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April 12, 2010
WGQ Business Practices Subcommittee

Conference Call

April 8, 2010 – 2:00 PM to 4:00 PM Central

DRAFT MINUTES

1.
Administrative

Participants were welcomed to the conference call and introduced themselves.  Mr. Culliton provided the antitrust guidance.  The motion to adopt the agenda as drafted passed without opposition.  Participants reviewed the draft meeting minutes from March 4, 2010 as amended by Ms. Davis.  After making several minor changes and correcting an incompletely-referenced standard, the participants unanimously adopted the modified 03/04/2010 meeting minutes as final.
2.
Discussion and Possible Vote on WGQ IR/Technical Memo to BPS, dated 03/31/2010, re: 2010 WGQ Annual Plan Item 3 (Capacity Release Re-design).

Ms. Davis presented the WGQ IR/Technical memo regarding the Withdrawal Upload data set (NAESB WGQ Standard No. 5.4.6.  She reminded participants that the original reason for this upload data set was to permit a party, via EDI, to inform a TSP that they wanted to withdraw an offer or a bid.  With the current capacity release redesign effort which will eliminate EDI uploads, this data set will no longer used for EDI.  The question the IR/Technical subcommittees is whether it is still appropriate to have a standardized data set for the EBB given the NAESB standards requiring the TSPs to provide withdrawals of offers and bid on the TSP’s Web site. She pointed to the existing NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. 5.3.13 and 5.3.14 which currently say:
5.3.13
Bids should be binding until written or electronic notice of withdrawal is received by the capacity release service provider.

5.3.14
Offers should be binding until written or electronic notice of withdrawal is received by the capacity release service provider.
Mr. Novak asked whether the current NAESB WGQ Standard No. 5.3.13 also permits withdrawal to be accomplished through faxed communication.  After a brief discussion of the “written” and “electronic” terms in these standards, the group modified the above two standards as follows:

5.3.13
Bids should be binding until written or electronic notice of withdrawal is received by the capacity release Transportation sService pProvider on its Customer Activities Web site.

5.3.14
Offers should be binding until written or electronic notice of withdrawal is received by the capacity release Transportation sService pProvider on its Customer Activities Web site.
The clean version of the proposed revised standards reads as follows:

5.3.13
Bids should be binding until notice of withdrawal is received by the Transportation Service Provider on its Customer Activities Web site.

5.3.14
Offers should be binding until notice of withdrawal is received by the Transportation Service Provider on its Customer Activities Web site. 

A motion to adopt these proposed revised NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. 5.3.13 and 5.3.14, was made by Mr. Love and seconded by Mr. Young.  The motion passed without opposition. 
Based on the above proposed revisions to the two standards, attendees drafted the following formal WGQ BPS:

In response to the WGQ Joint IR/Technical memo of March 31, 2010, the Business Practices Subcommittee has determined that with the proposed modifications to NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. 5.3.13 and 5.3.14, it is no longer necessary to support NAESB WGQ Standard No. 5.4.6 - Withdrawal Upload.

Ms. Davis moved, as seconded by Mr. Love, to adopt the proposed response to the IR/Technical memo of March 31, 2010.  The motion passed unanimously.

 3.
Review of WGQ 2010 Annual Plan Item #2a
Mr. Novak presented this Annual Plan item which directs  the BPS to review the recent FERC order on the flow-through of Discounted or Negotiated Rates (Docket No. RP09-70 et al, issued October 15, 2009) and develop business practice standards, as appropriate.  He explained that prior to FERC Order No. 712, there had long been a degree of uncertainty whether rate discounts applied to replacement shippers and, if so, whether they were portable (i.e. whether they could be applied to different delivery points).  He noted that FERC has said that in certain situations, they would be hard pressed to say the replacements shipper is not similarly situated, but they wouldn’t say it was always so.
Given the above, Mr. Novak asked whether the NAESB standards should include some type of provision intended to notify the replacement shipper whether it will receive the discount rate available to the releasing shipper.  The question was asked whether Mr. Novak was referring to a commodity discount or to a reservation discount.  He replied that he meant a commodity discount.  Mr. Young expressed concern that requiring the Transportation Service Provider (TSP) to provide notice may present timing issues.  Mr. Love explained that a TSP may not know until the bid is over with because it can’t be analyzed and may not be known until the award.  The question was asked whether silence on the part of the TSP would provide sufficient notice to a replacement shipper that discounts would not apply.  Discussion of each question was deferred until the subsequent meeting.
Noting that because FERC had opened the door to throughputs, Mr. Novak stated that in bringing this issue to the table, he had intended to foster a discussion about whether the NAESB standards should address the provision of notice concerning the applicability of discounts.  He stated that he was not advocating that a standard be created, or, if it were, what form that standard should take. 
Mr. Love noted that he knew how his organization would likely handle the situation, but added he was unaware whether other pipelines’ approaches would be similar.  Mr. Young stated that he did not perceive the need to develop a standard; he offered his opinion that there is no issue so long as the customer is not confused about what it will be charged.  He further noted that, if a standard is required, there will be a significant difference between the mechanisms needed for a 1-day transaction and a 10-year transaction.
The participants agreed to bring possible ways that their organizations might handle this situation to the next BPS meeting. 

4.
Next Meeting(s) and Agenda
The group agreed to next meet on April 29, 2010 from 9:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. Central.  The group created draft agendas for both the BPS meeting on that day.  BPS will meet from 9:30 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. and a joint meeting between the BPS and EDM subcommittees (to discuss the newly triaged R10001) will meet from 9:00 a.m. to 9:30 a.m. 
5.
Adjourn

The meeting adjourned by consensus at 11:00 a.m. 
6. 
Attendance

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


	Name - First
	Name - Last
	Organization
	Segment

	Tina
	Burnett
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	End User

	Valerie
	Crockett
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	End User

	Mike
	Novak
	National Fuel Gas Distribution
	LDC

	Kelly
	Brooks
	Williston Basin
	Pipeline

	Kathryn
	Burch
	Spectra Energy Transmission
	Pipeline

	Christopher
	Burden
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	Pipeline

	Mary
	Darveaux
	Northern Natural Gas
	Pipeline

	Dale
	Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	Pipeline

	Doug
	Field
	Southern Star Central Gas Pipeline
	Pipeline

	Bill
	Griffith
	El Paso Natural Gas
	Pipeline

	Tom
	Gwilliam
	Iroquois Gas Transmission System
	Pipeline

	Nancy
	Hetrick
	Northern Natural Gas
	Pipeline

	Brenda
	Horton
	Kern River Gas Transmission
	Pipeline

	Paul
	Love
	Natural Gas Pipe Line Company of America
	Pipeline

	Lori
	Myerchin
	Williston Basin
	Pipeline

	Micki
	Schmitz
	Northern Natural Gas
	Pipeline

	Kathy
	Thornton
	Enbridge Offshore
	Pipeline

	Ron
	Tomlinson
	Dominion Transmission
	Pipeline

	Kim
	Van Pelt
	Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line
	Pipeline

	Randy
	Young
	Boardwalk Pipelines
	Pipeline

	Catherine
	Abercrombie
	ConocoPhillips Company
	Producer

	James
	Culliton
	NAESB
	N/A
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