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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 

Technical Task Force members, and Interested Industry Participants
FROM:
Ed Overtree, Meeting/Project Manager
RE:
Draft Minutes of e-Tariff Technical Task Force Meetings – August 23 and 24, 2007
DATE:
September 8, 2007
WEQ and WGQ e-Tariff Technical Task Force Meetings
August 23, 2007 – 1:30 PM to 6:00 PM Eastern
August 24, 2007 – 8:30 AM to 4:00 PM Eastern

Draft Minutes 
1.
Welcome and Administrative Items
Mr. Brooks opened the meeting and welcomed the meeting participants.  Mr. Burden read the antitrust guidelines.  The participants reviewed the revised draft agenda.  The agenda, as revised, was approved by consensus. 
2.
Overview of e-Tariff business subcommittee progress to date
Ms. Davis gave this report.  FERC requested this effort in February, 2007.  Since then, the subcommittee has met seven times, agreeing on a web portal and reviewing three types of metadata.  
Although there remain issues outstanding, the subcommittee decided that technical implementation could begin, as part of an iterative process with the subcommittee’s business standards development.  Mr. Brooks described the process as business and technical implementation proceeding in parallel.
3. Review e-Tariff Technical Task Force Charter

Messrs. Brooks and Burden explained the charter they had drafted for the eTariff Technical Task Force (Task Force).  Ms. Davis questioned whether or not the goal for an XML strawman to be completed by the end of August would be achievable.  Mr. Brooks pointed out that date proposed in the draft charter is merely for a first, rough draft strawman..  

Ms. Castronovo said that the task is really to choose between two strawmen already drafted and submitted to the eTTF.  

Mr. Brooks suggested reconsidering the August deadline after the end of tomorrow’s meeting.  He agreed that the charter envisions a very aggressive schedule.

After more discussion, the Task Force accepted by consensus the Charter as drafted.
4. FERC Overview of processing an e-Tariff filing

Mr. Coleman then gave a slide-show presentation of FERC’s concept of electronic tariff maintenance.  The filer begins by entering the eFiling option on www.ferc.gov, enters its Company registration number and password, selects the “tariff filing” button, and then transmits the XML attaching the document(s) to be filed.  

Mr. Coleman emphasized that the interface must be as simple and barebones as possible, as some filers have no expertise or expert advice about information technology.  The methods must be via open standard that everyone can use.  
Mr. Coleman added that public access to the e-Tariff database will be available through specific query pages on www.ferc.gov.  FERC will deliver receipts, proofs of filing and ask questions of filers via emails to the filing individual, with copy to the registered company.

Keith Pierce (all references hereinafter to “Mr. Pierce signify Keith Pierce) added that a separate e-filing docket will provide some of the infrastructure, such as creating a service list.

Mr. Stender asked how to protect against imposters filing?  Mr. Pierce replied that FERC will require registration of digital signatures for all persons authorized by their companies to file at FERC.  Companies will be in charge of determining the degree of security they use, and how they enforce same.

Mr. Pierce pointed out that FERC will vet company registration applications for interlopers, but all companies need to protect themselves and their filings with employee authorization controls.

Mr. Burden asked whether or not digital signatures will also be password-protected.  Mr. Pierce replied that because the form and content of all filings are correctible after they are filed, there is no need for excessive security, as it will damage the user-friendliness that FERC seeks for filers.

Mr. Brooks noted that “electronic delivery specification” can be deleted from the deliverables required in the Charter, as the FERC e-Filing system already in effect.  The electronic delivery process should just be explained in the Implementation Guide.

Mr. Burden asked what are FERC’s minimum hardware and software requirements.  Mr. Coleman replied that FERC will consider adding extra fields to XML for later uses it hasn’t yet envisioned, as well as for file type, software version and extension name, in order to inform filers how they can assure compatibility.

Mr. Brooks committed to post FERC’s slideshow as presented by Messrs. Coleman and Pierce on www.naesb.org.

There followed a number of questions about FERC’s internal process for filings after they are submitted.  Mr. Pierce replied that post-filing activities at FERC are not proper subjects for this Task Force.

5. Technical Review of XML schema proposals

The Task Force agreed to begin with the Pipeline Segment’s proposed strawman, as reflected in the GEOC’s “Peoples” work paper.  Ms. Castronovo explained the Excel sample work paper.  There followed a discussion of how to handle multiple filings on the same date.
Mr. Goldenberg stated that FERC Staff needs a title to refer to each filing, and would prefer not to see merely “revised Sheet No. X.”  It was discussed and several agreed that they would like the flexibility to progress beyond the current page size restrictions.  

Mr. Coleman suggested filing title, followed by a revision number.  Ms. Davis asked if we could avoid requiring separate fields for titles and revision numbers.  Mr. Goldenberg replied that one field is sufficient, provided all filers put a revision number with the title every time in the same format.  Mr. Pierce added that uniformity is essential, though gas and electric filings can be different from each other.

Ms. Davis suggested an optional “extra information” field for identification data that doesn’t fit any other field.  Mr. Goldenberg agreed, provided filers recognize that such extra information will not make it into FERC’s citation name.

The Task Force adjourned for the day on August 23.

Ms. Castronovo explained WGQ’s proposed XML schema.  Mr. Brooks explained binary data coding and asked who would be responsible for maintaining and updating the schema.  

Mr. Coleman objected to the schema as presented, because it is shown as designed to adapt to many different scenarios.  By contrast, FERC is interested in XML only because it can be generated by nearly all database software, so nearly all filers can use it to transmit documents to FERC.  Only data entries are needed, and as few, as simple and as immutable as possible; all other features are already present in FERC’s “behind the scenes” software.
He apologized for not making clear to the Task Force earlier that FERC chose XML solely for its ubiquity, not its adaptability, and does not want any alternatives, nor any capabilities to share files with third parties, as that will not be permitted anyway, nor any features other than the fewest required in order to transmit filed documents to FERC.

Mr. Brooks opined that, since only a limited number and size of fields are needed, with a finite set of data points, all that remains for the Task Force to do is define and describe the data fields permitted.  Mr. Coleman agreed, stating that this XML won’t need to be browsed or manipulated—just transported once.

Mr. Luzcando asked how then to control versioning?  Mr. Coleman replied that there will be a field for version, and that FERC will mandate the acceptable versions and apply controls on that.  Mr. Luzcando suggested enabling only local use of this XML, no browsing allowed.
Mr. Kutub pointed out that under this design, even the filer will be unable to manipulate its own data.  Mr. Coleman replied that everyone is able to access FERC’s database; the documents in there are the only official documents.

Next Mr. Coleman exhibited to the Task Force an XML example of the “inline” type that he recommends.  All mandatory and allowed data entries are listed first.  The purpose is to generate as self-contained a file exchange as possible, to minimize errors.  He asked the Task Force whether or not every filer can generate this type of XML.  Mr. Luzcando asked for time to research the answer to that question.

Mr. Coleman further discussed the one-file versus the three-file approach, and stated that FERC prefers the latter.  Using it will not alter the data elements.

Ms. Castronovo asked whether there will be testing of new versions as they evolve?  Mr. Coleman replied that no online testing is planned, though manual ad hoc testing will occur.  Mr. Pierce emphasized that FERC cannot promise routine testing of new versions, nor to validate filers’ software as compliant, as that constitutes a resources commitment that cannot be assured.  

Mr. Goldenberg did add, however, that FERC can promise to give notice of version changes, and does not envision frequent changes.  Mr. Coleman agreed, noting that historically version changes result only after industry consensus.  Mr. Burden asked for a FERC promise to give minimum notice of version changes, and Mr. Pierce said he doesn’t know.  Mr. Goldenberg said that minimum notice is not part of FERC’s present system, though FERC’s practice has been 90 days minimum transition time, to prevent filers from crashing FERC’s system.

Mr. Stender asked whether there will be a back-up filing system to prevent missing deadlines when the software doesn’t work?  Mr. Pierce replied no, not unless FERC’s system crashes.  If filer’s system crashes, that’s the filer’s responsibility.

Mr. Brooks asked whether FERC envisions a situation where some attachments, but not others, are rejected within the same filing?  Mr. Coleman replied no, FERC will either accept 100% of a filing or reject it in total, with notice to the filer.
Mr. Brooks proceeded to exhibit to the Task Force examples of three-files and one-file.  Mr. Burden noted that one-file eliminates some duplication.  

At this point, a poll of the Task Force revealed that seven participants prefer one-file, three are comfortable with either form, and four need to ask more questions at home to express a preference.  Significantly, no participant objected to three-file when that question was explicitly asked.

Mr. Burden suggested the Task Force move forward with the one-file alternative, switching to three-file later if problems develop.  

Mr. Pierce explained FERC’s attachment size limitations per filing:  50 Mb each; 200 attachments for each of the 3 security types (total 600 attachments), for a total of 30,000 Mb.  Mr. Luzcando suggested incorporating the 600 attachments limit in the XML schema.  Mr. Coleman disagreed with that idea, noting that 600 is just one of too many other limitations to list them all.

Next Mr. Brooks exhibited to the Task Force a graphical example of the XML.  Ms. Davis noted that the annotated descriptions of each data field contain information that is user-friendly, as NAESB strives for, but asked whether the annotations are compatible with FERC’s system and suggested that it might be better to maintain the current NAESB WGQ practice of putting the data element descriptions, limitations, usage and any other explanations in the Implementation Guide?  Mr. Coleman suggested preventing incompatibility by moving the annotations from the data fields to the Implementation Guide as Ms Davis suggested.  
Ms. Davis suggested the alternative of moving the annotations from the schema’s data fields to the data table.  Mr. Luzcando disagreed, pointing out that annotations will update automatically only if they’re in the schema.  Mr. Kutub noted that there will be repetition, but maybe it might be more user-friendly to repeat in more than one location.  Mr. Burden disagreed, noting that discrepancies will cause more subcommittee work to correct and maintain.  

Mr. Coleman pointed out that since all explanations must be in the Implementation Guide anyway, explanations and repetition should be avoided in the XML.  He re-emphasized the need for XML simplicity and ease of use.  
Mr. Brooks summarized by stating that limitations and “how-to” explanations will not be evident on the XML data fields, but only in the Guide.  Mr. Kutub observed that this XML is just a vehicle for transmitting documents, a self-contained package.  Mr. Luzcando agreed that his company can deal with that kind of design.

Mr. Brooks asked whether the XML should restrict data to alpha, numeric, or string, or should those restrictions be explained only in the Implementation Guide?  Mr. Coleman recommended that this type of information should only be contained in the Implementation Guide.  That way any future changes could be reflected in the Implementation Guide and not require modifications to  the XML.  In so doing, it will, minimize the possible confusion particularly for those that file infrequently.  Mr. Pierce agreed, noting that FERC needs to minimize outsourcing of programming changes (i.e. the XML schema), whereas changes to the Implementation Guide can be made by FERC Staff without additional cost.
Ms. Bradford asked whether filers can outsource file-creation software?  Mr. Pierce replied yes, so long as filers recognize that the use of software that results in filings that are rejected  is the filer’s responsibility to correct.  Mr. Brooks recommended that filers test all software updates on the filer’s side for its compatibility with the eTariff portion of eFiling at www.ferc.gov -- to make certain it works when needed.  He also asked the Task Force whether a “style sheet” would be helpful for filers.  The consensus was that the Task Force should not do this but that filers could create their own if they want them.

Next the Task Force proceeded to edit the Pipeline Segment’s strawman XML , (link shows edits through August 24):  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/etariff_ttf082307a1.doc.  The participants agreed to discuss the changes now, but keyboard them into the schema between meetings, to save time.  They also agreed to highlight in red the new items and highlight in yellow the portions that require more discussion by the e-Tariff subcommittee business group.  All XML schema edits were completed in the meeting.
7. Set Dates/Times for future meetings
In consultation with the NAESB Office, the Task Force agreed to schedule two additional two-day meetings at the NAESB Office in Houston:  (1) September 13 -14, 2007 from 9 AM to 4 PM Central and 9 AM to 3 PM Central,resepectively; and (2) October 11-12, 2007 from 9 AM to 5 PM Central and 9 AM to 3 PM Central, respectively. A third two-day meeting will be held October 22 – 23, 2006 from 1 PM to 6 PMand 9 AM to 4 PM local time, respectively, at a location to be determined.
8. Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 3:03 PM Eastern on August 24.
9. Attendees

	Name
	Organization
	Quadrant
	Segment
	Attendance

	Tony Barracchini
	FERC
	
	
	8/23 & 24 -- In Person

	Naomi Bourg
	Northern Natural Gas
	WGQ
	Pipeline
	8/23 & 24 -- Phone

	Louise Bradford
	Trunkline Gas Company
	WGQ
	Pipeline
	8/23 & 24 -- Phone

	Dick Brooks
	ISO New England
	WEQ
	IGO
	8/23 & 24 -- In Person

	Christopher Burden 
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	WGQ
	Pipeline
	8/23 & 24 -- In Person

	Oliver Burke
	Energy Transmission
	WEQ
	Transmission
	8/23 & 24 -- Phone

	Marg Camardello
	Williams – Transco
	WGQ
	Pipeline
	8/23 -- Phone

	Amy Castronovo
	Enbridge
	WGQ
	Pipeline
	8/23 & 24 -- In Person

	Sally Clore
	MISO
	WEQ
	IGO
	8/24 -- Phone

	Charlie Coleman
	FERC
	
	
	8/23 & 24 -- Phone

	Adrianne Cook
	Association of Oil Pipelines
	
	
	8/23 & 24 -- In Person

	David Crabtree
	Tampa Electric Company
	WEQ
	Marketer/
Broker
	8/23 & 24 -- Phone

	Kate Daley
	Interstate Natural Gas Association 
	
	
	8/23 & 24 -- In Person

	Jane Daly
	Arizona Public Service
	WEQ
	Transmission
	8/23 & 24 -- Phone

	Dale Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	WGQ
	Pipeline
	8/23 & 24 -- In Person

	Carmen Fish
	Williston Basin Interstate 
	WGQ
	Pipeline
	8/23 & 24 -- Phone

	Mike Goldenberg
	FERC
	
	
	8/23 – In Person

	Deepender Gupta
	Entergy Services
	WEQ
	Transmission
	8/23 -- Phone

	KC Hairston
	Balch & Bingham
	WEQ
	Marketer/
Broker
	8/23 & 24 -- Phone

	Maurene Hamilton
	Sea Robin Pipeline Co.
	WGQ
	Pipeline
	8/23 -- Phone

	Erich Hunt
	Pacific Gas and Electric
	WGQ
	LDC
	8/23 & 24 -- Phone

	Jennifer Key
	Steptoe & Johnson
	WEQ
	Transmission
	8/23 & 24 -- In Person

	Gary Kravis
	Unicon
	WGQ
	Services
	8/23 & 24 -- In Person

	Nader Kutub
	Arizona Public Service 
	WGQ
	End User
	8/23 & 24 -- In Person

	Edgardo Luzcando
	MISO
	WEQ
	IGO
	8/23 & 24 -- Phone

	Marcy McCain
	Spectra Energy
	WGQ
	Pipeline
	8/23 & 24 -- Phone

	Kristine Mespelli
	National Grid
	WEQ
	Transmission
	8/23 & 24 -- Phone

	Nancy Miksovsky
	Pine Needle LNG
	WGQ
	Pipeline
	8/23 & 24 -- Phone

	Molly Nagle
	Southern Natural Gas 
	WGQ 
	Pipeline
	8/23 & 24 -- In Person

	Mike Novak
	National Fuel Gas 
	WGQ
	LDC
	8/23 & 24 -- Phone

	Casey Nutsch
	FERC
	
	
	8/23 & 24 -- In Person

	Ed Overtree
	NAESB
	
	
	8/23 & 24 -- Phone

	Keith Pierce
	FERC
	
	
	8/23 & 24 -- In Person

	Mark Pierce
	Spectra Energy
	WGQ
	Pipeline
	8/23 -- Phone

	Denise Rager
	NAESB
	
	
	8/23 & 24 -- Phone

	Chris Raup
	Consolidated Edison
	WGQ
	LDC
	8/23 -- Phone

	Hassan Shah
	Entergy Services
	WEQ 
	Transmission
	8/23 & 24 -- Phone

	Leigh Spangler
	Latitude Technologies
	WGQ
	Services
	8/23 & 24 -- In Person

	Mike Stender
	El Paso Corporation
	WGQ
	Pipeline
	8/23 & 24 -- In Person

	Kathy Thornton
	Enbridge
	WGQ
	Pipeline
	8/23 & 24 -- Phone

	Wade Williston
	Entergy Services
	WEQ
	Transmission
	8/23 & 24 -- Phone

	George Yakopcic
	Allegheny Energy
	WEQ
	Transmission
	8/23 --  Phone

	Don Zeiszler
	Williston Basin Interstate 
	WGQ
	Pipeline
	8/23 & 24 -- In Person
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