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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

TO:
NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ) Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee (ESS), Information Technology Subcommittee (ITS), and Posting for Interested Parties

FROM: 
Deonne Cunningham, NAESB Staff Attorney
RE:
Joint WEQ Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee (ESS) and Information Technology Scheduling (ITS) Meetings Final Minutes – April 7-9, 2009
DATE:

June 11, 2009
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

ESS/ITS Meeting
April 7, 2009 – 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Eastern
April 8, 2009 – 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Eastern
April 9, 2009 – 9:00 AM to 12:00 PM Eastern
FINAL MINUTES
1. Administrative
Mr. Wood welcomed the participants to the meeting.  Ms. Cunningham gave the antitrust guidelines.  The participants introduced themselves in the room and on the phone.  The group held discussion as it relates to the order of the agenda items.  Ms. Wesley stated that the Rollover Rights of Redirects should be the primary focus on the agenda.  Ms. Knox responded that time limits should be associated with specific agenda items.  Ms. Rehman moved to adopt the agenda as revised.  The agenda was approved as revised (with Ms. Wesley opposed and Mr. Barker abstained).  The revised agenda is available for viewing via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its040709a1.doc .
· October 15-16, 2008

The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to the meeting minutes.  Minor corrections were made throughout the document.  Ms. Otondo moved to approve the meeting minutes as amended.  The meeting minutes were approved as amended.  The final meeting minutes are available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its101508fm.doc.
· February 24, 2009

The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to the meeting minutes.  Minor corrections were made throughout the document.  Ms. Otondo moved to approve the meeting minutes as amended.  The meeting minutes were approved as amended.  The final meeting minutes are available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its022409fm.doc.
2. Review the following minor correction submittals in order to provide input to the EC:

· Minor Correction, Submitted by the JISWG (R. Harshbarger, Puget Sound Energy)
The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to the minor corrections submitted by the Joint Interchange Scheduling Working Group (JISWG).  Ms. Otondo noted that the ESS/ITS maintains the individual business practice standard- WEQ-001.  The minor correction submitted by JISWG proposed changes to the WEQ-001 standard.  After further review, the group agreed to the recommended changes. 
· Minor Correction, Submitted by D. Rager, NAESB Staff
The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to the minor corrections submitted by Ms. Rager of NAESB Staff.  After further review, the group concurred to the recommended changes.
· Minor Correction, Submitted by E. Skiba, Midwest ISO
The group reviewed and held discussion regarding the minor corrections submitted by Mr. Skiba of Midwest ISO.  Ms. Otondo stated that Mr. Skiba’s correction would involve the removal of references to the Standards of Conduct.  Ms. Rehman noted his minor correction has been in FERC Order 676 and 18 C.F.R. 37.6.  She noted that if the content of section WEQ-001-1.5 through 1.8 is deleted, these items should be maintained elsewhere.  Mr. Wood concurred with Ms. Rehman’s statement.  After further discussion, Ms. Otondo made the following motion:  “Move to authorize subcommittee co-chairs to state their approval for the minor corrections submitted by Mr. Skiba or Midwest ISO to ‘Remove content of WEQ-001-1.5 through 1.8.’”  During the discussion, Ms. Rehman noted that the removal of these sections could make it difficult for entities to find this particular information.  With a simple majority vote, the motion passed (with Mr. Green, Mr. Pritchard, and Ms. Rehman opposed; Mr. Eckelkamp and Mr. Barker abstaining). 
3. 2009 WEQ Annual Plan Item 2.a.ii.3, Modify WEQ-001-9.7 Rollover Rights for Redirect on a Firm Basis

The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to the informal comments submitted by subcommittee members and industry participants. First, the group reviewed comments submitted by Southern Company.  Mr. Wood explained that he and Mr. Sorenson commented on necessary modifications to WEQ-002, WEQ-003 and WEQ-013.  The group agreed to review all informal comments in conjunction with Southern Company comments.  Mr. Pritchard noted that previous comments submitted for the March 4, 2009 meeting were incorporated into the aforementioned document.  In review of the Mr. Wood’s comment, he noted that the subcommittee should consider whether WEQ-001 Definitions, WEQ-001-9.7, and WEQ-001-B are consistent with Commission policy as stated in the summary paragraph.  Ms. Rehman concurred with Mr. Wood’s comment and proposed its deletion from the Summary paragraph in the recommendation.  The group agreed and modifications were made to the document.  
With regards to the Capacity Eligible for Rollover Rights definition, Ms. Rehman stated that clarification as to the intent of the term was needed and suggested additional language.  Ms. Knox noted that her comment addressed the need for the capitalization of all defined terms.  In response to Ms. Rehman concern, Mr. Green suggested the addition of an example to clarify this specific definition and the Unexercised Rollover Rights definition.  He referenced EPSA’s comments and suggested the following language for the Capacity Eligible for Rollover Rights term: “The amount of capacity held on a Long Term Firm Point-to-Point Transmission Service Reservation minus the capacity held on any confirmed service reservations for renewal of those rollover rights for a subsequent term of service and after subtracting minus any capacity conveyed as an on-going rollover right to a qualifying confirmed Redirect on a Firm Basis.”  The group held discussion as it relates to Mr. Green’s proposed language.  Mr. Pritchard noted his opposition to the proposal and his preference for the original language.  
Ms. Rehman made the following motion (Motion 12): “Capacity Eligible for Rollover - The net amount of capacity that is held on a qualifying Firm Point-to-Point Transmission Service reservation eligible for on-going rollover of service after subtracting the capacity held on any confirmed service reservations for renewal of those rollover rights for a subsequent term of service and after subtracting any capacity conveyed as an on-going rollover right to a qualifying confirmed Redirect on a Firm basis.  Footnote 1: Customer holds a long term parent contract for 100 MW with rollover limited to 90 MW pursuant to conditions identified when the parent contract was negotiated.  Customer has already renewed 25 MW on the parent path and redirected an additional 20 MW with conveyance of rollover rights.  Therefore on the Parent Reservation: The Capacity Eligible for Rollover = 100-25-20=55. The Unexercised Rollover Rights = lower of 55 or 65 (90 – 25 = 65) = 55.”  During the discussion, Mr. Davis stated that a fundamental difference was present with the definition of the total Capacity Eligible for Rollover.  He further stated that the definition that was suggested by the subcommittee is the total capacity eligible for rollover is the total granted on the parent reservation.  Mr. Pritchard offered a friendly amendment as reflected above.  Ms. Rehman accepted the friendly amendment and amended her motion.  Mr. Green noted his opposition to this motion.  After extensive discussion, Ms. Knox moved to limit the debate to no more than 20 minutes.  The majority of the group agreed to limit the debate.  After further discussion and review of the motion, Mr. Saini moved to extend the debate to 10 minutes.  The majority of the group concurred with the extension of time for debate.  The group held additional discussion as it relates to the calculation in the Footnote within Motion 12.  Subsequently, Ms. Rehman withdrew her motion.  
Ms. Rehman made the following motion (Motion 13): “Capacity Eligible for Rollover - The net amount of capacity that is held on a qualifying Firm Point-to-Point Transmission Service reservation eligible for on-going rollover of service after subtracting the capacity held on any confirmed service reservations for renewal of those rollover rights for a subsequent term of service and after subtracting any capacity conveyed as an on-going rollover right to a qualifying confirmed Redirect on a Firm basis.  Footnote 1: Customer holds a long term parent contract for 100 MW with rollover limited to 90 MW pursuant to conditions identified when the parent contract was negotiated.  Customer has already renewed 25 MW on the parent path and redirected an additional 20 MW with conveyance of Rollover Rights.  Therefore on the Parent Reservation: The Capacity Eligible for Rollover = 100-25-20=55.”  The group held minimal discussion as it relates to the motion.  With a balanced vote, the motion passed (4 to 2) [Vote 1].
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	3
	0
	3
	2
	0
	2

	Generation
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Marketers/Brokers
	2
	
	2
	2
	0
	2

	Distribution/LSE
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	End Users
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	IGO
	
	2
	2
	0
	2
	2

	Total
	5
	2
	7
	4
	2
	6


Ms. Rehman made the following motion (Motion 14): “Unexercised Rollover Rights – The lower of the Capacity Eligible for Rollover or any restriction or limitation placed on the availability of on-going rollover of service as established by the Transmission Provider in the original service agreement adjusted by the already exercised rollover rights.  Footnote 2:  Using the example in the footnote to the definition of Capacity Eligible for Rollover, the Unexercised Rollover Rights on the Parent Reservation shall equal the lower of the Capacity Eligible for Rollover in Footnote 1 (55 MW) or 65 (90 – 25) MW.”  During the discussion, Mr. Pewarski stated this motion would make the corresponding Example incomplete in the recommendation.  After extensive debate, Ms. Wesley moved to limit the discussion.  The majority of the group agreed to limit the debate.  With a balanced vote, the motion passed (4 to 2) [Vote 2].  
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	3
	
	3
	2
	0
	2

	Generation
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Marketers/Brokers
	2
	
	2
	2
	0
	2

	Distribution/LSE
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	End Users
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	IGO
	
	2
	2
	0
	2
	2

	Total
	5
	 
	7
	4
	2
	6


Ms. Rehman noted that the Redirect for Rollover definition is included in WEQ-001-9.7.3.  The group agreed to include the Rollover of Redirects definition in the Definition section of the recommendation.  With respect to WEQ-001-9.5.3, Mr. Wood noted that this section is a requirement to deal with Redirects on a Firm Basis.  After further discussion, the group agreed to delete this section from the recommendation.  
With respect to changes to WEQ-001-9.7, the group reviewed comments related to WEQ-001-9.7.1 and 9.7.1.1.  The group further reviewed comments submitted by American Municipal Power and Midwest ISO as it relates to Section 9.7.2.1.  The group agreed with these comments and the document was revised accordingly.  In review and discussion of Section 9.7.2.1.1, the group determined that this section would be removed from the proposed business practice standards.  Ms. Bigelow noted that in Entergy’s comments, a new section, WEQ-001-9.2.2.2 was added that as it relates to a confirmed service reservation for renewal to the redirected path.  She further noted that this section relates to the corresponding Example listed in the recommendation.  After discussion, group did not agree with this particular comment and no conforming changes were made to the recommendation.  
In review of Section 9.7.3, Ms. Rehman suggested the following language as referenced in BPA’s comments: “On receipt of a Redirect request that complies with all of the requirements of 001-9.7.1.1 through 9.7.1.4, the Transmission Provider shall be considered the Redirect request as eligible for the conveyance of rollover rights from the Parent Reservation, i.e., a Redirect with Rollover request.” The group agreed to this comment and the document was revised accordingly.  
As it relates to Section 9.7.4, Ms. Bigelow recommended the following modifications: “of the Request to Redirect on a Firm Basis.”  The group agreed and conforming changes were made to the recommendation.  Referring to his comments, Mr. Green noted that the minimum term of a request for redirect with rollover should not be a matter for Transmission Provider (TP) discretion.  Mr. Pewarski stated that modifications to Section 9.7.4 were based upon the passage of Motion 2.  Ms. Otondo suggested the following language:  “the TP shall treat a request for Redirect with rollover rights…with the exception, that the duration of the requests may be less than 12 months in duration.”  She stated that the TP shall treat the request to Redirect with Rollover Rights like any other request for Long-Term Point to Point Transmission Service.  The group held extensive discussion as it relates to Ms. Otondo’s additional language.  After review and discussion, the group agreed and modifications were made to the recommendation accordingly.  Ms. Rehman further suggested the inclusion of the following language to Section 9.7.4: “Must be of service increment or multiple thereof.”  The group agreed to Ms. Rehman’s suggestion and revised the Section accordingly.
Mr. Pritchard made the following motion (Motion 15): “Rescind from Motion #9 the sentence: ‘A minimum duration may be determined by TPs in accordance with their business practices.’”  The group held extensive discussion as it relates to the motion.  According to the Modern Parliamentary Procedures, 2nd Edition, a two-thirds simple majority vote may be required to pass if no advance notice is given.  With a balanced vote, the motion passed (5.3 to 1.7) [Vote 3].
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	2
	1
	3
	1.333333
	0.666667
	2

	Generation
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Marketers/Brokers
	2
	
	2
	2
	0
	2

	Distribution/LSE
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1

	End Users
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	IGO
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	2

	Total
	6
	2
	8
	5.333333
	1.666667
	7


With respect to WEQ-001-9.7.4.1, Mr. Pritchard suggested the following modifications to the section-: “Shall not be allowed to subsequently waive the conveyance of Rollover Rights…”  Mr. Saini also suggested modifications to this particular section.  After further discussion, the group agreed to delete the section its entirety.  
Next, the group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to WEQ-001-9.7.5.  Ms. Otondo questioned whether the section was too broad in regards to resolving pending requests.  The group made revisions to this section to reflect that only prior pending requests would need to be resolved.  For WEQ-001-9.7.6, based on Mr. Pritchard’s concerns, Ms. Otondo made the following suggestion:  “In the event that there is insufficient capacity eligible for rollover to honor all pending requests associated with a Parent Reservation…”  The group held extensive discussion as it relates to the additional language.  The group did not come to a consensus in regards to Ms. Otondo’s suggestion.  Ms. Rehman suggested the deletion of WEQ-001-9.7.5 and 9.7.6 from the recommendation.  Mr. Green stated that these sections should remain in the proposed business practice standards because the references allow for optionality for the Transmission Customer.
Mr. Green made the following motion (Motion 16): “Move that WEQ-001-9.7.5 be changed to the following: In the event there is Insufficient Capacity Eligible for Rollover to honor all associated with a Parent Reservation, the Transmission Provider shall take action on all pending, prior-queued request (s) to exercise rollover rights (renewal requests) on the Parent Reservation prior to action on requests to Redirect with rollover rights which were queued after such request for renewal.”  Ms. Rehman and Mr. Saini offered friendly amendments as reflected above.  Mr. Green accepted the friendly amendments.  Mr. Pritchard offered the following friendly amendment: “And that WEQ-001-9.7.6 be changed to: ‘In the event, the total of all requests for rollover rights (redirects and renewals) exceeds the Capacity Eligible for Rollover Rights associated with a Parent Reservation, the Transmission Provider shall act on all pending, requests to exercise rollover rights (renewal requests) on the Parent Reservation.’”  Mr. Green agreed to the friendly amendment.  Mr. Green suggested the addition of “subsequently queued” to address concerns weighed by Ms. Wesley and Mr. Pewarski.  Mr. Pritchard also suggested the addition of “which were queued after such requests for Redirects” to address concerns weighed by Mr. Pewarski.  With a balanced vote, the motion passed (6 to 0) [Vote 4].
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	3
	
	3
	2
	0
	2

	Generation
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Marketers/Brokers
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1

	Distribution/LSE
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1

	End Users
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	IGO
	2
	
	2
	2
	0
	2

	Total
	7
	0
	7
	6
	0
	6


Ms. Otondo made the following motion (Motion 17): “Move that WEQ-001-9.7.7 reads: The Transmission Provider shall evaluate the request for Rollover Rights as eligible for an ongoing rollover rights in the amount of the lower of 1) the MW capacity requested on the Redirect on Rollover Rights or 2) the Capacity Eligible for Rollover on the Parent Reservation as posted at the time the evaluation is started.”  Mr. Pritchard and Ms. Rehman suggested the following friendly amendment: And add 001-9.7.7.1 In the event the evaluation of the request for Redirect with rollover rights is delayed due to the evaluation of Renewal of the Parent Reservation consistent with 001-9.7.5, the Capacity Eligible for Rollover on the Parent Reservation used in the evaluation of such Redirect shall be adjusted to reflect any confirmed Renewal(s).  Re-number draft 001-9.7.7.1 to 001-9.7.7.2 Ms. Otondo agreed with the friendly amendment.  After further discussion, Ms. Wesley called the question.  The group was unanimously in favor of calling the question.  With a balanced vote, the motion passed (4 to 1) [Vote 5].  
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	2
	2
	4
	1
	1
	2

	Generation
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Marketers/Brokers
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Distribution/LSE
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1

	End Users
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	IGO
	2
	
	2
	2
	0
	2

	Total
	5
	2
	7
	4
	1
	5


In review of 9.7.7.1, Ms. Rehman suggested the following language: “…determined in queue order and the requests which exceed the amount of Capacity Available to Redirect.”  The group agreed and applied the modifications to the section as appropriate.  The group renumbered Sections 9.7.7.2.1 and 9.7.7.2.2 to reflect suggestions made by subcommittee members. 
As it relates to Section 9.7.9, Ms. Rehman made suggested the addition of the term “counteroffer.”  Ms. Bigelow and Ms. Rehman held a discussion as it relates to definition of counteroffer.  Mr. Wood noted that counteroffer examples are noted in the footer of the recommendation and are reflected offline for negotiation.  Ms. Otondo stated that new data fields on OASIS will contain the counteroffer function.  This function will be used to create a new record to show an update to request and will be able to be placed in an ATC calculation.  At the suggestion of Mr. Pritchard, the group reviewed Example 12 as it relates to the counteroffer.  Modifications were made to the recommendation to reflect the discussion. 
With respect to WEQ-001-20.1, Ms. Knox questioned whether this section would be included in the business practice standard.  Mr. Wood responded in the negative and noted that it is currently included in the recommendation as a reference.  After extensive discussion, the group agreed not to modify WEQ-001-20.2.1-2.4. 

Next, the group reviewed and discussed additions to WEQ-001-B and Examples.  Mr. Pritchard stated that counteroffer should be agreed to at 75MW.  The group concurred and made the necessary modifications to Example 15.  This specific modification was also applied to Example 16.
In review of WEQ-002-4.3.6.1, Mr. Sorenson suggested that the specification of the value YES be changed to Y or Y/N/Null for ROLLOVER_WAIVED template.  The group held discussion as it relates to Mr. Sorenson’s suggestion.  The comment was applied to this particular section.  
The group reviewed WEQ-013 and made modifications based upon the comments received from subcommittee members and industry participants.  Mr. Pritchard suggested the following language for WEQ-013-2.6.5.1: The Transmission Customer does not wish to have rollover rights evaluated on a Long-Term Firm Point to Point request, they must submit the request with the ROLLOVER WAIVED data element set to Y in the transstatus template.  Subsequently, Ms. Rehman suggested language for the aforementioned section: If the Transmission Customer does not wish a Long-Term firm Point to Point request, to be evaluated for conveyance of rollover rights, the Transmission Customer must submit the request with the ROLLOVER waived data element set to Y in the transrequest template.” The group agreed with Rehman’s interpretation and the necessary modifications were made to the recommendation.  Mr. Wood stated that this would also be noted in the transrequest implementation guide.
Ms. Rehman made the following motion (Motion 18): “Move that the subcommittee accepts the draft as revised for formal comments and sends to the EC for approval as revised and corrected by JT Wood and NAESB staff.”  There was no discussion as it relates to the motion.  With a balanced vote, the motion passed (7 to 0) [Vote 6].
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	4
	
	4
	2
	0
	2

	Generation
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Marketers/Brokers
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1

	Distribution/LSE
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1

	End Users
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1

	IGO
	2
	
	2
	2
	0
	2

	Total
	9
	0
	9
	7
	0
	7


The recommendation will be posted for 30-day formal comment period.  The request for formal comment is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_041309_reqcom_ess_its.doc.  The updated version of the Rollover of Redirects Motion document is also available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its040709a2.doc.  
4. Adjourn
Ms. Otondo moved to adjourn the meeting.  The meeting adjourned at 11:03a.m. Central on April 9, 2009.
5. Attendance
	Name
	Organization
	April 7
	April 8
	April 9
	Segment
	Vote 1
	Vote 2
	Vote 3
	Vote 4
	Vote 5
	Vote 6

	Marcie Otondo 
	APS
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	Transmission
	Abstain
	Abstain
	In favor
	In favor
	In favor
	In favor

	Barbara Rehman
	BPA
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone
	Transmission
	In favor
	In favor
	Oppose
	In favor
	Oppose
	In favor

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone
	Distribution/LSE
	Abstain
	--
	In favor
	In favor
	In favor
	In favor

	Daryn Barker
	E.ON US
	In Person
	In Person
	Phone
	Marketers/Brokers 
	In favor
	In favor
	In favor
	Abstain
	Abstain
	In favor

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	Transmission
	In favor
	In favor
	In favor
	Oppose
	Oppose
	In favor

	Ed Davis
	Entergy
	Phone
	
	
	Transmission
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	N/A

	Christina Bigelow
	Entergy
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone
	Transmission
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	Barry Green 
	EPSA 
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	Marketers/Brokers
	In favor
	In favor
	In favor
	In favor
	Abstain
	In favor

	Gail Parker
	Midwest ISO
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone
	IGO/Planners
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Jim Pewarski
	Midwest ISO
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	IGO/Planners
	Oppose
	Oppose
	--
	--
	In favor
	In favor

	Marie Knox 
	Midwest ISO
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	IGO/Planners
	--
	--
	Oppose
	In favor
	--
	--

	Tony Hunziker
	Midwest ISO
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone
	Transmission
	--
	--
	--
	In favor
	--
	--

	Deonne Cunningham
	NAESB
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Paul Sorenson
	OATI
	
	
	Phone
	End Users
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	In favor

	Cathy Wesley
	PJM
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	IGO/Planners
	Oppose
	Oppose
	In favor
	In favor
	--
	--

	Kevin Gresh
	PJM
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	IGO/Planners
	--
	--
	--
	--
	In favor
	In favor

	Jim Eckelkamp
	Progress Energy
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone
	Marketers/Brokers
	Abstain
	Abstain
	--
	--
	--
	--

	JT Wood
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	Transmission
	In favor
	In favor
	Abstain
	--
	In favor
	In favor

	Jennifer Keys
	Steptoe & Johnson
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone
	N/A
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
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