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TO:
Wholesale Gas Quadrant (WGQ) Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS), WGQ Contracts Subcommittee, and WGQ Electronic Delivery Mechanisms (EDM) Subcommittee, and Interested Industry Parties

FROM: 
Elizabeth Mallett, NAESB Deputy Director
RE:
Draft Minutes from February 13, 2019 Joint WGQ BPS, WGQ Contracts, and WGQ EDM Conference Call with Webcasting
DATE:

February 21, 2019
WHOLESALE GAS QUADRANT

Joint WGQ BPS, WGQ EDM, and WGQ Contracts Subcommittee

Conference Call with Webcasting
Wednesday, February 13, 2019 from 9:00 AM to 12:00 PM Central
DRAFT MINUTES
1. Administrative
Ms. Munson opened the meeting.  The participants introduced themselves over the phone.  Ms. Mallett delivered the Antitrust Guidelines and Other Meeting Policies reminder.  Ms. Van Pelt moved, seconded by Ms. McCain, to adopt the draft agenda as final.  The motion passed without opposition.
The participants reviewed the January 17, 2019 joint WGQ BPS, Contracts Subcommittee, and EDM Subcommittee meeting minutes.  The word “parties” was changed to “values” on the second page.  Ms. McCain moved, seconded by Ms. Van Pelt, to adopt the draft meeting minutes as final.  The motion passed without opposition.
The January 17, 2019 final meeting minutes may be accessed at the following link: https://www.naesb.org/pdf4/wgq_bps_edm_contracts011719fm.doc. 
2. Review and Discuss Standards Request R18007 — Request to develop a standard digital representation of natural gas trade events, consistent with NAESB WGQ Standard No. 6.3.1 – NAESB Base Contract for Sale and Purchase of Natural Gas (NAESB Base Contract), in order to capitalize on smart contract and distributed ledger technologies
Purchase and Sale of Natural Gas Data

Ms. Munson submitted and reviewed the posted work paper.  On Page 1 of the work paper, there were indicators as to whether the Mexican Addendum or Canadian Addendum is utilized along with the NAESB Base Contract for Sale and Purchase of Natural Gas.  The subcommittees deleted the duplicative indicators that occurred on the subsequent pages of the work paper.  Ms. McCain asked why the note “Modify to match 3.4.1” had been added to the work paper during the last call.  Ms. Munson stated that there were changes to the Invoice section to address wire transfers within Version 3.2 of the NAESB WGQ Business Practice Standards.   Ms. Munson noted that the highlighted area in pink on Page 5 of the work paper added an additional option to include the Mexican Price Reporter from the Mexican Addendum.  Additionally, the blue highlighted language on Page 7 of the work paper was drafted to include components of the Mexican Addendum.  Ms. McCain noted that the Canadian Addendum includes the element “Canadian Tax ID Number” and asked whether that field should be expanded to include information from both parties to the contract.  The subcommittee modified the work paper accordingly.  The participants determined that the Information Requirements and Technical Subcommittees (IR/Tech) could more thoroughly address the Choice of Law data element.  The Smart Contract Data table was renamed to “Purchase and Sale of Natural Gas Data.”  
Mr. McCord suggested that the components of the WGQ 6.3.1 GAPA – Government Acquisition Provisions Addendum be included in the table.  The subcommittees reviewed the GAPA and added four more elements to the end of the Purchase and Sale of Natural Gas Data table in the work paper.  
Purchase and Sale Contract for Natural Gas Transaction Data 

The participants renamed the “Transaction Data” table to “Purchase and Sale Contract for Natural Gas Transaction Data.”  References to “Seller” were changed to Party A in the table and references to “Buyer” were changed to “Party B.” Two new fields were created for “Seller - Transaction Confirmation Number” and “Buyer - Transaction Confirmation Number” and the field titled “Date of Transaction Confirmation” was deleted.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that both the date and the transaction number are necessary because there could be multiple transactions on the same date.  The participants concluded that a party’s own system generated number would be useful to include in the smart contract.  Mr. Hebenstreit clarified that the transaction date is the date the deal is agreed to and the confirmation date is the day the transaction confirmation is drafted.  Ms. Munson provided a scenario where a deal was negotiated on a Monday, initiated on Tuesday, and a transaction confirmation was received on Wednesday.  Mr. Hebenstreit asked whether both dates would be needed – the day the transaction was initiated and the date when the transaction confirmation was received.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that the date that the transaction became final would be most useful, as there is a default two-day effective window if the parties have not negotiated otherwise.  Ms. Munson stated that some entities use the day that the fax was received as confirmed.  Ms. Leuschen stated that the third date, the date the transaction begins, was a necessary element to include along with the other two dates.  Ms. Munson noted that a Delivery Period begin and end date was included later in the transaction data set.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that including the confirmation issue date would be useful in cases where a response was not received because, by default, it would be two days later.  Ms. Leuschen stated that companies may not be tracking when they receive back the signed confirmation, but rely on deemed acceptance instead.  The subcommittees added the data element “Issue Date of Transaction Confirmation” with a mandatory usage and the data element “Confirming Date of Transaction Confirmation” with a conditional usage that is dependent upon whether the parties negotiated an alternative to the two day window.
The participants deleted the Buyer and Seller Identification lines to prevent duplication, as the Parties A and B were previously renamed.  The participants discussed the data elements related to Transporters and noted that there may be multiple Transporters, that the nomination method for the proprietary code should be copied, and that a quantity associated with each contract may be necessary.  Mr. Hebenstreit explained that there was a court decision five years ago, Hess Corporation v ENI Petroleum US, LLC, et al., 86 A.3d 723 (N.J. Super. 2014), that centered around the Transporter field in the Transaction Confirmation.  He encouraged the participants to review the case and suggested that the fields related to Transporters be assigned a mandatory usage.
Ms. McCain asked whether the parties would know the contract number as the deals are performed.  She stated that pinning down contract numbers could be problematic because there are several different contracts that one company can use.  Mr. Connor asked how the process works today and how the information is currently made available for the trader to utilize.  Ms. Tinney stated that traders may buy or sell the regions and the information would automatically download into her system and eConfirm automatically confirms.  She suggested that a quantity heading be added for each Transporter Contract Number.  Ms. Tinney explained that the contract and locations can change throughout the term of the deal.  For example, the Buyer may want different combinations every day.  Ms. Tinney stated that, from a confirmation perspective, the Transporter identity and contract number may not be available.
Mr. Connor asked whether there are NAESB Base Contracts that are used hundreds of times a day.  He stated that it was his understanding that the NAESB Base Contract is a monthly or yearly contract.  Ms. Ferreira stated that there are multiple points within each deal.  Mr. Connor asked whether the documents were executed by the hour.  Ms. Ferreira stated that one NAESB Base Contract may underlie the majority of contracts that are executed in the ice system.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that there may be a sale for a certain amount under a NAESB contract that changes the location of the delivery based on where the gas is needed by the Buyer.  He stated that the scheduling must be performed every day and there must be adjustments handled behind the scenes by the scheduling department.  Ms. McCain stated that the Transporter Contract Number cannot be assigned a mandatory usage because, due to moving or reselling, there may not be upfront knowledge about the Transporter’s Contract.  Mr. Sappenfield suggested that the data element be mandatory, meaning that at some point it be identified.  He stated that the information would need to be tracked through the settlement process. Ms. Tinney stated that adding the information later would preclude it from the confirmation and suggested that the data element be captured in an alternative place.  
Ms. Munson noted that the Parking Lot of issues would also list that the Transporter and Contractor name would need to be included as fields in the confirmation.  She stated that the same situation occurred with the Contract Price in the Capacity Release data set.  Ms. Munson stated that she would add price specification to the Parking Lot and examine what was done in Capacity Release.  She stated that she would present the answer at the next meeting.
The participants added a note in the Delivery Period data elements to indicate that there could be multiple occurrences of the beginning and end date in one confirmation and that all of the quantities associated with the Performance Obligations may be repeated within each of those date ranges.  Ms. Ferreira stated that her company does not trade at a Delivery Point and that her trader does not know where the deal is going.  The participants added a note to the Delivery Point Primary data element stating that there can be multiple points and, if a transporter is identified above, then the Delivery Point must exist on that Transporter.  Mr. Hebenstreit stated that he normally considers the receiving pipeline as the one tied to the Delivery Point.  Ms. McCain suggested a hierarchy where there may be an identification of where the trade is being done in an indexed location, then, depending on that answer, more narrowed choices, possibly from a drop down list.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that the Seller’s perspective should also be considered rather than just that of the trader.  He suggested that a person have the ability to track the gas along the entire nomination and scheduling process.  Ms. Ferreira suggested that the Delivery Point Combination be included in the table as well.
Mr. Hebenstreit stated that a lot of the discussion had focused on complex transactions with multiple delivery points and varying volumes and questioned how many transactions fell into those categories.  Ms. Ferreira stated that the majority of the contracts within her company are complex.  Mr. Hebenstreit stated that he would examine the frequency of the complex transactions and suggested that other participants conduct a similar inquiry. The subcommittee will pick up this discussion during the next conference call with the Special Provisions data element.

The R18007 work paper as modified during the meeting has been posted as R18007 Work Paper (Redlined) and R18007 Work Paper (Clean).
3. Other Business
The next joint WGQ BPS, WGQ EDM, and WGQ Contracts Subcommittee conference call has been scheduled for April 3, 2019 from 9:30 AM to 12:30 PM Central.  
4.
Adjourn
Mr. Connor moved, seconded by Mr. Hebenstreit, to adjourn the meeting at 11:53 PM Central.  The motion passed without opposition.
5.
Attendees
	First Name
	Last Name
	Company

	Karl
	Almquist
	Tallgrass Operations, LLC

	Jennifer
	Anthony
	Tallgrass Operations, LLC

	Phillip
	Black
	Wood PLC

	Dick
	Brooks
	ISO New England

	Linda
	Brugner
	Publicis Sapient

	Sherri
	Collins
	Tennessee Valley Authority

	Pete
	Connor
	American Gas Association

	David
	Crabtree
	Tampa Electric Company 

	Kathryn
	Ferreira
	New Jersey Natural Gas

	Mark
	Gracey
	Kinder Morgan Inc.

	Bill
	Hebenstreit
	SWN Energy Services Company

	Ronnie
	Hensley
	Southern Star Central Gas Pipeline

	Richard
	Ishikawa
	Southern California Gas Company

	Jeff
	Jarvis
	Encana Marketing (USA) Inc.

	Lyndsey
	Knight
	Publicis Sapient

	Nichole
	Lopez
	Kinder Morgan Inc.

	Elizabeth
	Mallett
	North American Energy Standards Board

	Marcy
	McCain
	Enbridge (U.S.) Inc.

	Steven
	McCord
	TransCanada Pipelines Limited

	Sylvia
	Munson
	Aquilon

	Christi
	Nicolay
	Macquarie Energy LLC

	Randy
	Parker
	Exxon Mobil Corporation

	Joshua
	Phillips
	Southwest Power Pool

	John
	Pillion
	Shell Energy North America (US), L.P.

	Keith
	Sappenfield
	Environmental Resources Management

	Ben
	Schoene
	ConocoPhillips Company

	Lisa
	Simpkins
	Exelon

	Ed
	Skiba
	Midcontinent Independent System Operator

	Sandra
	Tinney
	Shell Energy North America (US), L.P.

	Kim
	Van Pelt
	Boardwalk Pipeline Partners, LP
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