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Business Practices Subcommittee

Conference Call with Webcasting

Tuesday, March 25, 2025 from 9:00 AM to 11:00 AM
FINAL MINUTES
1. Administrative
Mr. Schoene opened the meeting and welcomed the participants.  Ms. Nagi provided the Antitrust and Other Meeting Policies reminder.  Mr. Schoene reviewed the agenda with the participants and suggested a revision to correct a typographical mistake. Mr. Lander moved, seconded by Ms. Van Pelt, to adopt the revised agenda as final.  The motion passed without opposition.
The participants reviewed the draft minutes from the October 15, 2024. Mr. Schoene and Mr. Gwilliam suggested revisions to correct typographical mistakes. Mr. McCord moved, seconded by Mr. Burden to adopt the draft minutes as final. The motion passed without opposition. The final meeting minutes may be accessed through the following link: https://www.naesb.org/pdf4/wgq_bps101524fm.doc 
2. Discuss Standards Request R24006 – Request to add two new data elements, “Off-System Downstream Contract Indicator” and “Off-System Upstream Contract Indicator” to the Nomination and Scheduled Quantity datasets and make conforming changes to the nomination key in NAESB WGQ Standard No. 1.3.27.
Mr. Schoene stated that the discussion would proceed without any votes, allowing ample time for further consideration outside of the meeting. If a vote was needed later, he would ask an interested party to draft a motion, which could be shared with the group to prompt action at the next meeting.

Mr. Schoene then opened the floor for the sponsor of Standards Request R24006 to present an overview. Mr. Gwilliam introduced the request for two new data elements, explaining that it was prompted by Iroquois Gas Transmission System’s first-time implementation of Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) confirmations with an interconnecting interstate pipeline. He highlighted a potential issue of matching contracts between Iroquois’ system and the interconnecting pipeline’s system, especially when the same entity is involved. This could cause confusion if both systems have the same contract number. The two new data elements would help distinguish between contracts on Iroquois' system and those on the interconnecting pipeline's system.

Mr. Lander asked about how the existing NAESB WGQ 1.3.27 standard, which already includes delivery locations and upstream transaction types, might differ from an off-system downstream contract. He also asked whether a downstream contract was mandatory and how it differs from an off-system downstream contract.

Mr. Gwilliam explained the issue with a hypothetical example: If Service Requester Contract 1 is assigned to Shipper A on Iroquois’ system, but Shipper A later uses Service Requester Contract 2 (belonging to Shipper B) on the interconnecting pipeline system, confusion can arise. If both contracts have the same number, it is unclear which one is being referenced. The new data elements would help resolve this confusion.

Mr. Lander acknowledged the explanation but requested a clearer example. Mr. Gwilliam agreed to provide one, noting that duplicate contract numbers had been found between systems, though not always with the same shipper. He clarified that Iroquois is a non-threaded pipeline, where confirmations occur at the contract level with the interconnecting pipeline. Since the systems do not differentiate between on-system and off-system contracts based on transaction type, the new elements are necessary.

Ms. Walker expressed support for the concerns raised but indicated that she was unsure of the issue, as upstream and downstream contracts were already identifiable. She also asked whether the issue was specific to Iroquois. She suggested that a visual representation might help clarify the situation.

Ms. Munson agreed with Ms. Walker's concerns. She noted that under the standards, the confirmation request is always made from the perspective of the sending party, with contracts identified as service requester contracts and counterparties corresponding to upstream or downstream contracts. She also raised concerns about the potential impact on commercial software systems, which could require updates if new data elements were introduced.

Mr. McCord, while noting that TC Energy had not encountered the issue, acknowledged the potential impact of such a change. He noted that the group had not fully considered the bidirectional nature of interconnections with other pipelines, where a downstream contract might apply to either pipeline. He stated that TC Energy would need to further examine the issue.

Mr. Schoene asked Mr. Gwilliam about the urgency of the request. Mr. Gwilliam stated that the request did not need to be completed immediately but ideally should be addressed during the current version. He offered to provide an example at the next meeting to clarify further.

Mr. Schoene then asked Mr. Gwilliam to walk through the proposed changes. Mr. Gwilliam explained that the modification would involve adding two new fields in Section 1.3.7, with the rest of the standard remaining unchanged. The new fields would include code values indicating whether a contract was on an off-system pipeline or not. Corresponding changes would also be made to the scheduled quantity data set to ensure the data flowed properly from the nomination screen to the scheduled quantity screen.

Mr. Lander requested that Mr. Gwilliam provide examples at the next meeting, especially clarifying how the changes would flow through the confirmation request and response data sets.

Mr. Connor asked if the example would address the consequences of not implementing the changes. Mr. Gwilliam explained that while no immediate operational impact would occur, it would make it difficult to clearly identify the issue in the EDI system. In such a case, non-user data fields, like User Data 1 and 2, might be used, though he was unsure whether those fields were in use. He emphasized that this would be a last resort, as it would lack clarity.
3. Discuss Standards Request R25001 – Request to modify NAESB WGQ Standard No. 1.4.5 – Scheduled Quantity to include missing pool volumes in the SQTS datasets.
Mr. Schoene thanked Mr. Bhatty and invited him to present his requests, noting that Mr. Bhatty, representing Enercross, would discuss three requests on behalf of various shippers using their software.

Mr. Bhatty introduced himself as new to NAESB and thanked the group for their work. He explained that the first request concerned the scheduled quantity data set. While most shippers are satisfied with 90-95% of pipelines, there’s an issue with pool nominations. When a shipper nominates only the takeaway or delivery side without the receipt side, the scheduled quantity data set becomes incomplete. This forces shippers to manually retrieve the missing data from the pipeline’s EBB, leading to inconsistencies. The request is to include the missing data in the scheduled quantity data set to ensure it is complete.

Mr. Schoene asked if Mr. Bhatty knew which pipelines were missing this data. Mr. Bhatty confirmed that one pipeline is already providing the missing data voluntarily, but others are aware of the issue and may address it in the future.

Mr. Lander supported the request, noting it would provide consistency across pipelines with pooling. Mr. McCord asked for clarification about Columbia Gulf and Columbia Gas pipelines, questioning whether the request involved seeing nominations from other parties in the pool. Mr. Bhatty clarified that on pipelines like Columbia Gas, the shipper nominates only the takeaway side, but still needs to see both the receipt and takeaway sides, which are visible on the EBB but not in the EDI data set.

Mr. McCord asked how one party’s nomination data could be shared with another in a pool. Mr. Bhatty explained that the request is not about sharing confidential data, but simply ensuring the same data visible on the EBB appears in the EDI data set.

Ms. Munson asked whether the request would involve sharing proprietary information of the upstream shipper data with downstream shippers. Mr. Bhatty clarified that it would not, and the request pertains only to the receipt and delivery data already visible on the EBB.

Mr. McCord asked why pool transactions were treated differently from other nominations in the scheduled quantity data set. Mr. Bhatty explained the issue arises when the shipper nominates only the takeaway side, but the data set only reflects the delivery side. He reiterated that the goal is to include both sides in the scheduled quantity data set.

Ms. Van Pelt pointed out that the issue doesn’t seem to require a new standard, but rather a more consistent application of existing ones. She noted that pipelines can’t be forced to follow the standards, as enforcement lies with FERC. Mr. Bhatty stated that they’ve contacted the pipelines involved and highlighted the missing data. Some pipelines acknowledged the issue but said their systems currently don’t include this data for one-sided nominations. Ms. Van Pelt agreed that this appears to be an issue of pipelines not following existing standards.

Mr. Lander asked Mr. Bhatty to provide examples of what’s missing in the standards. Mr. McCord offered to discuss specific examples offline, as he hadn’t encountered this issue. Ms. Hogge and Mr. Burden also invited Mr. Bhatty to reach out for further discussion.

Mr. Schoene suggested that the issue might be technical, as it affects only 5-10% of the industry, and could potentially be resolved. Mr. McCord agreed, questioning why pool transactions are treated differently. He suggested reviewing examples to clarify where the discrepancy lies. Mr. Lander noted that the issue could involve whether the nomination is for a shipper’s own pool or another, as this may affect how proprietary information is handled. He clarified that the concern is with the shipper’s own information, not others’ gas in the pool.

4. Discuss Standards Request R25002 – Request to modify NAESB WGQ Standard 5.4.25 to make mandatory the name, email address, and phone number of shipper in the Bids, Offers, and Awards dataset and the Replacement Shipper Contract Number in the Offers and Awards dataset. 
Mr. Bhatty explained that the request was related to the capacity release data sets, specifically the bid, offer, and award EDI data set. He noted that some shippers had raised concerns about the comparability between the EBB and EDI data sets. While shippers can view the name, email address, and phone number of the shipper who submitted a bid or offer on the EBB, this information is either optional or missing in the EDI data set. Mr. Bhatty further clarified that the request was to harmonize the two data sets by either displaying the name and email address in both or not showing them at all.
Mr. Schoene sought clarification to ensure full understanding of the issue. He acknowledged the discrepancy between the EDI and EBB, where shipper information, such as name and contact details, appeared on the EBB but was either optional or missing in the EDI data set. He asked whether the goal was to align the information in both data sets. Mr. Bhatty clarified that the request is to make the inclusion of the shipper's name and contact information mandatory in the EDI data set. He explained that while the EBB system is fine as it is, the EDI standard should be updated to require this information instead of leaving it optional or business conditional.
Ms. Munson noted that if the shipper's contact information is optional in the EBB, it should be treated the same way in the EDI data set for consistency. She asked whether making the fields mandatory was necessary or if the optional nature of the fields could remain in both data sets, as long as they are consistent with each other.
Ms. Hogge acknowledged that the releaser and release relationship contact information are currently optional in both the EBB and EDI data sets. She agreed that the issue likely stems from an oversight when the data elements were added and that it has not been addressed in many years. She emphasized that it could be easily resolved in technical discussions, but the main point of discussion is whether these fields should be made mandatory rather than remaining optional. Mr. Schoene asked if this was broadly speaking. Ms. Hogge confirmed. 

Ms. Munson explained that the EDI data sets were created with an idealistic approach, assuming the Dunn’s number or proprietary code would grant access to corresponding information. However, in practice, these numbers do not automatically provide counterparties’ details, such as addresses. She noted that understanding has evolved since then. While the Dunn’s number is required in EDI and conditional on the EBB, it is not actively used in EDI.
Ms. Hogge stated that the releaser data remains conditional on the EBB and EDI in the download, with the condition being whether the Dunn’s number or proprietary code is used. She noted that for the releaser contact details, including email, fax number, contact name, and phone number, the requirement is conditional upon the TSP’s specifications in the creation of the offer.
Ms. Munson noted that in the download for both EDI and EBB, none of the elements in the offer are marked as not used. She asked whether a standard capacity release is needed to specify that if the TSP collects the information in the EBB, they should also provide it. Ms. Hogge stated that in the bid data, the sender’s option applies, and discussions on this matter would typically take place in the technical group. She noted that if releaser contact data were made mandatory, it could then be either conditional or mandatory in the bid. She explained that one approach would be to make it conditional, allowing its inclusion in the bid if it is present in the offer. She highlighted that the key question is whether releaser contact information should be mandatory in the offer, as it is currently a sender’s option in the download and not required by all TSPs.
Mr. Lander explained that the term “sender’s option” was originally introduced for capacity release, with the releaser typically acting as the sender. While some pipelines required this information, a business standard later emerged where, if the sender provided information, the pipeline was required to include it. He suggested that if a business practice involves collecting information, it should be included in the download under comparability rules. He added that whether a pipeline displays the information on the EBB should follow the same approach: if required in the offer, bid, or award, it should also be included in the respective downloads.
Mr. Bhatty shared feedback from shippers, noting that some wish to publicize their bids and offers to increase visibility. He explained that the sender’s option is restrictive and proposed adding a category for TSP’s option, where the TSP is the sender. He provided an example where a shipper may want to share their contact details for inquiries, but the pipeline might choose not to disseminate this information, only showing it on the EBB. He requested that if the shipper wants to release information, it should be made available, while also allowing shippers to opt out of publicizing their information if desired.
Mr. Lander clarified that if the TSP requires information from the shipper, it should be included in the downloads. He expressed concern about the idea of a shipper preventing required information from being passed on, as it could create business process issues. He emphasized that if the pipeline requires information, it should be passed on, while shipper-provided information could be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.
Ms. Walker noted that in her experience, the bid and award generally match, except for the contract number, which causes confusion internally. She pointed out that, according to the chart, the contract number is not used in the offer, leading to further confusion. She suggested that whatever is decided, the contract number should be included. Additionally, she emphasized the value of contact information, as it allows parties to ask questions and provides useful clarification, which she sees as a positive.
Ms. Hogge clarified that the releasing shipper contract number would not be available until after the award, so it would not appear in the bid. She also asked if the reference to "contract" was a typo, suggesting it might have meant "contact" instead. Mr. Bhatty confirmed it was a typo. Ms. Hogge confirmed that super contract numbers are not granted until the award, so they are not available in the offer or the bid.
Mr. Lander explained that the contract number in the bid data set exists because of the practice where pipelines avoid issuing new contracts for each replacement transaction. Instead, they allow the bidder to specify which existing contract the capacity should be added to, or use a master contract. He clarified that if the contract number were made mandatory, it could disrupt existing practices. He emphasized that while the contract number is included in the bid data, it’s only used for prearranged deals, and changing its status could interfere with business practices.

Ms. Hogge agreed, noting that outside of mutually agreeable conditions, the contract number depends on the contract structure. She added that while it is used in creation, it is not included in the download (EBB or EDI), meaning shippers would never see it in the bid. She pointed out that the condition of being mutually agreeable is not specifically tied to prearranged deals in the current standard.

5. Discuss Standards Request R25003 – Request to modify timelines included in the NAESB WGQ Standard No. 1.3.37.
Mr. Bhatty explained that the request is to reduce the Nomination Quick Response (NMQR) processing time from 30 minutes to 5 minutes. He noted that while the 30-minute limit has been in place for years, technological advancements now allow pipelines to process EDI nominations much faster, often in under a minute. Mr. Bhatty highlighted that shippers are hesitant to use EDI due to perceptions of slower, less reliable processing compared to the EBB. Despite the security benefits of EDI, including NAESB encryption standards, the long response time is a major deterrent. The request aims to align the NMQR response time with current capabilities, providing a more attractive, secure option for shippers and potentially increasing EDI adoption. 

Mr. Burden noted, as a point of clarification, that nomination done online is protected through TLS encryption.  Ms. Van Pelt explained that the current NMQR standard, which has been in place for many years, sets a 15-minute response window after a quarter hour. For example, if a nomination is submitted by 9:01, the response can be sent by 9:30. This allows third-party service providers reasonable time to process nominations and respond without delay. She emphasized that most pipelines do not intentionally delay responses, with many processing nominations immediately. At Kinder Morgan, the average response time is well below five minutes, though maintaining this speed across high volumes can be challenging.

Ms. Van Pelt noted that the 15-minute window has remained unchanged to accommodate the operational needs of pipelines and third-party processors. While she acknowledged concerns about quicker processing, she stated that the system has not been adjusted to reduce the response time to 5 minutes, though the industry may need to reassess this in light of current capabilities.
Mr. Bhatty noted that while most interstate pipelines process nominations within 5 minutes, there are scenarios, particularly near the nomination deadline, where response times can extend to 15 or even 23 minutes. He explained that these delays create anxiety for shippers. Mr. Bhatty suggested increasing processing speed or dedicating more resources, such as adding memory to the server, to address the issue. He mentioned that some pipelines have already made such adjustments, resulting in faster nomination processing.
Ms. Van Pelt explained that, based on data from her pipelines, which represent one of the largest pipeline families, over 10% of nominations take longer than 5 minutes to process. She acknowledged that while occasional system issues may cause delays of 15 to 23 minutes, pipelines are working as quickly as possible to process nominations. Ms. Van Pelt emphasized that pipelines are committed to efficient processing and quick responses. She also noted that after processing, the data must be immediately moved through the confirmation process to ensure schedule quantities are issued on time. She assured that pipelines are not intentionally delaying nominations or withholding technology, but are doing everything possible to process nominations promptly for pipeline scheduling.
Mr. Bhatty clarified that there is a difference between submitting nominations through the EBB versus EDI. He explained that submitting directly to the EBB takes only a few seconds, while using EDI can take 5 to 10 minutes. Ms. Van Pelt explained that the issue stems from the need for third-party service providers to package, translate, and send out nominations for shippers, which adds extra time. She clarified that the standard was designed to ensure all parties had the same nomination deadline, whether they submitted nominations via EDI or the EBB. The 15-minute window was included to accommodate the time required by third-party service providers to process and send nominations. Ms. Van Pelt emphasized that the goal was to maintain a uniform 1:00 deadline for all parties, without extending the deadline for EDI submissions. She also explained that the timestamp element in the nomination is essential to ensure it meets the deadline, even when third-party services are used.
Mr. Bhatty explained that feedback from shippers indicates concern with the current standard. He noted that to ensure a nomination is submitted by 1:00 PM with 100% certainty, shippers feel they must submit their nomination by 12:30 PM. He pointed out that this is not the case for hand-typed nominations submitted directly through the EBB, where submissions are processed much faster. 

Ms. Van Pelt clarified that the timestamp on an EDI nomination must be by 1:00 PM. She explained that the 15-minute window is designed to account for the time needed to package, translate, and send the nomination to the pipeline. The nomination does not need to be submitted earlier than 1:00 PM; as long as it is received by 1:15 PM, the pipeline has until 1:30 PM to provide the quick response. She emphasized that shippers do not need to submit nominations 30 minutes early, as that would not be comparable.
Mr. McCord pointed out that while the system generally works well, processing several hundred or even thousand EDI requests in a single minute during the nomination cycle could create challenges. He explained that even without system issues, the sheer volume of requests makes it difficult for the system to process all of them within 5 minutes, which is where the system may struggle to keep up. Ms. Van Pelt clarified that while some may believe they need to submit their nominations 30 minutes early, she emphasized that this is not the case. Mr. Bhatty explained that another issue contributing to shippers' hesitancy to use EDI is the perception that the response time could take up to 29 minutes, which significantly discourages EDI adoption for nominations. Ms. Van Pelt acknowledged the concern, explaining that even if a nomination arrives at 1:01, it will not be held until the end of the time frame. She assured that it will be processed as quickly as possible, with an average response time of about one minute, or based on the actual processing time in each case.
Mr. Bhatty reiterated that there is no delay or holding of nominations but emphasized that the issue lies with the NMQR processing time, which is currently set at 30 minutes. He noted that with new entrants to the market, including AI, data centers, and LNG users, the volume of nominations is expected to increase. Therefore, his recommendation is to revise the standard to align with technological advancements, reflecting the faster processing capabilities available today.
Ms. Munson explained that there is an opportunity created here with how the standard is written. She noted that under the current structure, a shipper could submit a nomination at 12:31, before the 1:00 nomination deadline. This would allow the nominations to be batched, processed at 12:45, and the response sent out at 1:00. She clarified that this was not the intent of the standard but acknowledged that it inadvertently allows for this practice. Ms. Van Pelt emphasized the need to account for current technology, noting that while high volumes may take longer to process, EDI responses should be sent immediately after processing. She highlighted advancements like multithreaded processing, which enable more efficient transaction handling than the current standards.
Mr. Spangler explained that the original 15-minute window was based on the limitations of value-added networks, which no longer apply due to technological advancements. He suggested revising the standard to focus on a smaller time interval between the timestamp and quick response, rather than maintaining the quarter-hour concept. Spangler also noted that while shippers can submit EDI nominations up to the deadline, ensuring accuracy (e.g., contract number) is challenging. Unlike the EBB, EDI errors may not be detected until after a significant delay. He emphasized that validation and response time issues should be addressed separately.
Mr. Bhatty clarified that the issue is not with submitting the nomination, but with the quick response. If the nomination is rejected, the shipper would need to resubmit it, but by then, it would be past the deadline, making resubmission impossible.
Mr. Gwilliam explained that their batching system processes nominations every 2 to 5 minutes. While Iroquois can respond faster than the current 30-minute standard, he expressed concern about meeting a 5-minute turnaround due to this process. He clarified that EDI nominations are processed alongside EBB nominations, with whichever comes first being processed first. Mr. Gwilliam acknowledged that shortening the response time is possible, but asked how much shorter would be reasonable, considering Iroquois’ smaller size and fewer nomination compared to larger pipelines. Ms. Walker noted that the 15-minute response time has remained unchanged, while Mr. Bhatty’s mention of 30 minutes reflects perceived delays. She suggested revisiting version 3.2 and questioned if a 5-minute response time is realistic, believing 15 minutes is sufficient, especially for simple EDI errors that can be corrected before the response.
Ms. Munson suggested revising the standard with soft language to discourage batching nominations and quick responses. She recommended that both senders and receivers send transactions frequently to improve processing time and emphasized the importance of efficient business practices to avoid last-minute delays. Mr. Lander provided historical context, recalling a concern about EDI nominations being processed ahead of EBB nominations. While not formally addressed in the standards, it led to the understanding that pipelines could hold nominations until a deadline (around 11:00 AM) and process them equally. He emphasized that future discussions should avoid creating an advantage or disadvantage for either nomination method, considering this historical perspective.
Mr. Schoene raised a concern about the quick response process, noting that while it confirms receipt of the nomination and allows for verification, its potential to trigger processing should be carefully considered. He emphasized the need to clarify the overall purpose of the quick response and the potential consequences, both intended and unintended, before finalizing the timeline. He also asked whether pipelines have the flexibility to handle errors in EDI nominations submitted after the deadline and whether the standards allow for timely error correction without disrupting the nomination processing or pipeline scheduling.

Ms. Munson explained that the existing standard addresses nominations received after the deadline, ensuring they are processed only after those submitted on time. She then presented a scenario raised by shippers, highlighting a potential disadvantage for EDI users. In this scenario, a hand-typed nomination submitted close to the deadline could be rejected but resubmitted in time to meet the deadline. However, an EDI submission would receive a quick response at 12:14, leaving no time for the shipper to correct and resubmit any errors, placing EDI users at a disadvantage compared to hand-typed submissions.
Mr. Lander recalled a long-standing challenge in nomination scheduling, emphasizing the need to avoid manipulation through multiple submissions or different deadlines. He cautioned that changes to quick responses and corrections should not disrupt scheduling, expressing doubts about the potential for meaningful improvement.
Ms. Hogge supported Ms. Munson's suggestion and agreed with Ms. Van Pelt’s idea of collaborating with pipelines before the next meeting. She then explained that their pipelines have fixed, non-negotiable deadlines, and altering these could pose risks. She emphasized that the standards don’t allow exceptions for individual shippers and urged caution when considering changes to avoid unintended consequences.
Mr. McCluskey explained that some pipelines extend deadlines by 15 to 30 minutes to accommodate technical issues with EDI nominations, allowing shippers to correct and resubmit errors. While rare, this extension is offered as a courtesy. He also noted that during the final cycle, pipelines collaborate with upstream and downstream shippers to correct nominations, provided all parties are willing to adjust.
Mr. Spangler acknowledged the progress in technology and noted that, while there is no intention to reverse advancements, it might be time to simplify the standards and possibly adjust the timeline. He recognized the long-standing challenge of the gap between response time and deadlines and expressed interest in revisiting the issue.
6. Other Business
Mr. Schoene stated that he will work with the NAESB office to schedule the next meeting which will be held in two weeks. 
4.
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 11:04 AM Central on a motion by Mr. Lander, seconded by Mr. Spangler. 
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