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April 21, 2025
WHOLESALE GAS QUADRANT

Business Practices Subcommittee

Conference Call with Webcasting

Thursday, April 10, 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. Mr. Gwilliam proposed moving agenda item 2 to agenda item 5. Mr. Lander moved, seconded by Ms. Hogge, to adopt the revised agenda as final.  The motion passed without opposition.
The participants reviewed the draft minutes from the March 25, 2025. Mr. Lander suggested revisions to correct typographical mistakes. Mr. Lander moved, seconded by Ms. Hogge to adopt the draft minutes as final. The motion passed without opposition. The final meeting minutes may be accessed through the following link: https://naesb.org/pdf4/wgq_bps032525fm.doc  
2. 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 asked Mr. Bhatty to provide an overview of the request. Mr. Bhatty explained that during the last meeting, participants discussed the option of resolving the enhancement request directly with the pipelines rather than escalating it to the standards group. He noted that he has contacted a few pipelines offline and those discussions are still ongoing. If the pipelines are able to resolve the issue, he would not move forward with the request.

Mr. Schoene asked whether this applied to all pipelines or only specific ones. Mr. Bhatty clarified that the issue is limited to a few pipelines where shippers have reported discrepancies, and that other pipelines do not appear to show any mismatch between the EBB and EDI. Mr. Schoene then asked whether the request would be withdrawn if the issue is resolved directly. Mr. Bhatty confirmed. Mr. Schoene asked the pipeline representatives to confirm whether this would be an appropriate solution.

Mr. McCord stated that, from their side, there is no issue with the existing standards. He explained that the problem flagged by Mr. Bhatty involves downstream nominations from the pool that do not belong to the shipper. Their system assigns each pool its own contract and location, allowing the pool operator to view the data; however, the information appears in the “Scheduled Quantity for Operator” dataset rather than the “Scheduled Quantity for Service Requester.” He added that while further troubleshooting is needed, this seems to be the core issue.

Mr. Bhatty responded that as long as the data is available in an EDI dataset, even under “Scheduled Quantity for Operator,” it would be acceptable for the shippers. He also noted that he did not submit a formal working paper to the group, as he shared real production examples directly with each pipeline due to the confidential nature of the data. Mr. McCord acknowledged this and explained that while the investigation is ongoing, it appears the “Scheduled Quantity for Operator” dataset was originally designed for major interconnects and does not currently cover virtual locations, which applies to these pooling points. He added that even if the dataset were switched, additional work would still be needed on their side.
Mr. Burden stated that their pipeline is facing a similar issue involving logical or virtual points, and additional work would be required to include them. However, he noted that they see a path forward for resolving the problem.

Ms. Hogge explained that, like Mr. McCord and Mr. Burden, they had reviewed the information from Mr. Bhatty. She mentioned that their pool setup wouldn’t be fully addressed by the “Scheduled Quantity for Operator” dataset. Resolving the issue might require not just system changes but also adjustments to the business model and tariff. She added that they are still evaluating options and will reach out to Mr. Bhatty once more clarity is available.

Mr. Schoene asked if there were any other comments or questions. He then deferred to Mr. Bhatty, noting that further discussions seemed necessary, and concluded that no action on the recommendation would be appropriate today. Mr. Bhatty agreed.
3. 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. Schoene asked Mr. Bhatty for any updates. Mr. Bhatty confirmed there were no updates since the last meeting.

Mr. Schoene inquired about the Replacement Shipper Contract Number, questioning its mandatory status when it is not always known during the process. He requested clarification on the process logic. Ms. Van Pelt explained that the Replacement Shipper Contract Number is not part of the Offer dataset, as it is typically assigned at the award stage. She noted this is standard practice across multiple pipelines, with the number appearing in the Award dataset.

Mr. Lander confirmed that the process starts at the Award stage when the Replacement Shipper Contract Number is assigned. He also explained that the sender's option field in the Offer dataset could provide contact details for bidders but is optional. He stated that making the contract number mandatory at the Offer stage is not feasible since it is not determined yet.

Ms. Van Pelt added that for pre-arranged deals, the contract number may be known earlier, but the field is marked as "mutually agreeable" instead of mandatory, acknowledging that practices vary among pipelines and shippers. Ms. Munson further clarified that some pipelines may display the awarded contract number later in the offer process, but this data comes from a related dataset and would not have been known when the offer was posted.

Ms. Hogge referenced the R25002 Work Paper, noting that making the Replacement Shipper Contract Number mandatory is not feasible because it is conditional in the creation of the offer. She emphasized the need to consider the different conditions for how data is presented in EDI versus EBB. Mr. Schoene acknowledged his earlier misunderstanding and noted the distinction between creation and download processes.

Ms. Munson explained that the reason for making certain elements business-conditional in the creation of the offer was that some pipelines did not want to receive redundant contact information. She reiterated that pipelines always have this information but should not be required to include it unless necessary. She referenced section 4.3.86, which states that if multiple electronic delivery mechanisms are used, the same business results should apply, and if data is displayed on the website, it should also be available for download via EDI.

Mr. Bhatty agreed with Ms. Munson’s points and suggested making the Replacement Shipper Contract Number optional instead of mandatory, as it is not always available on all pipelines. He recommended giving shippers the option to choose whether or not to make contact information public, as some may want more bidders while others may prefer to keep it private. Regarding the award dataset, he emphasized the importance of including the Replacement Shipper Contract Number to facilitate automatic booking of trades.

Mr. Schoene asked for clarification on whether Mr. Bhatty wanted EBB and EDI processes for downloads to be consistent. Mr. Bhatty confirmed. Mr. Schoene then asked whether this would require a change in standards or a reexamination of pipeline practices. Mr. Busch expressed concern from a commercial perspective, noting that revealing bidder identities during the bidding process could discourage participation. He stated that making it mandatory would be problematic.

Mr. Schoene clarified that the proposal does not involve changes to bidding information, only the releaser’s contact information, and emphasized that the change would apply only to the winner in the award dataset. Mr. Busch confirmed this, noting that the concern had been about mandatory bidder information, which was not the intent. He suggested clarifying the request to avoid confusion. Mr. Schoene agreed and recommended updating the request.

Mr. Lander confirmed that bidder contact information is not included in the bid dataset in the way it is displayed. Ms. Hogge clarified that the issue concerns ensuring consistency between what is displayed on the website and what is available in the EDI download, stressing that if information is shown on the website, it should also be available in EDI.

Ms. Van Pelt reminded the group that while standards can be established, NAESB does not enforce them, and regulations require comparability. She explained that if a pipeline displays data on its website that is not available elsewhere, it would be a concern. She noted that displaying data from different datasets together, as seen in the award screen after being sent in EDI, would be acceptable.

Mr. Gwilliam highlighted that this issue is more technical when reviewing the offer dataset. He suggested that the releaser’s contact information should be conditional based on its display on the pipeline’s website, rather than being made mandatory in EDI. He agreed with the potential change but emphasized the importance of clarifying the standards for business-conditional fields.

Mr. Lander suggested that Mr. Bhatty submit a redlined work paper for the next meeting to move the discussion forward. Mr. Bhatty agreed.

4. Discuss Standards Request R25003 – Request to modify timelines included in the NAESB WGQ Standard No. 1.3.37.
Mr. Schoene opened the discussion on the request. Ms. Van Pelt noted that the pipelines had met to develop proposed wording. She had reached out to Ms. Munson, who shared a draft for consideration. The pipelines reviewed the draft earlier in the week and again that morning, making minor edits. However, there was not enough time to circulate the revisions or seek legal review.

Ms. Van Pelt, speaking for Kinder Morgan, stated that during her preparation for the meeting, she found that about 10% of nominations on one of their largest pipelines took longer than five minutes to process. She expressed that, given this variability, a five-minute standard would be unrealistic. Processing times can range from three to eight minutes but still fall within the 15-minute tunnel time. She explained that while the pipelines support the intent behind Ms. Munson’s draft, which proposed processing upon receipt and sending a quick response afterward, pipelines typically poll for data at fixed intervals rather than immediately. Legal review would still be needed before any agreement could be made. 

Ms. Van Pelt added that pipelines are not intentionally delaying nominations and clarified that if a nomination arrives at 1:01, it is not held until 1:30 for a response. She also explained that EDI nominations are not fully equivalent to online nominations, as the standard allows for a 1:00 timestamp to account for packaging, processing, and response time. Field- and line-level validations would continue to be handled through online systems. She noted that pipelines are still refining the language.

Mr. Bhatty clarified that the request was focused on a change to the NMQR/EDI data set, not the nomination processing time itself. He explained that under the current standard, pipelines are allowed up to 15 minutes to process nominations, but in practice, shippers often receive the NMQ Response 28–30 minutes later, or sometimes even longer, which creates a comparability issue. He noted that part of the delay could stem from pipelines processing other EDI requests, such as bid offers, awards, and UPDs, on a first-come, first-served basis.

Mr. Bhatty recommended giving nominations priority over other EDI datasets and offered to include this suggestion in a work paper or as an update to the original request.

Ms. Munson asked for clarification on whether "processing time" referred to the time to process the nomination. She suggested that the real delay is in nomination processing, particularly with large batches. Mr. Bhatty confirmed that the delay typically happens when pipelines poll for new submissions every 3 to 5 minutes. If a nomination is submitted during a polling gap, it waits until the next cycle. He emphasized that the issue lies with the processing delay.

Ms. Munson also suggested analyzing whether larger batch sizes contribute to delays and recommended encouraging smaller batches for better efficiency. Mr. Bhatty acknowledged the suggestion, noting that data on NMQ Response processing times indicates that larger batch sizes often result in longer processing times. He offered to share this anonymized data.

Mr. Lander asked if shippers receive immediate acknowledgment upon submitting a nomination and if the quick response follows this acknowledgment. Mr. Spangler confirmed this process, explaining that the acknowledgment confirms receipt but not validation, and the delay occurs between acknowledgment and quick response generation.

Ms. Munson proposed measuring the time between submission, acknowledgment, and quick response to help identify where delays occur. Mr. Bhatty confirmed that they can measure these times, clarifying that the delay mainly occurs after acknowledgment during the handling of nominations.

Mr. Lander recommended that service requesters track timing between submission, acknowledgment, and quick response generation, noting that delays could occur at any step. He mentioned that pipelines had asked shippers to avoid submitting capacity release requests during nomination windows, and his organization had adjusted accordingly. Ms. Van Pelt added that Ms. Munson’s work paper proposes standards to prevent delays by discouraging service requesters from holding or grouping transactions before forwarding them to TSPs, ensuring timely processing.

Ms. Hogge asked if shippers had contacted pipelines regarding 30-minute delays. Mr. Bhatty explained that delays usually happen near the 1:00 PM CT deadline due to large volumes of last-minute submissions. He emphasized that delays are typically caused by high traffic, not intentional holding.

Mr. Bhatty highlighted that shippers using EDI often experience delays of 15–30 minutes, whereas EBB provides immediate feedback. Ms. Van Pelt noted that EBB can also slow during nomination surges, but EDI responses are generally slower. Mr. Bhatty confirmed that shippers perceive EDI as having a disadvantage compared to EBB due to the slower feedback.

Mr. Spangler explained that the core issue is the competitive disadvantage shippers face with EDI, as they do not know if their nomination is accepted or rejected until much later, which may prevent them from resubmitting in time. In contrast, EBB allows for immediate feedback, enabling quick corrections and resubmissions.

Ms. Van Pelt expressed that while she supports EDI, it is challenging to make it as immediate as online systems. She reassured the group that pipelines are working to improve EDI, but it cannot match the immediacy of online systems.

Mr. Bhatty confirmed that shippers are not requesting EDI to be identical to EBB but are focused on addressing the time lag. He emphasized that the issue is not with processing but with the lack of feedback before the next scheduling cycle, which complicates the ability to make corrections.

Mr. Gwilliam pointed out that EDI lacks the automated validation features of online systems, making EDI submissions more error-prone. He stressed that this discrepancy needs to be addressed.

Mr. Spangler agreed that a tighter timeline could potentially improve the situation, particularly regarding the 15-minute to 30-minute delays. He suggested revisiting standards to explore options for reducing delays.

Mr. Bhatty shared suggestions from shipper technologists to help improve processing time. These included processing nominations as they arrive and prioritizing nominations close to the deadline, specifically within 15 minutes of the deadline. He emphasized that these suggestions are low-cost and could alleviate some concerns.

Mr. McCord raised concerns about prioritizing nominations over other EDI datasets, noting that pipelines must process data in the order received, which could complicate things.

Mr. Bhatty clarified that pipelines already ask vendors to avoid submitting EDI files during peak times to better manage load. He also mentioned that technological upgrades, such as increasing server processing power, have been implemented with positive results.
5. 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. Gwilliam began by recalling the discussion regarding the potential addition of off-system downstream and upstream contract indicator fields. He explained that the reason for these new fields was to better differentiate between whether a contract is intended for off-system use or pointing to a non-system contract. To illustrate the need for these fields, he provided an example from their pipeline operations.

He detailed the various contracts involved, explaining that the Iroquois system had five contracts held by Shippers A, B, C, and C as the service requester. Additionally, there were contracts on the interconnecting party system held by Party E, C, D, and F and Shipper C.

In the example, Shipper C nominated a transport quantity of 18,000 from point A to point B, pointing to a downstream contract with various shipper names. Mr. Gwilliam noted that contracts associated with specific shipper names (A and B) could easily be identified as on-system contracts, as they only existed on the Iroquois system. However, for contracts associated with downstream names B and C, the situation was more complex because the same contract numbers existed on both the Iroquois system and the interconnecting party system.

This duplication raised the issue of how to determine whether the nomination was pointing to the Iroquois system contract or the interconnecting party system contract. Mr. Gwilliam emphasized that this distinction is important because off-system contracts would be displayed on the confirmation screen with the interconnecting party, while on-system contracts would not appear on the confirmation screen.

To address this, Mr. Gwilliam suggested the need for a standardized way to flag these contracts. He questioned whether the nomination user data 1 field, which was mutually agreed upon, could be used for this purpose. However, he cautioned that this field is not meant to be a business-conditional field, and using it in this way could potentially lead to issues.
Mr. Spangler asked for clarification regarding the contract holder and contract number on the line matching exactly with that of a downstream pipeline. He inquired whether such a situation could realistically occur in practice. Mr. Gwilliam explained that while the issue hasn't occurred yet, it could happen in the future. He mentioned that they are planning for a system change and want to ensure they are prepared for all possible scenarios, particularly in cases where contract numbers from the interconnected party system and their own system match. He emphasized the importance of avoiding a situation where the system fails due to lack of preparation.

Mr. Lander inquired whether, if the field were not standardized, a transaction type like a meter bounce could be used to differentiate between on-system and off-system transactions. Mr. Gwilliam explained that while transaction type 01 is used for most of their business, there are some exceptions. He noted that transaction types do not always perfectly correlate with the intent of the transaction, citing the example of a meter bounce, which could be used for other types of transactions. Therefore, he emphasized the need to ensure transaction types are used appropriately.
Mr. Schoene asked whether Mr. Gwilliam was suggesting that the group should avoid adding a new field and instead rely on existing transaction types for differentiation. Mr. Gwilliam explained that using existing transaction types is one option, but he needs to review the available transaction types more closely. He emphasized the importance of considering the impact on their system and stated that he would discuss the matter internally before deciding on the best course of action.
Mr. Spangler asked for clarification on the pick list of contract numbers at each interconnect, inquiring how it works. Mr. Gwilliam explained that at each interconnect, they maintain a list of contracts, both on-system and off-system. These contracts are stored in their system, and a contract type is assigned to indicate whether a contract is off-system. This list is accessible to shippers and service requesters when making nominations.

Mr. Schoene thanked Mr. Gwilliam for the information and expressed anticipation for his follow-up after reviewing the feedback.

Mr. Gwilliam confirmed that he would resubmit a corrected version of the work paper and further examine the transaction types to determine the best way forward.
6. Other Business
Mr. Schoene stated that the next meeting will be on April 23, 2025 from 9:00 AM – 11:30 AM Central. 
4.
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 11:20 AM Central on a motion by Mr. Lander, seconded by Ms. Van Pelt. 
5.
Attendees
	Name
	Organization

	Scott Barfield-McGinnis
	NERC

	Jay Bhatty
	Enercross

	Jonathan Booe
	NAESB

	Christopher Burden
	Enbridge (U.S.), Inc. 

	Jim Busch
	BP Energy Company

	Pete Connor
	AGA

	Jay Dibble
	Chevron

	April Gregory
	Northern Natural Gas Company 

	Tom Gwilliam
	Iroquois Gas Transmission System, L.P.

	Ronnie Hensley
	Southern Star Central Gas Pipeline

	Rachel Hogge
	Eastern Gas Transmission and Storage, Inc. 

	Tom Kraft
	ONEOK

	Greg Lander
	Skipping Stone

	Nichole Lopez
	Kinder Morgan

	Willis McCluskey
	Salt River Project

	Steven McCord
	TC Energy Corporation

	Sylvia Munson
	The Vessel Group

	Amrit Nagi
	NAESB

	Ben Schoene
	ConocoPhillips Company

	Leigh Spangler 
	ESG

	Caroline Trum
	NAESB

	Kim Van Pelt
	Kinder Morgan 

	Sandy Walker
	TVA
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