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February 15, 2011
WHOLESALE GAS QUADRANT
BPS Conference Call

January 27, 2011 – 9:30 AM to 11:30 AM Central
DRAFT MINUTES
1.
Administrative
Participants were welcomed to the conference call and introduced themselves.  Ms. Cummings provided the antitrust guidance.  The subcommittee reviewed Ms. Davis’ redlined edits to the November 11, 2010 draft meeting minutes.  A few additional minor changes were made to the minutes.  Ms. Davis moved, seconded by Mr. Gwilliam, to adopt the redlined minutes as modified.  The motion passed unanimously.  Ms. Davis’ redlined edits to the December 2, 2010 draft meeting minutes were reviewed. No additional changes were offered.  Ms. Davis moved to adopt the redlined minutes as final.  Mr. Love seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.
2. Review of the following Business Practices Requests for Discussion Only:
R10005

Natural Gas Pipe Line Company of America
This request was previously discussed during the November 11, 2010 and December 2, 2010 WGQ BPS meetings.  Mr. Love provided a brief summary of the issue that the current standard has set up for long term index-based releases if the bidding party is allowed to bid 100% of maximum rate.  He suggested the use of a proxy price (possibly the Rate Floor or the Rate Default) for determining the winning bidder.  Further, Mr. Love noted a recent Williston Basin Order from FERC (Docket No. RP11-1580 issued December 29, 2010), which dealt with the issue of whether a dollar and cents bid was considered a maximum rate bid if the dollar and cents bid equaled the current maximum rate.  The order inferred that it is not possible to change what the releasing shipper has selected as the bid basis.  He stated that FERC indicated that a dollars and cents bid which equals the current maximum rate does not necessarily mean the same thing as a maximum rate for the term of the release.  After further discussion, the following modifications and instructions to the WGQ Information Requirements Subcommittee were drafted:
Proposed modifications to NAESB WGQ Standard No. 5.3.26:
The releasing shipper should specify which one of the following methods is

acceptable for bidding on a given capacity release offer:

• Non-Index-based release - dollars and cents,

• Non-Index-based release - percentage of maximum rate, or

• Index-based formula as detailed in the capacity release offer.

The bids for the given capacity release offer should adhere to the method specified by the releasing shipper. The bidder may bid the maximum reservation rate, in the Transportation Service Provider’s tariff or general terms and conditions, as an alternative to the method specified by the releasing shipper, except when the release is index-based for a term of one year or less or utilizes market-based rates
Draft Instructions to WGQ Information Requirements Subcommittee:
BPS instructs the Information Requirements Subcommittee to eliminate the code value ‘Non-Index-Based Release - Either’ for the data element Releaser Designation of Acceptable Bidding Basis in NAESB WGQ Standard No. 5.4.24 – Offer and make corresponding changes, as appropriate, to the capacity release data sets.

The above changes were posted as an attachment to the minutes for this meeting to allow participants time for review prior to a subcommittee vote. 
WGQ 2010 Annual Plan Item No. 7 – Location Codes  
This annual plan item was also discussed at both the November 11, 2010 and December 2, 2010 WGQ BPS meetings.  During the last meeting Mr. Love and Ms. Van Pelt volunteered to review the existing standards to identify which would be affected by the request and prepared a work paper for this meeting.  Mr. Love provided a brief history of the issue.  He explained that at an interconnect there are a DRN and a proprietary code on the upstream side, and a DRN and a proprietary code on the downstream side thereby effectively having four numbers.  In his experience, the customers usually use the proprietary numbers and he is not sure the industry can support the need for common location codes which are nothing more than a proxy for the proprietary code.  Ms. Van Pelt indicated that there is little benefit and the pipelines are the only ones paying for the DRNs.  
Mr. Spangler noted that common codes create a unique identifier; no two pipelines share the same number.  Mr. Kepple noted that the common code data file includes the P.I. Grid code, which has 16 digits.  Those 16 digits contain information and it was ultimately decided not to use those numbers because the information built into the numbers could change.  The common codes never change.   The first 10 digits of the 16 digit P.I. Grid code at an interconnect are the same as the first 10 digits of the other pipeline at that same interconnect.  It was suggested that those 10 digits could be used as the common code.  Ms. Davis explained that there might be a greater need for clarity at an interconnect as it might not be a simple one-for-one relationship.  For example, there could be a header for multiple locations on one side of the interconnect that needs to be identified in the nominations process. 
Ms. Burch pointed out that the term ‘common code’ exists in the FERC regulations.  Ms. Van Pelt indicated that the term is used in three locations in the regulations:
· CFR 284.13(b)(1)(vi) – Firm Transactional Reporting

· CFR 284.13(b)(2)(iv) – Interruptible Transactional Reporting

· CFR 284.13(c)(2)(vi) – Index of Customer

Mr. Young noted that shippers have preferred using proprietary numbers over the common codes for the past 10 years.  Ms. Van Pelt noted that several pipelines use only the common codes while others have eliminated their use.  She indicated that she does not see a benefit to the industry to continue to use common codes.  
Participants discussed various alternatives to eliminating the use of location common codes, but no consensus was reached on how to accomplish this.  Suggestions included drafting the standards to allow the proprietary codes to be referenced as industry common code.  Another suggestion was to structure the standards to continue use the common codes on a mutually agreed upon basis, otherwise the proprietary code would be mandatory. 

Mr. Gwilliam asked how it would be possible to move away from the location common code when it is referenced in the regulations.  Ms. Van Pelt suggested identifying the regulations that reference location common codes when the standards are filed with FERC.  If the industry consensus is to move away from location common codes, it is likely that FERC would agree to the change.  Mr. Love pointed out that in Order 720 (Docket No. RM09-2), FERC ruled that in the intrastate filings the proprietary code for a location should be used unless it is at an interconnect with a pipeline and then the DRN should be used.  In addition, a list of all the points must be submitted with the filing.  Based on this, it indicates that FERC has already addressed not having common codes for locations. 
Ms. Van Pelt suggested that the subcommittee ask the WGQ EC how to best proceed, knowing the location common codes are referenced in the regulations three times.  This will be discussed at the February 3, 2010 WGQ EC meeting in Phoenix, Arizona.  Mr. Gwilliam asked if there is a consensus for eliminating the DRN location common code.  Mr. Spangler replied that in his opinion there was a consensus that the DRN is not of benefit to the industry.  Mr. Love requested that participants come and discuss their needs.  Ms. Van Pelt indicated that this is not something that will be in the next publication in November, stating we need to decide a reasonable business and then a realistic timetable for the implementation.
3.
Next Meeting(s) and Agenda
The next WGQ BPS meeting was scheduled for Tuesday, February 22, 2011 from 9:30 am to 11:30 am Central. 
4.
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 11:35 AM Central. 
5. 
Attendees

	Name – First
	Name – Last
	Organization
	Segment

	Catherine
	Abercrombie
	ConocoPhillips Company
	Producer

	Kelly
	Brooks
	Williston Basin Interstate Pipeline
	Pipeline

	Kathryn
	Burch
	Spectra Energy
	Pipeline

	Christopher
	Burden
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	Pipeline

	Tina
	Burnett
	The Boeing Company
	End User

	Craig
	Colombo
	Dominion Resources
	LDC

	Cory
	Cummings
	NAESB
	N/A

	Dale
	Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	Pipeline

	Rhonda
	Denton
	BP Energy
	Producer

	Doug
	Field
	Southern Star Central Gas Pipeline
	Pipeline

	Mark
	Gracey
	Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company
	Pipeline

	Bill 
	Griffith
	El Paso Natural Gas
	Pipeline

	Tom
	Gwilliam
	Iroquois Gas Transmission System
	Pipeline

	Rachel
	Hogge
	Dominion Transmission
	Pipeline

	Brenda
	Horton
	Kern River Gas Transmission Company
	Pipeline

	Rick
	Ishikawa
	Southern California Gas Company
	LDC

	Andy
	Kepple
	IHS
	Services

	Debbie
	Kupczyk
	National Fuel Gas Supply Corporation
	Pipeline

	Cathy
	Legge
	Alliance Pipeline
	Pipeline

	Paul 
	Love
	Natural Gas Pipe Line Company of America
	Pipeline

	Marcy
	McCain
	Spectra Energy Transmission 
	Pipeline

	Leigh 
	Spangler
	Latitude Technologies
	Services

	Kim 
	Van Pelt
	Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line
	Pipeline

	Mark
	Wilke
	Columbia Gulf Transmission
	Pipeline
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