratify is a complete package.
