Response from WGQ Information Requirements Subcommittee

To comments from Latitude Technologies on Various Recommendations

November 7, 2007

Set for below is an excerpt from the draft minutes from the IR meeting of November 7, 2007:

· Review the issues raised by Leigh Spangler, Latitude Technologies, on 11 recommendations posted for the November 8, 2007 WGQ Executive Committee meeting

The chair explained that during the 30-day industry comment period, Leigh Spangler posted comments to 11 of the recommendations posted for the November 8, 2007 WGQ Executive Committee meeting.  The comments were regarding the following requests:

Northern Natural – R01003, R05005, R05006, R05010, and R05012

El Paso – R03010 and R04022

Williams – R03016 and R06012

Northern Border – R03029

Kinder Morgan – R06001

The group decided to review the comments and develop responses where appropriate for the chair to use at the Executive Committee meeting.

R01003, “Add a System Management Service Quantity data element to various capacity release datasets,” comments due November 7 – Northern Natural
· Comments from Latitude: 
This request would add a “System Management Service Quantity” data element.  This is a 2001 request – does this implementation still fit the usage envisioned by the proposing pipelines?  Moreover, if a System Management Capacity agreement is a separate agreement from the FT agreement, why won’t the “Quantity” field in the current Capacity Release transaction sets work?
Response:

The requester indicated that they still need it.  For the purposes of these data sets, the release is occurring under one contract.  The FT and SMS is a dual purpose contract with two types of quantities.  A shipper has the ability to release the FT portion with the option to release all or a portion of the SMS.  The SMS can not be released by itself.  Therefore in order to effectuate this release, it is proposed that the capacity release data sets accommodate both quantities. 
R03010, “Modifications to the NAESB WGQ Transactional Reporting - Capacity Release Standard 5.4.20 to enhance the display of capacity release data sets at the Sender's Option, including modifications to existing data elements and new data elements”, Add SO – Min Vol Commitment %, Min Vol Commitment Qty, Rate Charged Ref and change Rate Reporting Level from C to SO, add code values - comments due November 7 – El Paso Corp
· Comments from Latitude: 
This request removes all Transactional Reporting references and examples of “Rate Reporting Level” from the TIBP and makes it SO.  Is this data element still relevant?  Can it be deleted altogether?

Response:
The instruction from BPS (8/21/04 & 8/14/04) to IR change the usage from C to SO.  By so doing, it is still available for those who need it, even though El Paso stated they didn’t. 

TIBP / Sample Paper – do not contain SO data elements (only M and some C)

R03016, “Add a new code value - Corrected / Updated - for Contract Status to provide the ability to identify when the contract data as reported on the transactional reports has been corrected or updated”, comments due November 7 – Williams Gas P/L
· Comments from Latitude: 
This request would add a new code value – “Corrected/Updated” - to the Contract Status data element for transactional reporting.  There are currently two code values for the Contract Status data element: “New” and “Amended”.  The introduction of “Corrected/Updated” may cause confusion as to when the TSP should utilize the Change/Updated status vs. the Amended status.

The IR Subcommittee had several discussions and, at one point, proposed a clarifying definition for Change/Updated: “Data for the contract has been corrected or updated (not requiring an amendment to the contract).” 

It is suggested to mitigate confusion, this definition be included
Response:
IR reviewed the comments and if necessary to make the change, it is okay with the suggested change. 
R03029, “Add a new Notice Type to System-Wide Notices Standard 5.4.16 to support firm capacity including subscribed ROFR Capacity”, comments due November 7 – Northern Border
· Comments from Latitude: 
This request would add a new System-Wide Notice Type – “TSP’s Capacity Offering” to the existing list of notice types in standard 4.3.29. 

	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition
	Code Value

	TSP’s Capacity Offering
	Transportation Service Provider’s firm capacity that is available and biddable. 
	14


Two suggestions: 1) remove the possessive from the label and 2) must the capacity always be “biddable”?  Could this be used for Open Seasons?  Suggest removing “biddable”.  The revised standard would be:

	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition
	Code Value

	TSP Capacity Offering
	Transportation Service Provider’s firm capacity that is available 
	14


Response:

The BPS Instructions to IR (5/13/04) were based on the request which was limited to biddable (e.g. ROFR).  After contacting the requester, he was comfortable with the suggested change or in the alternative change it to:

“Firm Capacity that is available from the Transportation Service Provider”. 

Conforming changes would also need to be made to NAESB WGQ Std. 4.3.29. 
R04022, “Add 3 new and modify 1 code value - Amend WGQ Standards 1.4.4, 1.4.5 and 1.4.6 to allow new reduction reason codes”, comments due November 7 – El Paso Western

· Comments from Latitude: 

This request would add three new reduction reason codes – two used for exceeding point design limits and one for “underperformance” of the confirming party – and makes conforming changes to an existing Reduction Reason Code definition.

	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition
	Code Value

	Exceeds Design Limit – Delivery Location
	The sum of the confirmed nominations exceeds the design capacity of the delivery location.
	EDD

	Exceeds Design Limit – Receipt Location
	The sum of the confirmed nominations exceeds the design capacity of the receipt location.
	EDR

	Underperformance of Confirming Party at Delivery Location 
	Underperformance reductions are applied at the delivery point when the operator's confirmations exceed the quantities actually being taken from the TSP by the point operator.
	UPD

	Underperformance of Confirming Party at Receipt Location 
	Nominated quantities at a transportation service provider’s receipt (supply) point exceed the demonstrated physical performance at the receipt location. Underperformance reductions are applied at the receipt point when the operator's confirmations exceed the quantities actually being delivered to the TSP by the point operator. 
	UPR


Suggestions:

1) Change “Limit” in the code value description to “Capacity”.  This makes the term consistent with current NAESB OAC and Unsubscribed Capacity terminology and its own definition.

2) Keep the old definition and change the new “underperformance” definition to comport with the existing definition.  The new definition changes the meaning of the RRC (from a comparison of nominated quantities to a comparison of confirmed and “actually being delivered” quantities) and the voice/timing (from present to passive).  The prior definition is clearer and uses the correct tense.  Is an altogether new code value needed?

	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition
	Code Value

	Exceeds Design Capacity – Delivery Location
	The sum of the confirmed nominations exceeds the design capacity of the delivery location.
	EDD

	Exceeds Design Capacity – Receipt Location
	The sum of the confirmed nominations exceeds the design capacity of the receipt location.
	EDR

	Underperformance of Confirming Party at Delivery Location 
	Underperformance reductions are applied at the delivery point when the operator's confirmations exceed the quantities actually being taken Nominated quantities at a transportation services provider’s delivery point exceed the demonstrated physical performance at the delivery location.
	UPD

	Underperformance of Confirming Party at Receipt Location 
	  Nominated quantities at a transportation services provider’s receipt (supply) point exceed the demonstrated physical performance at the receipt location.
	UPR


Response:


The requester is okay with changing the word “Limit” to “Capacity” as suggested.
The requester was the party who requested the original code value (underperformance of Confirming Party at Receipt Location) and subsequently realized the definition was not explicit enough.  Further the proposed modifications to the definition better define the code to match the description.  Therefore, IR is not agreeable to making changes to the proposed code value regarding underperformance.

R05005, “Add new transaction type codes (re Imbalance Payback and Storage) o the Nomination 1.4.1, Shipper Scheduled Quantity 1.4.5, and Transportation Sales Invoice 3.4.1 data sets”, comments due November 7 – Northern Natural 
· Comments from Latitude: 
This request would add 6 nomination transaction types, four of which involve storage nominations:

	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition
	Code Value

	Storage Injection – Firm 
	A quantity of gas for firm storage service injection.
	113

	Storage Injection – Interruptible
	A quantity of gas for interruptible storage service injection.
	114

	Storage Withdrawal – Firm
	A quantity of gas for firm storage service withdrawal.
	115

	Storage Withdrawal – Interruptible
	A quantity of gas for interruptible storage service withdrawal.
	116


The additional storage transaction types could be confusing.  Firm and IT storage rights are derived from the storage contract, not the nomination.  For comparison, there are no “Transportation – Firm” or “Transportation – Interruptible” transactions types.  Also FT and IT storage rights can apply to both the inj/wd rights and storage capacity rights - the proposed definitions are unclear about which rights are being nominated.  It is also unclear how these Transaction types compare with the current transaction types of “Storage Injection”, “Storage Withdrawal” “Authorized Injection Overrun” and “Authorized Withdrawal Overrun”.  Suggest more analysis is needed here.

Response:

Suggest sending this back to IR for further review.  
R05006, “Add code value to Validation Code and Message data elements in Nomination Quick Response dataset”, comments due November 7 – Northern Natural
· Comments from Latitude: 
This request would add a validation code to the Nom QR:

	Code Value
	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition

	ENMQR590
	Maximum Daily Quantity exceeded on Third Party Contract
	[no definition necessary]


It is simply unclear how this will be used.  Is the TSP tracking the values of some third party agreement?  What third party contract is in question?  More explanation is needed.

Response:

The requester indicated that the “third party” is another shipper on Northern Natural’s system.  A shipper on one contract can nominate a delivery to or a receipt from another party’s contract on NNG’s system.  This code will be used when such nomination exceeds the quantity on the up / down party’s contract.  

R05010, “Add code values to Validation Code and Message data elements in Nomination Quick Response dataset”, comments due November 7 – Northern Natural 
AND

R05012, “Add Reduction Reason code to Scheduled Quantity, Operator Scheduled Quantity and Confirmation Response”, comments due November 7– Northern Natural
· Comments from Latitude: 
These are complementary request for a validation code and a reduction reason code for the case where “Nominated quantity exceeds the quantity previously elected for imbalance makeup.” 

Is there a reason why the code value descriptions for these two changes don’t match exactly? In particular, the RRC uses the term “Total” where the validation code does not.

RRC

	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition
	Code Value

	Total Nomination Quantity Exceeds Elected Quantity
	Reduction due to the total nominated quantity exceeding the quantity previously elected for imbalance makeup.
	QEE


Validation code

	Code Value
	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition

	ENMQR591
	Nominated Quantity Exceeds Elected Quantity. 
	Nominated quantity exceeds the quantity previously elected for imbalance makeup.


Suggest conforming changes to make these two changes match.

Response:

The requester indicated that a shipper can tell NNG that they want to pay back an imbalance quantity during a given time period.  When the shipper then nominates the imbalance payback, they need to identify that the quantity is to be used as credit against the elected imbalance quantity.  The requested validation code for the Quick Response is used when the nominated quantity exceeds their elected quantity in a single nomination.  The Reduction Reason Code is used at the time of scheduling and considers the sum of all elected nominations.
R06001, “Add two Nomination Transaction Type codes in Nom, SQ, PDA and Alloc. to support the nomination and tracking of the shipping entity or producing entity on the interconnecting facility where title tracking is employed by the TSP”, comments due November 7 – Kinder Morgan

· Comments from Latitude: 
This request would add two new nomination Transaction Types:

	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition
	Code Value

	Off-system Market
	Gas is delivered to an off-system market transaction.
	117

	Off-system Supply
	Gas is sourced from an off-system supply transaction.
	118


It is unclear from the request how these two transaction types will facilitate title transfers.  The code value description seems to reflect upstream and downstream parties instead of nomination types.  In fact, in the request, Kinder Morgan states: 

“One code value would serve to identify such an entity on the upstream facility while the other would serve to identify such an entity on the downstream facility.  Kinder Morgan proposes the descriptions of these new codes to be “Upstream Service Requester” and “Downstream Service Requester”.

More work is needed here.

Response:

The requester indicated to the chair that he will address the comments at the EC meeting. 
R06012, “Add two (2) new code values (Purchase / Sale) for the data element “Transaction Type” into Scheduled Quantity and Invoice Datasets”, comments due November 7– Williams Gas P/L
· Comments from Latitude: 
This request would add two new nomination Transaction Types:

	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition
	Code Value

	Purchase
	[no definition necessary]
	119

	Sale
	[no definition necessary]
	120


The two code values are offered without explanation, definitions, or suggested changes to the TIBP on how they should be used.  Most importantly, the request proposes to add these two transaction types only to the Scheduled Quantity and Invoices datasets, not the Nomination or Quick Response datasets.  Since the transaction type data element is part of the nomination key, it is unclear how a SQ or Invoice using these transaction types could be utilized by a Service Requester without a corresponding nomination.  Suggest more detail is needed

Response:

Don’t explain code values in the TIBP.

The requester explained that these two code values will be used for the purchase / sale of storage base gas and not be used in the Nomination process but they are needed for invoicing purposes.  The requester indicated that this information is also reflected on the Scheduled Quantity report as a customer service.  

