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North American Energy Standards Board

1415 Louisiana Street, 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:
NAESB Wholesale Gas Quadrant (WGQ) Contracts Subcommittee and Interested Industry Participants

FROM: 

Elizabeth Mallett, NAESB Director of Wholesale Gas and Retail Markets Quadrant
RE:
WGQ Contracts Subcommittee Final Meeting Minutes – October 6, 2022
DATE:

October 12, 2022
WGQ CONTRACTS SUBCOMMITTEE

Conference Call with Webcasting
Thursday, October 6, 2022
2:00 PM to 4:00 PM Central
FINAL MINUTES
1.
Welcome & Administrative Items

Mr. Sappenfield opened the meeting and welcomed the participants.  Ms. Mallett delivered the Antitrust and Other Meeting Policies reminder and conducted the introductions.  Mr. McCord moved to adopt the draft agenda.  Mr. Burden seconded the motion.  The motion passed a simple majority vote without opposition.

The subcommittee reviewed the draft minutes from the September 29, 2022 WGQ Contracts Subcommittee meeting.  “Environmental Protection Act” was replaced with “Environmental Protection Agency.”  Ms. Batchelder moved to adopt the revised draft minutes as final.  Mr. Burden seconded the motion which passed a simple majority vote.
The September 29, 2022 WGQ Contracts Subcommittee final meeting minutes may be accessed at the following link: https://naesb.org//pdf4/wgq_contracts092922fm.doc. 
2.
Discussion on 2022 WGQ Annual Plan Item 6 – Develop business practice standards, as needed, to support purchase and sale transactions related to sustainably produced natural gas 
Mr. Sappenfield reviewed the Scope Document for the draft Certified Gas (CG) Addendum (draft CG Addendum) to the NAESB Base Contract for Sale and Purchase of Natural Gas (NAESB Base Contract).  He encouraged the participants to review the revisions to the Frequently Asked Questions document.  Mr. Sappenfield noted that the comments submitted from EDF were posted for the meeting and incorporated into the draft CG Addendum.
The subcommittee discussed the draft CG Addendum.  The following is a highlight of that discussion:
Exhibit A:  Mr. Bieser proposed the deletion of the “In witness” paragraph at the end of Exhibit A.  The exhibit was modified accordingly. In Exhibit A, under Contract Price, the term “Base Spot Price” was added.  

Exhibit B:  Ms. Batchelder asked for an explanation on the purpose of Exhibit B.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that the alternative is to use a certification authority.  He stated that if a party self certifies, they need to provide the certificate information on Exhibit B.  Ms. Karas stated that self-attestation devalues the certificate authority and the process.  She noted that a lot of the definitions in the draft CG Addendum are tied to determinations made by the certification authority and, as written, there may be loopholes in the draft addendum. Mr. Webster agreed and stated that self-attestation undercuts the notion of CG, as there is no check or verification.  He suggested a deletion of Exhibit B because the self-attestation process would not result in CG.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that, if the use of the self-attestation is not an industry practice, then Exhibit B should be deleted.  Mr. Bieser agreed.  The subcommittee deleted Exhibit B.   The definition of “Attestation” and any instance of its use in the draft CG Addendum were also deleted. 
Section 2.46 Facilities:  Mr. Webster stated that the MiQ definition of “Facility(ies)” is concise and mirrors the EPA language which passes regulatory muster.  Ms. Batchelder stated that mirroring regulations in the definitions of “Facilities” and “Methane Intensity” leaves the risk that the definition becomes outdated in a few months.  Mr. Schoene asked for clarification on the word “basin.”  Mr. Webster stated that all equipment would be included in one facility.  Mr. Sappenfield asked whether Certification Authorities use the EPA definition as a default. Mr. Webster stated that multiple certifying groups are utilizing a definition which covers “all.”  He stated that the EPA language is consistent with MiQ and other organizations.  Mr. Schoene asked whether the definition would apply, for example, to the whole Permian Basin.  Mr. Webster stated that with geographically distinct subfields in the Permian Basin the word “basin” would apply more narrowly.  However, if there is only one basin with the same geology throughout, then there would be a request for a wider certification range.  Mr. Webster stated that MiQ would like to disallow self-selection of only high-performance operations.  Ms. Crockett stated that the proposed language may slant the contract to particular vendors.  Ms. Karas stated that the purpose is to explain CG in a transparent way.  She stated that the proposed definition captures the idea of a “Facility” from all angles.
Mr. Schoene stated that NAESB does not define the market.  Mr. Sappenfield agreed and explained that the CG Addendum will serve as a mere transactional tool and, for that reason, the subcommittee should look to build flexibility.  He stated that entities that want to self-select high performing fields, should make it clear and transparent on the CG Addendum that the certification does not apply to all of their Facility.  Ms. Batchelder stated that she approves of the more rigorous approach in order to let the market decide, rather than picking and choosing. Ms. Karas stated that the CG Addendum is a tool, but it may also be utilized by state programs, so there is more to consider beyond the Buyer and Seller.  She stated that EDF offered broader language for the definition of “Facilities” in comments for a previous meeting.

Mr. Sappenfield encouraged the participants to submit comments on the definition of “Facilities.”  He stated that the definition of CG should be made clear, including whether the CG fits into various compliance programs. He stated that he is reluctant to support a definition, such as the EPA proposed language, that is not specific to CG.
Section 3.2 Cover Standard:  The subcommittee reviewed the proposed language which is a markup of the NAESB Base Contract and the alternate proposed language, a version taken from the RNG Addendum, for Section 3.2.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that CG does not have certificates like RNG, so the language from the NAESB Base Contract may be more applicable.
Section 3.5 CG Transaction Confirmation:  Mr. Sappenfield stated that the “if applicable” highlighted in yellow in this section refers to the registry tracking systems.  He explained that Exhibit A has a selection for whether a registry is used and the default selection is “Yes.”  Mr. Sappenfield stated that the use of a registry can be a third party or a self-system. Mr. Webster stated that the use of a registry is a definitional characteristic of Certified Gas and because it lowers the risk of double counting.  He stated that the field should be required with a space that identifies the registry used.  Ms. Karas stated that, similar to the Exhibit B discussion, the use of a registry should be a standard, as it is a logical extension of the CG process with a Certification Authority.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that the Buyer and Seller could always add Special Provisions. Ms. Karas stated that the industry would be better served by making the field required and adding space to specify which registry is used.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that it is easier to use a registry in cases of audits.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that the subcommittee will circle back on the discussion.
Section 16.1 Disqualified CG: The subcommittee noted that the revisions to Section 3.2 should be considered in light of the price mentioned in this section.  Ms. Batchelder stated that there should be additional language for delivery of alternate certificates, rather than just monetary reimbursement.  Mr. Sappenfield asked that Ms. Batchelder propose language for that provision during the next meeting.
3.
Other Business
The next WGQ Contracts Subcommittee meeting to discuss the draft CG Addendum has been scheduled for October 25, 2022.  During the meeting, the participants will continue work on 2022 WGQ Annual Plan Item 6, the development of a Certified Gas Addendum to the NAESB Base Contract.  The next WGQ Subcommittee meeting is scheduled for October 18, 2022.  During that meeting, the subcommittee will discuss and possibly vote on the renewable natural gas (RNG) Addendum to the NAESB Base Contract. 
4.
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned on motion made by Mr. Schoene at 4:00 PM Central.  The motion passed without opposition.
5.
Attendance
	Name
	Organization
	Segment

	Rosalinda Aguirre
	SoCal Gas
	LDC

	Rebecca Batchelder
	BP
	Producer

	Stephanie Bialowas
	TC Energy Corporation
	Pipeline

	Art Bieser
	Sabine Pass Liquefaction
	End User

	Christopher Burden
	Enbridge (U.S.) Inc.
	Pipeline

	Jeffrey Chen
	BP
	Producer

	Valerie Crockett
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	End User

	Kathryn Ferreira
	NJ Resources
	LDC

	Ronnie Hensley
	Southern Star Central Gas Pipeline
	Pipeline

	Natalie Karas
	Environmental Defense Fund
	End User

	Nichole Lopez
	Kinder Morgan Inc. 
	Pipeline

	Elizabeth Mallett
	North American Energy Standards Board
	N/A

	Steve McCord
	TC Energy Corporation
	Pipeline

	David Portz
	Golden Pass LNG
	End User

	Keith Sappenfield
	Corpus Christi Liquefaction
	End User

	Ben Schoene
	ConocoPhillips
	Producer

	Gaye Lynn Schaffart
	Tenaska
	Services

	Caroline Trum
	North American Energy Standards Board
	N/A

	Ben Webster
	MiQ
	Services

	Emily Wong
	American Public Gas Association 
	LDC
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