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April 29, 2025
WHOLESALE GAS QUADRANT

Business Practices Subcommittee

Conference Call with Webcasting

Wednesday, April 23, 2025 from 9:00 AM to 11:00 AM
FINAL MINUTES
1. Administrative
Mr. McCluskey opened the meeting and welcomed the participants.  Ms. Nagi provided the Antitrust and Other Meeting Policies reminder.  Mr. McCluskey reviewed the agenda with the participants. Ms. Hogge moved, seconded by Ms. Van Pelt, to adopt the agenda as final.  The motion passed without opposition.
The participants reviewed the draft minutes from the April 10, 2025 meeting. Ms. Van Pelt moved, seconded by Mr. Schoene 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_bps041025fm.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. McCluskey noted that action on this standards request was deferred at the last meeting due to ongoing discussions and asked whether those discussions were still ongoing with any new developments. Mr. Bhatty confirmed that discussions are still ongoing offline with various pipelines. He stated that there were no updates at this time. 
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. McCluskey asked Mr. Bhatty to provide an overview of his workpaper. Mr. Bhatty explained that during the previous meeting, the bid data set had been discussed, particularly the proposal to make the releaser’s name, phone number, and email address mandatory, while keeping the replacement shipper contract optional. However, it was determined that the replacement shipper contract could not be mandatory as it isn’t available at the time of the bid. The revised proposal was to make the releaser’s contact information mandatory, while leaving the replacement shipper contract optional.

Mr. Lander asked if pipelines currently treat these fields as optional, and Mr. Bhatty confirmed this. Ms. Hogge sought clarification, asking if the proposal would make the releaser's contact information mandatory in the bid, as it is currently optional. Mr. Bhatty confirmed this but added that the goal was to align the information between the EBB and EDI for comparability. 
Ms. Hogge noted that if a TSP is sending the information, no changes would be needed to the standards. She pointed out that if Mr. Bhatty wanted the releaser’s contact info to be mandatory in the EBB download, it would require a change to the EBB usage. Mr. Bhatty agreed that no strong objections had been raised to making the information mandatory, but acknowledged the concerns about sharing bidder contact details publicly.

Ms. Van Pelt emphasized the regulatory requirement for comparability across pipelines, even though some pipelines do not currently require releaser contact information. She expressed concern that this could force pipelines to expose information that releasers may not want to make public, potentially creating a business opportunity for third parties.

Mr. Lander proposed an alternative solution: making the information "mandatory when present," meaning if the pipeline collects the releaser’s information during offer creation, it must be included in the EDI, but pipelines wouldn’t be forced to collect it. Ms. Van Pelt supported the idea but noted that even with this approach, shippers might not want their contact information posted publicly. Mr. Lander emphasized that his suggestion wouldn’t force pipelines to collect the information, just to ensure it’s included if publicly displayed.

Mr. Bhatty supported the "mandatory when present" approach as it would resolve the issue without forcing changes to pipeline practices. Ms. Van Pelt cautioned that even with this approach, issues could arise when shippers don’t want their information shared.

Mr. Busch noted a concern from BP about providing releaser information publicly. Mr. Lander clarified that the proposal applies to the releasing shipper's information, not to bidders. Mr. McCluskey summarized the proposal’s intent to clarify when publicly displayed information must be included in the EDI without forcing changes to pipeline practices.

Ms. Munson suggested using existing EDI language, such as "mandatory in EDI when present on EBB download view," for clearer requirements. Mr. Burden agreed with her, suggesting explicit, conditional language. Ms. Hogge noted that this could create inconsistencies between the EDI and EBB systems, but Ms. Munson argued that inconsistencies already exist in other areas and could be addressed with clear language.

Ms. Van Pelt stated that if this approach were adopted, it would set a precedent for other similar changes across the system, potentially causing much larger shifts. Ms. Munson disagreed, emphasizing the need to create standards to clarify existing requirements. Mr. Gwilliam supported the idea, stating that if the data is public, it should be available in the EDI. He added that it wouldn’t affect pipelines that don’t collect the information. Ms. Van Pelt reiterated concerns about pipelines exposing shipper information against their wishes.

Mr. Gwilliam proposed adding a data element for releasing shippers to decide whether their contact information can be posted publicly. Mr. Burden agreed, noting that if the rule changed, shippers should be able to opt out. Mr. Lander cautioned that adding a new field could create ripple effects, requiring pipelines to process it even if it is left blank. Mr. Burden acknowledged the issue but emphasized the need for shipper consent if the rule changes. Mr. Bhatty clarified that the issue applies only to some pipelines, with the goal being to give shippers the option to share their information, not to force disclosure.

Mr. Lander suggested focusing on clarifying existing standards rather than creating new business validations. Ms. Van Pelt pointed out that if an indicator were added, it would only apply when pipelines require releaser contact information. Mr. Lander agreed, but cautioned that creating new business validations could be a significant operational change.

Mr. Schoene shared a data point from a trader about some systems already allowing shippers to control whether their information is disclosed. He emphasized that the broader shipper community hadn’t been involved in the discussion, suggesting further investigation into real-world practices.

Mr. McCluskey thanked Mr. Schoene for his input and asked whether to draft language and move the proposal forward or take no action.

Ms. Hogge reminded the group that other elements, such as the replacement shipper contract number, still needed consideration. She suggested drafting instructions for the WGQ IR/Technical Subcommittee to address the offer creation practice, but noted this wouldn’t resolve the replacement shipper contract issue. Mr. Bhatty suggested splitting the request into two parts: one for the releaser contact information and another for the replacement shipper contract number. This would prevent opposition to the contact information from derailing the simpler aspects of the proposal. Ms. Hogge confirmed this approach, stating it could be handled by drafting two separate instructions under one request if necessary. Mr. Bhatty added that splitting the request could help avoid the scenario where opposition to the contact information would cause the entire proposal to be rejected. Mr. Lander agreed, advising that a more focused motion would have a better chance of passing. Ms. Spangler agreed.

Mr. McCluskey concluded that the group seemed aligned to move forward with drafting the proposal. Ms. Munson made a motion to modify the language of the relevant data elements, specifically changing the EBB/EDI conditionality to: "For EDI, mandatory when present in the EBB download." Mr. McCluskey clarified whether this meant detailed instructions for the WGQ IR/Technical should be drafted. Ms. Munson confirmed, stating the language should be agreed upon first before a formal motion.

Ms. Hogge proposed drafting an instruction: 

WGQ BPS instructs the IR/Technical Subcommittee to accommodate the practice of providing releaser contact information in the offer download when present in the offer creation, and to review all associated data sets for corresponding changes, including adding code values as needed.

Mr. McCluskey acknowledged the draft and opened the floor for further discussion.

Mr. Schoene suggested further investigation into how different pipelines handle the disclosure issue, as some may not have a "box" for shippers to control disclosure. Ms. Van Pelt agreed, noting that adding a "permission to disclose" field would create a new data element, and such changes would require direction from WGQ BPS.

Ms. Munson asked why the instruction should include "review all associated data sets," suggesting the draft should remain focused on the specific issue at hand. Ms. Hogge agreed, but clarified that the request already covered bid and award data sets, not just the offer data set. They revised the instruction to: "Review all associated capacity release data sets where releaser contact information is used."

Mr. McCluskey clarified that drafting instructions didn’t imply a vote today. The draft would be reviewed at the next meeting, allowing members time to review the proposed language before a vote. Mr. Connor inquired whether a redlined version would be posted. Ms. Hogge confirmed that once the WGQ IR/Technical Subcommittee completed their work, both clean and redlined versions would be posted for review.

Ms. Van Pelt pointed out a slight change in the instruction language. The final sentence now specified that releaser contact information must only be disclosed if the releaser agrees. Mr. Lander expressed comfort with this, but noted that adding a consent field would introduce another requirement for pipelines.

Ms. Munson preferred including the consent step to protect shippers who don’t want their information disclosed. Ms. Hogge spoke on behalf of her pipeline, stating they wouldn’t support the proposal without the consent step.

The subcommittee drafted three instructions with two possible addendums. The WGQ BPS draft instruction to the WGQ IR/Technical Subcommittee is available through the following hyperlink: https://naesb.org/pdf4/wgq_bps042325a1.docx
4. Discuss Standards Request R25003 – Request to modify timelines included in the NAESB WGQ Standard No. 1.3.37.
Mr. McCluskey introduced the discussion on Recommendation 25003, noting that pipelines were expected to submit language proposals today. Ms. Van Pelt acknowledged Ms. Munson's assistance and explained that they had reached out to gather input, starting with some initial language and making modifications. She presented the R25003 Work Paper which contained three proposed standards: the first applies to the Transportation Service Provider (TSP), the second to the service requester, and the third to third-party service providers.

Mr. McCluskey thanked Ms. Van Pelt and Ms. Munson for their contributions, noting that the group would plan to vote on the proposed language at the next meeting after everyone had reviewed it.

Mr. Bhatty asked for clarification regarding the five-minute timeline, asking whether there was a specific reason for selecting five minutes or if it was an arbitrary decision. Ms. Van Pelt clarified that the five-minute timeframe was based on polling several pipelines. She explained that while most pipelines process transactions quickly, some hold them for longer periods, such as 15 minutes. The five-minute rule was deemed reasonable to avoid long delays, though not intended to suggest real-time processing.

Mr. Lander noted that pipelines often accumulate files in a "holding bin" and process them intermittently rather than immediately. Mr. Bhatty then inquired whether nominations could be prioritized over other EDI file types, given their importance to business operations. He suggested adding language to reflect this priority. Ms. Van Pelt responded that they could not prioritize nominations over other transactions. She explained that NAESB is regulated under FERC standards and cannot discriminate between transaction types, especially for offers, bids, and awards, as doing so would conflict with regulatory obligations.

Mr. Bhatty acknowledged this but clarified that his suggestion was based on the operational need for efficient processing, as nominations are critical for scheduling. Ms. Van Pelt stated that while some pipelines might prioritize nominations internally, this could not be formalized in the standards due to regulatory constraints. Mr. Bhatty further explained that historical data requests, such as pulling 90 days of data, could delay processing and affect nominations. He suggested that parallel processing might offer a solution in the future. 
Ms. Van Pelt agreed that parallel processing could be a technical solution but noted it would be a pipeline-specific choice, not something mandated by NAESB. Ms. Spangler observed that requiring pipelines to "start processing" within five minutes did not imply that the entire transaction needed to be completed within that time. Processing could still take longer, depending on the system.

Ms. Munson agreed and emphasized that the current standards, such as 1.3.2, allow for longer processing times for certain files. Ms. Spangler clarified that the five-minute rule would only require processing to begin within five minutes, not for it to be completed within that timeframe. Ms. Spangler suggested a revision to section 1.3.z.2, noting that the phrase "by service requesters supported by the pipeline" sounded awkward. She recommended ending the sentence with "timely manner" and removing the rest. Ms. Munson agreed with this suggestion, stating that it would streamline the language. Mr. Lander also agreed with the proposed change.

Ms. Hogge returned to Mr. Bhatty’s earlier point about prioritizing nominations. She explained that during bid/offer periods, tight deadlines could be affected if nominations were given priority. Additionally, she noted that capacity release processes are heavily regulated, so any attempt to prioritize one transaction type could present challenges. Mr. Bhatty acknowledged the concern but suggested that parallel processing, which separates nominations from data mining requests, could address the issue. However, he acknowledged that this would be a pipeline-specific solution.

Ms. Munson emphasized the importance of keeping NAESB standards neutral and not specifying technology-related solutions. Pipelines should have the flexibility to implement back-end processing as they see fit. Mr. McCluskey concluded the discussion, confirming that the group would plan to vote on the proposed language for Recommendation 25003 at the next meeting.
The Revised Draft Language for Standards Request R25003 is available through the following link: https://naesb.org/member_login_check.asp?doc=wgq_bps042325a2.docx 
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 provided an update on this request. He explained that after further review, the transaction type code would not work for their system. He clarified that while they did not feel strongly enough to push for a new NAESB standard, they still needed to demonstrate that they had gone through the process. He noted that they were okay with the recommendation being voted down, if necessary, as long as it fulfilled compliance obligations.

Mr. Lander responded that after considering the matter further following the last call, he wanted to clarify his understanding. He asked Mr. Gwilliam if his pipeline had dropdowns on the Electronic Bulletin Board (EBB) that listed contact information, upstream/downstream indicators, and other relevant fields. If that were the case, Mr. Lander suggested that the dropdown content could be periodically provided to nominating shippers via EDI, allowing them to make the correct selections.

Mr. Gwilliam confirmed that their system had two fields: one for on-system contracts, which included a dropdown with DUNS and shipper names, and another for off-system contracts, which contained a separate upstream/downstream field. He explained that on the EBB offer screen, this information was required. However, when submitting via flat-file uploader, the upstream/downstream information was optional. If it was missing, the system assumed it was an Iroquois contract. For EDI, they proposed using a “mutually agreeable” data element, with a default set to "on-system."

Mr. Lander acknowledged this and summarized that if a pipeline proposes a standard and it is voted down, the pipeline could still implement its own practice as long as it does not violate existing standards. Mr. Connor agreed, stating that as long as WGQ BPS votes down the proposal, it would be sufficient, and the issue would not need to be escalated to the Executive Committee. Ms. Hogge added that she still believed a no action vote would need to be reported up to the Executive Committee, but she noted that they could confirm this later. Mr. Booe stated that per NAESB Operating Procedures, the no action recommendation from the WGQ BPS will still be reviewed by the WGQ Executive Committee. 
Mr. Gwilliam stated that from Iroquois’ perspective, a no action vote at BPS would cover their obligation. Mr. McCluskey concluded the discussion, indicating that a vote for a no action recommendation would be made at the next meeting.

6. Other Business
Mr. McCluskey stated that at the next meeting, they would finalize votes on the following items:

· R25002 draft instruction to WGQ IR/Technical Subcommittee
· R25003 draft standards language
· R24006 no action recommendation 
Mr. Lander suggested R25001 might need to remain on the agenda on a continuing basis, depending on the outcome of offline discussion. Mr. McCluskey agreed. 
4.
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 11:15 AM Central on a motion by Mr. Lander, seconded by Mr. Spangler. 
5.
Attendees
	Name
	Organization

	Jay Bhatty
	Enercross

	Jonathan Booe
	NAESB

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

	James Busch
	BP

	Pete Connor
	AGA

	April Gregory
	Northern Natural Gas Company

	Tom Gwilliam
	Iroquois Gas Transmission System, L.P.

	Ronnie Hensley
	Southern Star

	Rachel Hogge
	Eastern Gas Transmission and Storage, Inc. 

	Greg Lander
	Skipping Stone

	Nichole Lopez
	Kinder Morgan, Inc.

	Leif Mattson
	WBI Energy Transmission

	Willis McCluskey
	Salt River Project

	Sylvia Munson
	The Vessel Group

	Amrit Nagi
	NAESB

	Ben Schoene
	ConocoPhillips Company

	Leigh Spangler
	ESG

	Caroline Trum
	NAESB

	Meg Turbidy
	Con Edison

	Kim Van Pelt
	Kinder Morgan, Inc. 
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