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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), WGQ Contracts Subcommittee, and WGQ Electronic Delivery Mechanisms (EDM) Subcommittee, and Interested Industry Parties

FROM: 
Elizabeth Mallett, NAESB Deputy Director
RE:
Draft Minutes from February 12-13, 2020 WGQ BPS, WGQ Contracts, and WGQ EDM Subcommittees Face-to-Face Meeting
DATE:

February 14, 2020
WHOLESALE GAS QUADRANT

Joint WGQ Contracts, Electronic Delivery Mechanisms, and Business Practices Subcommittees

Face-to-Face Meeting with Webcasting

Wednesday, February 12, 2020 from 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Central
Thursday, February 13, 2020 from 9:00 AM to 3:00 PM Central
DRAFT MINUTES
1. Administrative
Ms. Munson opened the meeting and welcomed the participants.  Ms. Mallett provided the Antitrust Guidelines and Other Meeting Policies reminder and called the roll.  Ms. Munson reviewed the agenda and stated that the review of draft minutes should occur during the next meeting.  Mr. Burden moved to adopt the revised agenda as final.  Ms. Crockett seconded the motion which passed without opposition.
2. Discussion on 2019 WGQ Annual Plan Item 5.b/(Standards Request R18007-B) – Develop standards and definitions for Transaction Confirmation data set to support formation of electronic version of transaction confirmation under the Base Contract including fully staffed data dictionary and associated code values.
Ms. Munson noted that Mr. Burden updated the 6.4.4, 6.4.3, 6.4.1, and 6.4.2 work papers that were posted for the meeting.  Mr. Burden stated that, during the last meeting, the participants reviewed the FERC Index of Customers (IOC) requirements for creating a hierarchical flat file and decided to follow that format.  He stated that all four of the work papers he submitted model that FERC IOC format.  Ms. Munson stated that the work papers will be posted as clean for the March 3-4, 2019 meeting.
6.4.2 Transaction Confirmation Data Dictionary
Mr. Burden stated that some changes were made to the 6.4.2 Transaction Confirmation Data Dictionary Work Paper for consistency.  For example, the Header Group was reworded to be shorter and more succinct.  Other sections of the table were broken out to make a new table and resulted in substantial changes.  He stated that whenever a section was intended to repeat, it was reorganized into a whole other section and, where “D-U-N-S®” appeared, it was removed from the data element name.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that the information did not change, but was merely reorganized.  Mr. Burden agreed and clarified again that there were no changes to the data elements.  Ms. McCain suggested that Performance Obligation Choice be added below the Performance Obligation Data line.
The 6.4.2 Transaction Confirmation Data Dictionary Work Paper as revised during the meeting may be accessed by clicking here.
6.4.3 Sales and Purchase Invoice Data Dictionary

The participants reviewed the 6.4.3 Sales and Purchase Invoice Data Dictionary and added a Code Value Description for Invoice Quick Response Indicator.  Mr. McCord stated that, during the last meeting, “FF-R/EDM” was used to differentiate from a regular flat file, with the “R” referring to the record identifier.  The participants decided that “FF-H/EDM,” with the “H” referring to a hierarchical structure, will be used instead of FF-R/EDM.  Mr. McCord asked how the Electronic Funds Transfer Due Date differs from the Due Date data element.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that there is only one Due Date.  Ms. McCain stated that payment by check should be submitted a few days before the Due Date, so it depends on the method of payment.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that Section 7.2 of the NAESB WGQ 6.3.1 NAESB Base Contract for Sale and Purchase of Natural Gas (Base Contract) does not distinguish from the existing payment.  Ms. Munson stated that the term, Electronic Funds Transfer Due Date, may have come from a sample invoice that was submitted by a participant instead of the Base Contract.  The subcommittees agreed to strike through the term in hardline in order to highlight its removal in subsequent documents.  Ms. Munson noted that the term Currency was changed from Sender’s Option to Mandatory usage.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that the customer may have an invoice without the contract and, so, the invoice should be Mandatory usage.

Mr. McCord asked why the incrementing of the version number would stop under the data element Invoice Version Number.  Ms. Munson stated that a final version should not be incremented.  Ms. McCain stated that prohibiting the increments could lead to two files that are final versions with the same version number.  The participants agreed that once an invoice has an Invoice Status that is final, it can be incremented.  Mr. McCord asked for an example a of Previous Invoice Identifier.  Ms. Munson stated that, if she sends a preliminary invoice and is asked to correct that invoice later, then a second preliminary invoice will be sent.  Ms. Munson suggested putting more information surrounding the data element in the Technical Implementation of the Business Process (TIBP).  Mr. Sappenfield suggested making the data element Mutually Agreeable.  The participants agreed that the practice of incrementing a final invoice was not ideal and, thus, should not be included in the TIBP without further clarification.  The participants added a clarifying note for the Previous Invoice Identifier explaining that the data element should only be used when a new Invoice Identifier is issued for every version of an invoice and should be used to associate the new Invoice Identifier to the previous version of the invoice.  The definition of Previous Invoice Identifier was also modified to clarify that the invoices are corrected within the same accounting period.  The subcommittees agreed to review the TIBP at a later time to ensure that Invoice Version Number and Previous Invoice Identifier data elements are sufficiently explained.

The subcommittees determined that the Contact Group loop should be placed in the main table as Contact 1 and Contact 2.  The payer contact information – email, fax number, instant messaging carrier, IM ID, etc. – was removed as unnecessary.  Ms. McCain explained that including the payer contact information is akin to managing the internal distribution of notices.  Ms. Crockett stated that excluding the information creates flexibility for the receiving party.  The subcommittees agreed that the payee data should be retained on the invoice.

The participants reviewed the Detail Group section.  Transporter Delivery Location Name was modified to clarify that the data element refers to the Location Name that corresponds to the identified Delivery Location.  Transporter Delivery Location was modified to change “must” to “should” and to clarify that other commonly available identification for the Location can be utilized if the Location is not shown in the Transporters 0.4.4 Location Data Download.  The participants discussed whether the Delivery Point was to be a name or a number.  Ms. Munson stated that it is a more specific location than, for example, Market A or a city gate.  Mr. Burden requested that “Delivery Point Alternate” be marked as a Parking Lot item because, when sent, the field may occur more than one time.  Mr. Gracey stated that the two data elements – Transporter Delivery Location and Transporter Delivery Location Name – begin with “Transporter Delivery Location” which is misleading, as it seems to refer to the Delivery Location of the Transporter, rather than that of the Seller.  The participants determined that the data elements with “Transporter Delivery Location” are consistent with Exhibit A, or the Transaction Confirmation, in the Base Contract and should be retained.  Ms. McCain and Ms. Munson drafted clarifying language in the definition and the notes of the data elements.

The 6.4.3 Sales and Purchase Invoice Data Dictionary Work Paper as revised during the meeting may be accessed by clicking here.
6.4.3 Sales and Purchase Invoice Dataset TIBP
Ms. Munson reviewed the introductory language of the 6.4.3 Sales and Purchase Invoice Dataset TIBP.  The participants discussed the terms under which the 6.4.3 Sales and Purchase Invoice should be used and added the concepts as a second paragraph in the introductory language of the TIBP.  It was noted that the general terms and conditions of 6.3.1 would include Exhibit A of the contract.  The participants returned to the beginning of the TIBP and reviewed the introductory language.  In the Business Process section, the participants noted that formatting would need to be applied.  The participants drafted additional language concerning preliminary and final invoices sent between the payer and payee in the introductory language.  The group also added numerous sections to clarify the Technical Process section.
The 6.4.3 Sales and Purchase Invoice Dataset TIBP as revised during the meeting may be accessed by clicking here.
6.4.2 Transaction Confirmation TIBP

Ms. Munson reviewed the 6.4.2 Transaction Confirmation TIBP with the participants.  Several paragraphs were added to clarify the Header Group and to explain when the Transaction Confirmation is binding in the introductory language.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that an entity should dispute in two days, or the Transaction Confirmation is binding.  The Confirm Deadline is a number or a default of two business days.  Mr. McCord asked whether the Confirm Deadline would need to be included in an electronic contract.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that you could include the modification in the Base Contract, rather than having Special Provisions for the change.  Ms. Crockett stated that the larger WGQ Contracts Subcommittee group should discuss the proposal to modify the Base Contract.
Ms. Munson reviewed proposed language concerning electronic Transaction Confirmations with the participants.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that, in Section 1.3 of the Base Contract, if the parties send an electronic Transaction Confirmation using the Transaction Confirmation Dataset, the Receiving Party must accept the Transaction Confirmation prior to the Confirm Deadline; otherwise, the Transaction Confirmation is null and void.  That concept was added to the Parking Lot.  The participants reviewed the TIBP for any mention of the phrase “explicitly accept” or similar language in order to conform to the proposed change to Section 1.3 of the Base Contract that was placed on the Parking Lot.

Ms. McCain asked whether a void should be sent in a scenario where the non-initiating party does not respond by the confirmation deadline.  Mr. Sappenfield added that the scenario where one party sends a Transaction Confirmation, then the non-initiating party initiates its own Transaction Confirmation dataset may also need to be addressed.  The participants discussed whether the first Transaction Confirmation to be accepted should be the one that is utilized.  Ms. McCain noted that both parties could accept.  Mr. Sappenfield and Ms. Munson agreed that a requirement to accept the Transaction Confirmation could solve the issues.  The introductory language of the TIBP was modified for clarity.  Ms. McCain asked whether Tennessee Valley Authority would give both parties the ability to initiate or have only one party initiate during the testing of the standards.  Mr. Burden stated having both parties possibly initiate, and void, if necessary, may be the simplest procedure.  Ms. Crockett agreed.  Ms. McCain stated that adding notice to the Transaction Confirmation and the Base Contract may be beneficial.  Mr. Sappenfield noted that the exchange of Transaction Confirmations would necessitate changes to the parties’ system.  The participants agreed that the scenarios could be addressed with a separate standards development request.
The participants moved onto the scenarios in the Usage of TC Dataset section and deleted Scenario A because it was passive, with no acceptance required.  Scenario B was modified to replace “Transaction Confirmation Data Section” with “Header Group.”  Mr. Burden volunteered to reorganize the sections of the Transaction Confirmation Dataset lists in the Scenarios.  Ms. McCain and Mr. Sappenfield offered to provide assistance.  The participants discussed a termination for the Transaction Confirmation under Scenario E.  Mr. McCord asked what would be sent before the Transaction Confirmation starts.  Mr. Burden suggested creating another code value offline.  Ms. McCain agreed to return to the subject of termination during the next meeting or offline.  The possible development of a termination was added to the Parking Lot.  Regarding Scenario F, Mr. McCord suggested that the number increment, the participants agreed and modified the number increment to a Value of 2.
The 6.4.2 Transaction Confirmation TIBP as revised during the meeting may be accessed by clicking here.

6.4.4 Sales and Purchase Invoice Quick Response Data Dictionary
Ms. Munson briefly reviewed the 6.4.4 Quick Response Data Dictionary Work Paper with the participants.
The 6.4.4 Sales and Purchase Invoice Quick Response Data Dictionary may be accessed by clicking here. 
3. Other Business
The next WGQ BPS, Contracts, and EDM meeting will be held on Tuesday, March 3, 2020 from 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Central and Wednesday, March 4, 2020 from 9:00 AM to 3:00 PM Central.  The meeting is open to all interested parties.
4.
Adjourn
Mr. McCord moved to adjourn the meeting at 3:00 PM Central on February 13, 2020.  Mr. Burden seconded the motion.  The motion passed without opposition.
5.
Attendees
	First Name
	Last Name
	Company
	Participation

	Christopher
	Burden
	Enbridge (U.S.) Inc.
	In Person

	Craig
	Colombo
	Dominion Energy
	By Phone

	Pete
	Connor
	Rep. for American Gas Association
	By Phone

	David
	Crabtree
	Tampa Electric Company
	By Phone

	Valerie
	Crockett
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	In Person

	Lorena
	Gonzales
	Gunvor USA LLC
	By Phone

	Mark
	Gracey
	Kinder Morgan Inc.
	In Person

	Bill
	Hebenstreit
	SWN Energy Services Company, Inc.
	By Phone

	Ronnie
	Hensley
	Southern Star Central Gas Pipeline
	By Phone

	Jonathan
	Lietzke
	Gunvor USA LLC
	By Phone

	Nichole
	Lopez
	Kinder Morgan Inc.
	In Person

	Elizabeth
	Mallett
	North American Energy Standards Board
	In Person

	Marcy
	McCain
	Enbridge (U.S.) Inc.
	In Person

	Steven
	McCord
	TransCanada Pipelines Limited
	In Person

	Sylvia
	Munson
	44 Farris, LLC
	By Phone

	Farrokh
	Rahimi
	Open Access Technology International, Inc.
	By Phone

	Deepak
	Raval
	NiSource
	By Phone

	Oscar
	Santillano
	Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
	By Phone

	Keith
	Sappenfield
	Cheniere Corpus Christi Liquefaction, LLC
	In Person

	Ben
	Schoene
	ConocoPhillips
	By Phone

	Leigh
	Spangler
	Latitude Technologies LLC
	By Phone
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