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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 November 14-15, 2019 WGQ BPS, WGQ Contracts, and WGQ EDM Subcommittees Conference Call
DATE:

January 9, 2020
WHOLESALE GAS QUADRANT

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

Conference Call with Webcasting

Thursday, November 14, 2019 from 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Central
Friday, November 15, 2019 from 9:00 AM to 2:00 PM Central
DRAFT MINUTES
1. Administrative
Mr. Sappenfield opened the call and welcomed the participants. Ms. Mallett read the Antitrust and Other Meeting Policies and called the roll. Mr. Sappenfield reviewed the agenda with the participants. The adoption of draft minutes was struck from the agenda.  Ms. Crockett, seconded by Mr. McCord, moved to adopt the revised agenda as final. The motion passed without opposition.
2. Discussion on Standards Request R18007-B/2019 WGQ Annual Plan Item 5.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.
Mr. Sappenfield noted that several work papers were posted for the meeting, including Chair’s Work Paper (WP5), 6.4.2 Transaction Confirmation Dataset TIBP (WP6), 6.4.2 Transaction Confirmation Data Dictionary (WP7), and Definitions and New Standards (WP8).
The subcommittees continued to review the Scenarios for Usage of the Transaction Confirmation Dataset section of WP6.  Ms. McCain asked whether the Receipt Timestamp is reset under Scenario C when the Seller sends a revised after the Buyer disputes.  Ms. Sieg stated that the clock starts over when the revised is received.  The participants revised the Receipt Timestamp data element to reflect the conversation.  Mr. Burden stated that the Initial Transmittal Date should be retained, as the date does not change.  Mr. McCord clarified that the Initial Transmittal Date is the date that the initial transmission is received, while the Trade Date refers to the date the deal is made on the phone.
The participants considered adding time zones to the definitions, but determined that all times are Central Clock Time (CCT), as stated in NAESB WGQ Standard No. 0.3.17.  It was noted that vendors may use time zones and those would need interpretation.  Ms. Crockett explained that vendors would develop software under CCT.  She added that the vendors may have their own time zone, but runs the tracking on CCT.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that his company utilizes “Seller Time Zone” and “Buyer Time Zone.”  Ms. Crockett stated that entities know how to convert the time stamp to CCT. The participants considered a scenario where an office moves and switches time zones and a scenario under which one company in a time zone operates in another time zone as a practice.  Ms. Hogge stated that the topic being discussed is a data element with a timestamp and there are no existing standards that require the timestamp to be in CCT.  The subcommittees determined that the delta from Coordinated Universal Time (UTC) should be added instead of a time zone.  The Receipt Timestamp data element was modified to state that the time should be recorded in CCT.
Under Scenario E, the conversation turned to whether the revisions should be numbered or a timestamp should be created.  Ms. McCain suggested that a standard be created to convey that the transaction with the highest version number is the one that is the currently active transaction.  She stated that, any time the Confirming Party sends a transmission, the transaction number goes up by an increment.  It was noted that the non-confirming party would never increment the number.
The subcommittees added language for the Introduction of the Transaction Confirmation for consistency.  Further, the participants recapped the process of executing and completing a Transaction Confirmation.  During the next meeting, the subcommittees will continue to review the Dispute Transaction Confirmation section of WP6.
The subcommittee modified the following work papers to reflect the discussion during the meeting: 6.4.2 Transaction Confirmation Dataset TIBP (WP6) (Revised); 6.4.2 Transaction Confirmation Data Dictionary (WP7) (Revised); and Definitions and New Standards (Revised).
3. Other Business
The NAESB office will announce the next Joint WGQ Subcommittees meeting when more details are available. 
4.
Adjourn
Mr. Sappenfield moved to adjourn the meeting at 1:49 Central on November 15, 2019.  Ms. McCain seconded the motion.  The motion passed without opposition.
5.
Attendees
	First Name
	Last Name
	Company

	Christopher
	Burden
	Enbridge (U.S.) Inc.

	Pete
	Connor
	Rep. for American Gas Association

	Valerie
	Crockett
	Tennessee Valley Authority

	Mark
	Gracey
	Kinder Morgan Inc.

	Rachel
	Hogge
	Dominion Energy Transmission Inc.

	Nichole
	Lopez
	Kinder Morgan Inc.

	Elizabeth
	Mallett
	North American Energy Standards Board

	Marcy
	McCain
	Enbridge (U.S.) Inc.

	Steven
	McCord
	TransCanada Pipelines Limited

	
	
	

	Farrokh
	Rahimi
	Open Access Technology International, Inc.

	Keith
	Sappenfield
	Cheniere Corpus Christi Liquefaction, LLC

	Ben
	Schoene
	ConocoPhillips

	Lisa
	Sieg
	LG&E and KU Services Company

	Leigh
	Spangler
	Latitude Technologies LLC
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