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TO:
Interested Industry Parties 

FROM:

James Culliton, NAESB Staff Attorney

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

Final Minutes – March 4, 2010
DATE: 
March 5, 2010
WGQ Business Practices Subcommittee

Conference Call

March 4, 2010 – 2:00 PM to 4:00 PM Central

FINAL MINUTES

1.
Administrative

Participants were welcomed to the conference call and introduced themselves.  Mr. Culliton provided the antitrust guidance.  Ms. Davis proposed to add an item to the agenda entitled “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).  There was no opposition to the addition.  The motion to adopt the agenda as modified passed without opposition. Participants next reviewed the proposed draft meeting minutes from February 11, 2010 with the redline version submitted by Ms. Davis.  After a minor typographical error was corrected during the meeting, the February 11, 2010 minutes were unanimously adopted as final.
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 summarized this topic, which had been more comprehensively discussed on February 11, 2010. She stated that since capacity release upload quick responses will no longer be used, the issue was   about what to do with the related error messages.  Ms. Davis then proposed NAESB WGQ Standard No. 5.3.z1 which is reflected below as modified during the discussion.  The floor was opened for discussion.  Mr. Gwilliam suggested “for the processing” rather than “for the creation” in the first sentence of the draft proposed standard.  After brief discussion, he withdrew his suggestion.  Ms. Munson suggested changing “contain” in the last sentence to “include;” the change was made.  Mr. Love expressed concerned that some error messages have nothing to do with data elements.  In response, the phrase “if appropriate” was added to the last sentence.  A motion was made by Ms. Davis, as seconded by Mr. Love:
Motion:
Adopt the following:
Proposed NAESB WGQ Standard No. 5.3.z1
For the creation of the Offer, Bid, and Withdrawal, pursuant to NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. 5.4.z1, 5.4.z2, and 5.4.z3, respectively, a Transportation Service Provider, should provide error message(s), as appropriate.  Such error message(s) should include the name of the relevant data element, if appropriate, along with the corresponding message.

The motion passed unanimously. 
Ms. Davis made a motion, as seconded by Ms. Burch, the following draft response to the Joint Information Requirements/Technical Subcommittees’ memo of February 8, 2010: 

Motion: Adopt the following:

In response to the memo from the Joint Information Requirements/Technical Subcommittees dated February 8, 2010 re: Validation Codes in the redesign of capacity release, the Business Practices Subcommittee finds that with the adoption of proposed NAESB WGQ Standards No. 5.3.z1, standardized validation codes and messages for the creation of the Offer, Bid, and Withdrawal are not necessary. 

The motion passed unanimously. 
The meeting minutes from December 16, 2009 were reviewed after attention was called to several typographical errors.  Corrections were made and Mr. Culliton was instructed to ensure that the revised minutes were reposted to the NAESB website.  

Reference was also made to the draft instruction found on page two of the December 16, 2009 minutes.  Participants decided to modify the instruction to more closely reflect its original intent.  The following motion was made by Ms. Davis, as seconded by Ms. Burch: 

Motion:
Adopt the following:

The WGQ BPS modifies its December 16, 2009 instructions to the Information Requirements Subcommittee to proceed with the process of deleting the WGQ Standard Nos. 5.4.5 (Offer Upload), 5.4.6 (Withdrawal Upload), and 5.4.18 (Bid Upload) transmitted via NAESB WGQ EDI/EDM and combining the current upload and download data sets (NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. 5.4.7/5.4.1 (Offer); 5.4.6/5.4.5 (Withdrawal); and 5.4.18/5.4.2 (Bid), respectively).  Further, the following data sets should be deleted: NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. 5.4.9 (Offer Upload Notification), 5.4.10 (Offer Upload Bidder Confirmation), 5.4.11 (Offer Upload Bidder Confirmation Quick Response), 5.4.12 (Offer Upload Final Disposition).  Additional corresponding changes to the remaining Capacity Release data sets should also be completed.  
The motion passed unanimously. 
2.
Review of the following Business Practices Requests for Discussion and Possible Vote:

WGQ 2010 Annual Plan Item #6

Ms. Van Pelt reintroduced this topic, explaining that it asks the subcommittee to review and develop standards, as needed, to support EBB posting requirements regarding waste heat feasibility.  A work paper was posted for this meeting which proposes modifications NAESB WGQ Standard No. 4.3.23.  Ms. Davis moved, as seconded by Mr. Love, to adopt the following:
Motion:  Adopt Modified NAESB WGQ Standard No. 4.3.23 as follows:

Transportation Service Providers (TSP) should establish an Informational Postings Web site accessible via the Internet, which contains the following categories and subcategories for:  

	CATEGORIES
	SUBCATEGORIES

	Capacity
	Operationally Available

Unsubscribed

	
	Capacity Allocation Log (when applicable)

	Gas Quality
	

	Index of Customers
	

	
	

	Notices
	Critical

Non-Critical

Planned Service Outage
Waste Heat

	Posted Imbalances
	

	Regulatory

  (when applicable)
	

	Standards of Conduct
  (when applicable)
	Affiliate Names & Addresses

Affiliate Tariff Waivers

Chief Compliance Officer

Employee Transfers

Implementation Procedures

Information Disclosure

Job Titles & Descriptions

Potential Mergers

Shared Facilities

Voluntary Consent

	Tariff
	Title Sheet/Section

Table of Contents

Preliminary Statement

Map

Currently Effective Rates

Rate Schedules

General Terms and Conditions

Form of Service Agreement

Entire Tariff

Sheet/Section Index

	Transactional Reporting
	


These categories and subcategories should appear in the order specified above and before any others.  TSPs that are required by their tariff to post additional publicly available information should post such information on the Informational Postings Web site.  Additionally, TSPs may voluntarily post other information on the Informational Postings Web site.  In either case, such information should be posted in either the appropriate category listed above or should use other categories and subcategories, as necessary, to clearly identify the contents of the information posted.

There was no discussion.  The motion passed unanimously. 
R09021

Ms. Van Pelt reviewed the NGPL request which asks for the addition of a Sender’s Option data element ‘Miscellaneous Notes’ to the Transportation/Sales Invoice (NAESB WGQ Standard No.3.4.1).  This new data element would contain textual information associated with an invoice Line Number.  Ms. Van Pelt made reference to the February 11, 2010 minutes and read the proposed draft instruction that had been crafted at the previous meeting.  Ms. Davis noted that Williams Gas Pipeline was now a co-sponsor of this request.  No questions or comments were made.  Ms. Davis moved, as seconded by Mr. Love, to adopt the following instructions:

Motion:
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.

The motion passed unanimously.
R09022

Ms. Van Pelt reviewed the NGPL request to change the usage of the data element ‘Charge Type’ in the Transportation/Sales Invoice (NAESB WGQ Standard No. 3.4.1) from Mutually Agreed to Sender’s Option.  Mr. Novak asked why it should be Sender’s Option and not Business Conditional.  He listed his concern as the potential that a pipeline might choose not to send the information.  Ms. Davis explained that Business Conditional is based on the need of the recipient of the data and not the sender of the data.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that this information is not currently required to be sent and pointed out that a TSP should not have to get agreement from a customer to provide them this information.  Mr. Novak expressed his understanding that the existing “mutually agreeable” wording Ms. Van Pelt pointed out that the information would have to be sent by other means if not through this data element in order for the invoice to make sense.  Mr. Novak stated that from a shipper’s perspective, if the information contained is incomplete, then a pipeline could argue that it was never required to send the information in the first instance.  After discussion regarding the fact that the information would have to be accurately provided somewhere, Mr. Novak expressed his support for the request.  Mr. Love moved, as seconded by Ms. Davis, to adopt the following instructions: 
Motion:
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.
The motion passed unanimously.
3.
Review of the following Business Practices Requests for Discussion Only:

R09025

Mr. Buccigross presented his request to add a new standard to the Electronic Delivery Mechanism (EDM) related standards.  Mr. Buccigross explained that the issue in the first paragraph of the request is that some pipelines currently use non-standard labels to describe standardized data.  He suggested that this new standard was needed to require the use of data dictionary labels (AKA Business Names or Abbreviations) when possible. 
Mr. Love asked whether this request was in contradiction to the existing standard that permits the posting of data derived from available standard data.  Mr. Buccigross clarified that he did not intend to hinder the ability to create new data; his intent was to have standardized labels required in situations already anticipated in the data dictionaries. 
Participants developed the following proposed draft standard:

NAESB WGQ Standard No. 4.3.z1

All data displayed, printed, and downloaded on or from a Transportation Service Provider’s Web site should include the appropriate Business Names or Abbreviations, as specified in the corresponding NAESB WGQ Standard No. x.4.z data dictionary for the dataset.  Standard Business Names or Abbreviations may not exist for data that is informational or derived. 
Mr. Buccigross was asked to clarify the second paragraph in his request.  He explained that the spirit was to permit logically-related data to be combined into one field in postings.  He further explained that he did not intend to require data combinations; rather, he wanted to accommodate such combinations because it can be difficult to parse data if it is too widely or illogically displayed. He added that many pipelines already employ this practice. 
The participants developed the following proposed draft standard:
NAESB WGQ Standard No. 4.3.z2

Where logically applicable, the Business Names or Abbreviations for data elements may be combined into one field on display, printing, and download on or from a Transportation Service Provider’s Web site (e.g., Posting Date and Posting Time may be shown as Posting Date/Time).  Additionally, the corresponding data for such fields may also be combined into one field on display, printing, and download (e.g., 01/01/2010 and 09:00 may be shown as 01/01/2010 09:00).

Mr. Gwilliam asked for clarification regarding the scope intended by the request.  For example, Mr. Gwilliam asked whether PowerPoint® presentations that are posted for information only would be covered by the new proposed standard.  Mr. Buccigross stated and the group expressed a collective understanding that the situations encompassed by this request are limited to NAESB standardized data sets. 
4.
Next Meeting(s) and Agenda
Participants briefly discussed which items might appear on the agenda for the upcoming conference call, currently set for April 8, 2010 from 9:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. Central.  Provisionally, the items to be included on that agenda are R09025, WGQ 2010 Annual Plan item 4, and WGQ 2010 Annual Plan item 2a. 
5.
Adjourn
The meeting was unanimously adjourned at 4:15pm.
6. 
Attendance

	Name - First
	Name - Last
	Organization
	Segment

	Mike 
	Novak
	National Fuel Gas Distribution
	LDC

	Kathryn
	Burch
	Spectra Energy Transmission
	Pipeline

	Chris
	Burden
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	Pipeline

	Mary
	Darveaux
	Northern Natural Gas
	Pipeline

	Dale
	Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	Pipeline

	Mary
	Draemer
	Transwestern Pipeline Company
	Pipeline

	Doug
	Field
	Southern Star Central Gas Pipeline
	Pipeline

	Bill
	Griffith
	El Paso Natural Gas
	Pipeline

	Tom
	Gwilliam
	Iroquois Gas Transmission System
	Pipeline

	Rachel
	Hogge
	Dominion Transmission
	Pipeline

	Paul
	Love
	Natural Gas Pipe Line Company of America
	Pipeline

	Ron
	Tomlinson
	Dominion Transmission
	Pipeline

	Kim
	Van Pelt
	Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line
	Pipeline

	Randy
	Young
	Boardwalk Pipelines
	Pipeline

	Catherine
	Abercrombie
	ConocoPhillips Company
	Producer

	Jim
	Buccigross
	8760
	Services

	Sylvia
	Munson
	SunGard Energy Systems
	Services

	Robert
	Pulcini
	Ventyx
	Services

	James
	Culliton
	NAESB
	N/A
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