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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

June 19, 2008
TO:
NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant and Wholesale Gas Quadrant Executive Committee and Interested Industry Participants
FROM:
Cory Galik, Meeting Administration/Project Manager
RE:
WGQ Executive Committee Meeting Draft Minutes – June 9, 2008
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING

WHOLESALE GAS QUADRANT (WGQ)

June 9, 2008 – 12:00 PM to 3:00 PM Central
Conference Call
DRAFT MINUTES
1.
Welcome

Mr. Buccigross opened the meeting and welcomed the meeting participants on the phone.  Ms. Galik read the antitrust guidelines.  Ms. Galik called the roster of the WGQ EC Members and Alternates.  Quorum was established.
The Executive Committees reviewed the draft agenda.  Ms. Davis asked to postpone the adoption of the meeting minutes until June 25, 2008.  Mr. Love asked to move Item 4 - Proposed WGQ Standard No. 5.3.x6 up with the Item 3 so that it could be discussed  and vote on all proposed standards in Item 3 as a package.  A motion to adopt the agenda as modified was made by Ms. Chezar and seconded by Ms. Davis.  The motion passed unanimously.

2. Discussion and consideration of recommendations for standards, comments submitted, and possible vote on:
· FERC Order No. 698 Annual Plan 4a, modify and Create standards to support price indexing for released capacity
· Proposed WGQ Standard No. 5.3.x6

Mr. Novak presented a work paper.  He said that he took the advice of Mr. Frost and sought legal counsel to review and accept the changes to Proposed WGQ Standard No. 5.3.x6.  He noted that the changes in red were from the last meeting and the blue changes were new.  He proposed striking the language referring to responsibility in determining whether or not there was a license.  The last major concept he added was the phrase in the last paragraph where there was an obligation to audit another party.  Minor wordsmithing was done to the proposed standard.  
Ms. Davis agreed with most of Mr. Novak’s changes. She understood the intent of the proposed language in the second to last paragraph to cover situations where, in the annual process, if Index X is to be added as of June but a party wanted to start using it in April, only those two unsupported months would be covered by the subscription, and offered changes to make it more precise.  Mr. Frost asked if the intent of her change was to say that if a releasing shipper provided information to the TSP, the releasing shipper would provide evidence that it had the right to use that index, or alternatively, that the releasing shipper had to provide the TSP with its own subscription to that index.  Ms. Davis said it was the latter.  If a party wanted to use an index that was not supported by the TSP, they needed to pay for it and arrange for the pipeline to be able to utilize that index.  Mr. Frost asked if the capacity release party was providing the subscription to the TSP, why would the TSP accept a subscription for a period shorter than a release?  Mr. Novak replied that it was for a situation where an index reference was going to be starting in June but the shipper wanted to start using that index in April.  The language was to support covering the first two months.  He added that this would only cover the situations where the shipper knew the pipeline would soon be supporting that index.  If it was not known whether the TSP would be supporting the index, the subscription would have to cover all months, not just the first two. 
Mr. Frost asked if it was intended that the releasing shipper pay for the TSP subscription or does the TSP pay for the subscription and then seek reimbursement?  Mr. Novak replied that it would vary on the situation.  He added in the situations where the releasing shipper buys the subscription for the TSP, the TSP has the right to review it.  If the shipper pays for the TSP to get the subscription, the language referring to that review would not apply.  He noted that if there was a disagreement that could not be resolved, there were means by which it could be reviewed.
Ms. Chezar asked why the TSP had the right to look at a license if they were not responsible for ensuring that the shipper had the correct license.  Mr. Love said the intent was so that the TSP could review the license terms and conditions it would be signing.  The TSP has the right to refuse to sign the license agreement if it disagreed with the terms. Mr. Novak said he was concerned with being able to review the license agreement before committing to adding it to one of his supported indices.  Ms. Chezar said she thought that the last two sentences should be moved to the fourth paragraph.  Mr. Love said he felt the language belonged where it was because it applied to both the third and fourth paragraphs.  He asked if those two sentences could be made into a stand alone paragraph.  Mr. Griffith agreed and suggested inserting it right before the existing last paragraph.  Mr. Love said he did not want to have any responsibility of ensuring that anyone other than himself had an adequate license.  He said he had a concern that went beyond that paragraph where, when supporting an index, he wanted the right to review the license. That is why he supported the language stand alone.  Ms. Chezar said she did not understand why, because that would only occur if it was an index he did not support.  Mr. Love wanted to reserve the right to review the agreement to ensure he was adequately covered.  Mr. Novak agreed that the initial group of indices supported by the TSP should be modifiable as part of the initial process.  Mr. Griffith said he thought the wording only applied to new indices, not ones already in use.  Mr. Love agreed and said that if he said anything to the contrary, he misspoke.  Mr. Buccigross suggested numbering the paragraphs and referring to their numbers for clarity.  The paragraphs were numbered.
Mr. Frost asked if paragraph (4) intended to allow the TSP to only modify its own license or would it give them the ability to review the license of the releasing party and require changes in them as well.  Ms. Chezar thought the answer before was that the pipelines were not interested in reviewing the shipper’s license agreements.  Ms. Davis said she thought the term “any” was confusing and suggested changing it.  Mr. Novak suggested changing “any” to “such”.  Mr. Griffith suggested adding wording to the end of paragraph (4) for clarity.  Ms. Denton made some minor spelling and wording changes to the proposed standard.  

Mr. Buccigross asked if anyone objected to the concepts of the proposed standards.  Mr. Smith said he had no objections to the concepts and would not oppose it, but could not vote on it today because he needed to review it with his office.  

3. Discussion and consideration of recommendations for standards, comments submitted, and vote on:

· FERC Order No. 698 Annual Plan 4a, modify and Create standards to support price indexing for released capacity (super majority)

· Proposed Modified WGQ Standard No. 5.3.1

· Proposed Modified WGQ Standard No. 5.3.3

· Proposed Modified WGQ Standard No. 5.3.26

· Proposed WGQ Definition No. 5.2.x1

· Proposed WGQ Definition No. 5.2.x2

· Proposed WGQ Standard No. 5.3.x1

· Proposed WGQ Standard No. 5.3.x2

· Proposed WGQ Standard No. 5.3.x2a

· Proposed WGQ Standard No. 5.3.x3

· Proposed WGQ Standard No. 5.3.x4

· Proposed WGQ Standard No. 5.3.x6

· Proposed WGQ Standard No. 5.3.x8 

· Proposed WGQ Standard No. 5.3.x9 
Mr. Love suggested voting on all the standards in Item 3 as a package.  The motion to adopt the package of the following standards was made by Mr. Novak and seconded by Ms. Chezar:

· Proposed Modified WGQ Standard No. 5.3.1;
· Proposed Modified WGQ Standard No. 5.3.3;
· Proposed Modified WGQ Standard No. 5.3.26;
· Proposed WGQ Definition No. 5.2.x1;
· Proposed WGQ Definition No. 5.2.x2;
· Proposed WGQ Standard No. 5.3.x1;
· Proposed WGQ Standard No. 5.3.x2;
· Proposed WGQ Standard No. 5.3.x2a;
· Proposed WGQ Standard No. 5.3.x3;
· Proposed WGQ Standard No. 5.3.x4;
· Proposed WGQ Standard NO. 5.3.x6;
· Proposed WGQ Standard No. 5.3.x8; and, 

· Proposed WGQ Standard No. 5.3.x9.
.The vote was halted due to the need for everyone voting to review the changes made to Proposed WGQ Standard No. 5.3.x6 with their legal counsel.  The motion will be sent out for notational ballot and if it fails the notational ballot, the package will be revisited at the June 25, 2008 meeting.  Notational ballots were due Monday, June 16, 2008 by 5:00 PM Central.   Ms. Davis asked to modify the motion to not send it out for member ratification until it had been reviewed by the technical subcommittee and was considered fully staffed.  That was agreed upon by Mr. Novak and Ms. Chezar.
4.
New Business 
Mr. Novak said that he invited someone from one of the index publishers and has not heard from the person giving the presentation at the June 25, 2008 meeting.  If he does not hear from him in the next few days, he will attempt to find someone from another index publisher to attend the next meeting.   
5.
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 1:19 PM Central.
6.
Executive Committee Attendance 
	Producers Segment
	Present

	Rhonda Denton for Jim Busch
	BP Energy Company
	Phone

	Pete Frost
	ConocoPhillips Gas and Power Marketing
	Phone

	Chuck Cook
	ChevronTexaco
	Phone

	Richard Smith
	ExxonMobil Gas & Power Marketing
	Phone

	Mike Shepard
	Mewbourne Oil Company
	Phone

	Pipeline Segment
	Present

	Bill Griffith
	El Paso Natural Gas Company
	Phone

	Kathryn Burch
	Spectra Energy Transmission
	Phone

	Dale Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	Phone

	Randy Young
	Gulf South Pipeline
	Phone

	Paul Love for Kim Van Pelt
	Natural Gas Pipe Line Company of America
	Phone

	Local Distribution Company (LDC) Segment
	Present

	Rick Ishikawa for Rodger Schwecke
	Southern California Gas
	Phone

	Dolores Chezar
	KeySpan Energy
	Phone

	Paul Buckley
	Washington Gas
	Phone

	Mike Novak
	National Fuel Gas Distribution
	Phone

	Craig Colombo
	Dominion Resources
	Phone

	End Users Segment
	Present

	Kelly Daly
	Arizona Public Service Company
	

	Valerie Crockett
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	Phone

	Lori Lynn Pennock for Paul A. Jones
	Salt River Project
	Phone

	Dona Gussow
	Florida Power and Light
	Phone

	Tina Burnett
	The Boeing Company
	Phone

	Services Segment
	Present

	Lisa Simpkins
	Constellation Energy Commodities Group
	Phone

	Leigh Spangler
	Latitude Technologies
	Phone

	Jim Buccigross
	8760 Inc. 
	Phone

	Keith Sappenfield
	EnCana Marketing (USA) Inc.
	

	
	
	


7.
Other Participant Attendance 
	Name
	Organization

	Steve Abbey

Steven Bennett
Christopher Burden
Scott Butler

Cory Galik

Mark Gracey

Jeff Jarvis

Iris King

Rae McQuade

Marjorie Perlman

Denise Rager

George Simmons

Sarah Tomalty
	Anadarko Petroleum Corporation

Exelon Power Team
Williams Gas Pipeline

Consolidated Edison Company of New York

NAESB
Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company

EnCana Marketing

Dominion Transmission

NAESB

Energy East Management

NAESB

NiSource Inc.

Florida Power & Light Energy
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