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NAESB Wholesale Gas Quadrant (WGQ) Contracts Subcommittee and Interested Industry Participants

FROM: 

Amrit Nagi, Staff Attorney 
RE:
WGQ Contracts Subcommittee Final Meeting Minutes – March 4, 2025
DATE:

March 5, 2025
WGQ CONTRACTS SUBCOMMITTEE

Conference Call with Webcasting
Tuesday, March 4, 2025
1:00 PM – 3:00 PM Central
FINAL MINUTES
1.
Welcome & Administrative Items

Mr. Sappenfield opened the meeting and welcomed the participants.  Ms. Nagi provided the Antitrust and Other Meeting Policies reminder. Mr. Sappenfield reviewed the agenda with the participants. Mr. Connor moved, seconded by Mr. Murphy, to adopt the agenda. The motion passed a simple majority vote without opposition. 

The participants reviewed the draft minutes from the February 12, 2025 meeting. Mr. Murphy moved, seconded by Mr. Grant, to adopt the draft minutes as final. The motion passed a simple majority vote without opposition. The final minutes for the meeting can be found through the following hyperlink: https://naesb.org/pdf4/wgq_contracts021225fm.doc 
2.
Initiate Review and Possible Vote on 2024 WGQ Annual Plan Item 5 
Mr. Sappenfield stated that the recommendation would undergo a final review before a vote. If approved, it would be sent to the WGQ Executive Committee for consideration. A 30-day industry comment period would run concurrently, and an ad hoc EC meeting may be scheduled. He mentioned that both the RNG addendum update and the hydrogen contract were under review and would be on the agenda for the ad hoc EC meeting. If the vote is favorable, the recommendation would move toward ratification as a NAESB standard.

Mr. Sappenfield began by noting the update in Section 2.17, explaining that the cybersecurity standards had recently been consolidated into a single standard. As a result, the reference in (c) had been updated to require secure login procedures consistent with the NAESB WGQ Cybersecurity Related Standards. He clarified that this change was purely to align the reference with the new cybersecurity standards book.

Moving to Section 2.38, Mr. Sappenfield addressed the discussion on Attestation. He explained that the document was initially prepared when there was a requirement under certain programs, but some buyers, including those in local non-voluntary programs, had also requested Attestation. The proposal was to retain the Attestation requirement for the RNG addendum as originally developed. Ms. Bevel asked whether the concept of Attestation should be retained without including a specific form, given that program requirements may vary. She mentioned that while there had previously been clear standard forms, it might make sense to offer flexibility instead of providing a predefined form.

In response, Mr. Sappenfield acknowledged the point but noted that, based on experience, it had been helpful to provide new participants with a starting point rather than requiring them to draft a document from scratch. He explained that the form served as a baseline that buyers and sellers could modify to meet specific program requirements. While the form was not mandatory, it established a minimum standard for attestation. Ms. Bevel agreed, and Mr. Sappenfield confirmed that the "Attestation" would remain.

Mr. Sappenfield then moved on to the biogas definition. He noted that Ms. Bevel had proposed updating it to align with the EPA definition, given that most transactions occurred under an EPA program, such as RINs, Q-RINs, K1 RINs, and now K2 RINs. He stated that it made sense to adopt the EPA definition.

Mr. Sappenfield addressed Item 2.40, which included a suggestion to include RNG credits in the certification process. He asked whether the certification authority verifies that the biogas qualifies for credits or merely certifies the facility and leaves it to the program to determine eligibility. Ms. Bevel stated that under the RFS, facilities undergo a registration and certification process to confirm they can generate valid credits. She explained that there is also a QAP process to review credit generation and an attestation audit to retrospectively verify compliance. In programs like LCFS, fuel supply chains and pathways are registered, and the scope of certification varies by program. Mr. Sappenfield agreed, adding that if certification were defined as covering the entire process of confirming that facilities qualify for credits, it would exceed the role of most certification authorities. He clarified that some authorities may only certify a facility and its production, without determining credit eligibility.

Mr. Sappenfield then explained that the phrase "and/or RNG credits" would be retained in the definition to allow flexibility. This would enable a certification authority to certify either RNG, RNG credits, or both, depending on the program. The certification authority would assess the scope of its certification based on the specific program requirements. Ms. Bevel agreed. Mr. Sappenfield concluded that "and/or RNG credits" would be kept, ensuring consistency throughout the document, and the wording would be adjusted to align with the definition in Item 2.40.

Mr. Sappenfield clarified the term "Certification Identifier," explaining that it referred to a unique identifier assigned by a certification authority for a specific volume of RNG or RNG credits, as specified in an RNG transaction confirmation.

Mr. Sappenfield asked for clarification on the term "participant." Ms. Bevel noted that it referred to entities performing specific roles in a program, such as RNG producers, credit owners, and RIN separators. She suggested defining "participant" as an entity performing a prescribed role under an applicable program, such as an RNG producer or credit separator. Mr. Sappenfield agreed, noting the definition could be expanded later if needed.

He then addressed Item 2.43, proposing the inclusion of "and/or RNG credits" to account for situations where RNG credits are transferred without physical delivery. Ms. Bevel agreed, and the change was accepted. Next, Mr. Sappenfield discussed Item 2.49, suggesting the consideration of both replacement RNG and impacted credits during transfers. Ms. Bevel concurred. He also proposed rephrasing the regulatory cessation condition to "regulatory condition occurs as set forth by the parties," which Ms. Bevel supported.

On the topic of K1 and K2 credits, Mr. Sappenfield recommended using "Transportation Fuel Producers" instead of "Vehicle Fuel Producers" in line with the RFS definition. The change was agreed upon. For Section 16, Mr. Sappenfield suggested revising the title to "Transportation Fuel Producer Obligation," which Ms. Bevel agreed with.

Ms. Bevel proposed defining GIS under the registration section and clarifying that the reporting party would handle registration documentation and initial costs unless otherwise specified. Mr. Sappenfield agreed. Lastly, Ms. Bevel clarified that buyers would receive RNG bundled with environmental attributes and be deemed to have delivered an equivalent quantity of gas.

Mr. Sappenfield asked whether to use "gas commodity" or "physical gas" when referring to the equivalent common quantity of gas. Ms. Bevel stated she had no strong preference and believed either term would work. Mr. Portz confirmed that "gas" refers to the physical gas component of RNG. It was agreed to retain the current language, allowing the buyer to retain environmental attributes for future delivery and production of transportation fuel.

In Section 16, Mr. Sappenfield suggested removing the reference to Section 16.2 and returning to Section 16.3. The group agreed to clean up the text and add a note for later review. It was noted that the transaction confirmation should match the document sections.

Regarding Section 17, Mr. Sappenfield proposed removing the storage reference, as it is no longer required in programs like LCFS and RFS. The group agreed to replace "storage" with "reserved" RNG in the transaction confirmation to align with current practices.

A discussion also took place regarding the use of "and/or" in Section 17.31, with Mr. Portz recommending replacing it with "or" for clarity. The group agreed to this change. Finally, the contract price was updated to reflect current practices, and no changes were proposed for the delivery point performance obligations. The group confirmed that all proposed updates were accepted.

The group also reviewed Sections 16.2 and 16.3, noting that changes had been made in the transaction confirmation. Ms. Bevel explained that under the US EPA removal fuel standards, there are now specific options for both the buyer and seller as reporting parties. The group agreed to adjust the reporting party section accordingly, deleting "Accepted" and moving the box to the left. The registration percentage split under Section 16.13 was also deleted, and the changes were accepted.

Keith confirmed that Section 17.1 would be deleted entirely due to the removal of the storage requirement.

Regarding Carbon Intensity, Mr. Sappenfield mentioned that he had rewritten this section to make Carbon Intensity optional. If applicable, the RNG delivered by the seller must have a carbon intensity no greater than a specified baseline. If the Carbon Intensity exceeds this baseline, the contract price will be adjusted. If the parties do not agree on the adjustment within five business days, the RNG will be disqualified under Section 16.12. Ms. Bevel noted that carbon intensity is program-specific and not always included in RNG transactions.

Mr. Flory provided input from a hydrogen perspective, emphasizing the importance of carbon intensity for hydrogen and thanked the group for keeping the option. Mr. Sappenfield noted that the section had been reworded to align with language used in hydrogen contracts. He then addressed the inclusion of a page break before the RNG Exhibit B, which was initially developed for RNG and should be retained. He explained that it provides an attestation tool for the buyer, particularly in voluntary programs, helping parties avoid creating one from scratch.

Mr. Sappenfield concluded by encouraging everyone to review the document again for errors or formatting issues before the next meeting.

3.
Identify Next Steps and Action Items

Mr. Sappenfield stated that he would work with Ms. Nagi to go over the document ahead of the next meeting, where a recommendation will be posted.  He noted that the next meeting is scheduled on March 19, 2025 from 9:00 AM to 11:00 AM. 
4.
Other Business
None was discussed. 
5.
Adjourn

The subcommittee adjourned at 2:26 PM Central on a motion by Mr. Murphy.
6.
Attendance
	Name
	Organization

	Valeria Annibali
	Southwest Gas Corp

	Keri Bevel
	Anew Climate

	Jonathan Booe
	NAESB

	Christopher Burden
	Enbridge

	Pete Connor
	AGA

	John Flory
	The Alliance Risk Group

	Shawn Grant
	CAISO

	Bethany Loveless
	ONEOK

	Mark Moyer
	EQT Energy

	Scott Murphy
	Colorado Springs Utilities

	Rebecca Myers
	UGIES

	Amrit Nagi
	NAESB

	David Portz
	Golden Pass LNG Terminal LLC

	Keith Sappenfield
	KS Energy Consultant

	Greg Staton
	Spire Energy

	Jessica Tarbox
	New Jersey Natural Gas

	Jennifer Taylor
	Mitsui & Co. Energy Marketing and Services (USA), Inc.

	Caroline Trum
	NAESB

	Sandy Walker
	TVA
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