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Wholesale Gas Quadrant (WGQ) Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS) and Interested Industry Parties
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Regina Jang, NAESB Staff Attorney
RE:
WGQ BPS Conference Call Draft Minutes – July 16, 2026
DATE:

July 20, 2026
WHOLESALE GAS QUADRANT

Business Practices Subcommittee

Conference Call with Webcasting

Thursday, July 16, 2026 from 1:00 PM 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 May 27, 2026 meeting with the participants. Mr. McCord moved, seconded by Mr. Burden, 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_bps052726fm.doc 
2. 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 reviewed the 2026 WGQ Annual Plan Item 4.a Nominations Data Elements Master List spreadsheet, noting that the participants had reviewed and identified several elements for further research and discussion regarding possible reclassification, deprecation, or removal. He stated that the participants had agreed that it would be helpful to evaluate the potential impacts on relevant data sets, including the Scheduled Quantity data elements, before seeking broader industry feedback. He asked whether the participants had additional feedback regarding the current use of the identified data elements.
Ms. Lopez noted that Kinder Morgan had submitted comments regarding its use of the identified data elements and asked whether the comments had been incorporated into the spreadsheet. Ms. Jang stated that the comments had been added.

Mr. McCluskey stated that previous discussions indicated that certain data elements remained in use by at least some organizations, suggesting that additional validation may be needed before any elements are considered for removal.  He asked how the subcommittee should evaluate current usage and proceed.
Mr. McCord stated that the participants had discussed flagging the elements for potential removal in a future version. He noted that this approach would provide advance notice and allow interested industry participants to raise objections or confirm continued use before any elements were removed.
Mr. McCluskey stated that one of the primary challenges was determining who would be responsible for researching the current use of the identified data elements, soliciting information from other organizations, and updating the work paper to reflect the findings. Ms. Lopez proposed that the participants review the spreadsheet and develop a narrower targeted list by removing elements confirmed to remain in use. She stated that this would make it easier to identify potential elements for deprecation.
The participants added a column to the spreadsheet to designate elements for potential deprecation with an X and elements requiring an update to its usage as U, such as reclassification from Mutually Agreed (MA) to Business Conditional (BC). The participants reviewed the spreadsheet to determine data elements that would require further consideration for deprecation or reclassification.
Mr. Gwilliam stated that Ending Time is displayed on the nomination screen and also included in the Scheduled Quantity data set by some pipelines even though it cannot be modified by the user.
Mr. McCord noted that Deal Type is used by TC Energy. The spreadsheet was updated accordingly.
Ms. Lopez noted that the participants had considered changing the usage classification of certain data elements, such as the Nomination Cycle Indicator, from Mutually Agreed to Business Conditional. She stated that reclassifying a data element as Business Conditional would require pipelines that do not support the element to implement and return an appropriate error message when the element is submitted. She noted that keeping elements as Mutually Agreed may be preferable because it provides greater flexibility and does not require pipelines or shippers to modify their existing systems.
Mr. Gwilliam asked whether identifying supported data elements and code values in a pipeline’s nominations EDI user guide would satisfy the requirements associated with updating elements to Business Conditional or whether the pipeline would also be required to return a Quick Response message indicating that the submitted data element is not supported. Ms. Lopez stated that she would need to review the applicable language but understood that a pipeline was required to return a warning message through the quick response when it did not support a BC data element.

Mr. Burden stated that because reclassifying data elements as Business Conditional could require some pipelines to modify their systems, the subcommittee should determine whether there is a strong operational need before making any changes. Mr. Gwilliam suggested leaving the elements as Mutually Agreed. Mr. McCord agreed and proposed that the subcommittee discuss reclassification of an element after a Standards Request or minor correction for such change is submitted. The participants agreed to the proposed approach.
Mr. Hensley stated that Associated Contract is required for certain types of nominations. Ms. Lopez noted that the mandatory use of the data element suggested that it should be classified as Business Conditional rather than Mutually Agreed. She stated that a minor correction should be submitted to reclassify the element as Business Conditional.

Mr. McCluskey suggested holding an informal comment period to explain the proposed deprecation process and solicit broader industry feedback. He proposed making a separate list of the data elements marked for potential deprecation and asking the industry for input on whether the elements should remain in the standards or be reclassified through a minor correction. He stated that feedback would help the subcommittee determine whether the identified elements continue to be needed. 
Mr. Burden stated that the participants should consider data elements for potential deprecation would be reflected in the standards to provide notice that it would be removed from the next version. He suggested using underlining, strikethrough, or another notation within the data dictionary tables to clearly indicate that an element that may be removed unless continued use is demonstrated.
Mr. Gwilliam suggested coordinating with INGAA to distribute NAESB’s Request for Informal Comment and the proposed list to its pipeline members to encourage broader industry participation during the informal comment period. Mr. Burden supported this approach, stating that the subcommittee should pursue available outreach opportunities to gather feedback.
Mr. McCluskey noted that the proposed changes to the nomination date data elements would have downstream impacts on other data sets and asked whether the participants would prefer to review those implications before revising the nominations standards. Ms. Lopez agreed and proposed that the participants evaluate any downstream effects on related data sets and corresponding elements after the subcommittee has a receives feedback from the industry during the informal comment period. 
Mr. Burden suggested that the pipelines confirm the use of the data elements identified for potential deprecation with their respective information technology departments before the subcommittee holds an informal comment period and seeking feedback through INGAA. The participants agreed and stated that they will review the spreadsheet by August 7, 2026.
The Nominations Data Elements Master List as revised during the meeting is available at the following hyperlink: 
3. Identify Next Steps
Mr. McCluskey stated that he expects the informal industry comment period to close in mid-September. He noted that, rather than scheduling the next WGQ BPS meeting approximately one month later, he would work with the NAESB office to schedule the meeting after the comment period closes so that the participants could review and discuss the comments received.
4. Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 1:55 PM Central on a motion by Mr. Burden.
5. Attendees
	Name
	Organization

	Christopher Burden
	Enbridge (U.S.) Inc.

	Kathryn Ferreira
	New Jersey Resources

	Tom Gwilliam
	Iroquois Gas Transmission System

	Brandon Hajek
	Northern Natural Gas

	Ronnie Hensley
	Southern Star Central Gas Pipeline

	Regina Jang
	NAESB

	Grayson Lee
	Quorum Software

	Nichole Lopez 
	Kinder Morgan 

	Steven McCord
	TC Energy Corporation

	Lindsey Saunders
	Quorum Software

	Karen Stampfli
	Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA)
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