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March 23, 2026
WHOLESALE GAS QUADRANT

Business Practices Subcommittee

Conference Call with Webcasting

Wednesday, March 18, 2026 from 10:00 AM to 12:00 PM
DRAFT MINUTES
1. Welcome
Mr. Schoene opened the meeting and welcomed the participants. Ms. Jang provided the Antitrust and Other Meeting Policies reminder. Mr. Schoene 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 September 11, 2025 meeting. Mr. Burden 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_bps091125fm.doc 
2. 2026 WGQ Annual Plan Item 4.a – Investigate the usage of existing WGQ Nominations Related Standards data elements and determine if modifications are needed.
Mr. Schoene stated that Ms. Munson had prepared two work papers and asked her to review them. Ms. Munson reviewed the 2026 WGQ Annual Plan Item 4.a Work Paper, stating that the nominations dataset in the NAESB WGQ Nominations Related Business Practice Standards has expanded significantly over the past 30 years without any data elements being removed. She suggested that the participants 1) establish a process to review, edit, and remove data elements from the nominations dataset and any related datasets, 2) review the current usage of nomination data elements to determine their validity and usage, and 3) solicit broader industry feedback on potentially obsolete data elements.
Mr. Schoene asked whether the suggested process would involve creating a formal, periodic NAESB review of data elements or a process to support review of the annual plan item. Ms. Munson answered that her suggestion was to develop a recurring review of data elements to ensure they continue to serve the industry effectively, such as through a standing annual plan item for the WGQ. She noted that this approach would align with the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) process for removing items that are no longer in use.
Mr. Schoene asked the participants to consider the practical implications of an ongoing scheduled review and invited feedback from service providers. Mr. Spangler supported the proposed idea but noted that modifications to the standards could create ripple effects across the industry and increase the burden on stakeholders. He highlighted the importance of minimizing administrative overhead and suggested an alternative market-oriented approach that would allow an interested party to request initiation of a deprecation process for a specific dataset rather than implementing an ongoing review. Mr. Booe noted that development of a long-term formalized process could be done in parallel with addressing the current annual plan item, but implementation would ultimately require approval from the NAESB Board of Directors. 
Mr. Lander noted that the addition of data elements and code values provided transportation service providers (TSPs) with greater flexibility in their business practices, while also requiring third-party service providers to incorporate complex validation logic to accommodate differing requirements. He stated that eliminating certain data elements at this stage may not lead to efficiency gains because certain business practices may be too deeply embedded. He stated that input from TSPs and shippers regarding the specific expected efficiency gains would help evaluate the potential benefits of reviewing and eliminating data elements. 
Ms. Munson suggested reviewing the nominations related data elements to determine those still in use and those whose current usage is unclear or should be reclassified. She suggested that the participants then ask the industry for feedback regarding the elements identified as having unknown usage.
Mr. Burden noted that the NAESB RMQ has a process for deprecating data elements and asked how it works. Mr. Booe explained that, within the RMQ ESPI Task Force, deprecation is indicated as a notation within the standard rather than through a separate formal process. 
Ms. Munson asked how the ESPI Task Force identifies which data elements should be deprecated. Mr. Booe stated that requests are brought forward by the Green Button Alliance, which has visibility into data element usage through its certification process. He suggested that this subcommittee could hold an open comment period for proposed changes to the nominations data elements to gather broader industry input. Mr. Spangler suggested another approach in which a data element would be published as proposed for deprecation in one version, providing an industry notice period, and then formally deprecated in a subsequent version. Mr. Booe stated that NAESB could maintain a list that could be distributed for a comment period before taking action on the standards.   
The participants reviewed the 2026 WGQ Annual Plan Item 4.a Nomination Data Elements Master List spreadsheet and discussed the mutually agreed (MA) data elements. 
Ms. Munson suggested removing the associated contract data element it is no longer used in the industry or reclassifying it as business conditional (BC) if it remains in use. She stated that this would allow pipelines to make its use mandatory or optional in its own system rather than requiring all pipelines to implement it. Mr. McCord suggested further investigating its usage. 
Ms. Munson stated that the bid up indicator serves a similar purpose as the max indicator and bid rate fields by allowing increases under a negotiated interruptible transportation (IT) agreement and noted uncertainty regarding its current use. Ms. Walker confirmed that the bid up indicator is used by some pipelines. 
Ms. Ferreira stated that the capacity type indicator should not be removed from the nominations standards because it remains in active use. Ms. Hogge agreed, noting that for those pipelines, the data field carries through the entire process, including invoicing. Ms. Munson asked whether the data field should remain mutually agreed or reclassified as business conditional based on pipeline specific practice. Mr. Lander suggested that reclassifying to business conditional would be more appropriate. 
Ms. Munson noted that many systems display the cycle indicator but do not allow users to edit or change to a different future cycle. She asked if any pipelines allow such cycle changes. Mr. Gwilliam asked if the question pertained to electronic bulletin board (EBB) nominations or electronic data interchange (EDI) nominations. Ms. Munson stated that it applied to both. Mr. Gwilliam stated that on EBB, the cycle defaults to the current open cycle when new nominations are created, and that for EDI, it is unclear whether shippers can submit a nomination for a future cycle. 
Mr. Schoene noted that the cycle indicator may have potential value for hourly nominations, particularly for power generators that may want to submit nominations in advance for later cycles. He stated that input from the commercial perspective would be helpful in assessing its usage. Ms. Walker noted that the Tennessee Valley Authority sometimes submits nominations for intraday cycles if a plant is expected to be online intraday. The participants agreed to further investigate how the cycle indicator is used and whether it should be classified as business conditional.
Ms. Munson asked whether the deal type element, which is defined as a TSP supplied identifier, remains in use or could be combined with other data fields. Mr. McCord confirmed its use by the industry. Ms. Munson asked the type of data that is entered in this field. Mr. Gwilliam asked why that level of detail would be relevant when the data field had been identified as being in use and did not require removal from the standards. Ms. Munson clarified that part of the review for the annual plan item is to understand how data fields are used by multiple to parties to determine whether their status should be reclassified.
Ms. Munson suggested reclassifying the nomination subsequent cycle indicator as business conditional, noting its broad industry use. Ms. Van Pelt stated that it should remain mutually agreed because its use is determined by both the pipeline and the user. Ms. Munson explained that a pipeline’s support of a business conditional element does not necessarily make its use mandatory. Ms. Van Pelt stated that reclassification could inadvertently result in pipelines requiring customers to use the element despite not withing to do so. She also noted that the definition of business conditional requires data elements that are not supported or required by the receiver to still be acknowledged in the response document with a warning message indicating that the element is not supported, which would require pipelines to implement the necessary coding. 
The participants reviewed the remaining mutually agreed data elements and discussed the usage of business conditional data elements. 
Ms. Munson asked whether the beginning time data element is used in the industry. Ms. Hogge and Mr. Burden confirmed that it is used. Ms. Van Pelt added that TSPs may use beginning time in lieu of receipt time if supported by their processing systems. Ms. Munson asked whether beginning time should continue to be supported in the standards, noting that the 24-hour cycle indicator serves a similar purpose. Mr. Hensley suggested keeping the beginning time, noting that nominations may need to start at any time of the day due to increasing interactions between pipelines and the electric industry. Ms. Hogge stated that the beginning time data element already allows for such nomination without requiring pipelines to undergo system changes. Ms. Munson noted that keeping both data elements would require the shipper to provide a beginning time to one party and a cycle indicator to another party. She stated that using a single standard rather than multiple options to accomplish the same function would help streamline the nominations process in the long term. Ms. Van Pelt noted that removing beginning time could limit the commercial groups’ flexibility for potential hourly services. 
Ms. Hogge asked whether Ms. Munson’s suggestion was to delete business conditional elements that are no longer in use or to reclassify them as mandatory (M) or sender’s option. Ms. Munson clarified that if a business conditional element is found to be universally used and important, it could be reclassified as mandatory, sender’s option, or conditional (C). Ms. Van Pelt noted that business conditional elements are often associated with specific tariff offerings and would not have universal use by pipelines. She stated that their limited use does not invalidate the related business practice.
Ms. Munson asked whether the ending time element could be used to allow a nomination to end at a specific time, which could then be overridden by a subsequent nomination. Ms. Hogge noted that this could have value for electric generators that may not require gas for a full 24-hour cycle. Ms. Van Pelt stated that she has only seen nominations scheduled for the full gas day. The participants agreed to research whether any pipelines or customers are currently using a specific nomination end time instead of the full gas day.
Ms. Munson asked whether the maximum rate indicator is used within the industry and why the model type data element would be classified as business conditional. Ms. Van Pelt explained that while model type is mandatory for EDI processing, it is not required to be displayed on the screen. 
Ms. Munson asked whether the same rationale applies to the nominator’s tracking id. Ms. Van Pelt confirmed, stating that the nominator’s tracking id is used in EDI validations to identify specific line items but is not required to be on the screen.
The participants found that the sender’s option data elements continue to be used and discussed the usage of conditional data elements. 
Ms. Van Pelt noted that many conditional data elements are contingent on other elements, where the absence of one element requires the use of another. Mr. Burden added that in some cases, the use of both elements may be required.
Ms. Hogge asked why delivery quantity fields and receipt quantity fields are considered conditional when path pipelines require both. Ms. Munson explained that shippers are not required to enter both because most systems automatically calculate one when the other is entered. Ms. Van Pelt stated that multiple quantity fields apply in different situations and at least one must appear on the screen depending on what is calculated.
The participants reviewed the mandatory data elements. 
Ms. Munson asked why the delivery location name and receipt location name fields are mandatory. Ms. Van Pelt stated that while they are not required for EDI, both must be displayed on the screen.
3. Identify Next Steps
Mr. Schoene suggested that the participants conduct additional research on certain data elements before distributing the proposed revisions to the standard for industry feedback. He stated that the best method to get broad industry feedback could be decided after the research narrows down the list of proposed changes to the data elements.
Mr. Schoene asked if the changes to the nomination data elements would have downstream impacts on other datasets. Ms. Van Pelt stated that they could have cascading effects on related data sets, including confirmations, scheduling, allocations, shipper imbalance, and invoices. Mr. Schoene asked whether the participants wished to analyze these downstream implications before seeking industry feedback. The participants agreed.
Mr. Schoene stated that the WGQ BPS Chairs will work with NAESB staff to schedule the next meeting for some time in mid-April and that an agenda will be posted and distributed once the date is confirmed. 
4. Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 11:45 AM Central on a motion by Mr. Schoene seconded by Ms. Van Pelt.  
5. Attendees
	Name
	Organization

	Jonathan Booe
	NAESB

	Christopher Burden
	Enbridge 

	Kathy Ferreira
	New Jersey Natural Gas

	Tom Gwilliam
	Iroquois Gas Transmission System

	Brandon Hajek
	Northern Natural Gas

	Ronnie Hensley
	Southern Star Central Gas Pipeline 

	Rachel Hogge
	Eastern Gas Transmission and Storage 

	Regina Jang
	NAESB

	Greg Lander
	Skipping Stone

	Nichole Lopez 
	Kinder Morgan 

	Leif Mattson
	WBI Energy Transmission

	Willis McCluskey
	Salt River Project

	Steven McCord
	TC Energy Corporation

	Megan Miller
	Enbridge 

	Sylvia Munson
	The Vessel Group

	Lindsey Saunders
	Quorum Software

	Ben Schoene
	ConocoPhillips Company

	Leigh Spangler
	Latitude Technologies

	Karen Stampfli
	Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA)

	Kim Van Pelt
	Kinder Morgan 

	Sandy Walker
	Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA)

	Mark Wilke
	Expand Energy Corporation 
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