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TO:
Interested Industry Parties

FROM: 
Cory Cummings, NAESB Counsel
RE:
Wholesale Gas Quadrant (WGQ) Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS) Conference Call Draft Minutes – March 11, 2011
DATE:

March 21, 2011
WHOLESALE GAS QUADRANT
BPS Conference Call

March 11, 2011 – 1:00 PM to 3:00 PM Central
DRAFT MINUTES
1.
Administrative
Participants were welcomed to the conference call and introduced themselves.  Ms. Cummings provided the antitrust guidance.  Ms. D. Davis moved, seconded by Mr. Precht, to adopt the agenda.  The motion passed unanimously.  The subcommittee reviewed Ms. D. Davis’ redlined edits to the January 27, 2011 draft meeting minutes.  Ms. Davis moved, seconded by Ms. Burch, to adopt the redlined minutes as final.  The motion passed unanimously.  
2. Review of the following Business Practices Requests for Discussion Only:
WGQ 2010 Annual Plan Item No. 7 - Location Codes
This annual plan item was also discussed at the November 11, 2010, December 2, 2010, January 27, 2011 and February 22, 2011 WGQ BPS meetings.  The subcommittee continued to discuss a threshold question that was presented during the February 22, 2011 WGQ BPS meeting:
Does the subcommittee want to create an overarching standard and define what common location code really means?

During that meeting, the subcommittee drafted proposed NAESB WGQ Standard No. 0.3.z1:

For NAESB WGQ, the code for a location is an identifier assigned by the Transportation Service Provider (TSP).  Formerly this was referred to as a ‘common code’ for a location.

Ms. D. Davis asked if the threshold standard should be adopted.  If so, the subcommittee would review the standards to ensure it covered all of them.  If the threshold standard was not adopted, the standards would have to be revised.  Mr. Precht expressed concern that adopting the threshold standard could create confusion if the rest of the standards remained the same. He and Ms. Van Pelt preferred to modify the standards to ensure they were not taken out of context in the future.  Ms. D. Davis suggested that the subcommittee modify the standards and then determine if the threshold standard was still necessary.  Ms. Van Pelt agreed and noted that she did not want the standards to preclude a company from continuing to use its common codes as the proprietary code.  She reminded participants of the feedback that was received from the WGQ EC on February 3, 2011.  BPS should discuss proposed modifications and send them out for informal comment.  If any concerns are raised that can be addressed by BPS, the subcommittee should proceed through the normal standards development process.  If BPS is unable to address the comments they will be sent to the EC to determine how to proceed.  Putting the issue out for informal comment will alert all parties, including the trade associations and FERC, to the issue.  In so doing, IR will not proceed with the remainder of the work to fully staff the request until after this process.
With the decision made to not move forward with NAESB WGQ Standard No. 0.3.z1 at this time, the subcommittee reviewed the work paper supplied by Mr. Love and Ms. Van Pelt.   

· Proposed Modified NAESB WGQ Standard No. 1.3.55 – No further changes were made.  There was no opposition to the changes presented in the work paper.

· Proposed Modified NAESB WGQ Standard No. 1.3.73 – No further changes were made.  There was no opposition to the changes presented in the work paper.

· Proposed Deleted NAESB WGQ Standard No. 3.3.1 – 

· Proposed Modified NAESB WGQ Standard No. 4.3.51 – The standard was modified as follows:

· NAESB WGQ Common Codes common codes for entity entities and proprietary codes as assigned by the Transportation Service Provider for locations should be available for data validation or selection (viewing) on a Customer Activities Web site and in a standardized downloadable format for use by customers and third party service providers. Cross-references to proprietary codes for entities may be provided on a mutually agreeable basis.
· Proposed Modified NAESB WGQ Standard No. 4.3.56 – The standard was modified to conform with NAESB WGQ Standard No. 4.3.51 as follows:
· The industry should use common proprietary codes as assigned by the Transportation Service Provider for location(s) points and common codes for legal entities when communicating via EDI/EDM, EBB/EDM and/or FF/EDM. The corresponding common code name should also be used in EBB/EDM.
· Proposed Modified NAESB WGQ Interpretation No. 7.3.16 – The BPS removed the numbering and the parenthetical referring to the 1997, and made other clarifying revisions:
· Which location code should be sent in a request to confirm and confirmation response? Sender's Code or Recipient's Code?
Interpretation:

As between the interconnected parties, and in the absence of agreement to the contrary:

(1)
The common code is the data reference number (DRN) in the Petroleum Information database. There is one DRN for every location nominatable on the facilities of a service provider. An Interconnect is two points. One, the point used by the contractually delivering party (operator or TSP) and the other one, the point used by the contractually receiving party (operator or TSP).

(21) NAESB WGQ Standard 1.3.20 states ‘The receiver of a nomination initiates the confirmation process.  The party that would receive a Request for Confirmation or an unsolicited Confirmation Response may waive the obligation of a sender to send.’


(32)NAESB WGQ Standard 1.4.3 - the dataset itself has the following definition of the data element 'Location*': 'The location where the quantity will be scheduled by the transportation service provider.' As to which Transportation Service Provider's (TSP) code is within the field 'Location' that is within the 1.4.3 dataset, the contractual Contractual fFlow iIndicator indicates (as of the January 9, 1997 vote of the EC) as follows: "Indicates the logical direction of flow at a point from the confirmation request originator's perspective". In order that the remainder of the document sent from the Confirmation Requester be interpreted unambiguously, the contents of the Location code data element in both the Request to confirm for Confirmation and Confirmation Response document should be the Location code of the party sending the Request tofor Confirmation.
· Proposed Deleted NAESB WGQ Interpretation No. 7.3.27 - The WGQ BPS was undecided as to whether the interpretation should be deleted.  Some participants did not want to lose the intent of the question and others felt the interpretation dealt with an issue that had been resolved.  The subcommittee determined that this item should be discussed by the Interpretations Subcommittee.
At the next WGQ BPS meeting, the subcommittee will discuss whether or not the threshold question is necessary and take a straw vote on the modified work paper.  After the vote, the BPS will send it out for informal comment and send it to the EC for discussion only during the May WGQ EC meeting.  After the May EC meeting it will then go out for another, broader, informal comment period.    
3.
Review of the following Business Practices Requests for Discussion Only
R11001

Alliance Pipeline, L.P.

Enhance data element “Rate Form/Type Code” under 5.4.24 – Offer, 5.4.25 – Bids, 5.4.26 – Award Download
A representative from Alliance Pipeline reviewed the request.  The discussion on this request was put on hold because R11004 could impact it.
R11002

Alliance Pipeline, L.P.

Enhance data element “Bidder Designation of Bidding Basis for Standard 5.4.25 – Bid
R11003

Alliance Pipeline, L.P.

Enhance data element “Bidder Designation of Bidding Basis for Standard 5.4.26 – Award Download.
R11006

Alliance Pipeline, L.P.

Enhance data element “Releaser Designation of Acceptable Bidding Basis” for Standard 5.4.24 – Offer
Ms. D. Davis pointed out that R11002, R11003 and R11006 were all related to each other.  Initially, it was suggested IR review these requests because they were requests for code values.  Ms. D. Davis pointed out that they were re-assigned to initially go to BPS because the existing code values were developed in response to NAESB WGQ Standard No. 5.3.26, therefore BPS should ensure there are no business practice issues prior to the IR discussion.  After Ms. ?? explained the request, Mr. Love suggested that in lieu of the requested code values, additional Rate Type Codes could be added the Offer.  
R11004

Alliance Pipeline, L.P.

Add Negotiated Non-Renewal Charge and AOS Charge data elements for Transactional Reports including Firm Transportation, Capacity Release and IT
This item was not discussed due to time constraints.  
All of the Alliance requests will be discussed at the next meeting to ensure that BPS has a complete understanding of the issues presented in each.  
4.
Next Meeting(s) and Agenda
The next WGQ BPS meeting is scheduled for Thursday, March 31, 2011 from 9:30 am to 11:30 am Central. 
5.
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 3:07 PM Central. 
6. 
Attendees

	Name – First
	Name – Last
	Organization
	Segment

	Catherine
	Abercrombie
	ConocoPhillips Company
	Producer

	Debbie
	Bradburry
	Panhandle Energy
	Pipeline

	Kathryn
	Burch
	Spectra Energy
	Pipeline

	Christopher
	Burden
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	Pipeline

	Cory
	Cummings
	NAESB
	N/A

	Dale
	Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	Pipeline

	Rae
	Davis
	Carolina Gas Transmission
	Pipeline

	Megan 
	Doss
	Spectra Energy
	Pipeline

	Doug
	Field
	Southern Star Central Gas Pipeline
	Pipeline

	Mark
	Gracey
	Tennessee Gas Pipeline
	Pipeline

	Rachel
	Hogge
	Dominion Transmission
	LDC

	Brenda
	Horton
	Kern River Gas Transmission Company
	Pipeline

	Rick
	Ishikawa
	Southern California Gas Company
	LDC

	Paul 
	Love
	Natural Gas Pipe Line Company of America
	Pipeline

	Phil 
	Precht
	Baltimore Gas & Electric
	LDC

	Leigh 
	Spangler
	Latitude Technologies
	Services

	Kim 
	Van Pelt
	Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line
	Pipeline

	Randy 
	Young
	Boardwalk Pipelines
	Pipeline

	Cheryl
	?? (placed in alpha order)
	Alliance Pipeline
	Pipeline
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