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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

July 31, 2006
TO:
NAESB Wholesale Gas Quadrant Executive Committee and Interested Industry Participants

FROM:
Laura B. Kennedy, Meeting/Project Manager
RE:
Wholesale Gas Quadrant Executive Committee Final Minutes – July 27, 2006
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
CONFERENCE CALL
WHOLESALE GAS QUADRANT (WGQ)

Thursday, July 27, 2006 – 1:00 pm to 5:00 pm Central
FINAL MINUTES
1.
Welcome

Mr. Buccigross called the meeting to order and welcomed attendees.  Ms. Kennedy gave the antitrust advice and called the roll of Executive Committee (EC) members.  Quorum was established.
Ms. Davis requested that the agenda be modified to  add a third minor correction.  Ms. Davis moved, seconded by Ms. Van Pelt, to adopt the agenda as modified.  The motion passed unanimously.
2.
Discussion & Vote on Minor Corrections
Ms. Davis moved, seconded by Ms. Van Pelt, to adopt the three minor corrections posted for consideration during this meeting:  
· Minor correction for Version 1.7 Capacity Release; 
· Minor correction Regarding WGQ Version 1.8 Nominations Related Standards Principle 1.1.9; and, 
· Minor correction for Code Values Dictionary for Offer Upload and Offer Download.  
Ms. Davis provided a review of each of the three proposed minor corrections.  The motion unanimously passed a super majority vote.  [Vote 1].
3.
Consideration and Vote on Four Recommendations for Standards with Comments Submitted
Recommendation R00006 – Add twelve new code values for Transaction Type data element in the nomination, flowing gas and invoicing related data sets:  This recommendation was posted on May 18, 2006 with comments due on June 15, 2006:  Recommendation for R00006.  No comments were submitted on this recommendation.  Ms. Davis moved, seconded by Ms. Van Pelt, to adopt the recommendation as drafted.  The motion unanimously passed a super majority vote.  [Vote 2].
Recommendation R03036 – Conform WGQ Capacity Release standard 5.3.zd to FERC Policy on Docket No. RP03-545 sets:  This recommendation to decline the request was posted on May 18, 2006 with comments due on June 15, 2006:  Recommendation for R03036.  No comments were submitted on this recommendation.  Ms. Van Pelt moved, seconded by Ms. Davis, to adopt the recommendation as drafted.

Ms. Chezar noted that the recommendation made by the WGQ Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS) in the Recommendation for R03036 was to not modify standard 5.3.zd as requested.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that KeySpan filed the request to replace the existing standards with standards based on the FERC Order in RP03-545 for Dominion Cove Point LNG.  Ms. Van Pelt noted that the BPS considered several proposals to modify the existing standards, but that the draft failed the balanced vote in the subcommittee with a tie vote of 2.5 in support and 2.5 in opposition.  Ms. Van Pelt added that since the recommendation is to maintain the status quo, the Executive Committee should take a simple majority vote instead of a super majority vote.

Ms. Chezar stated that she planned to vote in opposition of the recommendation.  Ms. Burnett asked Ms. Chezar to explain the reasons she was going to vote in opposition of the recommendation.  Ms. Chezar stated that the request sought to conform the existing standards to commission orders.  She stated that the reasons that were given to not modify the existing standard were that the Dominion order was because it was not FERC policy.  Ms. Chezar stated that the requested change to the standards would make the standards an industry best practice by requiring a pre-approved bidders list.  The motion failed a simple majority vote.  [Vote 3].

Mr. Buccigross moved, seconded by Ms. Chezar, to send the recommendation and request for R03036 back to the WGQ BPS for further consideration with a priority of normal course of business.  Mr. Young stated that if the WGQ EC votes to send the recommendation and request back to the BPS, the individuals who voted in opposition to the original recommendation should participate in the subcommittee.  Mr. Shepard stated that he planned to attend the WGQ BPS meetings if this item were remanded to the subcommittee.
Ms. Van Pelt stated that she did not think a FERC ruling in a specific pipeline order establishes policy for the entire industry.  Ms. Van Pelt added that she did not think the BPS would end up with a significantly different result than the original recommendation.  Ms. Chezar stated that she would not propose the modification as a FERC policy but as an industry best practice.

Mr. Buccigross stated that the EC members who abstained might change their votes to votes in support of the recommendation if the BPS submits the same result for a second time.

After further discussion, the EC voted on the motion.  The motion passed a simple majority vote.  [Vote 4].

Recommendation R05015 – web posting of FAQs:  The EC reviewed the Recommendation for R05015.  Mr. Novak moved, seconded by Ms. Chezar, to adopt the recommendation.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that a participant requested that the last question be modified as follows:
Q:
How should discretionary verbs with NAESB WGQ Standards be interpreted for non-regulated entities?

A:
Notwithstanding the above, Nnon-regulated entities are expected to consistently comply with may voluntarily implement some or all of the NAESB WGQ Standards to the extent necessary to ensure that Transportation Service Providers are ale to maintain compliance with the FERC regulations mandating the NAESB requirements.  In effect, such entities voluntarily decide to adopt NAESB’s standardized business practices and incorporate them into their own processes as business rules.

Ms. McQuade noted that the proposed revision to the last question and answer in R05015 would have to be approved by Mr. Boswell, NAESB General Counsel.  Mr. Boswell has approved the language in the original recommendation for R05015.  Ms. McQuade stated that she would forward the proposed modification to Mr. Boswell so that he can approve the language in time for the WGQ EC to vote on the revised recommendation.
Mr. Boswell submitted modified language for the answer to the last question.  The EC also made a simple change to the language for the last question:

Q:
How should discretionary verbs within NAESB WGQ Standards be interpreted for non-regulated entities?

A:
Non-regulated entities may voluntarily implement some or all of the NAESB WGQ Standards.  In effect, such entities voluntarily decide to adopt NAESB’s standardized business practices and incorporate them into their own processes as business rules; however, non-regulated entities are expected to consistently comply with the NAESB WGQ Standards to the extent necessary to ensure that Transportation Service Providers are able to maintain compliance with the FERC regulations mandating the NAESB requirements.

Mr. Novak and Ms. Chezar agreed to modify their motion to include the modifications to the last Question and Answer as set forth above.  The motion unanimously passed a super majority vote.  [Vote 5].
Recommendation R05014 – Gas Contract Changes:  Mr. Sappenfield presented the recommendation of the Contracts Subcommittee for R05014 and the Compilation of Comments Document that was created that includes all of the comments submitted on the recommendation during the formal comment period.  (Recommendation for R05014; Compilation of Industry Comments 6/14/06).  Mr. Sappenfield noted that the Compilation of Comments Document was divided into three sections:  Section I includes comments “submitted to identify corrections that should be made to typographical or clerical errors in the recommendation.”  Section II consists of comments “submitted that were addressed during the Subcommittee’s deliberations.”  It is the recommendation that the comments included in Section II not be adopted by the WGQ EC.  Section III consists of comments “submitted that require discussion before recommendation on adoption can be made.”
Mr. Sappenfield moved, seconded by Mr. Novak, to adopt the recommendation submitted for R05014 with the following modifications:  the modifications noted in Section I of the Compilation of Comments Document; and any modifications to the recommendation that are made by the WGQ EC based on the recommendations in the Compilation of Comments Document.
Section 8.4:  Mr. Novak stated that he would like to modify the proposed recommendation for the item on Section 8.4 in Section I of the Compilation.  Mr. Novak requested that the last sentence of Section 8.4 be deleted:  “Buyer represents and warrants that it will complete any reporting as required by applicable laws and regulations.” instead of inserting the word “comparable” between the words “any” and “reporting”.  Mr. Sappenfield asked if Mr. Novak was suggesting this modification because there are no known reporting requirements for the Buyer to submit comparable to those that the Seller must submit.  Mr. Novak stated that Mr. Sappenfield was correct.  Ms. Burnett stated that she also purchases gas on the United States side of the Canadian border and that there were not any reporting requirements for the Buyer to submit.  Ms. Burnett supported the deletion of the last sentence in Section 8.4.  The WGQ EC supported this modification and the last sentence in Section 8.4 was removed from the recommendation.
Section 10.3.2:  Ms. Burch stated that she objected to the inclusion of Triangular Setoff language in the contract to the extent that regulated entities cannot have knowledge of their unregulated affiliates entering into those types of transactions.  Mr. Noulles stated that it would be an overly conservative approach for regulated entities to not support inclusion of the Triangular Setoff language.  He stated that the information flow from the regulated entity to the unregulated affiliate is what is prohibited rather than the other way around.  Mr. Brown stated that he supported Mr. Noulles’ comments and added that if the option is not included there would not be an obligation, but merely an option.  Mr. Brown noted that the FERC is aware that entities enter into agreements that include Triangular Setoff.
Ms. Gussow stated that Florida Power and Light is not opposed to inclusion of Triangular Setoff except for the inclusion of Section 10.3.2 (v).  She stated that Florida Power and Light would not support Triangular Setoff option altogether as long as (v) is included.  She stated that Florida Power and Light agreed with the regulatory reasons cited and noted that there were complicated credit issues surrounding this language as well.  Ms. Gussow noted that there is not similar language in the ISDA or EEI contract and that it would be a mistake for NAESB to include in the Base Contract.  Ms. Gussow suggested that parties who want to utilize Triangular Setoff language add as a Special Provision.
Mr. Sappenfield noted that the WGQ Contracts Subcommittee voted two times regarding the language in Section 10.3.2 via balanced vote.  He noted that the ability to use Triangular Setoff is an option that is selected on the Cover Page and is not required if the parties do not select that particular option.
Ms. Gussow stated that she did not think Triangular Setoff language has been tested in the courts when used in this context and stated that NAESB should not include an unenforceable provision in the Base Contract.  Mr. Brown stated that the language is not unenforceable and that inclusion of the language for Triangular Setoff would allow parties that do want to utilize this provision the ability to do so without including as a Special Provision.  Mr. Brown noted that parties could also strike Section (v) as part of their Special Provisions.  Ms. Gussow stated that Florida Power and Light prefers to not strike language in the NAESB Base Contract.
The EC voted on whether to include the language proposed as Section 10.3.2 Triangular Setoff Option with (v) included via a simple majority vote.  The motion failed a simple majority vote.  [Vote 6].

Ms. Burch moved for reconsideration on the motion.  Ms. Davis seconded the motion.  The WGQ EC voted on the motion to reconsider.  The motion passed a simple majority vote.  [Vote 7].  After further discussion, the WGQ EC again voted on whether to include the language proposed as Section 10.3.2 Triangular Setoff Option with (v) included via a simple majority vote.  The motion passed a simple majority vote.  [Vote 8].
Market Dislocation:  Mr. Colombo stated that People’s Natural Gas Company d/b/a Dominion People’s requested that language regarding Market Dislocation be included in the contract and submitted proposed language to the WGQ Contracts Subcommittee.  This language was also submitted in the form of formal comments on the recommendation (the proposed language can be found on page 11 of the Compilation Document).
Mr. Colombo stated that People’s feels that language regarding a Market Dislocation Event should be included in the revisions to the Base Contract in addition to the Market Disruption language in Section 14.  Mr. Colombo stated that the Market Dislocation language would be utilized if a price was published inaccurately or if there were some other manipulation of the market.  Mr. Colombo moved, seconded by Mr. Novak, to adopt the language proposed by People’s for Market Dislocation.
Mr. Sappenfield stated that the subcommittee discussed inclusion of the Market Dislocation language in light of the incorrect report of storage data reported to the EIA that was corrected four hours later.  The particular trading day on which the mistake occurred happened to be on the close of the month and affected a significant number of trades that were made during that four hour time.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that the Contracts Subcommittee did not support inclusion of the Market Dislocation language because the likelihood of the situation recurring was remote and because parties could include such language as Special Provisions.  Mr. Colombo noted that market dislocation events have occurred several times throughout the years.
The WGQ EC voted on the motion.  The motion failed a simple majority vote.  [Vote 9].

Section 2.10:  Next, the EC reviewed the comments submitted in Section III of the Compilation Document on Section 2.10, the definition of Contract Price.  Mr. Sappenfield noted that several commenters expressed concern that the language drafted to modify the definition of Contract Price would require a Buyer to reimburse the Seller for severance taxes in addition to the contract price.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that the Contracts Subcommittee agreed that the proposed modification to the definition of Contract Price was a clarification.  Mr. Sappenfield noted that the proposed additional modification to Section 2.10 submitted by EnCana Marketing (found on page 13 of the Compilation Document) would add additional clarification without changing the intent of the language.
Ms. Hazel stated that the language would apply to any producer that sells gas that is produced in Texas regardless of where the transfer of title takes place.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that the language would not require a Buyer to pay anything more than the contract price, it merely states that the contract price includes the amount of the severance taxes.
Ms. Gussow stated that Florida Power and Light opposed modification of the definition of contract price and that the proposed language conflicts with the language in the contract regarding Taxes – Section 6.  Mr. Novak asked the EC members to review the proposed Frequently Asked Questions he submitted as a work paper for this meeting:  Comments Submitted by M.Novak, National Fuel Gas Distribution on R05014.  Mr. Shepard stated that the proposed Frequently Asked Questions would undermine the legal fiction in the Base Contract that a reimbursement is deemed to have occurred.  Mr. Shepard added that the Texas state laws would not permit a producer to adjust the payment of severance taxes without the recitation in the contract.  Ms. Hazel stated that she did not agree that the language in the contract created a legal fiction.  She stated that the language comes from the way the Texas Legislature and Controller have chosen to define gross proceeds with regard to severance taxes.  She stated that gross proceeds do not include reimbursement for severance taxes.  One of the ways a seller can indicate it has received the amount of the severance taxes is by recitation in the contract.  Ms. Hazel supported the first question and answer in Mr. Novak’s work paper, and stated that Question 2 should be modified so that the answer would be “No” and then state “Unless, …” and then explain the conditions when the answer would be “Yes.”
After further discussion, the subcommittee voted on whether to retain the proposed modification to Section 2.10 with the further modification proposed by EnCana Marketing.  The proposal did not pass a simple majority vote as there were seven votes in support of the modification, seven votes opposed to the modification and five abstentions.  The language in Section 2.10 was revised to only include the language as it exists in the current ratified version of the Base Contract.  [Vote 10].
Section 2.17:  Next, the EC discussed the comments submitted on Section 2.17, the definition of “EDI”.  Mr. McNeal stated that Salt River Project has a corporate policy against the use of instant messages for documentation of transactions.  Mr. McNeal requested the EC to remove the language regarding instant messages from the definition of EDI.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that the Contracts Subcommittee did not engage in significant discussion regarding the proposed revision to the definition of EDI and that the Contracts Subcommittee would likely agree to remove the instant message from the definition.  Ms. Hazel stated that the inclusion of instant messaging in the definition of EDI would not result in permission to violate company policy.

Mr. Spangler and Ms. Van Pelt supported the removal of the language because EDI is a structured mechanism while instant messaging is not structured.  Mr. Sappenfield stated that the language was meant to list examples of other electronic means of communication.
After further discussion, the EC members agreed to remove the proposed modification to the definition of EDI in its entirety; thereby not including instant messaging.
Section 10.2:  Consolidated Edison of New York, Inc. submitted comments on Section 10.2 to change the term “affected party” to “Defaulting Party” in Section 10.2 (ix).  Cinergy submitted comments recommending that the language remain as drafted in the recommendation in order that the language be grammatically correct.
Mr. Butler stated that there are instances when the guarantor could be the defaulting party.  Mr. Noulles stated that a guarantor would not be considered a defaulting party because the guarantor would not be a party to the contract.
Mr. Sappenfield stated that the Contracts Subcommittee would likely not have adopted the proposed change to Section 10.2.  The EC did not modify Section 10.2.
Section 14.1:  The EC reviewed the comments submitted by ExxonMobil on Section 14.1, the language on Market Disruption.  Ms. Zaguli stated that she noted during the subcommittee meetings that ExxonMobil cannot support the existing proposal for Section 14.1.
Mr. Sappenfield stated that the current language was thoroughly discussed by the WGQ Contracts Subcommittee because it proposes a new provision to the contract.  Mr. Sappenfield proposed an alternative modification to Section 14.1 using the proposal submitted by ExxonMobil:

If a Market Disruption Event has occurred, then the parties shall negotiate in good faith to agree on a replacement price for the Floating Price (or on a method for determining a replacement price for the Floating Price) for the affected Day. If the parties have not so agreed on or before the second Business Day following the affected Day, then the replacement price for the Floating Price shall be determined within the next two (2) following Business Days by the following methods: 1) If the Floating Price is based on a daily price index, the replacement price for the affected Day(s) shall be determined in accordance with Section 2.31 of the Contract; or 2) If the Floating Price is based on a Monthly price index, the replacement price for the affected Day(s) shall be determined as follows: a) If an alternate index is specified in the Transaction Confirmation, such index shall be used; or b) each party obtaining in good faith…[The rest of the language as proposed in the recommendation.].
Mr. Sappenfield stated that the proposed modification is the modification the WGQ Contracts Subcommittee would be likely to support.  Mr. Smith stated that ExxonMobil would not support the proposed modification to Section 14.1 if it were not modified exactly as proposed by ExxonMobil, would vote against the adoption of the contract based on the language in this section, and would no longer use the NAESB Base Contract.
Ms. Zaguli stated that ExxonMobil does not support the language as proposed because there is no documentation of who the parties contact to obtain quotes and the actual prices that are quoted.
The EC voted on whether to modify the language in Section 14.1 as proposed above.  The motion failed.  The language set forth in Section 14.1 in the original recommendation for R05014 will not be modified.  [Vote 11].
Mr. Buccigross called the question on Mr. Sappenfield’s motion to adopt the recommendation submitted for R05014 with the following modifications:  the modifications noted in Section I of the Compilation of Comments Document; and any modifications to the recommendation that are made by the WGQ EC based on the recommendations in the Compilation of Comments Document.  The votes were not sufficient to determine whether the motion passed or failed. Subsequent to the meeting a ballot was distributed to the members of the EC in the Producer Segment who were not present at the meeting.
  [Vote 12].
4.
Discussion and Possible Vote on Changing the Version 1.8 Publication Date
Ms. Davis moved to postpone the publication of the NAESB WGQ Standards Version 1.8 to August 31, 2006.  Ms. McQuade stated that an August 31, 2006 publication date would not be late enough to include publication of the modified Base Contract, assuming it is adopted by the WGQ Executive Committee.
Ms. Davis modified her motion to postpone the publication of the NAESB WGQ Standards Version 1.8 to September 30, 2006.

Ms. Van Pelt noted that she would not support postponing the publication of Version 1.8 again and wanted to ensure that Version 1.9 would be on track for publication in July of 2008.

The motion unanimously passed a simple majority vote.  [Vote 13].
5.
New Business
No new business was discussed.
6.
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 5:13 PM Central.
10.
Executive Committee Attendance and Voting Record

	
	
	Attendance
	Vote 1
	Vote 2
	Vote 3
	Vote 4
	Vote 5

	Producer Segment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Jim Busch
	Director of Energy Policy and Regulation, BP Energy Company
	Absent
	
	
	
	
	

	Paul Keeler
	Senior Counsel - ConocoPhillips, Burlington Resources Trading
	Absent
	
	
	
	
	

	Randy Mills
	Manager of Regulatory Affairs, ChevronTexaco Natural Gas
	Phone
	
	
	
	
	S

	Richard Smith
	Regulatory, ExxonMobil Gas & Power Marketing
	Phone
	S
	S
	
	S
	

	Mike Shepard
	General Counsel, Mewbourne Oil Company
	In Person
	S
	S
	O
	S
	S

	Pipeline Segment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bill Griffith
	Consultant, El Paso Natural Gas Company 
	Phone
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S

	Kathryn Burch
	Project Manager, Standards and Regulatory, Duke Energy
	In Person
	S
	S
	S
	O
	S

	Dale Davis
	Consultant, Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person
	S
	S
	S
	O
	S

	Randy Young
	Director Regulatory Compliance, Gulf South Pipeline
	Phone
	S
	S
	S
	S
	

	Tom Gwilliam, Alt. for Randy Young
	Iroquois Gas Transmission
	Phone
	
	
	
	
	

	Kim Van Pelt
	Regulatory Compliance Manager, Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line
	In Person
	S
	S
	S
	O
	S

	Local Distribution Company (LDC) Segment
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rodger Schwecke
	Pipeline Products Projects Manager, Southern California Gas
	Absent
	
	
	
	
	

	Richard Ishikawa, Alt. for Rodger Schwecke
	SoCal Gas
	Phone
	S
	S
	A
	S
	

	Dolores Chezar
	Director, Regulatory Policy, KeySpan Energy
	Phone
	S
	S
	O
	S
	S

	Scott Butler
	Projects Manager – Energy Markets Policy Group, Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc.
	Phone
	S
	S
	O
	S
	S

	Mike Novak
	Assistant General Manager, National Fuel Gas Distribution
	Phone
	
	
	
	
	S

	Phil Precht, Alt. for M. Novak
	Baltimore Gas and Electric
	Phone
	S
	S
	O
	S
	

	Craig Colombo
	Energy Trader III, Dominion Resources
	Phone
	S
	S
	O
	S
	

	George Simmons, Alt. for Craig Colombo
	NiSource
	Phone
	
	
	
	
	S

	End Users Segment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Diane McVicker
	Sr. Principal Fuel Supply Analyst, Salt River Project
	Phone
	S
	S
	O
	S
	S

	Valerie Crockett
	Energy Markets & Policy Specialist, Tennessee Valley Authority
	Absent
	SB
	SB
	SB
	
	

	Kelly Daly
	Partner, Stinson, Morrison & Hecker
	Absent
	
	
	
	
	

	Dona Gussow
	Contracts Coordinator, Florida Power and Light
	Phone
	S
	S
	O
	S
	S

	Tina Burnett
	Natural Gas Operations Administrator, The Boeing Company
	Phone
	S
	S
	O
	S
	S

	Services Segment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Suzanne Calcagno
	Director – Regulatory Compliance, UBS Energy LLC
	Absent
	SB
	SB
	SB
	
	

	Lisa Simpkins
	Director Regulatory/Legislative Affairs, Constellation Energy Commodities Group
	Phone
	S
	S
	O
	S
	S

	Leigh Spangler
	CEO, Latitude Technologies
	Phone
	S
	S
	A
	S
	S

	Jim Buccigross
	Vice President, 8760 Inc. 
	Phone
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S

	Keith Sappenfield
	Regional Director – US Regulatory Affairs, EnCana Marketing (USA) Inc.
	In Person
	S
	S
	S
	S
	S


	
	
	Vote 6
	Vote 7
	Vote 8
	Vote 9
	Vote 10
	Vote 11

	Producer Segment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Jim Busch
	Director of Energy Policy and Regulation, BP Energy Company
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Paul Keeler
	Senior Counsel - ConocoPhillips, Burlington Resources Trading
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Randy Mills
	Manager of Regulatory Affairs, ChevronTexaco Natural Gas
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Richard Smith
	Regulatory, ExxonMobil Gas & Power Marketing
	O
	O
	O
	O
	S
	O

	Mike Shepard
	General Counsel, Mewbourne Oil Company
	S
	S
	S
	O
	S
	S

	Pipeline Segment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bill Griffith
	Consultant, El Paso Natural Gas Company 
	O
	S
	O
	O
	A
	A

	Kathryn Burch
	Project Manager, Standards and Regulatory, Duke Energy
	O
	S
	O
	A
	A
	A

	Dale Davis
	Consultant, Williams Gas Pipeline
	S
	S
	S
	O
	A
	A

	Randy Young
	Director Regulatory Compliance, Gulf South Pipeline
	A
	
	
	
	
	

	Tom Gwilliam, Alt. for Randy Young
	Iroquois Gas Transmission
	
	
	S
	O
	A
	

	Kim Van Pelt
	Regulatory Compliance Manager, Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line
	A
	S
	S
	O
	S
	A

	Local Distribution Company (LDC) Segment
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rodger Schwecke
	Pipeline Products Projects Manager, Southern California Gas
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Richard Ishikawa, Alt. for Rodger Schwecke
	SoCal Gas
	O
	O
	S
	O
	O
	O

	Dolores Chezar
	Director, Regulatory Policy, KeySpan Energy
	A
	O
	A
	S
	O
	A

	Scott Butler
	Projects Manager – Energy Markets Policy Group, Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc.
	O
	S
	S
	S
	A
	A

	Mike Novak
	Assistant General Manager, National Fuel Gas Distribution
	A
	S
	A
	S
	O
	S

	Phil Precht, Alt. for M. Novak
	Baltimore Gas and Electric
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Craig Colombo
	Energy Trader III, Dominion Resources
	A
	S
	A
	S
	O
	S

	George Simmons, Alt. for Craig Colombo
	NiSource
	
	
	
	
	
	

	End Users Segment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Diane McVicker
	Sr. Principal Fuel Supply Analyst, Salt River Project
	A
	A
	A
	O
	O
	O

	Valerie Crockett
	Energy Markets & Policy Specialist, Tennessee Valley Authority
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Kelly Daly
	Partner, Stinson, Morrison & Hecker
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Dona Gussow
	Contracts Coordinator, Florida Power and Light
	O
	A
	O
	A
	O
	O

	Tina Burnett
	Natural Gas Operations Administrator, The Boeing Company
	A
	A
	A
	O
	O
	O

	Services Segment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Suzanne Calcagno
	Director – Regulatory Compliance, UBS Energy LLC
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lisa Simpkins
	Director Regulatory/Legislative Affairs, Constellation Energy Commodities Group
	A
	S
	A
	O
	S
	O

	Leigh Spangler
	CEO, Latitude Technologies
	A
	S
	O
	O
	S
	A

	Jim Buccigross
	Vice President, 8760 Inc. 
	S
	S
	S
	O
	S
	S

	Keith Sappenfield
	Regional Director – US Regulatory Affairs, EnCana Marketing (USA) Inc.
	S
	S
	S
	O
	S
	S


	
	
	Vote 12
	Vote 13

	Producer Segment
	
	
	

	Jim Busch
	Director of Energy Policy and Regulation, BP Energy Company
	
	

	Paul Keeler
	Senior Counsel - ConocoPhillips, Burlington Resources Trading
	SB
	

	Randy Mills
	Manager of Regulatory Affairs, ChevronTexaco Natural Gas
	O
	

	Richard Smith
	Regulatory, ExxonMobil Gas & Power Marketing
	O
	S

	Mike Shepard
	General Counsel, Mewbourne Oil Company
	S
	S

	Pipeline Segment
	
	
	

	Bill Griffith
	Consultant, El Paso Natural Gas Company 
	S
	S

	Kathryn Burch
	Project Manager, Standards and Regulatory, Duke Energy
	A
	S

	Dale Davis
	Consultant, Williams Gas Pipeline
	S
	S

	Randy Young
	Director Regulatory Compliance, Gulf South Pipeline
	
	S

	Tom Gwilliam, Alt. for Randy Young
	Iroquois Gas Transmission
	
	

	Kim Van Pelt
	Regulatory Compliance Manager, Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line
	S
	S

	Local Distribution Company (LDC) Segment
	
	

	Rodger Schwecke
	Pipeline Products Projects Manager, Southern California Gas
	
	

	Richard Ishikawa, Alt. for Rodger Schwecke
	SoCal Gas
	S
	S

	Dolores Chezar
	Director, Regulatory Policy, KeySpan Energy
	S
	S

	Scott Butler
	Projects Manager – Energy Markets Policy Group, Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc.
	S
	S

	Mike Novak
	Assistant General Manager, National Fuel Gas Distribution
	S
	S

	Phil Precht, Alt. for M. Novak
	Baltimore Gas and Electric
	
	

	Craig Colombo
	Energy Trader III, Dominion Resources
	S
	S

	George Simmons, Alt. for Craig Colombo
	NiSource
	
	

	End Users Segment
	
	
	

	Diane McVicker
	Sr. Principal Fuel Supply Analyst, Salt River Project
	S
	S

	Valerie Crockett
	Energy Markets & Policy Specialist, Tennessee Valley Authority
	
	

	Kelly Daly
	Partner, Stinson, Morrison & Hecker
	
	

	Dona Gussow
	Contracts Coordinator, Florida Power and Light
	S
	S

	Tina Burnett
	Natural Gas Operations Administrator, The Boeing Company
	S
	S

	Services Segment
	
	
	

	Suzanne Calcagno
	Director – Regulatory Compliance, UBS Energy LLC
	
	SB

	Lisa Simpkins
	Director Regulatory/Legislative Affairs, Constellation Energy Commodities Group
	S
	S

	Leigh Spangler
	CEO, Latitude Technologies
	S
	S

	Jim Buccigross
	Vice President, 8760 Inc. 
	S
	S

	Keith Sappenfield
	Regional Director – US Regulatory Affairs, EnCana Marketing (USA) Inc.
	S
	S


14.
Additional Participation
	Name
	Organization
	Attendance

	Charlotte Baxter
	PG & E
	Phone

	Alan Bransgrove
	Xcel Energy
	Phone

	Chuck Brown
	El Paso Exploration and Production
	Phone

	Kelly Buechler
	Anadarko Energy Services Co.
	In Person

	Christopher Burden
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person

	Ron Clements
	Anadarko Energy Services Co.
	In Person

	LaRita Cormier
	Riverside Reporting
	Phone

	Bruce Garcy
	National Grid
	Phone

	DeMonica Gladney
	ExxonMobil Gas and Power
	Phone

	Rebecca Gray
	BP Energy
	Phone

	Amy Hamilton
	PECO Energy Company
	Phone

	Carolyn Hazel
	ConocoPhillips
	In Person

	Bill Hebenstreit
	El Paso Exploration and Production
	In Person

	Rosa Huerta
	PG & E
	Phone

	Laura Kennedy
	NAESB
	In Person

	Iris King
	Dominion Transmission
	Phone

	Ellen Klecka
	Targa Resources
	In Person

	Marcy McCain
	Duke Energy Gas Transmission
	In Person

	John McNeal
	Salt River Project
	Phone

	Rae McQuade
	NAESB
	In Person

	Tom Noulles
	Williams Power
	In Person

	Stephanie Panus
	BG LNG Services
	Phone

	David Portz
	David A. Portz PC for Total Gas & Power North America
	In Person

	Denise Rager
	NAESB
	In Person

	Micki Schmitz
	Northern Natural Gas
	Phone

	Kelly Thunderburke
	Merril Lynch
	Phone

	Amy Zaguli
	ExxonMobil Gas and Power
	Phone

	Steve Zavodnick
	Baltimore Gas and Electric
	Phone


� Subsequent to the meeting, Mr. Keeler submitted his vote in favor of the motion to the NAESB office, thus making the outcome of the vote determinable.  The motion passed the super majority vote.





� Voting Record Legend and List of Votes:


S = Support; O = Oppose; A = Abstain; B = Notational Ballot


Vote #�
Type of Vote�
Result of Vote�
�
Vote 1�
Super majority vote on three minor corrections�
Motion passed�
�
Vote 2�
Super majority vote to adopt Recommendation R00006�
Motion passed�
�
Vote 3�
Simple majority vote to adopt Recommendation R03036�
Motion failed�
�
Vote 4�
Simple majority vote to remand R03036 to the WGQ BPS�
Motion passed�
�
Vote 5�
Super majority vote to adopt Recommendation R05015 as revised by WGQ Executive Committee�
Motion passed�
�
Vote 6�
Simple majority vote to adopt the language proposed for Section 10.3.2 Triangular Setoff with Section (v) included�
Motion failed�
�
Vote 7�
Simple majority vote to reconsider the previous motion�
Motion passed�
�
Vote 8�
Vote 6 reconsidered�
Motion passed�
�
Vote 9�
Simple majority vote to adopt language for Market Dislocation�
Motion failed�
�
Vote 10�
Simple majority vote to adopt proposed revision to Section 2.10 with further revision based on the comments�
Motion failed�
�
Vote 11�
Simple majority vote to revise Section 14.1�
Motion failed�
�
Vote 12�
Super majority vote on the revised language of the contract�
Motion passed�
�
Vote 13�
Simple majority vote on postponing publication of Version 1.8 to September 30, 2006�
Motion passed�
�
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