Comments on Recommendations
for the 08 November 2007 WGQ Executive Committee
Submitted by Latitude Technologies
R01003 – This request would add a “System Management Service Quantity” data element. This is a 2001 request – does this implementation still fit the usage envisioned by the proposing pipelines? Moreover, if a System Management Capacity agreement is a separate agreement from the FT agreement, why won’t the “Quantity” field in the current Capacity Release transaction sets work?
R03010 – This request removes all Transactional Reporting references and examples of “Rate Reporting Level” from the TIBP and makes it SO. Is this data element still relevant? Can it be deleted altogether?

R03016 – This request would add a new code value – “Corrected/Updated” - to the Contract Status data element for transactional reporting. There are currently two code values for the Contract Status data element: “New” and “Amended”. The introduction of “Corrected/Updated” may cause confusion as to when the TSP should utilize the Change/Updated status vs. the Amended status.

The IR Subcommittee had several discussions and, at one point, proposed a clarifying definition for Change/Updated: “Data for the contract has been corrected or updated (not requiring an amendment to the contract).” 

It is suggested to mitigate confusion, this definition be included.
R03029 – This request would add a new System-Wide Notice Type – “TSP’s Capacity Offering” to the existing list of notice types in standard 4.3.29. 
	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition
	Code Value

	TSP’s Capacity Offering
	Transportation Service Provider’s firm capacity that is available and biddable. 
	14


Two suggestions: 1) remove the possessive from the label and 2) must the capacity always be “biddable”? Could this be used for Open Seasons? Suggest removing “biddable”. The revised standard would be:

	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition
	Code Value

	TSP Capacity Offering
	Transportation Service Provider’s firm capacity that is available 
	14


R04022 – This request would add three new reduction reason codes – two used for exceeding point design limits and one for “underperformance” of the confirming party – and makes conforming changes to an existing RRC definition.

	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition
	Code Value

	Exceeds Design Limit – Delivery Location
	The sum of the confirmed nominations exceeds the design capacity of the delivery location.
	EDD

	Exceeds Design Limit – Receipt Location
	The sum of the confirmed nominations exceeds the design capacity of the receipt location.
	EDR

	Underperformance of Confirming Party at Delivery Location 
	Underperformance reductions are applied at the delivery point when the operator's confirmations exceed the quantities actually being taken from the TSP by the point operator.
	UPD

	Underperformance of Confirming Party at Receipt Location 
	Nominated quantities at a transportation service provider’s receipt (supply) point exceed the demonstrated physical performance at the receipt location. Underperformance reductions are applied at the receipt point when the operator's confirmations exceed the quantities actually being delivered to the TSP by the point operator. 
	UPR


Suggestions:

1) Change “Limit” in the code value description to “Capacity”. This makes the term consistent with current NAESB OAC and Unsubscribed Capacity terminology and its own definition.

2) Keep the old definition and change the new “underperformance” definition to comport with the existing definition. The new definition changes the meaning of the RRC (from a comparison of nominated quantities to a comparison of confirmed and “actually being delivered” quantities) and the voice/timing (from present to passive). The prior definition is clearer and uses the correct tense. Is an altogether new code value needed?
	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition
	Code Value

	Exceeds Design Capacity – Delivery Location
	The sum of the confirmed nominations exceeds the design capacity of the delivery location.
	EDD

	Exceeds Design Capacity – Receipt Location
	The sum of the confirmed nominations exceeds the design capacity of the receipt location.
	EDR

	Underperformance of Confirming Party at Delivery Location 
	Nominated quantities at a transportation services provider’s delivery point exceed the demonstrated physical performance at the delivery location.
	UPD

	Underperformance of Confirming Party at Receipt Location 
	Nominated quantities at a transportation service provider’s receipt (supply) point exceed the demonstrated physical performance at the receipt locationNominated quantities at a transportation services provider’s receipt (supply) point exceed the demonstrated physical performance at the receipt location.
	UPR


R05005 – This request would add 6 nomination transaction types, four of which involve storage nominations:

	Storage Injection – Firm 
	A quantity of gas for firm storage service injection.
	113

	Storage Injection – Interruptible
	A quantity of gas for interruptible storage service injection.
	114

	Storage Withdrawal – Firm
	A quantity of gas for firm storage service withdrawal.
	115

	Storage Withdrawal – Interruptible
	A quantity of gas for interruptible storage service withdrawal.
	116


The additional storage transaction types could be confusing. Firm and IT storage rights are derived from the storage contact, not the nomination. For comparison, there are no “Transportation – Firm” or “Transportation – Interruptible” transactions types. Also FT and IT storage rights can apply to both the inj/wd rights and storage capacity rights - the proposed definitions are unclear about which rights are being nominated. It is also unclear how these Transaction types compare with the current transaction types of “Storage Injection”, “Storage Withdrawal” “Authorized Injection Overrun” and “Authorized Withdrawal Overrun”. Suggest more analysis is needed here.
R05006 – This request would add a validation code to the Nom QR:

	Code Value
	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition

	ENMQR590
	Maximum Daily Quantity exceeded on Third Party Contract
	[no definition necessary]


It is simply unclear how this will be used. Is the TSP tracking the values of some third party agreement? What third party contract is in question? More explanation is needed.

R05010 and R05012 – These are complementary request for a validation code and a reduction reason code for the case where “Nominated quantity exceeds the quantity previously elected for imbalance makeup.” 
Is there a reason why the code value descriptions for these two changes don’t match exactly? In particular, the RRC uses the term “Total” where the validation code does not.

RRC

	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition
	Code Value

	Total Nomination Quantity Exceeds Elected Quantity
	Reduction due to the total nominated quantity exceeding the quantity previously elected for imbalance makeup.
	QEE


Validation code

	Code Value
	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition

	ENMQR591
	Nominated Quantity Exceeds Elected Quantity. 
	Nominated quantity exceeds the quantity previously elected for imbalance makeup.


Suggest conforming changes to make these two changes match.
R06001 – This request would add two new nomination Transaction Types:
	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition
	Code Value

	Off-system Market
	Gas is delivered to an off-system market transaction.
	117

	Off-system Supply
	Gas is sourced from an off-system supply transaction.
	118


It is unclear from the request how these two transaction types will facilitate title transfers. The code value description seems to reflect upstream and downstream parties instead of nomination types. In fact, in the request, Kinder Morgan states: 
“One code value would serve to identify such an entity on the upstream facility while the other would serve to identify such an entity on the downstream facility.  Kinder Morgan proposes the descriptions of these new codes to be “Upstream Service Requester” and “Downstream Service Requester”.
More work is needed here.

R06012 – This request would add two new nomination Transaction Types:

	Code Value Description
	Code Value Definition
	Code Value

	Purchase
	[no definition necessary]
	119

	Sale
	[no definition necessary]
	120


The two code values are offered without explanation, definitions, or suggested changes to the TIBP on how they should be used. Most importantly, the request proposes to add these two transaction types only to the Scheduled Quantity and Invoices datasets, not the Nomination or Quick Response datasets. Since the transaction type data element is part of the nomination key, it is unclear how a SQ or Invoice using these transaction types could be utilized by a Service Requester without a corresponding nomination. Suggest more detail is needed.
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