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NAESB WGQ Information Requirements Subcommittee Meeting

December 2, 2005 – 8:30 – 4:00 p.m. (Eastern Time)

Washington, D.C.

Host:
Williams 


FINAL MINUTES
1.
Introductions – participants introduced themselves
2.
Housekeeping – Dale Davis provided the housekeeping.
3.
Anti-trust Guidelines – Dale Davis read the anti-trust guidelines.
4.
Adoption of Agenda – The revised agenda was adopted with no opposition.

5.
Approval of Prior Meeting Minutes & Attachment

· October 26-27, 2005 - The draft minutes and the attachments as modified were adopted as final with no opposition.

6.
Address Current Requests for Initiation or Enhancement of NAESB Standards and items transferred from other NAESB subcommittees 

· Implementation Development Adopted by IR but Needs Additional Review for New Issues identified:


R03011
El Paso Corporation

Request:
Add 6 data elements to Transactional Reporting – Firm Transportation (NAESB WGQ 5.4.21)

IR Discussion:
The group reviewed the proposed implementation from the previous meeting.  It was determined that the subject report being modified is for firm transportation and is not limited to capacity release.  Because the definition for the previously proposed data elements to be added (Minimum Volume Commitment Percentage and Minimum Volume Commitment Quantity) referred to capacity release, it was not accurate to use them for non-capacity release firm transactions.  In lieu thereof, two new data elements were created for the same type of information but without them being tied to capacity release.  Data element levels were added for the new data elements.

Motion: 
Adopt the proposed implementation for R03011 as set forth on the attached work paper (Attachment 1 to the minutes).

	Vote
	
	
	
	Balanced
	Balanced
	Balanced

	
	For
	Against
	Total
	For
	Against
	Total

	End Users
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	LDCs
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	Pipelines
	8
	0
	8
	2.00
	0.00
	2

	Producers
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	Services
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	
	8
	0
	8
	2.00
	0.00
	2


R03016
Williams Gas Pipeline

Request:
Add a new code value ‘Corrected / Updated’ for the data element ‘Contract Status’ in the Transactional Reporting related data sets (NAESB WGQ Standards 5.4.20, 5.4.21, and 5.4.22
IR Discussion:
The proposed implementation for R03016 is contingent on the successful completion of the proposed implementation for Requests R03010, R03011 and R03012.
During the discussions, IR determined it needs to submit a Minor Correction or Clarification (MCC) for an errata to Version 1.7 related to a data element, Amendment Reporting, that is in all three transactional data sets.  Until resolution of the MCC, the processing of this request and others related to Transactional Reporting will be put on hold. 
MOTION:
Submit the following request for minor correction to the NAESB WGQ Executive Committee for immediate consideration:

At its December 2, 2005 IR meeting, in the course of processing requests related to the three transactional reporting data sets (NAESB WGQ Standards 5.4.20, 5.4.21 and 5.4.22), IR discovered an error in the implementations shown in NAESB WGQ Version 1.7.  The error concerns the condition shown for the data element Amendment Reporting. 

Background:


The definition for Amendment Reporting is: 

Specifies whether data reported for an amendment to a contract contains all applicable contract data or only changes to the previous contract data. 
It is clear from this definition that this data element is only applicable when the TSP is reporting an amendment and not when the TSP is reporting a new contract.  The data element ‘Contract Status’ is used to communicate whether it is a new or amended contract. The definition for Contract Status is:

Specifies whether data reported is for a new contract or for an amendment to a contract. 

The error is that the condition for the data element Amendment Reporting does not limit its use to the reporting of amendments.  Therefore, IR proposes that the condition for the data element Amendment Reporting be modified as follows:
Mandatory when Contract Status is “amendment”. For EBB, at least one of Amendment Reporting or Amendment Reporting Description is required.
	Vote
	
	
	
	Balanced
	Balanced
	Balanced

	
	For
	Against
	Total
	For
	Against
	Total

	End Users
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	LDCs
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	Pipelines
	9
	0
	9
	2.00
	0.00
	2

	Producers
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	Services
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	
	9
	0
	9
	2.00
	0.00
	2


R02004
ANR

Request:
New code values for the data element ‘Discount Indicator’ in the Capacity Release Data Sets.

And 
R02003
Tennessee Gas Pipeline 

Request:
Add a new BC data element ‘Discount Indicator – Non-Reservation’.

IR Discussion:

Per the requester; the code value descriptions for the proposed new code values for the data element “Discount Indicator” as set forth in the implementation adopted by IR 4/15/05 need to be modified. The group modified the two code values previously proposed and added another code value for Discount Indicator. The attached work paper reflects the changes to the previous implementation – effectively adding three code values instead of two. 
Motion:

Adopt the proposed implementation for R02003 / R02004 as set forth on the attached work paper (Attachment 2 to minutes).

	Vote
	
	
	
	Balanced
	Balanced
	Balanced

	
	For
	Against
	Total
	For
	Against
	Total

	End Users
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	LDCs
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	Pipelines
	8
	0
	8
	2.00
	0.00
	2

	Producers
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	Services
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	
	8
	0
	8
	2.00
	0.00
	2


R03026
SunGard Energy Systems

Request:
Add a Mutually Agreeable data element, Overlap Priority (OverlapPriority) in the Offer Upload, Offer Download, Notification and Award datasets.  This element will be used in EDI/EDM and WEB/EDM.  There will be three valid values for Overlap Priority:  Releasing Shipper’s Priority, Replacement Shipper’s Priority and None (resulting in Pro-Rata) with None being the default.  This will also cause corresponding error codes to be added to the Offer Upload Quick Response Dataset.
Note:
BPS instructions to IR were to accommodate the business practice of sending an indication in the Offer and Award related data sets of how the nominated quantities are to be processed in the event that the total of the releasing shipper and replacement shipper(s) submitted nominations exceed the original contract demand.  This business practice does not address non-primary overlapping nominations between other replacement shippers. 

IR Discussion:
The group reviewed the request and the previous discussions.  The record from BPS is unclear as to what the usage of this business practice should be. 

MOTION:

Question to BPS:

By motion dated December 16, 2003, BPS sent the following instructions to IR:

Instruct the Information Requirements Subcommittee to accommodate the business practice of sending an indication in the Offer and Award related data sets of how the nominated quantities are to be processed in the event that the total of the releasing shipper and replacement shipper(s) submitted nominations exceed the original contract demand. This business practice does not address non-primary overlapping nominations between other replacement shippers.

Issue:

The requester asked that the business practice be mutually agreeable and yet the instructions to IR do not say.  The record of BPS is also unclear, however, it is IR’s belief that the instructions should have read:

Instruct the Information Requirements Subcommittee to accommodate the business conditional business practice of sending an indication in the Offer and Award related data sets of how the nominated quantities are to be processed in the event that the total of the releasing shipper and replacement shipper(s) submitted nominations exceed the original contract demand. This business practice does not address non-primary overlapping nominations between other replacement shippers.

Please clarify that the business practice is business conditional versus mutually agreed.
	Vote
	
	
	
	Balanced
	Balanced
	Balanced

	
	For
	Against
	Total
	For
	Against
	Total

	End Users
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	LDCs
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	Pipelines
	8
	0
	8
	2.00
	0.00
	2

	Producers
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	Services
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	
	8
	0
	8
	2.00
	0.00
	2


· Additional Standards Related Requests

(IR Log Round 5)
R03020
National Fuel Gas Distribution
Request:

· Create a new defined term/definition: 

Applicable Regulatory Authority: The federal regulatory agency or other governing body that provides oversight, policy guidance, and direction to parties, as applicable, involved in the process of providing transportation service to wholesale Service Requesters through regulations and orders.

· Review existing NAESB WGQ Standards to remove explicit references to U.S. regulatory bodies (except where specific Orders are referenced) and replace those references with Applicable Regulatory Authority.  Any modifications to standards should maintain the intent and usage of the standards.

Note:
BPS did not define a new term as requested but instead created a new standard.

IR Discussion:

The group reviewed the proposed standard adopted by the BPS at its meeting of November 6, 2003:

Proposed Revised Standard 0.3.z1

Where a NAESB WGQ standard(s) references a governmental or regulatory entity of a specific nation, to the extent such standard(s) is supported within another North American country, the standard(s) should be read as if the corresponding national entity was named in place of the referenced entity.

The group reviewed the implementation manuals and determined that no changes are necessary to implement the new proposed standard.
MOTION:

No changes are necessary for the implementation of the proposed standard 0.3.z1 for R03020.

	Vote
	
	
	
	Balanced
	Balanced
	Balanced

	
	For
	Against
	Total
	For
	Against
	Total

	End Users
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	LDCs
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	Pipelines
	3
	0
	3
	2.00
	0.00
	2

	Producers
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	Services
	0
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0

	
	3
	0
	3
	2.00
	0.00
	2


7.
Other Business

None
8.
Next Meeting Dates and Location
January 18 – 19, 2006

Salt Lake City, UT

Host:
Kern River Gas Transmission Co.
2755 E. Cottonwood Parkway, Suite 300
Salt Lake City, UT 84121
February 22, 2006


Houston, TX


Host:
Duke Energy Gas Transmission
5400 Westheimer Court

Houston, Texas 77056

March 16-17, 2006


Colorado Springs, CO
Host:
El Paso Western Pipelines 

2 North Nevada

Colorado Springs, CO 80903
9.
Adjourn
Meeting Attendees 
	Attendee
	Organization
	12/2/05

	Pipelines:
	
	

	Kathryn Burch
	Duke Energy – Texas Eastern Transmission
	(

	Dale Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	(

	Bill Griffith
	Colorado Interstate Gas
	(

	Mark Gracey
	Tennessee Gas Pipeline
	(

	Tom Gwilliam
	Iroquois Gas Transmission
	(

	Iris King
	Dominion Transmission
	(

	Kim Van Pelt
	Panhandle Eastern Pipeline
	(

	Mike Stender
	El Paso Natural Gas
	(

	Randy Young
	Gulf South Pipeline Company LP
	(

	
	
	

	Services:
	
	

	
	
	

	Producers:
	
	

	
	
	

	End Users:
	
	

	
	
	

	LDCs:
	
	

	
	
	

	Associations:
	
	

	
	
	


Bold signifies Chair


nv = not voting
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