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WEQ and WGQ e-Tariff Technical Task Force Meetings

September 13, 2007 -- 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central

September 14, 2007 – 9:00 AM to 3:00 PM Central

Draft Minutes 

1.
Welcome and Administrative Items

Mr. Brooks opened the meeting and welcomed the eTTF participants.  Mr. Overtree read the antitrust guidelines.  Next, the participants reviewed the revised draft agenda.  On motion of Ms. Davis, the agenda, as revised, was approved by consensus.  Next, the participants deferred until September 14 the revised draft minutes of the first Task Force meeting on August 23-24.  (On September 14, the minutes, as revised, were approved by consensus.) 

2. Status Update of issues/action items and 

3. View open issues and progress since the August 23-24 meeting.

Mr. Pierce noted that’s FERC’s paper on software versioning is due at the October 12 eTTF meeting.  He added that there is no connection between the XML the eTTF is drafting and FERC’s e-registration.  FERC service lists are created separately from tariff filings transmittals.  FERC emails the filer after the filing is validated.  In light of the above, Mr. Pierce requested removal of the “point of contact” field in the XML.

Ms. Daly asked whether or not e-tariff filings will be routed through FERC’s e-filing, and Mr. Pierce replied that that is not yet certain.  He added that an e-tariff filer can request additional cc’s be added to FERC’s service list.  

Mr. Goldenberg noted that there will be no need to identify in the XML the e-tariff filing individual, as only e-registered individuals are allowed to file anyway.  Mr. Pierce agreed, noting that FERC will already know all persons’ names, so the XML need contain none of them.  

Mr. Goldenberg said that all FERC will need in e-tariff filings are two email addresses, one for security checking and the other for errors communication.  Mr. Brooks inquired whether or not an e-tariff filing can alter the email address(es) in the e-filing system?  Mr. Coleman answered no; e-tariff can only add addresses, not alter the email that will be registered for the company/regulated entity.  Mr. Pierce summarized by saying e-tariff information will not alter to whom FERC notifications are emailed.  He added that if e-tariff filers will want notice of validation, that email address should be in this XML.  Ms. Davis suggested the eTTF ask the eTariff Subcommittee whether or not they want the capability of extra email notification of validation.

Ms. Davis asked for deletion from the XML of the references to “book” and “book item,” as those are words unknown to most filers.  Mr. Goldenberg noted that the quest has been for a designation with no prior history, as two previous choices were found ambiguous by filers.  Mr. Coleman asked that the eTTF chose any unambiguous word, so long as it fits in a 64-character data field.  Messrs. Brooks and Burden recommended reserving a placeholder field for the unambiguous name of the filing.

Mr. Luzcando advocated spaces in the user name field.  Mr. Stender pointed out that this XML is just a transmittal vehicle and doesn’t need extra data like this.  Mr. Luzcando agreed, and asked why use XML at all, when a simple data transfer would be sufficient.  Mr. Coleman replied that the data type definitions allowed in a schema provide for better translation between database and other systems that export to XML. DTD's do not allow for a data type of "date".  

Mr. Luzcando then asked about testing opportunities.  Mr. Brooks asked whether or not FERC will be able to host a testing “sandbox?”  Mr. Coleman suggested NAESB request same; it’s up to FERC whether or not they can.  Mr. Barracchini stated that FERC does not want to test in the e-tariff section of ferc.gov, but will consider testing in a separate area, if funding is available. 

4. Updates from the e-Tariff business side.

This item was not addressed as noted in the agenda.

5.
Presentation from Gary Kravis on options for binary formats

Mr. Kravis presented the pros and cons for e-tariff attachments in various common formats in the following slides http://www.naesb.org/pdf3/etariff_ttf091307w3.ppt  Excel FO was suggested, but Mr. Coleman reminded the group that software for FERC filings must be widely available and understood.  

Mr. Brooks asked for FERC’s preference, and Mr. Pierce replied that plain text, HTML and Adobe (for oil industry whole documents only) are accepted at present.  He added, however, that FERC staff’s goal is to accept ASCII and one format only, without much regard to accuracy of reproduction.  All FERC needs is the binary information and will not support multiple formats desired only by filers.

Mr. Coleman pointed out that the NARA requirement is already fulfilled by FERC’s e-library, and so need not be considered.  He also stated that the rich text format may be considered.  Ms. Key inquired whether or not rich text can show diagrams?  Mr. Pierce replied yes.  

Mr. Kravis noted that rich text tested fine on PCs, but not on MACs.  Mr. Coleman cautioned that Microsoft rich text has strayed from an industry-wide standard.  

Mr. Brooks asked whether or not the content of Excel spreadsheets can be expressed in rich text.  Mr. Coleman replied that cut and paste works.  He also noted that anything can be converted to a pdf image as a last resort.  

Ms. Key asked whether or not MS Word’s autonumbering will survive in rich text.  Mr. Pierce replied that formatting incompatibility is filers’ responsibility; all FERC wants is the binary data.  Filers format at their own risk.

Mr. Brooks asked for a list of possible attachment formats. Mr. Pierce pointed out that selection of format is for FERC, not this eTTF, to decide.  Messrs. Coleman and Pierce undertook to communicate in October FERC’s position on rich text and versioning.  

Mr. Coleman noted that HTML is on its way out as an acceptable format.  Mr. Pierce added that pdf images will not be the format chosen; they do not permit searching or collation.  Mr. Coleman agreed, citing Adobe’s slowness and the inability to extract data from pdfs.

Mr. Goldenberg referred to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts’ use of “open document format” and the reported commitment of software vendors to cooperate on open sourcing.  He asked whether or not it is worthwhile to find out how Massachusetts is coming along with open format?  Mr. Coleman  noted that using the open format may mean companies would need to use new and different software.

Mr. Brooks averred that rich text will need testing.  

Mr. Burden asked for a writing explaining FERC staff’s opposition to pdfs.  Mr. Goldenberg agreed to write down what FERC staff has said several times to eTTF.  Mr. Coleman said FERC has to be able to search, extract, merge and compile tariff content data.

Mr. Brooks then reiterated that the e-tariff XML will not need wide functionality, just provision for all the types of attachments that the industries need to file.  The eTTF then proceeded to list all filing types for the three industries—gas, electricity and oil.  The list in current form may be found at  http://www.naesb.org/pdf3/etariff_ttf091307a1.doc
Next Mr. Brooks exhibited on webcast the use cases database for discussion.  He suggested that the e-Tariff Subcommittee needs to decide what to do about sheets—will filers need to be able to delete one sheet at a time?  He recommended confirming with the Subcommittee that they understand filers will not be able to assemble sheets after they are filed.  

The Task Force adjourned for the day on September 13.

Mr. Brooks took roll call; Mr. Overtree reminded all participants they remain bound by the antitrust guidelines and Mr. Burden summarized yesterday’s discussion and events for those few who weren’t present yesterday.

1. Discuss proposed Schema enhancements

Ms. Davis called for same tag names to be used in the XML that the industries have become accustomed to using, in order to troubleshoot filing errors without translation first.  There followed a discussion of which set of names to use.  

Mr. Coleman interjected that FERC has no patience with arguing over terminology; if the industries cannot agree, FERC will simply mandate use of its own selected names.  FERC is willing to use plain English, but cannot abide the industries debating proposed names indefinitely.

Ms. Daly suggested selecting proposed names by straw poll, as the eTariff Subcommittee has done.  She reminded FERC staff that FERC is not a member of NAESB and does not dictate NAESB’s process to collaborate.  She asked whether or not FERC wants industry consensus?  

Mr. Goldenberg replied yes, noting that FERC tried to select terminology, only to encounter objections from industry.  Mr. Burden suggested asking the Subcommittee to select tag names ASAP, so this eTTF can finish the XML.  Ms. Daly suggested using the names already selected via straw poll by the Subcommittee.  Mr. Brooks conducted a poll of the eTTF, which resulted in all agreeing with Ms. Daly, except for two abstentions.  Ms. Davis then undertook to change all draft XML tag names to those already selected by the Subcommittee.

2. Use case discussion, analysis, capture and documentation

Mr. Kravis began to discuss use cases, when Mr. Coleman reminded the group that a database is not needed, only a filing specification, because a database is beyond the scope of the eTTF’s assignment, and will take too long.  

Mr. Burden replied that filers need to understand how to communicate, because filers have no access to or information about FERC’s database(s).  Mr. Pierce offered to inform filers about FERC’s databases outside the work of this eTTF, but cannot validate database(s) created or to be created on the filers’ side of the communication.  

Mr. Coleman added that FERC will not support any new methods of filing data with FERC.  Mr. Pierce added that while FERC can show interested parties data in FERC’s possession, that educational process has no bearing on the work of preparing a filing vehicle.

Mr. Burden asked for examples, which participants need to explain FERC’s database.  Mr. Pierce replied not here; the only purpose of the eTTF is communication data to be filed.  Mr. Brooks asked whether or not FERC could supply its database for posting on naesb.com?  Mr. Pierce replied no, and that such would not be practical, given that 10,000-plus scenarios are possible.

 Mr. Goldenberg committed that FERC would tutor and answer specific questions about its     database, but will not consider sharing every scenario, as the filing vehicle must be complete by year-end 2007.

Mr. Brooks stated that all FERC’s possibly changed content types will be set forth in the use cases in the Implementation Guide.  Mr. Pierce replied that FERC’s content types are three only:  ASCII, HTML (may be changed to rich text) and (limited use) pdf.  Only one other than ASCII will be permitted in the end.  

Ms. Davis then described the tag name table that she created over the lunch break, using the Subcommittee’s already-selected names.  Some suggested changes were marked in red on her draft. Ms. Davis moved that the tag name table workpaper: http://www.naesb.org/pdf3/etariff101107w1.doc be delivered to the Subcommittee ASAP for decision.  Ms. Daly undertook to so deliver, and asked that a copy of these draft minutes be emailed to her, her co-Chair Keith Sappenfield and President Rae McQuade.  Ms. Davis’ motion was unanimously approved.  Mr. Brooks committed that the XML schema will be changed to use the same tag names approved by the Subcommittee.

Mr. Coleman then explained the list of 49 software programs for attachments currently accepted by FERC.  He recommended using unique numbers for each filing type, to prevent duplications.  He also reported that he learned from Microsoft’s website that the rich text format is proprietary to Microsoft, who is free to alter it and thus yield data garbled in form by previous reader versions.  Even so, rich text is preferable to MS Word, later versions of which actually crash earlier versions; rich text may only garble, but not crash.

There followed a lengthy discussion of rich text versions.  Finally, Mr. Coleman committed that FERC will choose one rich text version to be set forth in the Implementation Guide.  Mr. Brooks suggested that the Guide provide implementation codes, by hyperlinks to the correct subdomain on ferc.gov.   He also recommended asking the Subcommittee whether or not they want a email address field for the authorization person.

3. Set Dates/Times for future meetings

In consultation with the NAESB Office, the Task Force agreed upon three meeting days in addition to those already scheduled (October 11 from 9 AM to 5 PM Central and October 12 from 9 AM to 3 PM Central at the NAESB office in Houston and October 22 from 1 PM to 6 PM Eastern and October 23 from 9 AM to 4 PM Eastern, at New England ISO in Holyoke, MA):  November 28 from 9 AM to 4 PM, November 29 from 9 AM to 4 PM and November 30 from 9 AM to Noon, all local time, all at Arizona Public Service in Phoenix.

4. Next Steps

The eTTF drafted a combination To Do list with homework assignments and questions for the Subcommittee:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf3/etariff_ttf091307a6.doc.  Mr. Brooks stated that the top priority for the next meeting of the eTTF is use case analysis and capture.

5. Adjourn

Ms. Davis moved to adjourn and the motion was approved unanimously.  The meeting adjourned at 3:24 PM Central on September 14.

6. Attendees

Name
Organization
Quadrant
Segment
Attendance

Tony Barracchini
FERC


9/13 & 14 -- Phone

Joletta Bennett
Shell Pipeline Company LP
WGQ
Pipeline
9/13 -- Phone

Naomi Bourg
Northern Natural Gas
WGQ
Pipeline
9/13 & 14 -- Phone

Louise Bradford
Trunkline Gas Company
WGQ
Pipeline
9/13 & 14 – In Person

Dick Brooks
ISO New England
WEQ
IGO
9/13 & 14 -- In Person

Christopher Burden 
Williams Gas Pipeline
WGQ
Pipeline
9/13 & 14 -- In Person

Amy Castronovo
Enbridge
WGQ
Pipeline
9/13 & 14 -- In Person

Charlie Coleman
FERC


9/13 & 14 -- Phone

Jane Daly
Arizona Public Service
WEQ
Trans
9/13 & 14 – In Person

Dale Davis
Williams Gas Pipeline
WGQ
Pipeline
9/13 & 14 -- In Person

Craig Getz
Alliance
WGQ
Pipeline
9/13 & 14 – Phone

Mike Goldenberg
FERC


9/13 & 14 – Phone

KC Hairston
Balch & Bingham
WEQ
Marketer/Broker
9/14 -- Phone

Maurene Hamilton
Sea Robin Pipeline Co.
WGQ
Pipeline
9/13 & 14 -- Phone

Erich Hunt
Pacific Gas and Electric
WGQ
LDC
9/13 & 14 -- Phone

Jennifer Key
Steptoe & Johnson
WEQ
Trans
9/14 -- Phone

Gary Kravis
Unicon
WGQ
Services
9/13 & 14 -- In Person

Nader Kutub
Arizona Public Service 
WGQ
End User
9/13 & 14 -- In Person

Bill Lohrman
FERC


9/14 -- Phone

Edgardo Luzcando
MISO
WEQ
IGO
9/14 -- Phone

Kristine Mespelli
National Grid
WEQ
Trans
913 & 14 -- Phone

Nancy Miksovsky
Pine Needle LNG
WGQ
Pipeline
9/13 & 14 -- Phone

Pamela Mills
San Diego Gas & Electric


9/13 & 14 -- Phone

Molly Nagle
Southern Natural Gas 
WGQ 
Pipeline
9/13 & 14 -- In Person

Mike Novak
National Fuel Gas 
WGQ
LDC
9/13 & 14 -- Phone

Casey Nutsch
FERC


9/14 -- Phone

Ed Overtree
NAESB


9/13 & 14 -- Phone

Gail Parker
MISO
WEQ
IGO
9/14 -- Phone

Marjorie Perlman
Energy East
WEQ
Trans
9/13 & 14 -- Phone

Keith Pierce
FERC


9/13 & 14 -- Phone

Denise Rager
NAESB


9/13 & 14 – In Person

Leigh Spangler
Latitude Technologies
WGQ
Services
9/13  -- Phone

Mike Stender
El Paso Corporation
WGQ
Pipeline
9/13 & 14 -- In Person

Miyung Thrash
Shell Pipeline Company, LP
WGQ
Pipeline
9/13 & 14 -- Phone

Kim Van Pelt
PEPL
WGQ 
Pipeline
9/14 – In Person

Don Zeiszler
Williston Basin Interstate 
WGQ
Pipeline
9/13 & 14 -- Phone
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