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James Culliton, NAESB Staff Attorney

RE:
WGQ Business Practices Subcommittee (“BPS”) – Final Minutes – December 2, 2009

DATE: 
December 16, 2009

NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD

WGQ Business Practice Subcommittee

Conference Call

December 2, 2009 – 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 and called roll.  Ms. Burch called attention to a typographical error on the proposed agenda and proposed a modification.  Ms. Davis moved to adopt the agenda as modified and Ms. Burch seconded the motion.  The motion passed without opposition. After a motion by Ms. Davis that was seconded by Ms. Crockett, the group voted unanimously to adopt the July 2, 2009 meeting minutes as amended by Ms. Davis and provided prior to the meeting.
2.
Discussion and Possible Vote on WGQ Joint IR/Technical Memo to BPS, dated 11/24/2009, re: R08020

. 

Ms. Van Pelt provided a brief history of the issue.  To view details of this item, see Attachment 1 to these minutes – Joint IR/Technical Memo and the modifications made to such during this meeting which can be located at http://www.naesb.org/pdf4/wgq_bps120209a1.doc .
Ms. Davis explained that the joint IR/Technical Subcommittee is proposing modifications to NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. 4.3.28, 4.3.29, and 5.3.35, and the addition of two new WGQ Standard Nos. 53.3x1 and 5.3.x2.  The genesis of this proposal is the desire for increased granularity in the notices and the corresponding e-mails of such.  The joint IR/Technical Subcommittee determined that there needs to be 15 new Notice Types in addition to the 10 existing ones.  Additionally, it was recognized that with this increased level of granularity in the Notice Types, a single notice may be able to be categorized under more than one Notice Type.  Therefore, the joint IR/Technical group developed the ability for a Transportation Service Provider (TSP) to be able to send more than one Notice Type in a given notice / e-mail.  In anticipation of needing even more granularity, the decision was made to provide for TSP Notice Types as opposed to adding a plethora of Notice Types that are specific to individual TSPs.  Ms. Davis further explained that WGQ Standard No. 4.3.29 is also proposed to be modified to shorten the Notice Type abbreviations (for both the existing ones as well as the new ones) as much as possible due to  size constraints imposed by e-mail subject lines.  Ms. Van Pelt further explained the history within the joint IR/Technical Subcommittee underlying the creation of the new Notice Types.  The joint IR/Technical group was attempting to balance the need for granularity with the risk of e-mail inundation.  Their goals were to: 1) provide more Notice Types for the recipients’ internal routing purposes; 2) modify the Technical Implementation of Business Processes (TIBP) by adding a section explaining where Critical Notice information can be found in the corresponding email; 3) and add a Sample Paper of what a Critical Notice e-mail could look like in the TIBP. 

Mr. Novak stated that he understood the need for such compromise.  In discussing proposed Standard No. 5.3.x1, Mr. Novak stated that he preferred the use of uniform standards in this instance.  He explained that rather than making it optional as to whether a TSP sends more than one Notice Type in a given notice versus sending the same notice out multiple times with one Notice Type per notice.  He clarified that should the TSP determine that more than one Notice Type is applicable to a given Critical Notice, that those notice should conform to this new standard. 

Mr. Kardas asked whether this would require internal coordination in a situation where two groups within a company customarily send identical announcements relating to one event.  Ms. Van Pelt replied affirmatively, using the example where a hurricane could cause both Gas Control and Scheduling divisions to send the same e-mail notice to the same recipient.  Mr. Gwilliam asked whether a company would now be required to evaluate whether multiple Notice Types apply and include all that are applicable. ..  Ms. Van Pelt said, no.  .  Mr. Spangler noted that stringing multiple notices together could prove inefficient and possibly counter-productive.

Ms. Burch asked why in proposed Standard No. 5.3.x1 it specifies that there is no hierarchy in the order in which the Notice Types appear in the e-mail subject line. Ms. Davis explained that it was to clarify that all the Notice Types are of equal importance and not to assume the first one is the most important. . Specifically, the concern was that recipients not overlook the additional Notice Types in the e-mail, especially for ones that do not directly affect their department.  Ms. Davis pointed out that the definition of “Critical” can be found in WGQ Standard No. 5.2.1 and described what events could trigger the sending of a notice.  Mr. Love noted that some pipelines send out e-mails with non-critical information also contained in the subject line. 

Mr. Spangler asked for clarification regarding the goals of incorporating TSP Notice Type abbreviations into NAESB ones.  Ms. Van Pelt replied that it was two-fold: 1) to categorize Notice Types that are might be commonly used by multiple TSPs; and 2) to not end up with a long list of Notice Types that are only applicable to one TSP – similar to the situation we have with transaction type codes in the nomination. 

Mr. Spangler suggested that WGQ Standard No. 4.3.28 be additionally changed so that it includes the same language as is in the last sentence from proposed WGQ Standard No. 5.3.x2 (the fact that the first Notice Type can not be a TSP-defined Notice Type).  Ms. Van Pelt asked where the code values were defined.  Ms. Davis replied that they are found in the Code Values Dictionary for the data element Notice Type which is reflected on Attachment #4 from the November 17, 2009 Joint IR/Technical meeting at pp.7-8 (http://www.naesb.org/pdf4/wgq_ir_tech111709a4.doc ). 

Ms. Davis raised the question whether, relating to NAESB WGQ Standard No.5.3.38, spaces before or after a comma in the e-mail subject line causes a problem for parsing.  After some discussion, the participants decided not to prescribe any chosen methodology. 

The issue was raised of the possible need to clarify the “should when appropriate” wording in NAESB WGQ Standard No.5.3.x1.  The participants decided to defer discussion of this item since it can be addressed in the modifications to the TIBP. 

Ms. Davis made the following motion:

Modify existing NAESB WGQ Standard Nos. 4.3.28, 4.3.29, and 5.3.38 and new NAESB WGQ. Standard Nos. 5.3.x1 and 5.3.x2 as reflected on the attachment to these minutes. 
Mr. Novak seconded the motion. Mr. Gwilliam offered his support with the understanding that the TIBP be so modified.  Ms. Van Pelt asked for any opposition; there was none, and the motion passed.   

3.
Discussion on WGQ IR/Technical Report to BPS, dated 10/28/2009, re: Initial Analysis of Capacity Release Re-design

Ms. Van Pelt explained that there had been a proposal to eliminate the capacity release uploads via EDI and that there had been discussion on combining the upload and the download data dictionaries.  BPS had asked the Joint IR/Technical Subcommittee to look at what that would mean and report back to BPS.  Ms. Davis clarified that IR/Technical had examined the offer process to determine what it would look like.  IR/Technical is coming to BPS with its report along with Attachment 1 –a preliminary view of a revised Offer data set, Attachment 2 – a table showing at a very high level the impact on the existing capacity release data sets, and Attachment 3 – a list of standard and interpretations affected if the NASEB WGQ capacity release upload documents are eliminated.  The report and attachments can be located at:

Report: 

http://www.naesb.org/pdf4/wgq_bps120209w1.doc 
Attachment 1:
http://www.naesb.org/pdf4/wgq_bps120209w2.doc 

Attachment 2:
http://www.naesb.org/pdf4/wgq_bps120209w3.doc 

Attachment 3:
http://www.naesb.org/pdf4/wgq_bps120209w4.doc
It was pointed out that on Attachment 1,  the primary difference in the Data Dictionary is in the “usage” column.  Otherwise, the modifications to the Data Dictionary were to provide brevity and clarity. . 
Mr. Spangler asked whether it was possible to just delete the requirement of using EDI to communicate the offer upload data set entirely.  Ms. Davis answered that, while possible, the initial idea of combining the upload and the download into one data set was rooted in pipelines’ common practice of using the same EBB screens for both.  Ms. Van Pelt and Ms. Davis then jointly expressed the idea that one of the goals is to minimize ongoing maintenance and redesign issues down the road.  Ms. Van Pelt said that this item will be added to the next agenda for a possible vote. 
4.
Review of the following Business Practices Requests for Discussion Only:


R09008

NGPL

Discussion of this item was deferred to the following meeting. 

R09009

Kinder Morgan Energy Partners

Discussion of this item was deferred to the following meeting. 

R09010

Boardwalk Pipeline

Discussion of this item was deferred to the following meeting. 

R09012
Boardwalk Pipeline

Discussion of this item was deferred to the following meeting.

R09013

NGPL

Discussion of this item was deferred to the following meeting. 

R09014

Tennessee Valley Authority

The request was to create a section/heading under Informational Postings called Regulatory to include all filings made to the FERC.  Ms. Crockett asked that the participants consider doing so in order to make the tracking of FERC filings more straightforward.  She discussed the common perception that key regulatory data, such as Final Rulings and any follow-up compliance filings that may flow from such a ruling, gets obscured by less crucial data on the FERC website.  There was considerable discussion of the merits of this suggestion. 

Ms. Crockett then revised her request to ask that an initial RP filing be 1) required to be posted on the filer’s website; and 2) that any such filings can be found at a standard location on each filer’s website.  It was observed that, since other types of filings are also important, it might be difficult to decide which filings to include and which to exclude from this new standard.  An alternative was suggested: the placement of a hyperlink on the filing company’s website linking to the FERC website where the initial filing is found.  Mr. Gwilliam articulated that he would not support this request, since it would in effect duplicate what FERC already does.  Additionally, he pointed out that some filings are confidential and FERC only posts public information.  Ms. Van Pelt moved to postpone discussion of this item as well as items R09016 and R09018 until the next conference call. 

5.
Next Meeting(s) and Agenda

The participants provisionally set the next conference call for Wednesday, December 16, 2009 from 9:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. Central, pending coordination with the NAESB meeting calendar. 

6.
Adjourn

Ms. Davis moved to adjourn the meeting.  Ms. Crockett seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned at 4:12pm Central.  

7.
Attendance 
	Name - First
	Name - Last
	Organization
	Segment

	Catherine
	Abercrombie
	ConocoPhillips
	Producer

	Jonathan 
	Booe
	NAESB
	N/A

	Susan
	Braden
	Golden Pass Pipeline
	Pipeline

	Katherine
	Burch
	Spectra Energy Transmission
	Pipeline

	Christopher
	Burden
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	Pipeline

	Valerie 
	Crockett
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	End User

	James
	Culliton
	NAESB
	N/A

	Dale
	Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	Pipeline

	Rhonda
	Denton
	BP Energy
	Producer

	Bill
	Griffith
	El Paso Natural Gas
	Pipeline

	Dona 
	Gussow
	Florida Power & Light
	End User

	Tom 
	Gwilliam
	Iroquois Gas Transmission System
	Pipeline

	Brenda
	Horton
	Kern River Gas Transmission Company
	Pipeline

	Joe
	Kardas
	National Fuel Gas Supply
	Pipeline

	Paul
	Love
	Natural Gas Pipe Line Company of America
	Pipeline

	Mike
	Novak
	National Fuel Gas Distribution
	LDC

	Mike
	Schisler
	Natural Gas Pipe Line Company of America
	Pipeline

	Micki
	Schmitz
	Northern Natural Gas
	Pipeline

	Leigh 
	Spangler
	Latitude Technologies
	Services

	Kim
	Van Pelt
	PEPL
	Pipeline

	Mark
	Wilke
	Columbia Gulf Transmission
	Pipeline

	Randy
	Young
	Boardwalk Pipelines
	Pipeline
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