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TO:
Wholesale Gas Quadrant (WGQ) Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS) and Interested Industry Parties

FROM: 
Amrit Nagi, NAESB Staff Attorney
RE:
WGQ BPS Conference Call Draft Minutes – May 6, 2025
DATE:

May 13, 2025
WHOLESALE GAS QUADRANT

Business Practices Subcommittee

Conference Call with Webcasting

Tuesday, May 6, 2025 from 9:00 AM to 11:30 AM
DRAFT 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. Mr. Burden moved, seconded by Mr. McCord, to adopt the agenda as final.  The motion passed without opposition.
The participants reviewed the draft minutes from the April 23, 2025 meeting. Ms. Van Pelt moved, seconded by Mr. McCord, 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_bps042325fm.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. McCluskey opened the discussion, noting that at the previous meeting, Mr. Gwilliam stated his acceptance of a no-action recommendation, and there appeared to be consensus among the participants. He asked if that was still the case. Mr. Gwilliam confirmed his support for no action, adding that limited flexibility in non-user data elements could pose future challenges, but he still supported no action for the current request.

Ms. Hogge asked whether a simple majority vote would be sufficient for approval. Mr. McCluskey confirmed that a simple majority would suffice and suggested proceeding by unanimous consent unless there were objections. He asked Ms. Nagi to display the draft recommendation language: 

The Wholesale Gas Quadrant Business Practices Subcommittee recommends no further action at this time on Standards Request R24006 to add two new data elements, off-system downstream contract indicator and off-system upstream contract indicator, to the nomination dataset (WGQ Standard 1.4.1), and to add them as conditional data elements to the scheduled quantity dataset (WGQ Standard 1.4.5).

Mr. Connor moved, seconded by Ms. Walker, to adopt the no-action recommendation. Ms. Van Pelt opposed, prompting a roll call vote. The vote passed a roll call vote with 4 votes in favor, 1 opposition, and 8 abstentions. [Vote 1]
Ms. Hogge expressed concern about the handling of the request. She noted that the request originated from a pipeline and stated that, under NAESB standards, pipelines are required to submit a formal request when proposing a change. She commented that the process in this instance was not well managed. Rather than presenting a recommendation and allowing those with concerns about pipeline standardization to provide input, the outcome, in her view, positioned the pipelines as the opposing party. Ms. Hogge stated that pipelines have a regulatory obligation to submit such requests and that considerable time and effort are spent to ensure proposals address operational needs while minimizing potential impacts. She concluded by expressing concern that this approach could undermine NAESB’s role as a standards organization and, if repeated, may affect the integrity of the organization.
Ms. Van Pelt agreed with Ms. Hogge’s concerns. She clarified that her objection was not to the no-action decision but to the broader implications for NAESB’s mission. She emphasized that pipelines are required to submit requests, and declining standardization undermines NAESB's purpose. She noted that similar requests are likely to arise in the future and expressed frustration with the current process.

Mr. Schoene asked for clarification about the development process. He clarified that he had voted for no action because he believed the group had reached a standstill in the discussions, but he did not want the decision to discourage pipelines from submitting future requests. Mr. Gwilliam stated that the group had not reached a complete standstill, but rather that two segments, the services segment and part of the LDC segment, were opposed to standardizing the proposed changes. He explained that while he had a workaround in this particular case, looking ahead, in future cases, he might not have the same flexibility.
Mr. Schoene thanked Mr. Gwilliam for the clarification and emphasized the need for a more strategic discussion when the issue moves to the Executive Committee. Ms. Van Pelt remarked that the proposal might not have receive the necessary votes at the Executive Committee, but continuing the process could have sent a stronger signal to the industry and FERC. 
Mr. McCluskey acknowledged the concerns and agreed with the points raised. He suggested that if the issue is broader, it should be raised with NAESB leadership, as the Business Practices Subcommittee cannot address organizational challenges. He reminded the group that NAESB’s purpose is to standardize practices for the industry, and if that framework is not functioning as intended, it may be necessary to escalate the conversation to address the issue.

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 noted that there were revised draft instructions for the recommendation.  Mr. McCluskey asked whether any items needed to be removed before proceeding with a motion and inquired whether the draft instructions were part of the original instructions provided to the subcommittee. Ms. Hogge clarified that, to the best of her recollection, these items were part of the original instructions. She suggested that, if needed for the motion, they could be included as an addendum to Instruction 1, with the word "potential" removed and incorporated into Instruction 1. She asked if anyone had any objections to this approach.

Mr. Booe reviewed the minutes and noted that this was offered by Ms. Munson. Ms. Hogge mentioned that it was a joint effort to put the instructions together and stated that the concern raised by the pipelines related to the sharing of information publicly, as not all parties wanted their details disclosed. However, from her perspective, she did not have an issue with the way it was written.

Mr. McCluskey then asked if, with that clarification, the group was ready to proceed with a vote on the matter. Ms. Hogge moved, seconded by Mr. Burden, to adopt the draft instructions for the WGQ IR/Technical Subcommittees.

Mr. McCluskey emphasized the importance of accommodating the business practice and suggested it should be highlighted to ensure it was not overlooked in the discussion. Ms. Hogge agreed with this point and proposed making it a separate paragraph to ensure clarity. Mr. Burden agreed. Mr. McCord also agreed and suggested that the word "mandatory" be removed since the provision was conditional.

Ms. Van Pelt asked for clarification on whether the instructions stipulated that pipelines must accommodate the ability for a releaser to specify if they wanted their contact information disclosed. She also asked if the pipeline required contact information, the releaser must be allowed to choose whether it was disclosed in EDI. Ms. Hogge confirmed that if a pipeline included contact information in the EBB, they must also allow the releaser to specify whether it should be disclosed in EDI.

Mr. Bhatty asked for clarification, confirming that the motion was to submit the instructions to the committee. Ms. Hogge confirmed that the motion would allow the IR and technical subcommittees to create data dictionary entries or make necessary changes to accommodate the business practices discussed.

Mr. Connor asked how the WGQ IR/Technical subcommittee’s work would be presented to the Executive Committee (EC). Ms. Van Pelt explained that it would be a recommendation containing the necessary technical changes to support the direction of the BPS. 
Mr. Bhatty asked if there would be a formal 30-day comment period followed by a vote, which Ms. Van Pelt confirmed.

Ms. Van Pelt moved, seconded by Mr. McCluskey, to approve the draft instructions. Mr. McCluskey called for a majority vote, asking for any opposition. None was offered. The motion to approve the instructions passed without opposition. 
The WGQ BPS instructions to the WGQ IR/Technical Subcommittees is available through the following link: https://naesb.org/pdf4/wgq_bps050625a2.docx 
4. Discuss Standards Request R25003 – Request to modify timelines included in the NAESB WGQ Standard No. 1.3.37.

Mr. McCluskey noted that there was a workpaper with draft language submitted and asked Ms. Van Pelt for an update. Ms. Van Pelt summarized the status, noting that the pipelines had created the workpaper, and Ms. Munson had shared her initial thoughts in its development. She stated that some tweaks had been made to the language, and new proposed standards (1.3.Z1, 1.3.Z2, and 1.3.Z3) related to nominations, confirmations, and responses were introduced, along with a proposal to delete existing standards 1.3.37 and 1.3.45. She also noted that no changes were proposed to the nomination timeline in 1.3.2.

Mr. Bhatty noted that the current standard includes a clear expectation for pipelines to respond in 15-minute increments under the NMQR. He observed that the new language appeared to remove this expectation and asked whether this change could lead to a degradation in response times or reduced operational transparency. Ms. Van Pelt responded that Standard 1.3.Z2, which governs nominations, was still in effect and that the NMQR aligns with that timeline.

Mr. Bhatty clarified that his concern was about the NMQR, not the nomination timeline itself. Ms. Van Pelt explained that while the nomination timeline governs the process, the new proposal still requires pipelines to return a quick response, ideally within five minutes of receiving a nomination. She noted that this allows for variation in polling intervals but emphasized that once a nomination is received, pipelines should respond without delay and remain compliant with the existing nomination timeline.

Mr. Connor raised a concern that the proposed standard 1.3.Z2 was too vague, as it suggests that participants should not group large numbers of nominations. He suggested using more specific language, such as avoiding bundling nominations for multiple service requesters. Ms. Van Pelt stated that the language originated from Ms. Munson and was intended to discourage delaying the submission of nominations for the purpose of batching. She explained that service requesters should submit nominations as they were prepared rather than waiting to send them all at once.

Mr. Connor expressed concern about the subjectivity of the language, noting the challenge of defining what constitutes an acceptable number of bundled nominations. He emphasized that the standard applies across the industry, yet only pipelines are FERC-mandated to follow NAESB standards. Ms. Van Pelt acknowledged the ambiguity and noted that the language could be simplified to say, “Do not hold or group transactions.” 

Mr. Bhatty added that the standard had been requested in response to shipper feedback. He noted that service requesters have no incentive to delay nominations and that the goal was to ensure equivalent requirements across parties, not just for pipelines. Mr. Burden stated that the proposed standard provides pipelines with a reference point in the event that a high volume of last-minute nominations may impact timely processing.

Mr. Connor reiterated his concern about the ambiguity of the language and emphasized the need for clarity in what constitutes excessive batching. Ms. Hogge noted that NAESB standards are mandatory only for pipelines and emphasized that standards are intended to reflect good faith and efficiency across all participants. Ms. Van Pelt added that the proposed language in 1.3.Z1, 1.3.Z2, and 1.3.Z3 was intended to promote parity among service requesters, TSPs, and third-party service providers. Mr. Connor agreed that service requesters should not delay nominations and reiterated the importance of clear language.

Mr. Burden offered historical context, explaining that past transaction charges incentivized bundling nominations to reduce costs, which may have influenced current practices. Ms. Hogge proposed removing the phrase “such that the TSP cannot process the transactions in a timely manner.” Mr. Connor indicated he was amenable to that change but suggested soliciting additional feedback.

Mr. Bhatty asked whether the vote could be postponed until the next meeting, noting that some involved shippers were unable to attend. Mr. McCluskey responded that the vote could be delayed if the group agreed, and that unless someone moved to proceed immediately, the request could be accommodated.

Ms. Hogge noted that the proposed language had been available for at least two meetings and that interested parties had ample opportunity to participate. She expressed concern about further delays and supported moving forward with a vote.

Mr. Bhatty explained that the meeting agenda had referred to a “possible vote,” and that he and others were unsure whether one would occur today. Mr. McCluskey clarified that “possible vote” indicates a vote may occur and participants should be prepared. He added that votes are not scheduled for specific dates to allow flexibility in discussions, and that any participant may move to vote if the discussion has concluded.

Mr. Connor asked whether there was agreement on the language in the second proposed standard. Mr. Bhatty confirmed that his group was in agreement.

Mr. McCluskey noted that there appeared to be mixed views, with some members preferring to delay the vote, while others were ready to proceed. He stated that a vote would not be called unless a motion was made.

Ms. Hogge moved, seconded by Mr. Burden, to adopt the proposed changes to the draft language. Mr. McCluskey stated that given the presence of some opposition, he asked Ms. Nagi to proceed by roll call vote rather than unanimous vote. The vote passed a roll call vote with 2 votes in abstention, and the rest voting in favor. [Vote 2]
Mr. McCluskey reiterated that when the agenda lists a “possible vote,” there is a strong likelihood that a vote will occur. He clarified that any participant may make a motion at any time, and once seconded, the group will proceed. He added that while motions are not delayed unnecessarily, the group typically allows at least one meeting for discussion before voting. Mr. Booe noted that the proposal would be subject to a 30-day comment period before being reviewed by the Executive Committee, allowing those not present to submit feedback.

Mr. Schoene asked whether the matter should be referred to the Information Requirements and Technical Subcommittees, even if no standards are directly impacted. Ms. Hogge confirmed, stating it is good practice to involve the technical groups to ensure there are no unintended effects on related standards, business documentation, or implementation guides.

Mr. McCluskey concurred and recommended routing the item to the IR/Technical subcommittee. He asked Mr. Burden whether there was any reason to also refer it to the WGQ EDM subcommittee. Mr. Burden responded that there was no need to involve the WGQ EDM Subcommittee.
Mr. McCord emphasized that parties interested in voting should attend all meetings to fully understand the discussion, rather than attending only on the day of the vote.

Mr. Schoene asked for clarification, noting that he believed the group only voted on the workpaper, not the disposition of the recommendation. Mr. McCluskey confirmed that the vote was on the recommendation for the adoption and deletion of NAESB standards, and the decision regarding whether to send the item to the IR and Technical Committees had not yet been finalized. Mr. Schoene sought confirmation that, while the recommended standards had been voted on, the disposition (such as sending it to the IR and Technical Committees) was still pending. Ms. Van Pelt confirmed that the workpaper fulfilled the request for R25003, however, to ensure that there are no technical changes required, IR and Technical Committees will review the recommendation as part of their usual business. However, a motion could be made if necessary.

Mr. Schoene noted that in the past, the IR and Technical Committees were explicitly mentioned in recommendations and wanted to ensure nothing was overlooked. Ms. Van Pelt agreed, stating that while there was no indication of any impact on the standards, they would be vigilant in reviewing potential issues. If further review was necessary, it would be addressed, but from their side, they were ready to move forward.

Mr. Connor asked about the start date for the comment period. Ms. Hogge clarified that the comment period would begin after the WGQ IR and Technical Committees review the request. While the next EC meeting is in October, a single-topic meeting could be held sooner if necessary. 

Mr. Booe noted that there is a plan to hold a single or double-topic EC meeting in June to address the recommendations concerning the RNG and hydrogen contracts. The inclusion of this recommendation on the agenda would depend on Ms. Hogge and Mr. Buccigross. 
5. 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 the next agenda item was request R25001, which had been deferred multiple times. He asked Mr. Bhatty if there were any updates from his discussions with other parties regarding the request.

Mr. Bhatty responded that they would like to withdraw the request, as he had several discussions with other parties and determined that it did not need to go through the standardization process.

Mr. Booe stated that to withdraw the request, Mr. Bhatty should send a note to the NAESB office, and the request would be marked withdrawn on the website. 

6. Other Business
None was discussed. 
7.
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 10:27 AM Central on a motion by Mr. Connor seconded by Mr. Schoene. 
7. Attendees and Voting Record
	Name
	Organization
	Vote 1
	Vote 2 

	Jay Bhatty
	Enercross
	Abstain
	In Favor

	Jonathan Booe
	NAESB
	
	

	Christopher Burden
	Enbridge (U.S.), Inc. 
	Abstain
	In Favor

	Pete Connor
	AGA
	In Favor
	Abstain

	April Gregory
	Northern Natural Gas Company
	Abstain
	In Favor

	Tom Gwilliam
	Iroquois Gas Transmission System, L.P. 
	Abstain
	In Favor

	Robert Haggart
	Con Edison
	Abstain
	Abstain

	Rachel Hogge
	Eastern Gas Transmission and Storage Inc. 
	Abstain
	In Favor

	Tom Kraft
	ONEOK
	
	

	Nichole Lopez
	Kinder Morgan
	
	

	Leif Mattson
	WBI Energy Transmission
	Abstain
	

	Willis McCluskey
	Salt River Project
	In Favor
	In Favor

	Steven McCord
	TC Energy Corporation
	Abstain
	In Favor

	Amrit Nagi
	NAESB
	
	

	Ben Schoene
	ConocoPhillips Company
	In Favor
	In Favor

	Leigh Spangler
	ESG
	
	In Favor

	Caroline Trum
	NAESB
	
	

	Kim Van Pelt
	Kinder Morgan
	Opposed
	In Favor

	Sandy Walker
	TVA
	In Favor
	In Favor
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