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Wholesale Gas Quadrant (WGQ) Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS) conference call 

Draft Minutes – February 11, 2010
DATE: 
February 19, 2010
WGQ Business Practices Subcommittee

Conference Call

February 11, 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.  The motion to adopt the posted draft agenda passed without opposition.  The Joint WEQ/WGQ BPS minutes from September 28, 2009 were re-adopted to insert the missing hyperlink and to adopt the work paper along with the minutes.  The December 15 and December 18, 2010 draft minutes redlined by Mr. Skiba and Ms. Davis were unanimously adopted by the WGQ; however, these minutes will not be completely finalized until the WEQ also adopts them.  Participants also unanimously adopted the draft meeting minutes from January 7, 2010 as redlined by Ms. Davis and modified by the participants, and January 21, 2010 as jointly redlined by Williams Gas Pipeline, Boardwalk Pipeline, Northern Natural Gas and NGPL and modified by the participants. 
2.
Discussion and Possible Vote on WGQ IR/Technical Memo to BPS, dated 02/08/2010, re: 2010 WGQ Annual Plan Item 3 (Capacity Release Re-design).
Ms. Davis explained that, since there will no longer be EDI uploads for capacity release, the corresponding quick responses are no longer needed.  Accordingly, there no longer is a need for the corresponding EDI validation codes (due to the fact that the uploads will now be provided solely via the EBB).  The Joint IR/Technical Subcommittee is coming to BPS to determine if there is a need for standardized code values for errors on the EBB.  She summarized the memo from IR/Technical..  Ms. Van Pelt referred to a telephone call with Mr. Greg Lander and confirmed that she had told him that the capacity release downloads are not affected.  She expressed her support for getting rid of the validation codes in their entirety.  
Mr. Novak stated that if the reason for having validation codes goes away, then this would make sense.  He then asked whether the scope of the discussion was limited to EBB validation on uploads and stressed the importance of clarity.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that a “description of error” message was needed.  She asked whether other participants had concerns about getting rid of error messages; none did.  Ms. Van Pelt indicated that she and Ms. Davis would draft a proposed standard for the following meeting. 
3.
Review of the following Business Practices Requests for Discussion and Possible Vote:

R09013  
Mr. Love gave an update on this request, which was first introduced at the January 21, 2010 meeting.  He summarized that the purpose was to permit a sender’s optional indicator in the Operationally Available and Unsubscribed data set (NAESB WGQ Standard No. 5.4.13) to tell a recipient whether a point is bi-directional; and if so, to show this point as both a receipt and a delivery point.  Mr. Novak asked why this request was not business conditional.  Ms. Davis explained that business conditional is based on the recipient and not the sender and it appeared that Mr. Novak was in fact asking that the data element be made mandatory.  She further explained that the downside of that would be if a pipeline had no such points they would still be required to include data that always said  “not bi-directional.” 

Mr. Love explained that he defines bi-directional points as a single point on his pipeline; others show two points, one for receipt and the other for delivery.  The latter pipelines would not need this requested indicator.  Mr. Novak supported Mr. Love’s position, adding that all similarly situated pipelines (those that use only one point to identify bi-directional points) should follow Mr. Love’s request.  Ms. Davis stated that she believed that the implementation could require the addition of a great number of data points to determine applicability and the writing of a mandatory standard. 

In response to these comments, the group added a new sentence to the proposed instruction to IR:  “To the extent that a TSP has a single location that is reported as both a receipt and a delivery point (similar to NGPL), they should utilize this concept.” 
Mr. Novak made the following motion as seconded by Mr. Young: 

BPS instructs the Information Requirements Subcommittee 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.  To the extent that a TSP has a single location that is reported as both a receipt and a delivery point (similar to NGPL), they should utilize this concept.  This request should be processed along with Request No. R99033, et al.

The motion passed unanimously.

R09012  
Mr. Young reintroduced his request, which was first presented at the January 21, 2010 meeting.  He summarized that the request was needed to differentiate whether the customer’s intent is to release transportation, storage, or both.  Ms. Davis made the following motion as seconded by Mr. Young: 
BPS instructs the Information Requirements Subcommittee 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.
R09016
  
Ms. Van Pelt indicated that Ms. Schmitz was not on that call.  The request is for the addition of a business conditional data element ‘Rate Schedule’ in the Bid Upload and Bid Download data sets.  Ms. Van Pelt asked whether pipelines did not already have this in their tariffs.  Ms. Davis explained that the need to add the data element ‘Rate Schedule’ is due to the fact that some pipelines may have agreements that are subject to multiple rate schedules and they need to know which rate schedule is the subject of the release.  Ms. Davis volunteered to explain the issue to IR/Technical.  She then made the following motion as seconded by Mr. Novak: 
BPS instructs the Information Requirements Subcommittee to accommodate the business conditional business practice of sending rate schedule information in the bid process of capacity release. 
The motion passed unanimously.
R09018 
Mr. Love summarized his request which was first presented at the January 21, 2010 meeting.  He stated that the request would permit the ranking of transactions within a path so in the event of a scheduling problem or curtailment a customer can indicate which transaction to cut.  He stressed that the request is to make this new data element mutually agreeable and if the shipper fails to send it and a cut needs to be made, the relevant tariff provisions would control.  Mr. Love made the following motion as seconded by Ms. Burch: 
BPS instructs the Information Requirements Subcommittee to accommodate the mutually agreeable business practice of sending path rank information in the NAESB WGQ Standard No. 1.4.1 Nomination data set for the nomination Model Type ‘Pathed Non-Threaded – Threaded Segment’. 
The motion passed unanimously
4.
Review of the following Business Practices Requests for Discussion Only:

WGQ 2010 Annual Plan Item #6  
Ms. Van Pelt informed participants of the INGAA/FERC agreement that waste heat information will be posted on each pipeline’s web site.  She stated that FERC has had some difficulty in accessing this information because it has been inconsistently implemented.  She added that the pipelines previously met and decided to post this information on their Informational Postings web sites under the category ‘Notices’ and that it would be the fourth subcategory (after Critical, Non-critical and Planned Services Outage).  Mr. Smith asked what the pipelines will be posting under “waste heat.”  Ms. Van Pelt referred him to the INGAA white paper.  Mr. Smith asked whether this agreement between FERC and INGAA was written or oral.  Ms. Davis stated that the ‘what’ was in the white paper and the ‘where’ was an informal agreement. 
Mr. Novak observed that since this item is on the WGQ Annual Plan, it needs no request.  Ms. Van Pelt agreed to post a work paper for the next meeting.  Ms. Davis expressed her preference that this item be completed by BPS in time for the upcoming IR/Technical meeting on March 9, 2010 so that it and the modifications to NAESB WGQ Standard No. 4.3.23 which were made for Request R09014 could be processed together. . 
R09021
 
Mr. Love presented his request to add a sender’s optional data element ‘Miscellaneous Notes’ to the Transportation/Sales Invoice, which would contain textual information associated with an invoice line number.  He briefly stated that he wants a field that is part of the invoice that provides the ability to send more information on a line item (not otherwise found in the Charge Code).  The following draft instruction was written, to be considered at the next BPS meeting: 
BPS instructs the Information Requirements Subcommittee to accommodate the sender’s option business practice of sending notes for a specific line-item in NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. 3.4.1 Transportation/Sales Invoice and 3.4.4 Service Requester Level Charge/Allowance Invoice.

R09022
 
Mr. Love presented his request to change the usage of the data element ‘Charge Type’ in the Transportation/Sales Invoice from mutually agreeable to sender’s option.  He explained that he is asking for Charge Type (effectively the service type) to be sender’s option.  He stated that he wanted to change the usage on this data element so it does not have to be mutually-agreeable.  He added that the sending of a charge type on the invoice should not require a customer’s agreement.  Ms. Davis expressed concern for potential effects that may flow from a change in usage of the data element “Charge Type.”  The following was drafted for further consideration at the next meeting: 
BPS instructs the Information Requirements Subcommittee to modify the usage of the data element Charge Type from MA to SO in NAESB WGQ Standard No. 3.4.1 Transportation/Sales Invoice.
5.
Next Meeting(s) and Agenda
Ms. Van Pelt said that she had talked with Ms. Crockett and they had agreed that in order to provide sufficient time for draft meeting minutes to be posted, the BPS meetings will be no sooner than every three weeks.  Participants set the upcoming meetings for March 4 and April 8, 2010. 
6.
Adjourn
After an unopposed motion, the meeting was adjourned at 11:00am. 

7.
Attendance 
	Name - First
	Name - Last
	Organization

	Steve 
	Abbey
	Anadarko

	Catherine
	Abercrombie
	ConocoPhillips Company

	Kelly
	Brooks
	Williston Basin

	Kathryn
	Burch
	Spectra Energy Transmission

	Chris
	Burden
	Williams Gas Pipeline

	Tina
	Burnett
	Boeing

	James
	Culliton
	NAESB

	Dale
	Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline

	Iris
	King
	Dominion Transmission

	Paul
	Love
	Natural Gas Pipe Line Company of America

	Mike 
	Novak
	National Fuel Gas Distribution

	Richard 
	Smith
	Noble Energy

	Kim
	Van Pelt
	Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line

	Mark
	Wilke
	Columbia Gulf Transmission

	Randy
	Young
	Boardwalk Pipelines
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