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February 10, 2010
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD

WGQ Business Practices Subcommittee

Conference Call

January 7, 2010 – 9:00 AM to 11:00 AM Central

FINAL MINUTES

1.
Administrative

Participants were welcomed to the conference call and introduced themselves.  Mr. Culliton provided the antitrust guidance and called roll.  Ms. D. Davis moved to adopt the agenda and Mr. Novak seconded the motion.  The motion passed without opposition.  The group reviewed the December 2, 2009 and December 16, 2009 meeting minutes as amended by Ms. D. Davis.  After a motion by Ms. D. Davis that was seconded by Mr. Young, the group voted unanimously to adopt each set of revised minutes. 
2.
Review of the following Business Practices Requests for discussion and possible vote:
R09008

Mr. Love explained that the NGPL request proposes to add two business conditional data elements to NAESB WGQ Standard No. 5.4.7 – Offer Upload.  He added that these data elements should be made conditional in NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. 5.4.1- Offer Download and 5.4.3 – Award Download.  Mr. Love stated that the issue is to identify whether the releasing shipper or the replacement shipper will be responsible for out of path overruns and location changes for segmented capacity releases.  He noted that the current data element ‘Right to Amend Primary Points Indicator’ does not differentiate between in and out of path scenarios: it is set up to accommodate either (as written, it applies to any primary point change).  He does not believe that this does not accommodate the reality of current practices.  He stated that today, primary points can be changed at will by the replacement shipper within the path, but not out of path (since the releasing shipper must agree to the change).  He stated that he reads FERC Order No. 637 to permit a shipper to freely change primary contract points only when capacity is available. 

Ms. D. Davis suggested adding additional code values for data element ‘Right to Amend Primary Points Indicator’ that says whether it is okay to change the points within the path, outside of the path or neither, as opposed to Mr. Love’s proposal to add more indicators.  Mr. Love stated that he was open to that option.  Ms. Van Pelt asked whether a pipeline has any say in the matter if the context is outside the path.  Mr. Griffith answered that pipeline involvement is still needed because a releasing shipper’s contractual rights could still be affected. 

Mr. Griffith expressed concern at what happens after a capacity release.  Mr. Love stated that in the ordinary course of business a releasing shipper frees up capacity at the existing primary points for the remaining term of the release and the releasing shipper changes the primary points in the path; the remainder can be released for the original term of release.  In contrast, a change outside of the path changes the underlying agreement because segment capacity and point capacity are each lost.  
Ms. D. Davis suggested that a proposal be sent to IR to determine how to implement.  Mr. Love concurred.  Ms. D. Davis drafted an instruction to the IR subcommittee. The draft instruction reads as follows:
BPS instructs the Information Requirements Subcommittee (IR) to accommodate the business conditional business practice of allowing releasing shippers in the capacity release offer to indicate whether they will allow the replacement shipper(s) to change primary points to locations outside the path.  This can be done by modifying the existing data element Right to Amend Primary Points Indicator, adding a new data element and / or adding or modifying code values. 
In addition, IR should accommodate the business conditional business practice of allowing releasing shippers the ability to indicate which party (the releasing shipper or the replacement shipper) will pay any overrun charges outside of the path.  

Mr. Love moved to adopt the draft instruction to IR; Ms. D. Davis seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously. 

R09009

Mr. Love explained that the concern being addressed in this request is that a party can trade transportation imbalances by trading out of either their own or a third party’s storage account.  He suggests adding four business conditional data elements to the imbalance trading NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. 2.4.11-2.4.16.  Since balances are stored at a location level, this information is needed to complete a trade.  He also raised an issue related to flow period: for a given imbalance period, trades can be made but there has to be a match-up with another party that has a corresponding offsetting imbalance for the corresponding time period.  Ms. D. Davis clarified that the current data elements ‘Imbalance Period-Confirming Trader’ and ‘Imbalance Period-Initiating Trader’ have a condition that indicates that the imbalances can be traded “across imbalance periods”, although a hypothetical November imbalance could conceivably be offset by a March imbalance, a March PPA cannot be traded for a November PPA.  There was no further commentary about this idea. 
Mr. D. Davis asked whether this was intended to accommodate both (1) transportation to storage trade and (2) transportation to transportation trade scenarios.  Mr. Love responded that location only applies to storage contracts since the use of location trading is only applicable in that context.  Ms. D. Davis drafted an instruction to the IR subcommittee.  The draft instruction reads as follows:

BPS instructs the Information Requirements Subcommittee (IR) to accommodate the business conditional business practice of allowing imbalances to be traded within a given imbalance period by location and by flow month. 

Mr. Love moved to adopt the draft instruction to the IR subcommittee; Ms. D. Davis seconded the motion.  The motion carried without opposition. 

R09010

Mr. Young briefly explained the Boardwalk Pipeline request to add the data elements ‘Location Term Start Date’ and ‘Location Term End Date’ with BC usage for EBB to the following data sets: NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. 5.4.1-Offer Download, 5.4.7-Offer Upload, and 5.4.9-Offer Upload Notification.  Specifically, he stated that this proposal involves being able to have a certain volume of capacity released to go from location to location.  Ms. D. Davis clarified through a hypothetical: if, on a continuum, the original path is from Point 1 to Point 10, and releases occur from Points 1 to 4 for 2 months, Points 3 to 8 for the next few months and then the last period, and then for the last period from Points 7 to 10, then the addition of start/end dates to location accommodates this scenario.  Mr. Young responded in the affirmative.  Mr. Griffith stated that this request is quite similar to a request that El Paso made recently; he added that he remembered some discussion of how this may complicate the data sets.  He asked how this request was different and suggested that some further research be done in answering this question to ensure that the subcommittee does not recover the same ground and therefore encounter the same problems.  Further discussion was postponed until the subsequent meeting. 

3.
Review of the following Business Practices Requests for Discussion Only:
R09012

Mr. Young explained the Boardwalk Pipelines’ request to add the data elements ‘No-Notice Release Type’ and ‘No-Notice Release Type Description’ with BC usage for EBB to the data sets: NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. 5.4.1-Offer Download, 5.4.7-Offer Upload, and 5.4.9-Offer Upload Notification.  He stated that there was no-notice capacity which had two components - the storage component and the transport component.  A customer can release either or both component.  This request would provide the ability for the customer to specify the component(s) being released - either, one, or both.  Mr. Love asked whether the same service type was kept.  Mr. Young replied that, no, the data set does not provide for this.  Mr. Love then stated that no-notice releases can become Firm Transport Service (FTS) when the release is created and the replacement shipper does not know the origin of the release.  Ms. D. Davis asked what was being released and whether the term “no-notice release” may be confusing versus saying that it is a release of bundled storage.  Mr. Young relied that the release of storage capacity is associated with the contract capacity and was not the storage MDQ inventory. He further explained that the injection and withdrawal rights are associated with the capacity. . Mr. Young clarified that he is trying to break “no notice” into its component parts. 
Ms. D. Davis drafted an instruction to the IR subcommittee which will be voted on at the next meeting.  The proposed draft instruction reads as follows:

BPS instructs the Information Requirements Subcommittee (IR) to accommodate the business conditional business practice of allowing a releasing shipper to identify whether the release of a bundled service is for the transportation portion, the storage capacity portion, or both.
R09013

Mr. Love explained the NGPL request to add a Bi-directional Indicator to the NAESB WGQ Standard No. 5.4.13-Operationally Available and Unsubscribed Capacity data set.  He explained that this entails an indicator at the location level showing whether a given location is bi-directional.  If “yes” (meaning it is a bi-directional location), two additional Records would be sent – one for the receipt and the other for the delivery.  He added that this is simply an informational indicator; the visual display of this data permits receipts to be viewed separately from the deliveries.  He recognized that some participants’ systems may already capture this information. 
Mr. Novak stated that, as a shipper, he would prefer that things be done consistently.  He continued by specifying that he liked this proposal and would like to see it implemented consistently across the industry.  Mr. Love expressed some concern about EDI comparability with information posted on the Web site.  Mr. Novak mentioned that our attempts over the years to be accommodating have potentially created audit issues.  Ms. D. Davis referred to NAESB WGQ Standard No. 4.3.5.8 that already permits this information to be displayed as ‘related data’.
Mr. Young asked a clarifying question: in situations where there are two separate location meters, should each be shown separately as bi-directional, or should neither be shown as bi-directional?  Mr. Love suggested that neither should be indicated, since there are two separate location numbers.  He added that for his company bi-directional points have two separate meters reported; one for inflow, the other for outflow. Mr. Young noted that in some situations only one need be nominated: separate meter numbers need not be reported if displacement is the sole concern. 
Ms. D. Davis drafted an instruction to the IR subcommittee which will be voted on at the next meeting.  The proposed draft instruction reads as follows:

BPS instructs the Information Requirements Subcommittee (IR) to accommodate the ability for a Transportation Service Provider to indicate in the Operationally Available Capacity and Unsubscribed Capacity data sets (as they are being modified in the IR for Request No. R99033, et al.) whether a location is bi-directional.  This request should be processed along with Request No. R99033 et al.
5.
Next Meeting and Agenda

The participants set the provisional agenda and time for the next conference call on January 21, 2010.
6.
Adjourn

Ms. D. Davis moved to adjourn the meeting.  Mr. Love seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned at 11:15am Central.  

7.
Attendance 
	Name - First
	Name - Last
	Organization

	Steve 
	Abbey
	Anadarko

	Catherine
	Abercrombie
	ConocoPhillips Company

	Kelly
	Brooks
	Williston Basin

	Kathryn
	Burch
	Spectra Energy Transmission

	Christopher
	Burden
	Williams Gas Pipeline

	Tina
	Burnett
	Boeing

	Valerie 
	Crockett
	Tennessee Valley Authority

	James
	Culliton
	NAESB

	Rae
	Davis
	Carolina Gas Transmission

	Dale
	Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline

	Rhonda
	Denton
	BP Energy

	Bill
	Griffith
	El Paso Natural Gas

	Dona 
	Gussow
	Florida Power & Light

	Tom 
	Gwilliam
	Iroquois Gas Transmission System

	Paul
	Love
	Natural Gas Pipe Line Company of America

	Lori
	Myerchin
	Williston Basin

	Mike
	Novak
	National Fuel Gas Distribution

	Phil
	Precht
	Baltimore Gas and Electric

	Micki
	Schmitz
	Northern Natural Gas

	Kim
	Van Pelt
	Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line

	Randy
	Young
	Boardwalk Pipelines
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