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North American Energy Standards Board

1301 Fannin, Suite 2350, Houston, Texas 77002

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


Home Page: www.naesb.org

via email and posting

TO:
NAESB Gas Electric Coordination Task Force (GECTF) Participants and Posting for Interested Parties

FROM: 
Todd Oncken, Deputy Director

RE:
GECTF Meeting Final Minutes – June 29-30, 2004
DATE:

July 6, 2004
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD

GAS ELECTRIC COORDINATION TASK FORCE

June 29-30, 2004

Hosted by NAESB in Houston, TX
Final Minutes
1.  
Welcome

Ms. Kiselewich called the meeting to order and welcomed attendees.  Mr. Oncken gave the antitrust advice.  Participants introduced themselves.  

The draft agenda was discussed at length.  Mr. Bray moved, seconded by Ms. Davis, to delete item 5 from the draft agenda, since the WGQ Pipelines segment does not view prioritization as a responsibility of the task force.  During discussion, Mr. Bray stated that as part of the proposal the WGQ Pipeline Segment would support the WGQ LDC work paper with some modifications to the last paragraph in an effort to reach an acceptable compromise among the task force members.  Also, d(Bray)uring discussion concern was repeatedly expressed that the draft agenda did not reflect the general understanding participants had at the end of the last meeting that the only item for discussion would be finalization of the report.  Some people were concerned that the NAESB process and procedures had not been followed.  (Bray)There was not agreement with the Pipeline position on the role of the task force and prioritization.  Additionally, Ms. Lauderdale noted that Mr. Desselle’s written comments specifically address prioritization.  On Mr. Connor’s suggestion, the motion was amended to include a discussion of the LDC workpaper as agenda item 2.  Mr. Bray’s motion failed.  See Motion 1 in voting record below.

Mr. Novak moved, seconded by Mr. Oberski, to add a discussion of the LDC workpaper after agenda item 2.  The motion passed.  See Motion 2 in voting record below.  
The draft minutes from May 18-19, 2004 were reviewed and changes were made.  Ms. Lauderdale moved, seconded by Ms. Westerfield, to adopt the modified draft minutes.  The motion passed unanimously by consent. 

2.
Review of comments submitted related to whether the task force has completed its mission/assigned task
Comments on the draft final report were submitted by the Quadrant Co-Chairs, Mr. Desselle and Mirant.  
Quadrant Co-chairs:  Mr. Bray spoke in strong opposition to the statement of the Quadrant Co-chairs, stating that it was inappropriate in the NAESB process for Executive Committee leadership to comment on whether a task force had completed its task in the absence of an Executive Committee meeting or Executive Committee concurrence with the statements.  Mr. Oberski stated the comments were not intended to represent Executive Committee concurrence, but instead represented the Executive Committee leadership’s support of an efficient standards development process.  Mr. Novak, Ms. Kiselewich, and Mr. Buccigross expressed similar views.  Mr. Buccigross added that the Executive Committee leadership has a duty to assist in the prosecution of the annual plans.  Ms. Davis stated that the statement being labeled as a statement of the Quadrant Co-chairs could imply support of the Executive Committees.  
In addition to the concerns stated on the implication of Executive Committee support for the comments, concern was expressed that the agenda was modified in direct correlation to the Quadrant Co-chairs’ comments.  Mr. Novak suggested the change in the agenda was more directly related to the expectations of the NAESB Board of Directors, as evidenced by Mr. Desselle’s comments.  Ms. Kiselewich noted that she had raised concerns at the last GECTF meeting that the task force was not meeting expectations, and Mr. Desselle’s comments and feedback she had received from the regulatory community supported those concerns.  Ms. Kiselewich clarified that while the agenda was posted later than optimal, it was the only agenda that had ever been prepared for the meeting.  Ms. Lauderdale noted that all filed comments reflected that theme, and it was appropriate to draft an agenda that considered those comments.  Ms. Van Pelt suggested it would be more appropriate to forward the comments that the task force had not completed its assignment to the Executive Committees for their consideration.  
While discussing the possibility of prioritizing and voting on the priority of the DPL categories and/or issues, Ms. Chezar stated that the recent FERC conference in New York demonstrated that there was probably something in each of the categories that could be the basis of a standards request.  However, many participants felt that prioritization should be done by the Executive Committees after a request for standards had been submitted.  Several parties indicated they were not prepared to vote on particular items during this meeting since it was not on the agenda, even though, as Ms. Lauderdale pointed out, voting on the DPL has been contemplated for several meetings.  
Mirant:  Mirant’s comments were discussed during the draft report revision process.

Desselle:  Mr. Desselle’s comments were not specifically discussed.

3.
Discussion and vote on LDC motion

Mr. Novak, seconded by Mr. Brown, presented a motion sponsored by the WGQ LDC segment (see posting).  There were several proposed amendments to the motion and Mr. Novak and Mr. Brown addressed each as it was presented.  The motion, as amended, reads:
Whereas, the Gas Electric Coordination Task Force (GECTF) has identified a list of discussion points (Discussion Points List) that have been organized into 14 broad categories of issues, each of which category deals dealing with a facet of the coordination between the two industries, thereby concluding the mission of the GECTF:

Now, therefore be it moved that this Task Force adopt the following statement and recommendations to accompany the transmittal of its report:

T As such, the GECTF affirmatively states that each of the 14 categories may have at least limited standards development potential within NAESB.  While some and possibly all of these categories contain elements that are either outside of NAESB’s scope or best resolved elsewhere, the GECTF requests that interested industry participants submit Standards Development Requests (SDR) through the usual NAESB process.  Rather than undertaking a protracted effort by this Task Force to work out every detail of the 14 categories to pre-identify potential policy roadblocks, the GECTF believes that the process will be more proper and efficient if NAESB deals with actual requests from stakeholders.  Stakeholders may structure SDRs to avoid topics not readily suited to standards development or within the request, self-identify aspects of the request that require a policy decision that needs to be made prior to standards development.

In the case of policy determination, it is not always possible to identify discrete policy issues on the face of the SDR; rather, such policy issues are often discovered through subcommittee discussion.  The GECTF recommends that any subcommittees charged with standards development regularly communicate policy roadblocks to the Executive Committees Board, so that they may be forwarded to the appropriate regulatory agency for disposition.  

In terms of Annual Plan development and prioritization prioritization, the GECTF recommends recognizes that in compliance with NAESB’s existing procedures, as requests (e.g. R04016) are submitted and processed by Triage, they and could be added to the appropriate NAESB 2004 and/or 2005 aAnnual pPlans at the request of the Executive Committee to the Board. In addition, the GECTF recognizes that tThe Executive Committee should determinesd priorities, taking into consideration the existing committee workload at the time the request is made.
There was extensive discussion on the motion.  It was noted that if the motion is successful, the last three paragraphs would be inserted into the GECTF final report.  Mr. Novak stated the motion would move the task force forward by affirmatively stating that each of the categories has something in it that could be standardized, thus reflecting the intent of the GECTF at the last meeting.  
Opinion within the task force was split regarding this motion.  Ms. Lauderdale opposed the motion, but instead preferred to analyze each of the categories.  She questioned why saying each of the 14 categories is a possibility is different than not saying anything.  Mr. Brechtel questioned whether passing the motion would address Mr. Desselle’s comments or add substance to the final report.  Mr. Oberski, Ms. Westerfield, and Mr. Templeton also questioned the effect of the motion.  Mr. Templeton supported the concept of voting on each DPL item, noting that would be a manifestation of the value of the time spent by the task force.

Ms. Van Pelt supported the motion as a compromise and affirmative statement of the task force.  Ms. Van Pelt’s position on the motion was shared by Mr. Bray and several other attendees.  Ms. Chezar questioned the value of voting on each item, since the voting results would not limit an organization’s ability to submit a request for standards development.   
Ms. Davis stated that if individual votes were taken, the task force would have to get to the details of each individual item to make an informed decision.  Mr. White concurred that a more thorough understanding would be required if voting on each of the DPL categories.  He said that evaluation would be an evaluation of the merits of each item, which is different than the current approach used by the task force.
Ms. Kiselewich noted that the WEQ Seams Subcommittee (Seams) preformed a similar task to the task asked of the GECTF and suggested the task force look to their process as an example to move forward.  (See discussion below.)

The vote on Mr. Novak’s motion was taken and the motion failed.  See Motion 3 in voting record below.

4.
Classification of categories into those which may lend themselves to standards development, which need policy decisions, etc.
Ms. McQuade gave a brief review of the Seams process so the GECTF could determine whether to use a similar procedure.  Briefly, she said that Seams developed a broad matrix of issues, categorized those issues – by topic and business/reliability function, prioritized the business issues through industry input, and will proceed with the high priority items through standards requests assigned to participating organizations.  Ms. Crockett, as a participant of the Seams Subcommittee, supported using this approach.  She noted the report sent to the FERC states that NAESB will begin working on five top priority items in 2005.  Mr. Oberski suggested that the fact that the GECTF work impacts the four NAESB quadrants would complicate the workplan used by Seams.  Ms. Chezar suggested it would be appropriate for GECTF participants, especially WGQ participants, to review the Seams work and procedures before going further, noting that participants from the WGQ would have to have the opportunity to become familiar with the model before moving forward.  
Mr. Love stated the DPL would have to be refined before it could be distributed to the industry for prioritization participation.  Mr. Oberski agreed the document would have to be worked on before it was sent out.  Mr. Brown added that much of the ground work for Seams had already been done previously because the wholesale electric industry outside of the NAESB process had been working on seams issues to improve the ability for trading for several years and several organizations, including ISOs and RTOs, and there were previously compiled lists of the issues that they were working on.  

Ms. Davis noted that the Seams process could be very lengthy.  Ms. Kiselewich agreed the Seams process could take some time, but noted the task force was not bound by the goal of producing a final report during this meeting.  Mr. Love suggested it would be more efficient to let interested industry participants submit requests and process those requests according to established procedures.  Additionally, concern was expressed by other WGQ participants that resources would be expended to take this process further, when those resources could be used for standards development on specific standards requests, like Request R04016.  

Ms. Westerfield stated the value of the Seams Catalog, while it was just a catalog of issues and does not force or preclude standards development, was that it provided a framework for industry participants to start to prioritize issues of concern.  Ms. Westerfield suggested the GECTF was a similar opportunity for the gas and electric industries to have input on what aspects of coordination they thought were important and ready for standards, prior to the regulatory community making those decisions.  
Ms. Lauderdale moved, seconded by Mr. Templeton, that the GECTF review the list of 14 DPL categories and categorize them as follows:  1) contains mostly items and discussion points suitable for standards development discussion within NAESB; 2) contains few, if any, items and discussion points suitable for standards development discussion within NAESB; and 3) GECTF to discuss further.  It was noted that this motion generally parallels the approach suggested in the statement of the Quadrant Co-chairs.  Ms. Lauderdale suggested the motion would provide the opportunity to make a rough categorization and identify categories that needed to be discussed further.  

During discussion, Ms. Davis, with Mr. Bray’s and Ms. Burch’s concurrence, opposed the motion stating that it was premature.  Ms. Chezar questioned the value that voting would add to the process, if the results of the voting do not presuppose an outcome when a standards request is or is not filed.  Ms. Lauderdale said voting would help NAESB meet the expectations of the regulatory community that NAESB could provide input into the discussions, since recent events have highlighted the need for increased coordination between the gas and electric industries.  Mr. Love expressed concern that after the categories are voted on, items could end up on annual plans without a standards request to back them.  Mr. Templeton reminded participants that development of the annual plans was not a subcommittee or task force function – all annual plans are approved by the NAESB Board of Directors.    
Ms. Westerfield supported Ms. Lauderdale’s motion, but noted another option would be to file another interim report noting where the task force was and seeking comment.  Ms. Westerfield sympathized with the participants whom wanted an alternative to voting on each item.  Additionally, there was general concern about attendance at this meeting, and the lack of participation by the electric quadrants in all of the meetings.  Ms. Lauderdale noted that while the electric industry was not as extensively represented as the WGQ Pipeline segment, a wide range of companies have participated in the process.  Ms. McVicker suggested the GECTF spend more time looking at the big picture – the 14 categories – instead of the sub-issues contained in the expanded DPL.    
The vote on Ms. Lauderdale’s motion was taken and the motion failed.  See Motion 4 in voting record below.

Having taken two approaches to prioritizing and voting on the DPL, the task force discussed how to move forward.  One option was to vote on each of the 14 categories individually.  Participants generally opposed that option.  Ms. Davis reiterated that more work would have to be done defining the DPL before individual votes could be taken.  Several participants reiterated that a vote did not really mean anything in the standards development process because the triage process would ultimately prevail.  In contrast, Ms. Westerfield reiterated that a vote would have meaning to NAESB’s external audience, since many expect the task force to express an opinion about whether it is time for some prioritization of coordination issues between the electric and gas industries.  She noted that since there is general agreement on the 14 categories, the real issue is whether the list should take on any further meaning.  
Barring a consensus to vote on each of the categories, Ms. Lauderdale suggested the task force work on the final report on Day 2, but include reasoning why the task force was unable to vote on the individual categories and points.  There was agreement to move on to agenda item 6.
5.
Vote on the classifications
This item was not discussed.
6.
Prioritization of those identified for standards development i.e. what should be done in what year

This item was not specifically discussed.  Please see discussion above.
7.
Editing draft final report

The task force reviewed the draft final report and made extensive edits.  Language was added that reflected the votes taken during this meeting.  Additionally, the task force developed a list of items indicating reasons the task force did not go further and/or prioritize the DPL.  Participants felt including the list would help demonstrate the complexity of the task the group faced.  A redlined version of the report, used for voting, is available on the NAESB web site.  

8.
Vote on report

Mr. Templeton moved, seconded by Mr. Bray to approve the draft final report.  During discussion there were additional minor changes.  Mr. Templeton and Mr. Bray accepted those changes.  The motion passed unanimously absent objection.   
9.
Other Business
No other business was discussed.  
10.
Next Meetings
A conference call was scheduled for July 22, 2004 at noon Central to adopt these minutes.  No subsequent meetings were scheduled.
11.
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned on June 30 at 1:00 p.m. Central.
12.
Attendance
	Name
	Organization
	Quadrant
	Segment
	Day One
	Day Two

	Mariam Arnaout
	American Gas Association
	NA
	NA
	Phone
	Phone

	Jeffrey Conopask
	DC Public Service Commission 
	NA
	NA
	Phone
	Phone

	Kay Morice
	FERC
	NA
	NA
	In Person
	In Person

	Dede Kirby
	NAESB
	NA
	NA
	In Person
	

	Rae McQuade
	NAESB
	NA
	NA
	In Person
	In Person

	Todd Oncken
	NAESB
	NA
	NA
	In Person
	In Person

	Ruth Kiselewich
	Baltimore Gas & Electric
	REQ
	Distributor
	In Person
	In Person

	Yvette Camp
	The Southern Company
	REQ
	Distributor
	Phone
	Phone

	Steve Zavodnick
	Baltimore Gas & Electric
	RGQ
	Distributor
	Phone
	Phone

	Michael Novak
	National Fuel
	RGQ
	Distributor
	Phone
	Phone

	Pete Connor
	Nisource
	RGQ
	Distributor
	Phone
	

	Rose Lennon
	Washington Gas
	RGQ
	Distributor
	Phone
	Phone

	Marcy McCain
	Duke Energy Gas Transmission
	RGQ
	Supplier
	Phone
	Phone

	Suzanne Calcagno
	UBS Energy
	RGQ
	Supplier
	Phone
	Phone

	Jim Templeton
	Comprehensive Energy
	WEQ
	End User
	In Person
	In Person

	LouAnn Westerfield
	Idaho PUC (NARUC)
	WEQ
	End User
	In Person
	In Person

	Lou Oberski
	Dominion
	WEQ
	Generation
	Phone
	Phone

	Melissa Lauderdale
	EEI
	WEQ
	Generation
	In Person
	In Person

	Kathy York
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	WEQ
	Generation
	In Person
	In Person

	Alan Johnson
	Mirant
	WEQ
	Marketer
	Phone
	

	John Porter
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	WEQ
	Marketer
	Phone
	Phone

	Ken Brown
	PSEG
	WEQ
	Transmission
	Phone
	Phone

	Curt Brechtel
	Arizona Public Service
	WGQ
	End User
	In Person
	In Person

	Jay Dibble
	Calpine
	WGQ
	End User
	In Person
	In Person

	Judy Hickman
	Nisource Pipelines
	WGQ
	End User
	In Person
	

	Diane McVicker
	Salt River Project
	WGQ
	End User
	In Person
	In Person

	Roman Bakke
	Southern California Edison
	WGQ
	End User
	Phone
	Phone

	Carl Haga
	Southern Company
	WGQ
	End User
	In Person
	In Person

	Valerie Crockett
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	WGQ
	End User
	In Person
	In Person

	Craig Colombo
	Dominion Resources
	WGQ
	LDC
	Phone
	Phone

	Dolores Chezar
	Keyspan
	WGQ
	LDC
	Phone
	Phone

	Alexander Sarafin
	Nisource
	WGQ
	LDC
	Phone
	

	Drake Kijowski
	PSEG
	WGQ
	LDC
	Phone
	Phone

	Sharon Armstrong
	Public Service Company of NM
	WGQ
	LDC
	Phone
	Phone

	Bill Griffith
	Colorado Interstate
	WGQ
	Pipelines
	Phone
	Phone

	Kathryn Burch
	DEGT
	WGQ
	Pipelines
	In Person
	In Person

	Iris King
	Dominion Transmission 
	WGQ
	Pipelines
	Phone
	Phone

	Randy Young
	Gulf South
	WGQ
	Pipelines
	In Person
	

	Paul Love
	NGPL
	WGQ
	Pipelines
	In Person
	In Person

	Lisa Fitzgerald
	Nisource Pipelines
	WGQ
	Pipelines
	In Person
	

	Brian White
	Nisource Pipelines
	WGQ
	Pipelines
	In Person
	In Person

	Mike Bray
	Shell Gas Transmission
	WGQ
	Pipelines
	In Person
	In Person

	Mark Gracey
	Tennessee Gas Pipeline
	WGQ
	Pipelines
	In Person
	

	Jeff Bittel
	Texas Gas
	WGQ
	Pipelines
	Phone
	Phone

	Donna Scott
	Transwestern Pipeline
	WGQ
	Pipelines
	In Person
	In Person

	Dale Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	WGQ
	Pipelines
	In Person
	In Person

	Jim Buccigross
	Group 8760
	WGQ
	Services
	Phone
	


13.
Voting Record

	Motion 1:
	Wholesale Gas Quadrant
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 
	

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	

	Producers
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	Pipelines
	14
	
	14
	2
	0
	2
	

	LDCs
	3
	
	3
	2
	0
	2
	

	Services
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	End Users
	1
	4
	5
	0.4
	1.6
	2
	

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	4.4
	1.6
	6
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Wholesale Electric Quadrant
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 
	

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	

	Transmission
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1
	

	Generation
	
	2
	2
	0
	2
	2
	

	Marketers/Brokers
	
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	

	Distribution/LSE
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	End Users
	
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	1
	4
	5
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Retail Gas Quadrant
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 
	

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	

	Suppliers
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	Distributors
	4
	0
	4
	2
	0
	2
	

	End Users
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	Service Providers
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	2
	0
	2
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Retail Electric Quadrant
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 
	

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	

	Suppliers
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	Distributors
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	End Users
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	Service Providers
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	0
	0
	0
	


Motion 2:  

	
	Wholesale Gas Quadrant
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 
	

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	

	Producers
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	Pipelines
	
	14
	14
	0
	2
	2
	

	LDCs
	2
	
	2
	2
	0
	2
	

	Services
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	End Users
	4
	0
	4
	2
	0
	2
	

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	4
	2
	6
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Wholesale Electric Quadrant
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 
	

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	

	Transmission
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1
	

	Generation
	3
	
	3
	2
	0
	2
	

	Marketers/Brokers
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1
	

	Distribution/LSE
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	End Users
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1
	

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	5
	0
	5
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Retail Gas Quadrant
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 
	

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	

	Suppliers
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1
	

	Distributors
	4
	0
	4
	2
	0
	2
	

	End Users
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	Service Providers
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	3
	0
	3
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Retail Electric Quadrant
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 
	

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	

	Suppliers
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	Distributors
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1
	

	End Users
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	Service Providers
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	1
	0
	1
	


Motion 3:

	
	Wholesale Gas Quadrant
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 
	

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	

	Producers
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	Pipelines
	12
	
	12
	2
	0
	2
	

	LDCs
	3
	
	3
	2
	0
	2
	

	Services
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	End Users
	1
	4
	5
	0.4
	1.6
	2
	

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	4.4
	1.6
	6
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Wholesale Electric Quadrant
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 
	

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	

	Transmission
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1
	

	Generation
	
	3
	3
	0
	2
	2
	

	Marketers/Brokers
	
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	

	Distribution/LSE
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	End Users
	
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	1
	4
	5
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Retail Gas Quadrant
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 
	

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	

	Suppliers
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1
	

	Distributors
	4
	
	4
	2
	0
	2
	

	End Users
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	Service Providers
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	3
	0
	3
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Retail Electric Quadrant
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 
	

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	

	Suppliers
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	Distributors
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1
	

	End Users
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	Service Providers
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	1
	0
	1
	


Motion 4:
	
	Wholesale Gas Quadrant
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 
	

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	

	Producers
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	Pipelines
	
	14
	14
	0
	2
	2
	

	LDCs
	
	2
	2
	0
	2
	2
	

	Services
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	End Users
	4
	
	4
	2
	0
	2
	

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	2
	4
	6
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Wholesale Electric Quadrant
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 
	

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	

	Transmission
	
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	

	Generation
	2
	
	2
	2
	0
	2
	

	Marketers/Brokers
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1
	

	Distribution/LSE
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	End Users
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1
	

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	4
	1
	5
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Retail Gas Quadrant
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 
	

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	

	Suppliers
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	Distributors
	
	2
	2
	0
	2
	2
	

	End Users
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	Service Providers
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	0
	2
	2
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Retail Electric Quadrant
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 
	

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	

	Suppliers
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	Distributors
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1
	

	End Users
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	Service Providers
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0
	

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	1
	0
	1
	


Gas Electric Coordination Task Force Final Minutes – June 29-30, 2004

Page 6

