[image: image1.png]0

I

0




North American Energy Standards Board

1415 Louisiana, Suite 3460, Houston, Texas 77002

Phone: (713) 356-0060, Fax: (713) 356-0067, E-mail: naesb@naesb.org


Home Page: www.naesb.org

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

FROM: 
Regina Jang, NAESB Staff Attorney
RE:
WGQ BPS Conference Call Draft Minutes – May 27, 2026
DATE:

May 28, 2026
WHOLESALE GAS QUADRANT

Business Practices Subcommittee

Conference Call with Webcasting

Wednesday, May 27, 2026 from 1:00 AM to 3:00 PM
DRAFT MINUTES
1. Welcome
Mr. McCluskey opened the meeting and welcomed the participants. Ms. Jang provided the Antitrust and Other Meeting Policies reminder. Mr. McCluskey reviewed the agenda with the participants. Mr. McCord moved, seconded by Mr. Burden, to adopt the agenda. The motion passed without opposition.
Mr. McCluskey reviewed the draft minutes from the April 21, 2026 meeting with the participants. Mr. McCord moved, seconded by Ms. Van Pelt, 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_bps042126fm.doc 
2. Begin Discussion on Standards Request R26006 – Request to consider adding a new a new data element to NAESB WGQ Standard No. 3.4.1 Transportation/Sales Invoice, NAESB WGQ Standard No. 3.4.2 Payment Remittance, NAESB WGQ Standard No. 3.4.4 Service Requester Level Charge/Allowance Invoice and any related datasets, as needed.
Mr. McCluskey provided an overview of Standards Request R26006, which proposes adding new data elements across several standards, including 3.4.1, 3.4.2 and 3.4.4 and related data sets. He asked Mr. McCord to review the Request. 
Mr. McCord stated that the current invoice structure does not include a field for the SWIFT banking code. He explained that the SWIFT banking code is a globally recognized identifier used to designate the financial institution to which payment should be directed and is particularly relevant for international customers with multiple banking locations or branches. He stated that the Request proposes to include the SWIFT code on invoices and in related data sets to support the accurate routing of payments. Mr. McCluskey asked whether the participants had any questions or comments.

Mr. Connor asked why this issue had only recently been identified considering that the SWIFT banking code has been in use for many years. Mr. McCord stated that the inclusion of the SWIFT banking code on invoices had been requested several years ago and was added to paper invoices, but had not been incorporated into the applicable data set for EDI. Mr. Connor asked whether other pipelines had encountered similar issues. Mr. Burden confirmed that his company also includes the SWIFT banking code on its paper invoices.
Ms. Van Pelt asked whether the purpose of the Request is to align the information on the EDI invoice with the paper invoice. Mr. McCord confirmed. Mr. Burden added that SWIFT related code values were already included in the standards, so only the applicable data sets would need to be added to the standards.
Mr. McCluskey proposed drafting instructions for the WGQ IR/Technical Subcommittees even though the agenda did not indicate a possible vote on the Request. No opposition was expressed.
The participants finalized substantive instructions to add the payee’s international SWIFT banking code information and to review associated datasets and code values. Mr. McCord moved, seconded by Mr. Burden to approve the instructions to the WGQ IR/Technical Subcommittees. The motion passed without opposition.
The instructions for the WGQ IR/Technical Subcommittee can be found at the following hyperlink: https://naesb.org/pdf4/wgq_bps052726a1.docx 
3. Continue to Discuss 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. McCluskey provided a brief review of the prior efforts to review the nominations data elements for potential modification, reclassification, or removal. He stated that the associated contract and bid transportation rate elements had been identified as potentially no longer in use and that the participants had agreed to conduct further research. He asked whether anyone could confirm whether those elements were still used in their company systems. 
Mr. McCord stated that the associated contract and bid transportation rate are no longer used by his company. Ms. Hogge stated that the data elements related to contact information are not used in her company’s system. Ms. Munson added that a company she works with, which transacts with numerous pipelines and shippers, indicated that none of its counterparties use the bid transportation rate, associated contract data elements, the contact information data elements, and the imbalance period data element. Ms. Lopez noted that the contact information data elements are used by her company and confirmed it is properly classified as Mutually Agreed (MA). Mr. Burden also confirmed that his company uses the elements related to contact information.
The participants made the corresponding changes to the Nominations Data Elements Master List.
Ms. Munson asked how companies would evaluate the data elements and indicate its usage. Mr. McCord stated that, as discussed in a previous meeting, the data elements would remain in the next version of the standards but would be marked for future removal. He stated that this would allow companies to provide feedback regarding the usage of these elements. Ms. Munson noted that getting input from as many companies as possible before designating elements for deprecation would be preferable.
Mr. McClusky suggested conducting an industry survey asking whether each data element is actively used in the industry today, whether its current classification remains appropriate, and if not, whether the element should be removed or designated for deprecation if it is no longer in use.
Ms. Van Pelt asked whether NAESB conducts industry surveys. Ms. Trum stated that NAESB utilizes an informal industry comment process to solicit feedback from the industry. 
Mr. Spangler asked whether the informal comment would be limited to asking feedback on items that could potentially be deprecated. Ms. Munson noted that discussions had focused on data elements that are no longer in use. She suggested considering whether certain data elements should be reclassified, particularly from Mutually Agreed (MA) to Business Conditional (BC). Mr. Burden noted that soliciting feedback from companies regarding the data elements most frequently used would also be helpful, but that obtaining responses may be challenging. 
Mr. Schoene asked whether broader feedback could reasonably be expected through the informal industry comment period beyond the participants already attending the meeting. Ms. Trum stated that the WEQ has frequently sent out requests for informal comment to both the full quadrant and the relevant subcommittee, particularly when a significant change is being proposed, and that the level of response depends on the nature of the proposal and subject matter.
Mr. Burden suggested reviewing all related data sets prior to sending out questions for informal comment to avoid soliciting multiple requests for feedback. Ms. Munson stated that she had assumed that any changes to the nominations data elements would drive corresponding changes to the related data sets. Ms. Trum stated that the WEQ generally issues a request for informal comment after a proposal has been sufficiently developed. 
Ms. Walker asked whether the Nominations Data Elements Master List would be distributed for informal comment or whether a separate document would be prepared. Mr. Spangler suggested preparing a separate draft including the 3 questions previously proposed by Mr. McCluskey.
Mr. McCord noted that there are 5 different usage categories for the data sets and asked whether feedback on the appropriate classification of each element would be included in the questions for informal comment. He stated that including detailed usage classifications could create confusion and suggested instead noting that these classifications are under subcommittee discussion for interested parties to participate. Ms. Munson agreed that a simplified approach would be preferable, but noted that details on data element usage would have to be included for the industry to assess whether the current classification is appropriate.
Mr. Spangler suggested simplifying the questions to be circulated for comment, proposing that they ask whether the data element is used by the industry, whether the standards should continue to support the data element, and include a section for comments. Mr. Burden agreed, noting that simpler questions would likely encourage more feedback.
Ms. Munson asked whether scheduled quantity data elements should be identified in a separate list, noting that this would help identify the elements used only in the scheduled quantity data set. Mr. Burden suggested reviewing the scheduled quantity data sets prior to determining the format of the informal comment. He stated that creating a worksheet similar to the Nominations Data Elements Master List would be helpful. Ms. Munson agreed, noting that certain data elements that are not used for nominations are used for scheduled quantity. She explained that even where the same data elements are used, the scheduled planning or scheduled quantity data set may return different or value-added information. 
The participants agreed to review the data sets related to scheduled quantity prior to holding an informal industry comment period.
The Nominations Data Elements Master List as revised during the meeting is available at the following hyperlink: https://naesb.org/member_login_check.asp?doc=wgq_bps052726a2.xlsx 
4. Identify Next Steps
Mr. McCluskey stated that the WGQ BPS Chairs will work with NAESB staff to schedule the next meeting and that an agenda will be posted and distributed once the date is confirmed. 
5. Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 1:56 PM Central on a motion by Mr. McCord, seconded by Ms. Van Pelt. 
6. Attendees
	Name
	Organization

	Christopher Burden
	Enbridge (U.S.) Inc.

	Pete Connor
	American Gas Association

	Jeremy Diaz
	National Fuel Gas Company

	Brandon Hajek
	Northern Natural Gas

	Adam Harris
	Kinder Morgan, Inc.

	Rachel Hogge
	Eastern Gas Transmission and Storage, Inc.

	Sadon Hughes
	Boardwalk Pipelines

	Grayson Lee
	Quorum Software

	Regina Jang
	NAESB

	Nichole Lopez 
	Kinder Morgan 

	Willis McCluskey
	Salt River Project

	Steven McCord
	TC Energy Corporation

	Sylvia Munson
	The Vessel Group

	Lisa Russo
	National Fuel Gas Company

	Lindsey Saunders
	Quorum Software

	Ben Schoene
	ConocoPhillips Company

	Maddie Sheppard
	Kinder Morgan, Inc.

	Leigh Spangler
	Harbor Partners

	Caroline Trum
	NAESB

	Kim Van Pelt
	Kinder Morgan, Inc.

	Sandy Walker
	Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA)
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