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Phone: (713) 356-0060, Fax: (713) 356-0067, E-mail: naesb@naesb.org
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via posting
TO:
NAESB Wholesale Gas Quadrant (WGQ) Contracts Subcommittee and Interested Industry Participants

FROM: 

Elizabeth Mallett, NAESB Deputy Director
RE:
WGQ Contracts Subcommittee Final Meeting Minutes – August 19, 2021
DATE:

September 9, 2021
WGQ CONTRACTS SUBCOMMITTEE

Conference Call with Webcasting
Thursday, August 19, 2021
3:00 PM to 5:00 PM Central
FINAL MINUTES
1.
Welcome & Administrative Items

Mr. Sappenfield opened the meeting and welcomed the participants.  Ms. Mallett provided the Antitrust and Other Meeting Policies reminder.  Mr. Sappenfield reviewed the agenda.  Mr. Weinstein moved, seconded by Ms. Lopez, to adopt the draft agenda as final.  The motion passed without opposition.

The participants reviewed the July 15, 2021 draft meeting minutes.  The spelling of Ms. Olesen’s name was corrected.  Mr. Weinstein, seconded by Mr. McCord, moved to adopt the revised July 15, 2021 meeting minutes as final.  The motion passed without opposition.
The July 15, 2021 final minutes may be accessed at the following link: https://www.naesb.org//pdf4/wgq_contracts071521fm.doc.

2.
Discussion on 2021 WGQ Annual Plan Item 5.b – Develop modifications to the NAESB Base Contract or a new standardized contract if it is determined beneficial
Mr. Sappenfield noted that two work papers were posted for the meeting: Scope Status for RNG Work Effort
and RNG Addendum Definitions Spreadsheet.  He briefly reviewed the scope document with the subcommittee.  The participants discussed the alignment of the definitions in the draft RNG Addendum with the definitions in the draft NAESB Base Contract for Sale and Purchase of Voluntary Renewable Energy Certificates, as of August 3, 2021 (Draft REC Base Contract) that is currently under development within the wholesale gas and retail markets quadrants.  Ms. Mallett encouraged interested parties to submit comments on the recommendation for the REC Base Contract by the September 2, 2021 conclusion of the formal comment period.
The following contains highlights from the subcommittee review of the RNG Addendum Definitions Spreadsheet. 
Certification: Mr. Sappenfield confirmed that the proposed definition for the term was taken from the Draft REC Base Contract.  The definition for Certification on Line 31 was deleted, as the definition on Line 28 is broader.
Certification Authority: The subcommittee noted that proposed definition was taken from the Draft REC Base Contract.  Mr. Weinstein stated that the terms “facility” and “REC” should be changed to “project” and “RNG.”  
Delivery Date: The subcommittee noted that the proposed definition for the term was taken from the Draft REC Base Contract.
Deliver: The participants confirmed that the proposed definition for the term was taken from the Draft REC Base Contract.
Environmental Attributes: Mr. Sappenfield suggested adopting the proposed definition for the term on Line 42 for the working document. Mr. Weinstein agreed.  Mr. Cox stated that he would like more time to look at the definition.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that the subcommittee can revisit the term in a future meeting.
Biogas: The subcommittee agreed to delete the term and definition in Line 47, as Mr. Sappenfield rewrote the definition which is included on Line 19.  Mr. Weinstein concurred with the deletion and new definition.  
Firm REC:  The subcommittee agreed to use the terms in Column G from the Draft REC Base Contract.

Firm Unit Specific REC: The subcommittee agreed to use the terms in Column G from the Draft REC Base Contract.
GIS: Mr. Sappenfield stated that the Draft REC Base Contract definition for the term was added to the work paper. 
Governmental Authority: Mr. Sappenfield noted that he had not seen this term in REC Addendums or in the Draft REC Base Contract.  The subcommittee deleted the term.
Greenhouse Gas: The subcommittee agreed to leave the term and definition in the work paper for further discussion.
ICF: Mr. Sappenfield stated that the subcommittee should not identify individual entities, but rather use the broader terminology for its group.
Landfill Gas: Mr. Cox stated that Landfill Gas is not a term being used and the subcommittee has defined Biogas.   He proposed that the more specific term Landfill Gas should be deleted if not utilized in the addendum.  The subcommittee agreed. 
LCFS Approval Month, LCFS Credits, LCFS Value, LCFS Credit Value, Low Carbon Fuel Standard, and LRT Account: Mr. Sappenfield stated that the terms are from specific programs and may not need to be defined in the RNG Addendum.  Mr. Cox disagreed and stated that the terms are used in almost all transactions.  Mr. Weinstein asked whether the terms were state-specific.  Mr. Sappenfield noted that the subcommittee tries to use broader terms that are not state specific to avoid revisions due to subsequent changes within each of the states.  The subcommittee retained the terms as placeholders.
OPIS Price Indices: The subcommittee deleted the term ad replaced it with “Index Price” and “Index.” Ms. Batchelder stated that there are separate prices for LCFS and RINS and asked whether clarification is needed.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that an indicator will be available that allows the contracting parties to identify the index price.
Payment Date: Mr. Sappenfield noted that the term is the same as that in the Draft REC Base Contract.
Poultry Waste: The subcommittee noted that the term is specific to North Carolina case/regulatory program and suggested its deletion.
Product: Mr. Sappenfield stated that the proposed definition on the work paper came from the Draft REC Base Contract and should be utilized as a starting point.
Project Identifier: Mr. Weinstein stated that he preferred not to include the definition.  The subcommittee deleted the term.
Project Facility: The subcommittee participants reviewed the definition of “Facility Identifier” above.  Mr. Weinstein asked what role the term plays in contracting.  He stated if the facility number is incorrect, a burden on the contract administrator would be created.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that each transporter has a facility identification, a unique number to transfer control of gas.  He stated that the Draft REC Base Contract contains the terms “Facility ID” and “Renewable Energy Facility Name” which are equivalent to “Delivery Point” in the NAESB Base Contract for Sale and Purchase of Natural Gas.  Ms. Batchelder stated that the RNG Addendum should have the Delivery Point concept, as the title transfer for Biogas is different from RECs. She stated that the Facility ID is not that point, as it is before the transfer location.  The subcommittee determined it would retain the Delivery Point definition from the NAESB Base Contract for Sale and Purchase of Natural Gas. 
Project:  Mr. Sappenfield stated that this term is specific to biogas.  It was noted that “Biogas Facility” is also defined on the work paper.  Mr. Sappenfield suggested the term contained in the NAESB REC Base Contract be modified for gas. The subcommittee revised the definition.
Regulator:  Similar to “Governmental Authority” the subcommittee determined that this term may not be needed because there are Program Administrators that are not regulators. 
Regulatory Credits: Mr. Cox stated that many transactions involve a percentage of revenue realized from the regulatory credits.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that the term may need to be defined in those circumstances and the term was retained in the work paper.
REC Program:  Mr. Sappenfield noted that this will be indicated on the Transaction Confirmation. 
Renewable Natural Gas:  Mr. Sappenfield stated that the proposed definition eliminates several qualifications because the term will be used generally and further defined by the contracting parties in the Transaction Confirmation.  Mr. Busch noted that it may not be ideal to describe RNG as gas that meets the quality standards.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that the pipeline has the ability to waive dewpoint and other characteristics.  Mr. Weinstein stated at the NAESB standards state that gas must be pipeline quality standard.  Mr. Sappenfield noted that the gas would be delivered as required by the Receiving Transporter.  The participants agreed to continue the discussion during the next meeting. 
The subcommittee left off at Line 100 in the work paper.
3.
Other Business
The next WGQ Contracts Subcommittee meeting has been scheduled for August 19, 2021 from 3:00 to 5:00 PM Central.  During that call, the participants will continue to discuss the renewable natural gas addendum to the NAESB Base Contract for Sale and Purchase of Natural Gas.
4.
Adjourn

Mr. Cox moved to adjourn at 4:53 PM Central.  The motion passed without opposition.
5.
Attendance 
	Name
	Organization

	Rebecca Batchelder
	BP

	Keri Bevel
	Element Markets

	Todd Breece
	Duke Energy

	Michelle Brocklesby
	Latitude Technologies

	Jim Busch
	BP

	David Cox
	Coalition of Renewable Natural Gas

	Kathy Ferreira
	New Jersey Natural Gas

	Isidro Fernandez
	CENEGAS

	Bill Hebenstreit
	SWN Energy Services

	Scott Johnson
	Northwest Natural Gas Company

	Doug Lamb
	MacGuire Woods

	Nichole Lopez
	Kinder Morgan Inc.

	Andrew MacBride
	National Grid

	Elizabeth Mallett
	North American Energy Standards Board

	Steve McCord
	TC Energy Corp

	Melissa McGoogan
	NW Natural

	Kari Olesen
	Enbridge (U.S.) Inc.

	Jessie Pierre-Jack
	Williams

	Keith Sappenfield
	Corpus Christi Liquefaction

	Jeremy Weinstein 
	PacifiCorp

	Ken Yagelski
	Southern Company

	Chris York
	DTE Energy Trading
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