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NAESB WGQ Information Requirements Subcommittee Meeting

June 20-21, 2007
9:00a.m. – 4:00 p.m. (Central Time)

Omaha, NE

Host:
Northern Natural Gas


FINAL MINUTES
1.
Introductions – The participants introduced themselves.
2.
Housekeeping – Micki Schmitz provided the housekeeping.
3.
Anti-trust Guidelines – Dale Davis read the anti-trust guidelines.
4.
Adoption of Agenda – The revised agenda as posted was adopted unanimously. 
5.
Approval of Prior Meeting Minutes & Attachment

· May 9, 2007 - The minutes and attachment for the May 9, 2007 meeting were approved unanimously.

6.
Address Current Requests for Initiation or Enhancement of NAESB Standards and items transferred from other NAESB subcommittees – 
Discussion, Q&A and a balanced vote for each item.  (The items will be addressed in the order listed.  The time allotted for the work of the subcommittee will be divided between the new data sets and the routine maintenance items.)

· Operationally Available Capacity and R99033
Dynegy

Request:
Implementation of standards adopted by the EC on 2/10/00 re Location Operationally Available Capacity (LOAC), Location Operating Capacity (LOPC) and Location Scheduled Quantity (LSQ)

(Relevant Minutes:
EIITF - 4/29/99; EC - 5/20/99; EIITF/BPS - 6/23/99; - EC 2/10/00, 8/24/00)

AND

· R96018
TransCapacity / Skipping Stone

Request:
Real time capacity info 

Note:
Per requester: most of the request was covered by R99033 with the exception of one standard adopted at 2/3/00 BPS meeting.

(Relevant Minutes:
BPS - 1/13/00, 1/20/00, 1/27/00, 2/3/00, and 2/17/00)

AND
· R04038
Transwestern Pipeline Company, LLC

Request:

Operationally Available and Unsubscribed Capacity Data Set (5.4.13) – accommodate the senders option business practice of indicating whether authorized overrun has been scheduled

(Relevant Minutes:
BPS – 9/7/05 and 10/13/05)

(Relevant Minutes for all 3 requests above:
IR 5/6/03, 5/5/04, 6/24/04, 7/14/04, 8/25/06; Technical - 10/6/03, 6/30/05 and 9/15/06; IR 10/19/06, 11/15/06, 12/13/06, 1/17/0. 3/7/07, 4/3/07, and 5/9/07)

· Review and modify, as necessary, the proposed implementation adopted by IR at its August 24, 2004 meeting.  Incorporate the BPS instructions regarding R04038.

IR Discussion:

The group completed a final review of the revised proposed implementation (Preliminary rec form and attachment).  Three issues as noted below were identified as needing to be sent to the BPS.  It was also noted that the chair needs to advise the Technical Subcommittee that after completion of this recommendation that it needs to go to EDM for corresponding changes to the EDM Manual.
· Send the following issues to the WGQ Business Practices Subcommittee:

Issue 1:

While revising the proposed implementation for the standard adopted by the Executive Committee on February 10, 2000 related to Operational Capacity, Total Scheduled Quantity and Operationally Available Capacity, the Information Requirements Subcommittee determined that the most efficient implementation was to split the existing Operationally Available and Unsubscribed Capacity dataset (WGQ Standard 5.4.13) into two data sets and name them as follows – Operational Capacity and Unsubscribed Capacity.  Accordingly, it was identified that in WGQ Standard No. 4.3.23 under the category for ‘Capacity’ the subcategory of ‘Operationally Available’ needs to be modified to read ‘Operational’.
Issue 2

As noted in Issue 1 above, the existing Operationally Available and Unsubscribed Capacity dataset (WGQ Standard 5.4.13) is being split into two data sets and named as follows – Operational Capacity and Unsubscribed Capacity.  The proposed standard adopted by the Business Practices Subcommittee on February 3, 2000, as modified September 1, 2004, references the existing Operationally Available and Unsubscribed Capacity dataset.  Due to the deletion of that dataset and its replacement with the two new datasets, the Information Requirements Subcommittee recommends that the proposed standard be further modified as follows:

0.3.x
When responding to an Upload of Request for Download of Posted Datasets with respect to the Operationally Available Capacity and or the Unsubscribed Capacity datasets, a Transportation Service Provider should provide the most current value with respect to applicable available quantities and other quantity information for the Location(s) as of the date and time the response was processed.
Issue 3:

As noted in Issue 1 above, the existing Operationally Available and Unsubscribed Capacity dataset (WGQ Standard 5.4.13) is being split into two data sets and named as follows – Operational Capacity and Unsubscribed Capacity.  As a result, the Information Requirements Subcommittee recommends that the following standard be modified as follows:

5.3.17
Transportation service providers should provide on request the operationally available capacity dataset separately from the unsubscribed capacity data set. 

- OR – 

Because these are now two separate data sets, the standard could be deleted in its entirety as they have to be provided separately.
No vote on the revised proposed implementation and the above modifications to the standards was taken.  The group will vote on the revised proposed implementation and question to BPS at the next IR meeting. 

Initial discussions on the following requests:
· R05027
El Paso Natural Gas Company
Request:

Add two new data elements to the Nomination and Scheduled Quantity data sets.  The first data element would be used to identify a specific path for the nominated transaction. The second data element provides shippers the ability to identify the specific month of an imbalance for which they are nominating a transaction to clear such imbalance.

(Relevant Minutes
BPS – 2/9/06, 3/7/06)

IR Discussion:

The group reviewed the minutes from the BPS meeting and the following instruction from BPS 3/7/06:
BPS instructs the IR to accommodate the business conditional business practice of identifying a path and/or an imbalance make-up for a prior month in a nominations related data set.  Further the IR should add the data elements to the flowing gas and invoicing related data sets as necessary.
Following is an initial review of the data elements / data sets that could be impacted by this request”

Data element:
Imbalance Month / Imbalance Payback Month 
Scheduling Path / Route Code / Path Code / Capacity Path

Data Sets:
Nominations 

Noms QR validation codes

Request for Confirmation (possibly add as MA / BC or SO?) (may not be needed in the pathed non-threaded model)
Request for Confirmation QR validation codes / reduction reasons

Confirmation Response (C required if in RfC?)

Scheduled Quantity

Scheduled Quantity for Operator (C required if in confirmation process and depending on the level of confirmation – e.g. entity or contract level ?)

PDA

PDA QR validation codes

Allocations

Shipper Imbalance
Transportation / Sales Invoice

El Paso indicated that in their business model it is not needed in confirmation process, PDA, Allocations, however, it was pointed out that it needs to be added to the nomination key (WGQ Standard 1.3.27) so that when multiple noms are submitted with all the remaining info the same, the transactions are unique.  Otherwise, without it being part of the key, the noms would replace one another.  Need to look at how the three package ID data elements are used as a possible model for these new data elements.  
· R06017
Texas Gas Transmission

Request:

Add 3 new warning and 2 new error code values for Nomination Quick Response, standard 1.4.2, at the sub-detail level.  
(Relevant Minutes
Triage – 10/23/06)

IR Discussion:

Set forth below are the requested code values and questions for the requester.
Data Set Name & Number:

Nominations Quick Response

NAESB WGQ 1.4.2
Data Element:
Validation Code (Sub-detail)

	Code Value
	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition

	WNMQR
	Contingent Secondary Rights may be used
	[no definition necessary]

	WNMQR 
	Delivery Location not used
	[no definition necessary]

	WNMQR
	Receipt Location not used
	[no definition necessary]

	ENMQR
	Receipt and Delivery location cannot be the same
	[no definition necessary]

	ENMQR
	Throughput location is locked
	[no definition necessary] – see definition in Nom QR for ENMQR528 and ENMQR 535


Questions for requester:

1.
How are the requested warning codes for “delivery / receipt location not used” going to be used?  Currently there are existing error codes for “invalid delivery / receipt location”.  Is the difference limited to the existing codes being errors and the requested codes being warnings or is there some other difference?
2.
It appears that the requested warning codes for “delivery / receipt location not used” could only be used for non-pathed transactions.  If this is not the intent, if the delivery / receipt location is not used, do the requested codes need to be warning codes? 

3.
Please explain the use of the other three requested codes.
4.
For consistency purposes in crafting the definition for the requested code “Throughput location is locked”, is this similar to the existing code values ENMQR528 – Receipt location is locked and ENMQR535 – Delivery location is locked?
· R06018
Texas Gas Transmission

Request:

Add 2 new error code values for Confirmation Response Quick Response, standard 1.4.2, at the detail level.  
(Relevant Minutes
Triage – 10/23/06)

IR Discussion:

Set forth below are the requested code values and questions for the requester.

Data Set Name & Number:




Confirmation Response Quick Response


NAESB WGQ 1.4.7
Data Element:
Validation Code (Detail)
	Code Value
	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition

	ECRQR
	Location and Location (prop) are different locations
	[no definition necessary]

	ECRQR
	Preliminary Scheduled Quantities are not available
	[no definition necessary]


Questions for requester:

1.
Is it correct to assume that the requested code values are being used in the Confirmation Response when it is being send as a “quick response”?  If not, do you need similar Reduction Reason codes for a true confirmation response?

2.
What is the purpose of the requested error code for “Preliminary Scheduled Quantities are not available”?  Why is the request for an error and not a warning (i.e. an error says “I can not processed this transaction” versus a warning in this instance says “I am not ready to process the request”)? 
· R06019
Texas Gas Transmission

Request:

Add 3 new warning code values for Pre-determined Allocation Quick Response, standard 2.4.2, at the sub-detail level

(Relevant Minutes
Triage – 10/23/06)

IR Discussion:

Set forth below are the requested code values and questions for the requester.

Data Set Name & Number:


Pre-determined Allocation Quick Response

NAESB WGQ 2.4.2
Data Element:
Validation Code (Sub-detail)

	Code Value
	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition

	WPDQR
	Allocation Rank Level not used for Allocation Method code
	[no definition necessary]

	WPDQR
	Allocation Rank Levels the same – prorata unless changed
	[no definition necessary]

	WPDQR
	Sum of allocation percentages is less than 100
	[no definition necessary]


Questions for requester:

1.
Please explain the use for the requested warning code “Allocation Rank Levels the same – prorata unless changed”?

2.
There is an existing error code “Sum of allocation percentages is not equal to 100”.  Could the same language be used for your requested warning code?

· R06020
Texas Gas Transmission

Request:

Add 1 new warning code value for Pre-determined Allocation Quick Response, standard 2.4.2, at the detail level.  
(Relevant Minutes
Triage – 10/23/06)

IR Discussion:

Set forth below are the requested code values and questions for the requester.

Data Set Name & Number:


Pre-determined Allocation Quick Response

NAESB WGQ 2.4.2
Data Element:
Validation Code (Detail)

	Code Value
	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition

	WPDQR
	Location and Location (prop) are different locations
	[no definition necessary]


No questions for the requester, however, because the requested code is similar to the code value requested in R06018, it was decided to complete this request at the same time.

· R06021
Texas Gas Transmission

Request:

Add 12 new code values for Transaction Type.  Texas Gas will use all of the requested code values in the Transportation/Sales Invoice dataset.  In addition to the Transportation/Sales Invoice dataset, we will use “Meter Bounce Receipt” and “Meter Bounce Delivery” in the Nominations and Scheduled Quantities datasets and “Storage to Imbalance Netting” in the Shipper Imbalance dataset

(Relevant Minutes
Triage – 10/23/06)

IR Discussion:

Set forth below are the requested code values and questions for the requester.

Data Set Name & Number:

Transportation/Sales Invoice

NAESB WGQ 3.4.1
Data Element:
Transaction Type

	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition
	Code Value

	Capacity Reservation
	Seasonal Capacity Reservation Firm Storage Service
	90

	Hourly Overrun
	Hourly Overrun Transportation Service
	91

	Hourly Overrun 1/12
	Hourly Overrun greater than 1/12 hourly flow
	92

	Hourly Overrun 1/16
	Hourly Overrun greater than 1/16 hourly flow
	93

	Incremental
	Incremental Rate Zones
	95

	Meter Bounce Delivery
	A quantity that changes contracts at this delivery location but does not leave the Transportation Service Provider's system.
	33

	Meter Bounce Receipt
	A quantity that changes contracts at this receipt location but does not leave the Transportation Service Provider's system.
	32

	PAL Daily Billed Balance
	Park and Loan Daily Balance
	98

	QE Seasonal Overrun
	Quantity Entitlements Seasonal Overrun
	99

	Reservation Volume
	Daily Reservation Volume
	94

	Storage Inventory
	Storage Service Inventory Charge
	96

	Storage to Imbalance Netting
	Netting of imbalance gas with storage
	97


Data Sets Name & Number:

Nominations



NAESB WGQ 1.4.1
Scheduled Quantity

NAESB WGQ 1.4.5
Data Element:
Transaction Type

	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition
	Code Value

	Meter Bounce Delivery
	A quantity that changes contracts at this delivery location but does not leave the Transportation Service Provider's system.
	33

	Meter Bounce Receipt
	A quantity that changes contracts at this receipt location but does not leave the Transportation Service Provider's system.
	32


Data Set Name & Number:

Shipper Imbalance

NAESB WGQ 2.4.4
Data Element:
Transaction Type

	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition
	Code Value

	Storage to Imbalance Netting
	Netting of imbalance gas with storage
	97


Questions for requester:
1.
In the invoice, there are two data elements – Charge Type and Transaction Type.  The Charge Type is used to describe the charge being assessed for a line item transaction.  The Transaction Type codes are used to describe the quantity.  For each requested code value being added to the invoice, please explain whether these are codes that will be used to describe the quantity or codes describing the charge on the line item.  (note: since most of these code are not being requested to be added to the nomination or allocation, it appears they may be descriptions for charges being assessed.)

2.
The existing Transaction Type code values related to overrun include whether they are ‘authorized’ or ‘unauthorized’.  For the requested code values related to overrun (Hourly Overrun, Hourly Overrun 1/12, Hourly Overrun 1/16, QE Seasonal Overrun) is there a need to differentiate between those that are authorized and those that are not?
3.
Please provide a more detailed explanation for the requested code value “Incremental”.

4.
Please explain the difference between the existing codes for “Park” and “Loan” and the requested code for “PAL Daily Balance”. 

5.
For the requested code value “QE Seasonal Overrun” – would it still be correct to name it “Overrun – Seasonal” with a definition of “Transportation which exceeds contract capacity rights for the season” (thereby making the wording more consistent with the other ‘overrun’ codes)?  If not, please provide more information on the use of this requested code value.
6.
Currently in the new data set 0.4.1 – Storage Information (Version 1.8) there are two Transaction Type codes for “Netting Injection” and “Netting Withdrawal” with definitions “An injection / withdrawal as a result of netting a service requester’s imbalance(s) with their storage inventory”.  Please explain whether the requested code value “Storage to Imbalance Netting“ is similar and if the proposed definition could be modified for consistency purposes?  In the alternative, would the requester prefer that we add the two code values to the Invoice and Shipper Imbalance as they are shown in the Storage Information dataset?
7.
For the requested code values “Meter Bounce Delivery” and “Meter Bounce Receipt” – they are only being requested to be added to the Invoice and the Nominations and Scheduled Quantities datasets.  Doesn’t the requester also need it in the PDA, Allocation and Shipper Imbalance datasets?
8.
For the codes requested to be added to the Nominations dataset, is there a need to have corresponding validation codes in the Nominations Quick Response dataset?
· R06022
Texas Gas Transmission

Request:

Add 2 new code values for Location Quantity Type Indicator in the Offer Download, Bid Download, Award Download, Replacement Capacity, Offer Upload, Offer Upload Notification, Operationally Available, Unsubscribed Capacity, Bid Upload, Transactional Reporting – Capacity Release, Firm Transportation, and Interruptible Transportation.  
(Relevant Minutes
Triage – 10/23/06)

IR Discussion:

Set forth below are the requested code values and questions for the requester.

Data Sets Name & Number:



Offer Download









NAESB WGQ 5.4.1
Bid Download









NAESB WGQ 5.4.2
Award Download









NAESB WGQ 5.4.3
Replacement Capacity








NAESB WGQ 5.4.4
Offer Upload










NAESB WGQ 5.4.7
Offer Upload Notification







NAESB WGQ 5.4.9
Operationally Available and Unsubscribed Capacity

NAESB WGQ 5.4.13
Bid Upload










NAESB WGQ 5.4.18
Transactional Reporting – Capacity Release



NAESB WGQ 5.4.20
Transactional Reporting – Firm Transportation


NAESB WGQ 5.4.21
Transactional Reporting – Interruptible Transportation

NAESB WGQ 5.4.22
Data Element:
Location/Quantity Type Indicator

	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition
	Code Value

	Total Bundled Contract Demand
	
	

	Quantity Entitlements
	
	


Questions for the requester:
1.
The data element Location/Quantity Type Indicator is defined as “Indicates the location type for the referenced capacity/quantity”.  In other words, it is used to describe the type of location for which the quantity is being reported.  Please explain the use of the two requested code values.

2.
The request includes adding the two codes values in the Replacement Capacity dataset NAESB WGQ 5.4.4.  This particular dataset was originally developed solely for one pipeline’s use, as noted in the Technical Implementation of Business Process.  Does Texas Gas utilize this dataset?

· R06023
Texas Gas Transmission

Request:

Add 20 new Reduction Reason code values for Scheduled Quantity, Scheduled Quantity for Operator and any other applicable NAESB datasets.

(Relevant Minutes
Triage – 10/23/06)

IR Discussion:

Set forth below are the requested code values and questions for the requester.

Data Sets Name & Number:

Scheduled Quantity


NAESB WGQ 1.4.5
Data Element:
Reduction Reason
	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition
	Code Value

	Contract exceeding daily path rights
	[no definition necessary]
	CED

	Contract exceeding hourly path rights
	[no definition necessary]
	CEC

	Contract exceeding original daily path rights
	Daily rights of Original Contract exceeded – Contract Chain
	CEO

	Contract exceeding original hourly path rights
	Hourly rights of Original Contract exceeded – Contract Chain
	CEH

	Contract exceeding original OFIB/LUQ
	OFIB/LUQ segmentation rights of Original Contract exceeded – Contract Chain
	CEL

	Contract exceeds OFIB/LUQ
	Reduction due to OFIB/LUQ segmentation validation
	CEB

	Contract not active
	Reduction due to contract status not active
	CNA 

	Displacement reduced due to insufficient nominations
	Nominations in normal flow direction not sufficient to support displacement
	DIS

	EPSQ Override
	Nominations cut below EPSQ in ID1 or ID2
	EOV

	Exceeded hourly contract demand
	[no definition necessary]
	ECH

	Force Majeure at Delivery Location
	[no definition necessary]
	FMD

	Force Majeure at Receipt Location
	[no definition necessary]
	FMR

	Fuel Adjustment
	Daily fuel errors
	ZZF

	Fuel Percent Change
	Periodic planned fuel percent 
	FPC

	Imbalance payback quantity exceeded
	[no definition necessary]
	IMB

	Park and Loan contract limit exceeded
	[no definition necessary]
	PAL

	Reinstatement of reduced quantity
	Nomination reduction reinstated due to other transaction
	REI

	Segment or line Capacity Constraint at Delivery Location
	[no definition necessary]
	SLD

	Segment or line Capacity Constraint at Receipt Location
	[no definition necessary]
	SLR

	Storage Maximum Quantity
	Nomination reduced due to exceeding Maximum Storage available.
	SMQ


Questions to the requester:

1.
For the requested codes ‘Contract exceeding original daily path rights’ and ‘Contract exceeding original hourly path rights’ – please explain the proposed definition.

2.
For the requested codes ‘Contract exceeding original OFIB/LUQ’ and ‘Contract exceeds OFIB/LUQ’ – please explain “OFIB/LUQ”.
3.
For the requested code ‘Contract not active’, how is this different than the existing code ‘Service Requester Contract Terminated’?  Is this code necessary because the contract is seasonal and only in effect during certain times of the year so at the time of the nomination the contract is not ‘terminated’ but it is not available (i.e. not active)?

4.
For the requested code ‘Displacement reduced due to insufficient nominations’ - currently there is an existing code ‘Insufficient Backhaul Quantity’ that is defined as ‘Reduction due to insufficient backhaul quantities scheduled to offset the related forward haul nomination.’.  Is the requested code similar?  Would the request be satisfied with the addition of a code of “Insufficient Forward haul Quantity’ and define it as ‘Reduction due to insufficient forward haul quantities scheduled to offset the related backhaul nomination.’? 
5
For the requested code ‘EPSQ Override’, the proposed definition is ‘Nominations cut below EPSQ in ID1 or ID2’.  Would this ever occur at any time other than the ID1 and ID2 cycle?  To make this code more generic, would it be incorrect to define it as ‘Nominations cut below EPSQ’?
6.
For the requested codes ‘Fuel Adjustment’ and ‘Fuel Percent Change’ – please explain the proposed definition.
7.
For the requested code ‘Park and Loan contract limit exceeded’ – Is the nomination on a Park and Loan contract?  If so, please explain the difference with using the existing code ‘Exceeded Contract MDQ’.

8.
For the requested code ‘Reinstatement of reduced quantity’ the proposed definition is ‘Nomination reduction reinstated due to other transaction’.  There appears to be a conflict between the code value description and proposed definition.  Is the nomination being reinstated or the reduction being reinstated?  Please explain.

9.
For the requested codes ‘Segment or line Capacity Constraint at Delivery Location’ and ‘Segment or line Capacity Constraint at Receipt Location’ – please explain how these are different than the existing codes ‘Pipeline Capacity Constraint at Delivery Location’ and ‘Pipeline Capacity Constraint at Receipt Location’.
10.
For the requested code ‘Storage Maximum Quantity’ – please explain if this is the maximum withdrawal rights, injection rights and / or capacity that is being exceeded?  Does the requester need that level of specificity (i.e. one for injection, one for withdrawal and one for capacity)?  Would it be correct to name this code as ‘Exceeded Contract MDQ – Storage’ and then if the specificity discussed above is needed, append the words “injection’, ‘withdrawal’ or ‘capacity’?
11.
Because there is no official ‘Request for Confirmation Quick Response’, if we are adding Reduction Reason Codes in the Scheduled Quantity for Operator – OR - errors/warnings in the Confirmation Response Quick Response, it needs to be determined if the Reduction Reason Codes or errors/warnings need to be added in the Confirmation Response.  This means it needs to be determined whether the confirming (responding) party ever needs to send these codes in the Confirmation Response as an error/warning when being used effectively as a QR.  Please explain whether comparable error / warning codes need to be added to the Confirmation Response Quick Response.  If so, are they errors / warnings or both?

7.
Other Business

8.
Next Meeting Dates and Location

July 10, 2007 **

Salt Lake City, UT
Host:
Kern River Gas Transmission Co.

August 17, 2007

Colorado Springs, CO

Host:
El Paso Western Pipes

September 26, 2007
Houston, TX

Host:
Panhandle Energy

October 17-18, 2007
Shelton, CT

Host:
Iroquois Gas Transmission

**
Notes new dates

9.
Adjourn
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