[image: image1.png]0

I

0




North American Energy Standards Board

801 Travis, Suite 1675, Houston, Texas 77002

Phone:  (713) 356-0060, Fax:  (713) 356-0067, E-mail: naesb@naesb.org


Home Page: www.naesb.org

via posting

TO:
Interested Industry Parties

FROM: 
Cory Cummings, NAESB Counsel
RE:
Wholesale Gas Quadrant (WGQ) Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS) Meeting Draft Minutes – July 7, 2011
DATE:
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WHOLESALE GAS QUADRANT
BPS Meeting
July 7, 2011 – 9:30 AM to 4:30 PM Central
Hosted by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
DRAFT MINUTES
1.
Administrative

Participants were welcomed to the meeting and those in the room and on the phone introduced themselves.  Ms. Cummings provided the antitrust guidance.  Ms. Van Pelt moved, seconded by Ms. D. Davis, to adopt the agenda.  The motion passed unanimously.  The subcommittee reviewed Ms. Davis’ redlined edits to the March 31, 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

Ms. Van Pelt provided a review of the efforts to date on WGQ 2010 Annual Plan Item No. 7 – Location Codes.  The subcommittee discussed this topic at length during meetings starting in November 2010, as well as at the WGQ Executive Committee (EC), the WGQ Leadership meetings and the Board of Directors meetings.  A straw vote of the EC approved an informal comment period for feedback on modifying the standards to replace common codes with proprietary codes.  Two sets of comments were received.  Because this change impacts the regulations in three locations, FERC feedback was needed before moving forward on this issue.  
Mr. Goldenberg stated that any feedback given was the view of the FERC staff present at the meeting and did not reflect the views of the Commission.  He had two questions: 1) would it be possible to associate the proprietary codes across pipelines in the same manner as the common codes; and 2) would there continue to be an ability to download the codes?  Mr. Love suggested the creation of a cross-reference from the old numbers to the new numbers.  Most of the pipelines today have the DRN associated with their proprietary code in an internal system.

In discussing the codes, Mr. Kepple noted that while the PI Grid Code did contain intelligent information, the DRN code does not.  Ms. Davis noted that the PI Grid Code is not a stable number, but can change with location corrections.  Mr. Kepple stated that the original intent was to use the PI Grid Code as the DRN.  Mr. Lander stated that the DRN is a data base key; the intelligence is built into the PI Grid Code.  Further, every proprietary code is assigned a distinct and unique DRN, therefore you have a DRN for each side of a location.  He proposed, if the DRN is replaced with a proprietary code, that the corresponding up/down proprietary code for the other pipelines be provided.  This would allow those who want to know which locations are interconnected with other pipelines by the absence or presence of the up/down information.  
In discussing how to identify the interconnects, Mr. Goldenberg noted that interconnects are currently identified two ways, through the up/down code or the PI Grid Code.  Ms. Davis noted the DRN does not provide that information today other than as a reference point back to the PI data base.  She stated that if the pipelines provided the same level of data on the pipelines websites, interested parties could still identify the interconnects.  Mr. Goldenberg responded that there would no longer be a master data list, but rather participants would have to reconstruct it from the pipelines websites.  

Mr. Spangler stated that one of his concerns, when this issue was first presented, was that identifiers could no longer be unique.  In talking with industry participants, there was an indication that marrying the proprietary code with the pipeline ID could establish uniqueness.  Mr. Dobbins noted that DRN numbers do not change, even if ownership changes.  Could the same be said for proprietary codes?  Ms. Davis explained that generally, pipelines do not change existing codes due to complexity and historical data.  Mr. Lander confirmed that in his experience over the last 16 years, that no pipelines have changed their proprietary numbers.  
Ms. Taylor asked if the pipelines would be able to get all of this interconnection information from the other pipelines.  Mr. Love responded that pipelines are in daily contact with the interconnected pipelines during the confirmation process, so he did not think this would be an issue.  She asked if the same was true for the smaller pipelines.  Mr. Spangler stated that he had spoken with numerous pipelines and there was no opposition to the changes the WGQ BPS was proposing.  Ms. McQuade stated that these changes were sent out for an informal comment period and there were no comments expressing that concern.  She noted that NAESB had a limited ability to get feedback from industry in the way a NOPR could.  Ms. Van Pelt added that the subcommittee did everything possible to get feedback on this issue.  Mr. Gwilliam stated that he represented a smaller interstate pipeline that only has 24 points on its system.  While he did have concerns with the program changes that may be required, he was not opposed to using proprietary codes or getting the interconnect information, however he is waiting to see the final solution.  Ms. Van Pelt said that those discussions have not occurred because the subcommittee wanted to discuss these changes with FERC prior to any technical work being completed.
Mr. Love stated that one suggestion that was discussed in previous WGQ BPS conference calls was the use of the FERC ID plus the proprietary code to build a unique number.  It was agreed that this would not work with those companies that did not file tariffs.    

In reviewing Capacity Center’s comments, FERC staff noted that certain fields are not used.  Mr. Lander responded that the fields that were not used were not business helpful.  He provided an explanation for each of the data fields he proposes to eliminate.  Mr. Goldenberg noted that, for transaction codes, if the pipeline posts a database on its website, they would be required to have that code to indicate if a point has been added since the last update.  FERC would want that historic information, if it changed over time.  Mr. Lander explained that the combination of the update date along with the active/inactive date would provide that information.  Mr. Gwilliam asked Mr. Lander to explain the two new fields: ‘Rate Zone’ and ‘Operating Area’.  Mr. Lander responded that they were added to provide information on areas that are routinely constrained.  After further discussion, it was agreed to rename them ‘Rate Zone’ and ‘Location Zone’ to avoid confusion.  
FERC staff asked how it would be known which item was used in the ‘Point Locator’ field.  Mr. Lander responded that they were all different, which is why the field was sender’s option.  Ms. Davis noted that there is nothing currently in the IHS database to provide that information.  She suggested that another field for ‘Point Locator Type’ could be added to clarify that issue.
FERC staff agreed that they thought the direction that the WGQ BPS was considering was acceptable, as long as they are able to access the up/down code information.
The subcommittee proceeded with a review of the three proposed standards presented by Capacity Center in its comments:

Proposed Standard A:

A TSP should make available within the Informational Postings section of its website a list of all such TSP’s Location Codes with all the mandatory fields in the above Location Code Table filled in.  Conditional Fields should be filled in as applicable to such TSP.  A TSP may provide data in the Sender’s Option fields to the extent the TSP chooses to do so.  A TSP may add other Fields to the right of the last specified Field (i.e., UPDATE DTM) to the extent they choose to do so.
Proposed Standard B:

A TSP should make its Table of Location Codes available for download as a file in a Comma Delimited Format with the Location Code Table Field Names as the first row of the file.  A TSP may make the Location Code Table available for download in additional formats as well. 
Proposed Standard C:

A TSP should update its Table of Location Codes with new Location Code(s) prior to such code(s)’ initial use for transactional business, (i.e., capacity release, nomination, confirmation and scheduling, allocation, as well as reporting available capacity information).  

Mr. Goldenberg asked if there was a difference between what would be posted for viewing in Proposed Standard A and what would be posted for download in Proposed Standard B.  He suggested that, for some of the items, words would be more useful than codes.  Mr. Lander stated that Proposed Standard A addressed content and Proposed Standard B addressed access and Proposed Standard C was timing/frequency.  Ms. Davis indicated that the WGQ already has definitions for data element usages, so Proposed Standard A is not needed.  Mr. Lander concurred.  Mr. Love stated the WGQ already has a standard that provides the requirements for flat files so Proposed Standard B is not needed either.  Mr. Lander stated that he had not considered the format.  That will be addressed further by the subcommittee.
Mr. Goldenberg asked if proprietary codes were ever longer than nine digits, because FERC’s forms limited the number of digits to nine.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that all have a minimum of 2 and a maximum of 17 digits.  Mr. Young stated that the field length in the FERC Index of Customers form is 17.  There was also discussion on whether to make the format of the download tab-delimited or CSV (comma separated value).  Most in the room stated they preferred a CVS format.  Ms. Davis noted that these issues will be discussed during the technical development process
The subcommittee discussed the next steps in developing the standards.  Mr. Goldenberg suggested that the subcommittee develop the business practices and submit them to FERC for approval prior to the development of the technical implementation.  Several BPS members disagreed with this approach.  It was explained that FERC approval of the standards without the technical implementation will result in non-standardized implementation and then a second implementation after it is standardized.  Mr. Goldenberg stated that, aside from official FERC approval, there is no guarantee the standards will be accepted by the Commission.  The subcommittee agreed to continue to include FERC staff in the standards development process.  FERC’s main concern is the data set, conditions and download of information, not the EDI work.  
FERC staff noted that they will receive requests for extensions to implement this change and asked if there would be a problem if some pipelines are granted an extension and continue to use the old codes while others transfer to the new process using proprietary codes.  The subcommittee responded that there should not be a problem.
3.
Next Steps
Mr. Love noted that conference call meetings have been scheduled for July 28, August 4 and August 11, 2011 for the BPS to discuss additional standards and the general data requirements for a download.  The subcommittee will present an update on this Annual Plan item to the WGQ EC at its August 2011 meeting.
4.
Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at 2:41 pm Eastern. 

6. 
Attendees

	Name – First
	Name – Last
	Organization
	Segment
	Attendance

	Catherine
	Abercrombie
	ConocoPhillips Company
	Producer
	Phone

	Kelly
	Brooks
	Williston Basin
	Pipeline
	Phone

	Kathryn
	Burch
	Spectra Energy
	Pipeline
	In Person

	Christopher
	Burden
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	Pipeline
	In Person

	Valerie
	Crockett
	TVA
	End Users
	In Person

	Cory
	Cummings
	NAESB
	N/A
	In Person

	Melissa
	Curtin
	IHS
	Services
	Phone

	Dale
	Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	Pipeline
	In Person

	Kelly 
	Do
	IHS
	Services
	Phone

	Tony
	Dobbins
	FERC
	N/A
	In Person

	Megan 
	Doss
	Spectra Energy 
	Pipeline
	In Person

	Doug
	Field
	Southern Star
	Pipeline
	Phone

	Michael
	Goldenberg
	FERC
	N/A
	In Person

	Mark
	Gracey
	Tennessee Gas Pipeline
	Pipeline
	In Person

	Bill 
	Griffith
	El Paso Natural Gas
	Pipeline
	Phone

	Tom
	Gwilliam
	Iroquois Gas Transmission
	Pipeline
	In Person

	Rachel
	Hogge
	Dominion Transmission
	Pipeline
	In Person

	Andy 
	Kepple
	IHS
	Services
	Phone

	Debbie
	Kupczyk
	National Fuel Gas Supply
	Pipeline
	In Person

	Greg
	Lander
	Capacity Center
	Services
	Phone

	Paul 
	Love
	Natural Gas Pipe Line Company of America
	Pipeline
	In Person

	Rae
	McQuade
	NAESB
	N/A
	Pipeline

	Patricia
	Morris
	FERC
	N/A
	In Person

	Tony 
	Robbins
	FERC
	N/A
	In Person

	James
	Sarikas
	FERC
	N/A
	In Person

	Leigh 
	Spangler
	Latitude Technologies
	Services
	Phone

	Beth
	Taylor
	FERC
	N/A
	In Person

	Ron 
	Tomlinson
	Dominion Transmission
	Pipeline
	In Person

	Kim 
	Van Pelt
	Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line
	Pipeline
	Phone

	Lisa
	Yearwood
	Concordia University College of Alberta
	N/A
	Phone

	Randy 
	Young
	Boardwalk Pipelines
	Pipeline
	Phone
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