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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:
Wholesale Gas Quadrant (WGQ) Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS) and Interested Industry Parties

FROM: 
Elizabeth Mallett, NAESB Deputy Director
RE:
Final Minutes from October 27-28, 2016 WGQ BPS Face-to-Face Meeting
DATE:

November 9, 2016
WHOLESALE GAS QUADRANT

Business Practices Subcommittee

Face-to-Face Meeting with Webcasting

Hosted by Dominion in Richmond, VA
Thursday, October 27, 2016 from 1:00 PM to 5:00 PM Eastern
Friday, October 28, 2016 from 9:00 AM to 3:00 PM Eastern
FINAL MINUTES
1. Administrative
Ms. Van Pelt opened the meeting.  The participants introduced themselves in person and over the phone.  Ms. Mallett delivered the Antitrust and Other Meeting Policies reminder and called the roll.  An agenda item calling for an update from the October 27, 2016 WGQ Executive Committee was added.  Mr. Field, seconded by Mr. Lander, moved to adopt the revised draft agenda as final.  The motion passed without opposition.  Ms. Van Pelt delivered a brief update from the October 27, 2016 WGQ Executive Committee meeting.
The participants reviewed the October 18, 2016 WGQ BPS draft minutes.  Ms. Hogge, seconded by Ms. Davis, moved to adopt the draft minutes as final.  There was no opposition.  The October 18, 2016 final minutes may be accessed at the following link: https://www.naesb.org//pdf4/wgq_bps101816fm.doc.
2.
Discussion on 2016 WGQ Annual Plan Item 3.b.v – GEH Forum Issue 36
Mr. Connor stated that many LDC participants are concerned that the proposal to limit confirmations to Level 2 will result in the loss of information that is needed for their processes.  [For background information on the levels of confirmation please see the September 29, 2016 WGQ BPS Final Minutes.]  Ms. Browning reviewed the posted work paper, Response #1 to Questions on NAESB BPS LDC Examples of Concern Re Elimination of Contract and Package Confirmation (E. Browning, Sabine Pass Liquefaction, LLC) - Submitted by P. Connor, AGA (Blue Text).  She stated that she submitted the questions based on the examples in the confirmation process.  The subcommittee noted that the black text is the original document, the red text is questions, and the blue text is the answers to the questions.  Concerning Example 1, Ms. Ferreira provided several circumstances specific to her market and emphasized that the current flexibility that LDCs have should not be lost.  Mr. Novak cautioned that the proposal may involve substantial changes and stated that the business systems affect the tariffs.  Ms. Davis agreed and stated that the subcommittee should be cognizant of unintended consequences during the process of shortening the confirmation process.  She stated that discussions at her company have uncovered several concerns with going to the shipper to shipper level.  The participants discussed the terminology used in the conversation and clarified that an upstream party is in receiving mode, while the downstream party is in the sending mode.
Concerning Example 2 in the work paper, Ms. Ferreira stated that the issue is making determinations when the volumes do not match.  She stated that the less detail provided, the harder it is to ensure that the buyer receives the gas.  She stated that she does not want to lose Package ID information on the pipelines that offer it.  Mr. Precht stated that while Ms. Ferreira only uses the Package ID information when it is available, his company needs the information to be able to allocate the gas.  He stated that, without the information, a lot of current operations would be restricted, including force majeure in some situations.  Mr. Connor stated that although only two LDCs put the work papers together, the examples reflect the concerns of numerous LDCs with varying operational structures.  Mr. Novak stated that his company needs to know the contract number because its tariffs and the regulations require that the retail customer be served by firm pipeline service.  He stated that when a gas residential customer is interrupted, the equipment needs to be relighted and it becomes a substantial issue.  Ms. Berninger stated that she supports the comments made by the other participants in the LDC segment.  She noted that a work paper was submitted from Consolidated Edison that explains that removing the level of confirmation would cause unintended consequences and may be counterproductive to the goal.  Mr. Lander asked a series of questions regarding pathed and non-pathed pipelines.

After some discussion, Ms. Munson summarized that the LDCs rely on the data from Package ID field for their business process.  She emphasized that the field is not of a Mandatory usage in the NAESB WGQ Business Practice Standards.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that entity to entity, the upstream and downstream party information, and whether the upstream or downstream contract was included in the nomination, are the only Mandatory items in the Request for Confirmation Dataset.  She stated that the rest of the fields are either Sender’s Option or Mutual Agreement.  Ms. Ferreira stated that she is not looking to mandate fields for pipelines who do not currently offer the information, but she would like to avoid losing the flexibility on the pipes that she currently transacts with.  Ms. Hogge stated that her company does not use Package ID and the several LDC customers nominate to virtual points behind the city gate while confirming at the city gate.  She asked why this level of detail is going into the confirmation and not the nominations.  Ms. Davis stated that her company mutually agrees to provide information that may benefit the parties.  She stated that the usage of the data element may be Mutually Agreeable because there is not another category of usage that fits and that should not be taken to mean that they are not important, as it may be critical to the business process.
Mr. Kijowski stated that it is crucial for the business of the LDCs to identify what gas goes where.  He explained that the LDCs are not asking for something new, but merely the ability to retain the parameters under which they currently operate in order to have an accounting on their system.  Mr. Lander stated that it may be reasonable to have a confirmation level model based on the point type, as the LDCs and the pipelines have a different set of needs.  Mr. Ravel noted that the reliability between the pipelines and the LDCs is not an issue in the majority of regions.  Mr. Peterson stated that he echoes the concerns raised by Mr. Novak and Mr. Conner.
The subcommittee discussed Example 3 in the work paper.  Ms. Ferreira stated that this examples details that there are multiple people in the chain, rather than two counterparties.
The subcommittee turned to the next work paper, Simplified Example Re LDC Concerns of Limiting Confirmations to Level 2 and Eliminating Confirmation by Contract and Package ID - Submitted by P. Connor, AGA.  Ms. Ferreira stated that the example provided in the document is a simplified model of Example 1 from the first work paper and may also be more realistic because it shows storage as well.  She stated that if there is only entity-to-entity confirmation, she may lose a critical market and have no way of ranking anything on a particular pipeline.  Mr. Gracey stated that he schedules by tariff and cuts based on shipper instructions based on what level.
The subcommittee reviewed the posted work paper, Response #4 to Questions regarding the NAESB LDC Concerns Re Confirmation Elimination of Contract and Package ID (E. Browning, Sabine Pass Liquefaction, LLC) - Submitted by P. Connor, AGA.  Mr. Precht stated that the work paper is from the point of view of a gas choice program wherein the most detailed pieces of information are necessary.  He stated that the contract number, the volume, and the Package ID are needed because he is required to balance customer usage daily with what is brought into the city gate.  Mr. Novak stated that the information gets provided as part of the confirmation set, but it is not necessarily something that his company would confirm upon.  Mr. Gunther asked whether, from the pipeline perspective, the Package ID could stay on the nomination grid.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that the Package ID is Sender’s Option to be utilized as the Service Requester sees fit.  She explained that on the confirmation the usage is Mutually Agreeable.  Mr. Gunther asked whether the pipelines would like to remove it.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that the item is required by the standards and regulations to be included once it is sent out.  The participants reviewed WGQ Business Practice Standard No. 1.2.2.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that her concern is that the LDC infrastructure is relying on information that is Mutually Agreeable and not Mandatory in the confirmation process.  She stated that the current industry practice is that only entity level confirmation is required.
Ms. Beringer stated that the work paper Issues with Moving Confirmations to Level 2 Comments Submitted by Consolidated Edison Company of New York/Orange and Rockland depicts how the Package ID is essential to the ability to sort out and balance the gas in the city gate.  She explained that the work paper provides a few points and examples on how the field is used to allocate gas correctly and balance services.  She noted that the subcommittee seems to agree that contract and Package ID should remain.  Mr. Lander clarified that the contract that Ms. Beringer is referring to is the contract on the pipeline bringing gas to her.  He stated that, in her case, the Package ID has information that is required for identification, but the Package ID field actually belongs to the shipper on the pipeline that is sacrificing the use of the field.  Ms. Beringer stated that the question is whether, in the streamlining of the confirmation process, the confirmations can be limited to Level 2, excluding the contract package information.  She stated that it seems that many agree that the information should remain in the process.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that the subcommittee has uncovered that a certain amount of the industry is relying on information that is not Mandatory usage.  She stated that this is not a reliable way to attain information and, further, the field belongs to the shipper.  Mr. Lander stated that the risk faced is that the usage of the field for providing that information may not last.  Ms. Davis suggested that a similar type data element in the confirmation process could be created as a field to serve the same purpose, rather than continuing to use Package ID.  She stated that it seems that the shipper is being forced to put in information where they could utilize that field to identify something else.  Ms. Ferreira stated that she has never seen the field used for any purpose other than providing information to the LDCs.  Ms. Davis stated that other marketers may want to use the field for a different reason, such as a pool top pool transaction.  Mr. Connor emphasized that Mutually Agreeable does not equate to unreliable.  Ms. Davis stated that there is a risk on relying on a Mutually Agreeable data element.  Mr. Novak stated that when the field for Package ID was created he thought it was redundant, but it caused no harm.  He stated that, over the years, the use of the element has increased because business changes have occurred.
The participants discussed the next work paper, Receipt Point Operator/Producer Level Confirmations Comments, Submitted by Y. Bourgeois, Anadarko Energy Services Company.  Mr. Bourgeois stated that he drafted these comments before he had an appreciation of what was Mutually Agreeable and what is Mandatory.  He stated that he does not want to see detail, only five numbers and a total as an operator, as some information is proprietary.
The subcommittee reviewed the work paper, National Grid Confirmations Comments, Submitted by A. MacBride, National Grid.  Mr. McBride stated that, in all three jurisdictions that his company operates, the Package ID corresponds to the marketer itself operating on his systems.  Mr. Gracey stated that he provides the downstream contract and the Service Requester entity on the confirmation, but the Service Requester contract is never sent out.  He stated that Package ID is different on a path non threaded model than a pathed model, as the Package ID is used in all three segments as an entity.
The participants discussed the potential paths moving forward, including a no action recommendation on the agenda item and the possibility of the LDCs submitting a status request.  Mr. Lander stated that he will submit a work paper for the next WGQ BPS conference call.  Several participants expressed concern that the subcommittee was attempting to fix a process that is not broken.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that the subcommittee has the option to vote that no action be taken on the item.  Ms. Crockett suggested that, rather than a no action vote on the item, the subcommittee determines that no action be taken at this time, as more information may come to light during the discussion on multiple confirmation levels.  Ms. Van Pelt noted that the subcommittee may also further consider the issue during its discussion on 2016 WGQ Annual Plan Item 3.b.ii.  Ms. Lyser stated that she prefers not to table the issue.  Mr. Schoene stated that the work paper and thoughts from the producer segment could be further considered.  The participants agreed to retain the option to discuss the annual plan item.
Mr. Lander put forth a motion to be considered during the November 2, 2016 conference call.  The motion was amended by Ms. Richman, Mr. Gracey, Ms. Van Pelt, and Mr. Schoene.

Motion: Keep the items regarding GEH Issue #36, confirmation levels, on the agenda in the additional discussion section.  Until such time, there is no decision on whether there will be changes to the level of confirmation.
3.
Next Meeting(s) and Agenda
The WGQ BPS has scheduled a conference call with webcasting for Wednesday, November 2, 2016 from 9:00 AM to 11:30 AM Central.  During this conference call, the participants will discuss and possibly vote on GEH-related Standards Request(s) and Annual Plan Items.
4.
Adjourn
Mr. Lander, seconded by Ms. Hogge moved to adjourn the meeting at 1:48 PM Central on October 28, 2016.  The motion passed without opposition.
Work Papers
Seventeen work papers concerning 2016 WGQ Annual Plan Item 3.b.v were submitted for the meeting: (1) Questions on NAESB BPS LDC Examples of Concern Re Elimination of Contract and Package Confirmation - Submitted by E. Browning, Sabine Pass Liquefaction, LLC; (2) Questions regarding the NAESB LDC Concerns Re Confirmation Elimination of Contract and Package ID - Submitted by E. Browning, Sabine Pass Liquefaction, LLC; (3) Questions regarding LDC BPS Work papers posted 10/18/16 - Submitted by S. Munson, FIS; (4) Letter from the WGQ BPS Chairs - Preparation for BPS Face-to-face meeting on 10/27-28/2016; (5) Work Paper of Skipping Stone for Consideration at Oct 27 2016 WGQ BPS Meeting; (6) Skipping Stone Questions to LDC Work Paper; (7) Response #1 to Questions on NAESB BPS LDC Examples of Concern Re Elimination of Contract and Package Confirmation (E. Browning, Sabine Pass Liquefaction, LLC) - Submitted by P. Connor, AGA (Blue Text); (8) Response #2 to Questions regarding LDC BPS Work papers posted 10/18/16 (S. Munson, FIS) - Submitted by P. Connor, AGA (Red Text); (9) Simplified Example Re LDC Concerns of Limiting Confirmations to Level 2 and Eliminating Confirmation by Contract and Package ID - Submitted by P. Connor, AGA; (10) Issues with Moving Confirmations to Level 2 Comments Submitted by Consolidated Edison Company of New York/Orange and Rockland; (11) Response #3 to Questions regarding the NAESB LDC Concerns Re Confirmation Elimination of Contract and Package ID (Skipping Stone) - Submitted by P. Connor, AGA; (12) Response #4 to Questions regarding the NAESB LDC Concerns Re Confirmation Elimination of Contract and Package ID (E. Browning, Sabine Pass Liquefaction, LLC) - Submitted by P. Connor, AGA; (13) Natural Gas Transportation Confirmations Primer Submitted by S. Munson, FIS; (14) What Happens to the Confirmed Quantity on the Pipeline Side Submitted by S. Munson, FIS; (15) Skipping Stone Follow-up Questions to NAESB BPS LDC Responses to Questions from Sabine #4; (16) Receipt Point Operator/Producer Level Confirmations Comments, Submitted by Y. Bourgeois, Anadarko Energy Services Company; (17) National Grid Confirmations Comments, Submitted by A. MacBride, National Grid.

5.
Attendees
	Name – First
	Name – Last
	Organization
	Segment
	Participation

	Karl
	Almquist
	Tallgrass Operations, LLC
	Pipeline
	By Phone

	Mark
	Anderson
	Paiute Pipeline Company
	Pipeline
	By Phone

	Trevante
	Bailey
	Dominion Transmission Inc.
	Pipeline
	In Person

	Jeff
	Bartoszek
	PSE&G
	LDC
	By Phone

	Susan
	Bergels
	Northwest National Gas Company
	LDC
	By Phone

	Marie
	Berninger
	Consolidated Edison Company of New York/Orange and Rockland
	LDC
	By Phone

	Jonathan
	Booe
	North American Energy Standards Board
	N/A
	In Person

	Paula
	Boone
	CenterPoint Energy Resources Corp.
	LDC
	By Phone

	YJ
	Bourgeois
	Anadarko Energy Services Company
	Producer
	By Phone

	Kelly
	Brooks
	WBI Energy
	Pipeline
	By Phone

	Rich
	Brown
	PJM Interconnection
	End User
	By Phone

	Emily
	Browning
	Sabine Pass Liquefaction, LLC
	End User
	By Phone

	Mykala
	Burroughs
	PJM Interconnection
	End User
	By Phone

	Chad
	Campbell
	Questar Pipeline
	Pipeline
	By Phone

	Gunther
	Carrero
	Consolidated Edison
	End User
	By Phone

	Douglas
	Chapel
	Consumers Energy
	LDC
	By Phone

	Craig
	Colombo
	Dominion Resources
	LDC
	By Phone

	Pete
	Connor
	American Gas Association
	LDC
	By Phone

	David
	Crabtree
	TECO/Peoples Gas System
	LDC
	By Phone

	Valerie
	Crockett
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	End User
	In Person

	Elizabeth
	Curtis
	Consumers Energy
	LDC
	By Phone

	Dale
	Davis
	Williams
	Pipeline
	In Person

	Kathy
	Ferreira
	New Jersey Natural Gas
	LDC
	In Person

	Douglas
	Field
	Southern Star Central Gas Pipeline
	Pipeline
	By Phone

	Brian
	Fields
	Calpine Energy Services
	End User
	By Phone

	Brian
	Fitzpatrick
	PJM Interconnection
	End User
	By Phone

	Randy
	Freidman
	Northwest Natural Gas
	LDC
	By Phone

	Dennis
	Gee
	PG&E
	LDC
	By Phone

	Brady
	Gould
	Piedmont Natural Gas
	LDC
	By Phone

	Mark
	Gracey
	Kinder Morgan Inc.
	Pipeline
	In Person

	Tom
	Gwilliam
	Iroquois Gas Transmission System
	Pipeline
	By Phone

	Ronnie
	Hensley
	Southern Star Central Gas Pipeline
	Pipeline
	In Person

	Sherry
	Hill
	TransCanada Pipelines Limited
	Pipeline
	By Phone

	Roy
	Hiller
	Southern Company Services
	End User
	By Phone

	Micki
	Hoffee
	Northern Natural Gas 
	Pipeline
	By Phone

	Rachel
	Hogge
	Dominion Transmission Inc.
	Pipeline
	In Person

	Richard
	Ishikawa
	Southern California Gas Company
	LDC
	By Phone

	Scott
	Johnson
	Northwest Natural Gas
	LDC
	By Phone

	Natalie
	Karas
	Environmental Defense Fund
	End User
	In Person

	Andrea
	Key
	
	
	By Phone

	Drake
	Kijowski
	PSE&G Energy Resources &Trade
	LDC
	By Phone

	Bill
	Kostecki
	PSE&G
	LDC
	By Phone

	Robert
	Kott
	California Independent System Operator
	End User
	By Phone

	Deborah
	Kupczyk
	National Fuel Gas Supply Corp.
	Pipeline
	By Phone

	Greg
	Lander
	Skipping Stone
	Services
	In Person

	Valerie
	Lane
	Consumers Energy
	LDC
	By Phone

	Tomasz
	Lange
	Tenaska, Inc.
	Services
	By Phone

	Eric
	Larson
	Questar Pipeline
	Pipeline
	By Phone

	Nancy
	Leatherland
	Enbridge
	Pipeline
	By Phone

	Valerie
	Lehmann
	Consumers Energy
	LDC
	By Phone

	Nichole
	Lopez
	Kinder Morgan
	Pipeline
	In Person

	Shelly
	Lyser
	Consolidated Edison
	End User
	By Phone

	Andrew
	MacBride 
	National Grid
	LDC
	By Phone

	Elizabeth
	Mallett
	North American Energy Standards Board
	N/A
	In Person

	Marcy
	McCain
	Spectra Energy Transmission
	Pipeline
	In Person

	Willis
	McCluskey
	Salt River Project Agricultural Improvement & Power
	End User
	By Phone

	Steve
	McCord
	Columbia Gas Transmission LLC
	Pipeline
	In Person

	Michelle
	Mendoza
	Piedmont Natural Gas
	LDC
	By Phone

	Brian
	Mohr
	Pacific Gas & Electric
	LDC
	By Phone

	Richard
	Moreno
	Energy Transfer Equity
	Pipeline
	By Phone

	Ann
	Mountford
	Pacific Gas & Electric
	LDC
	By Phone

	Sylvia 
	Munson
	Fidelity National Information Services
	Services
	In Person

	Sherry
	Neph
	ONEOK
	Pipeline
	By Phone

	Mike
	Novak
	National Fuel Gas Distribution Corporation
	LDC
	By Phone

	Donald
	Peterson
	Pacific Gas & Electric 
	LDC
	By Phone

	Phil
	Precht
	Baltimore Gas and Electric
	LDC
	In Person

	Deepak
	Raval
	NiSource
	LDC
	By Phone

	Jenn
	Renninger
	UGI Utilities
	
	By Phone

	Ginger
	Richman
	New Jersey Resources Energy Services
	Services
	In Person

	Douglas
	Rudd
	New Jersey Natural Gas Company
	LDC
	By Phone

	Chad
	Runninger
	
	
	By Phone

	Michael
	Russ
	National Fuel Gas Supply Corporation
	Pipeline
	By Phone

	Oscar
	Santillana
	Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
	N/A
	By Phone

	Ben
	Schoene
	ConocoPhillips Company
	Producer
	In Person

	Lisa
	Simpkins
	Exelon Generation Company
	Services
	In Person

	Sarah
	Stabley
	Piedmont Natural Gas
	LDC
	By Phone

	Janene
	Steckleberg
	Tenaska
	Services
	By Phone

	Joe
	Sterrett
	Tallgrass Operation
	Pipeline
	By Phone

	Robert
	Sullivan
	California Independent System Operator
	End User
	By Phone

	Jeff
	Swidor
	NJR Energy Services
	Services
	By Phone

	Terri
	Tingler
	ONEOK
	Pipeline
	By Phone

	Michael
	Tita
	Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
	N/A
	In Person

	Kim
	Van Pelt
	Boardwalk Pipeline Partners, LP
	Pipeline
	By Phone

	Lori
	Van West
	Xcel Energy
	LDC
	By Phone
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