[image: image1.png]0

I

0




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 16, 2008
TO:
NAESB Wholesale Gas and Electric Quadrants and all Interested Industry Participants 

FROM:

Cory Galik, NAESB Project/Meeting Manager
RE:
Final Minutes from the WGQ Business Practice Subcommittee – Order 698 Meeting – May 19-20, 2008
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD

WGQ Business Practice Subcommittee

Meeting with Web Conferencing
Hosted by Stinson Morrison & Hecker - Washington, DC
May 19, 2008 – 1:00 PM to 5:00 PM Eastern
May 20, 2008 – 10:00 AM to 3:00 PM Eastern
FINAL MINUTES
1. Administrative
Ms. Van Pelt welcomed the attendees and thanked Stinson, Morrison & Hecker for hosting the meeting.  Ms. Galik reviewed the antitrust guidelines.  All of the participants in attendance and on the phone introduced themselves.  Ms. Van Pelt reviewed the agenda.  She modified the agenda by removing the adoption of the meeting minutes from the April 22-23, 2008 meeting.  Ms. Chezar moved, seconded by Ms. D. Davis, to adopt the agenda as modified.  The motion passed unanimously.

2.
Annual Plan Item 7c
Ms. Van Pelt began by saying that it was her understanding that the focus would be on the three proposals that passed, or came close to passing, the straw vote at the last meeting.  However, she did not want to preclude a new proposal that showed strong support.  Ms. Daly presented a work paper on behalf of Old Dominion in support of the APS/TVA model.  Mr. Griffith and Ms. Chezar had questions regarding the suggested timeline in Old Dominion’s work paper.  Ms Daly said she would call them during a break for clarification.  

Ms. Chezar suggested adding a non-bumpable cycle 6 to the APS/TVA proposal with 4:00 AM as the nomination deadline.  She was hoping that this change would be acceptable to FPL and APS/TVA because if that was added to the APS/TVA proposal, as long as the Timely nomination stayed the same, there was the potential to have one less proposal considered.  Ms. Daly agreed to that change on behalf of APS/TVA.  Ms. Tomalty said she liked adding another opportunity to nominate, but was concerned about the pipeline proposal and the APT/TVA models having the bumping cycle so late in the day.  Ms. Chezar said the current Evening Cycle, which is bumpable, does not notify companies that they were bumped until 9:00 PM.  Ms. Tomalty said the current Evening Cycle dealt with the day-ahead market and her concern was same day bumping.  She also agreed with Ms. Chezar’s proposal to change the cycle to 4:00 AM.  
The first proposal discussed was the APS/TVA proposal.  The drafters agreed to add the 4:00 AM cycle but did not want to change the ID 1 cycle.  Ms. Crockett stated the ID 1 cycle could not be changed for reliability reasons and 3:30 PM was the earliest they could place it.  Ms. Chezar added that moving the ID 1 Cycle to earlier in the day would be a disincentive for her.  By making the bumpable cycle later in the day, there would be more reason to sign up for firm capacity.  Mr. Jones noted that a later cycle for firm capacity was important to Salt River Project.  Ms. Tomalty said she was hoping for a compromise on the issue.  She noted that her portfolio was a mix of firm and interruptible.  FPL served some areas with firm but she did not see the benefit of disadvantaging interruptible.  Mr. Kardas said the APS/TVA proposal would make the IT market worthless.  Ms. Daly said she understood the value of the IT market but there was also a benefit of pricing the value in the market.  If those holding IT recognized the need for some firm capacity, they should re-structure their portfolio.  That would help the industry determine if the infrastructure needed to grow.  Ms. Chezar agreed with Ms. Daly and noted that IT stood for interruptible because that was what it was and that was what those holding IT rely on.  Ms. Crockett stated that not being able to access firm capacity that was paid for was frustrating.  Ms. Chezar said there were certain markets with capacity available, where bumping was not an issue.  Ms. Daly said that she had no objections to the non-bumpable cycle 6 but would be concerned if FPL did not accept it, and as a result would not be able to accept or reject that change at that time, but would add the non-bumpable cycle 6 if the proposal gained more support for it.  She went on to explain that adding that cycle was supposed to benefit FPL, but if they did not see any value in it, she would not want to risk losing the support she already had by adding it.  Ms. Tomalty stated that her concern was having the bumpable cycle so late in the day and would not support the APS/TVA proposal either way.  Ms. Chezar asked why the proposal could not have both the ID 0.5 Cycle and the early morning ID 3 cycle.  Mr. Kijowski said he thought it was possible to have both.  He followed up on the concern that Ms. Daly stated, he needed the ID 0.5 Cycle the most, but did not want to lose both cycles.  
Mr. Shepherd was asked what would happen if changes are made on production between 10:00 PM and 9:00 AM.  Mr. Shepherd said he would wait to make the changes the next day.  He did not want the ID 2 Cycle to become bumpable because they would not be able to respond on the same Gas Day.  Even if they are notified at 7:00 PM, it would be dark and the wells were in remote locations.  He explained that they have six to eight pumpers who go out to the wells every day and they do not adjust between 10:00 PM and 9:00 AM.  At 7:00 PM, a change in production would occur too late in the day for the pumpers to be able to react.  Mr. Shepherd said that if they knew in the Evening Cycle that they would be bumped, they could adjust in the morning.  Mr. Petersen stated he did not want to go to a 24 hour cycle.  The current cycle was from 8:00 AM to 8:00 PM and any cycles that would occur later or earlier, in California, were not desirable.  He said that if the group was looking to honor the paragraph in the order that referred to the good of all participants, they would see that change would not be good for the west coast participants.  Ms. Daly said that while she appreciated Mr. Shepherd’s concerns with working late in isolated locations, the electric side already deals with that and builds that expectation into their services and she expected that the gas industry, if required, would do the same.  Mr. Novak said he would like to see capacity release in the morning.  Ms. Tomalty said she would support that if the pipelines would be in favor of it.  Mr. Smith said that at last meeting, Exxon voted in support of FPL’s proposal.  Since that meeting, he took the proposal back and Exxon no longer supports FPL.  Ms. Van Pelt said she was not sure she could support a 3:00 AM nomination deadline.  Mr. Griffith said doing so would create a timeline for support 24 hours, which would be difficult for people who have to go out on the field.  Ms. Tomalty said given the concerns of the pipelines, she was not inclined to add the capacity release option.  She said she was trying to link the gas and electric days with this proposal.  
Mr. Thompson addressed the work paper submitted.  Ms. Daly noted that electricity dispatch is from midnight to midnight.  The evening gas nomination cycle only occurs from 9:00 AM to 9:00 PM so there would be a problem without a 3:30 AM nomination because getting the gas on or off the system from midnight to 9:00 AM would not be possible.  Mr. Thompson stated that there were two peak times during the electric day and an improved chance of flowing day ahead increased reliability.  He supported a 3:30 AM nomination because it would improve intraday issues.  Ms. Chezar said that National Grid supported 3:30 AM because 1:00 AM did not work.  She was also concerned that changes would be made to the system to help coordinate electric and gas only to have electric make other changes in a few years that would cause gas to need to make more changes.  She stated that she wanted the passing proposal to work for the next 10 to 15 years.  Mr. Oberski said it would be a noble idea to get the electric side to move, but even if all the RTOs moved, Ms Daly’s problem would not be solved because a large portion of the country was not in an RTO.  
Ms. Tomalty said she wondered whether NAESB would find value in a joint WEQ/WGQ meeting to talk about this issue.  Ms. Van Pelt stated that a few years ago there was a joint subcommittee that looked at the energy day and considered changing the Gas Day.  The results of those meetings went to the Board where a committee came up with items that were forwarded to FERC to help coordinate between the two industries.  As a result, FERC issued Order 698.  The modifications to WGQ’s nomination timeline were the responsibility of the WGQ.  It was made clear early in this process that any party could participate.  Ms. Daly agreed that wholesale gas needed to take responsibility for the gas side of the industry.  She also stated that she heard this morning that the 3:30 AM cycle was supported for various reasons.  Ms. Burch said that she had spoken with some of the electrics and ISOs and it seemed to her that the change was going to occur in those areas that would be ongoing for the next five or six years.  She stated that it was important to remember that it would not just be people with electrical generation that would be impacted.  These would be big changes to everyone’s processes.  It would require pushing 80 percent of the business to late in the day, which was a large undertaking.  Mr. Novak stated he liked the APS/TVA model the best, but would be hard pressed to explain the benefits to his company, although he recognized it would be for the greater good.  He said he learned that it was not important to sync the gas and electric day but rather it was more important to ensure the sequence of events were linked up.  He supported the APS/TVA model but realized it would not get consensus, but he hoped everyone would work together with all the proposals to get consensus for one of them.  If there could not be agreement on a proposal, he hoped the group could come together on some concepts.  
Ms. Burch stated her concern with the APS/TVA proposal was providing scheduled quantities for the ID 1 Cycle at 7:30 AM.  She did not want to have such a long day.  Those nomination deadlines impacted all five segments.  She was concerned that a marketer would not be available whether Spectra was there to accommodate them or not.  There were not enough people working late at night to do the work necessary to make the gas flow properly.  Ms. Chezar noted that two pipelines currently do that and they do not have those concerns.  Ms. Burch stated that she had been told by marketers and producers that they would not participate at night.    

Mr. Frost responded to a few of the comments.  First, as a producer, he said he would produce what the industry needed.  He expressed concern with the APS/TVA model’s introduction of ID nomination cycles into the existing nomination cycles.  If nominations were cut and the contracts they had with the consumer were changed, they would have to take the gas back and place it into an illiquid market.  Also, some of the ID cycles were being moved to a time when nobody was in the office.  Even if the additional cycle were added and even if employees were in the office, their gas had been sold in timely cycles.  If someone needed gas at 4:00 AM, it was provided on a best available basis.  He noted that markets would follow demand and liquid markets would be created, but that market had not developed to support the proposals made today.  It would occur when market demand increased to a point where that kind of demand from generation would support the cost that type of change would require.  

Ms. Daly said that the current structure started 13 years ago.  Many changes had been made since that time and events caused the pipelines to pull back flexibility.  She suggested eliminating the no-bump rule as a way to address concerns about people working late, but she also acknowledged that the order wanted interruptible recognized.  She supported adding cycles even if that meant longer office hours, or hiring extra shifts.  She noted that the market was not currently there because the markets were not in sync.  A timeline needed to be created to recognize that.  She also said that if a company paid for firm capacity, they should have the right to access that capacity.  Mr. Novak responded to Ms. Daly that her suggestions would not gain consensus nor would it pass the Executive Committee (EC).  He suggested sending the issue to the electric quadrant for their opinion.  He said that he was afraid of what would happen a few years down the line if the same issue was presented to the electric quadrant and they came to a different result.  Mr. Story said that he heard that everyone was concerned with making the right change and they were not willing to make a change for the sake of change if it was the wrong change.  Mr. Glaubitz agreed with Mr. Story and said that SMUD would support maintaining the status quo.  Ms. Daly said she wanted votes on the three proposals and a straw vote on keeping the existing timeline to give to the EC and FERC.  Ms. Tomalty said interruptible had value to the market.  She was concerned with driving certain markets to buy firm capacity.  
Ms. Crockett responded to the comments about taking this issue to the electric industry.  She noted that many people in the electric industry had commented on this issue.  Mr. Novak agreed with Ms. Crockett that some people in the electric industry had been involved.  He said that what occurred in the Executive Committee depends in part on market comments.  To make this a success, broader support would be required.  He did not want to invest resources in a timeline that would not meet the needs of both industries.  Mr. Gray said he recognized the many competing interests and believed that those issues would only become more pertinent.  He did not believe maintaining the status quo would be acceptable and urged everyone to take that into consideration.  Gas and electric markets and interdependencies should be coordinated.  He supported the TVA/APS proposal.  
Mr. Oberski said that all his generation assets were in organized markets and moving the electric market timeline was not his issue.  He would vote no on the proposals that eliminated the Evening Cycle because he needed those Evening Cycles.  Mr. Frost said that from the producers’ standpoint, a lot of the discussion was the opposite of the flexibility argument.  He recognized flexibility was important because needs fluctuated and there was a cost associated with not being able to meet that need.  The more ID nomination cycles were added, the more contractual outs were available.  Producers were contracting at the start of the day to supply the amount of gas in the contract and stood ready to provide that.  Mr. Frost said what Mr. Oberski was asking for was an out and every time that out was exercised, it cost the producers.  He understood the flexibility issue, but it had an impact on him.  Mr. Oberski said the opposite argument was that they may need additional gas.  Mr. Frost said that was not possible because they put their gas to bed. This was as much a contractual issue as it was a physical issue.  Ms. Daly noted that it was the contract that allowed suppliers to give back the gas, but most contracts do not allow that.  

Ms. Tomalty asked why there could not be a no-notice service on the pipelines.  Ms. Chezar said that no-notice service was different on every pipeline.  On some it was necessary to put in a nomination and on others it was not.  Mr. Love said there has been a lot of discussion and that he knew of pipelines where none of the options are needed because of the services that are offered.  He stated that what was being asked for means additional cost for producers and pipelines when the options may not be needed due to the services on that pipeline.  
Ms. Tomalty had two questions about the Pipeline Collaborative proposal.  First, she wanted to know why the evening bump cycle was moved from 6:00 PM to 4:00 PM.  Ms. Burch said it was moved to allow business from the previous cycle to be completed and also prevent overlap.  Mr. Love responded that without the overlap that currently occurs, there was the need for the ID to be later to match up with the requirements of the west.  Ms. Tomalty’s second question was whether or not they could condense the cycles.  Mr. Burch said they could not because they need all four hours between cycles.  Ms. Chezar said she was told by schedulers that the 1:00 PM cycle was too early and the 7:00 PM cycle was too late for either side of the business.  Ms. Burch said that when they created the Pipeline Collaborative, they were careful to make sure people could nominate after they knew their quantities and tried to prevent overlap between the cycles.  Ms. Tomalty asked how soon after a nomination was made would someone be bumped.  Ms. Burch said they had to have confirmation first.  Ms. Crockett asked, in an effort to accommodate the request not to go so late into the evening, if it was possible to have overlap between an Evening Cycle for the next day and the ID 2 cycle.  Ms. D. Davis said that was currently a problem and that was what they were trying to eliminate.  Mr. Love, however, said it would depend on the amount of overlap.  If it occurred after confirmation, it would not be as severe.  

It was decided to spend the evening working on the potential to merge the APS/TVA proposal and the FPL proposal.  Ms. Chezar said that if APS/TVA does not support the change she suggested, she would withdraw the suggestion.

A motion to recess was made by Mr. Oberski and second by Richard Smith.  The meeting recessed at 4:39 PM Eastern.

The meeting reconvened on Tuesday, May 20, 2008 at 10:00 AM.

Ms. Galik performed roll call.  Ms. Chezar withdrew her model because its purpose was to merge the APS/TVA and FPL proposals, which was unsuccessful.  
Ms. Tomalty wanted to explore the possibility of modifying the FPL proposal to add the ID 0.5 cycle.  Mr. Love said that would create an overlap between the ID 0.5 and ID 1 Cycles, so the results of the ID 0.5 Cycle would not be known when nominations for the ID 1 Cycle were due.  Mr. Novak said this seemed to be the only industry where there were no overlaps.  The ID 0.5 Cycle was just another opportunity to schedule.  He did not see the harm in having the overlap if it suits a shipper’s needs.  If they had a better opportunity with the ID1 Cycle, they would forgo the ID 0.5 Cycle.  Ms. Chezar stated that she had a problem with 5:00 PM being a no-bump cycle.  She liked the APS/TVA proposal because 3:30 PM was a no-bump cycle.  If the ID 2 Cycle was bumpable, she would not be against the FPL proposal.  Mr. Shepherd suggested modifying the FPL proposal along the lines Ms. Chezar suggested, with a bumpable ID 2 Cycle that was voluntary.  Ms. Tomalty did not object to that proposal as long as it was voluntary and IT shippers were aware that the cycle would be bumpable.  Ms. Chezar asked for clarification on what Mr. Shepherd was proposing.  Mr. Love said if he understood the proposal, Mr. Shepherd was saying the gas flowing under an interruptible agreement could be resold to someone with a firm agreement at the wellhead and they would use their transportation to take it to the market.  However, he could see a problem with scheduling because anyone who submitted a nomination for the same transportation priority would have an equal right to that capacity.  Those two contracts would be bidding on the same capacity, which would result in issues of prorating the capacity made available by the interruptible shipper.  Mr. Shepherd asked if that would occur in a bumping cycle anyway because the firm shipper that bumps still has to bid against another timely nomination.  Mr. Love said it would if someone was bidding against IT.  All firm contracts coming in could get a piece of that capacity if they were nominating that same or similar path.  Mr. Shepherd said that was not unique to his proposal.  Mr. Love noted that the difference was that Mr. Shepherd was suggesting doing this during a non-bumpable cycle.  Scheduling rules could work in such a way that gas would not flow at the same rate it was previously flowing because capacity was being used by various shippers.  Mr. Shepherd said it would have a better chance of flowing than if the cycle was strictly bumpable.  Mr. Love said that part of it would.  Mr. Novak said it sounded like Mr. Shepherd was proposing a contingency, where if someone was in danger of being bumped, they could switch to firm, but the problem with that was when someone was bumped, they were replaced with someone holding firm.  Switching to firm would not necessarily get the gas flowing.  He said he understood the intent but wondered if a better way to do this would be from some form of notice from the pipeline that could advise how close IT was to getting bumped.  Mr. Shepherd said having the bump late in the day was for unexpected demand so pipelines may not know that information.  Mr. Griffith said he did not see that this proposal would be limited to IT.  Without some specific link between quantities eligible for bumping and other quantities, he did not see what the proposal would achieve over just reducing nominations.  It sounded like a variation of capacity release but it was a scheduled quantity release.  He asked if the entire quantity would be bumpable.  Mr. Shepherd said the idea was to have a pool of gas available to firm shippers without undue hardship on production with imbalances where it should not be.  Mr. Jones asked if this could be accomplished by notifying the pipeline how much scheduled capacity any shipper has that they would be willing to sell on a redirect.  Mr. Shepherd said that would simplify it but would not enable the firm shipper to use their own transportation capacity.  Mr. Kardas said they were talking about a gas sale, not just capacity.  He did not see how it would fall into his tariff.  Mr. Jones asked if this was prefaced on a no-bump cycle.  Mr. Shepherd said it was.  Ms. Tomalty was willing to consider it as long as it was voluntary, but to her it sounded like it would not bring support.  Ms. Chezar asked Ms. Tomalty about making ID 2 a bumpable cycle.  Ms. Tomalty’s purpose in the proposal was to link the gas and electric days.  The ID 0.5 Cycle would give the east coast a chance to nominate for the morning peak, knowing it may not be accepted, but allowing more flexibility.  The proposal was not intended to enhance the value of firm service.  

Mr. Goldenberg asked questions regarding the previous day’s discussion.  He asked Ms. Crockett if not having access to storage was an operational issue or a penalty issue; would she pay a penalty or not get gas at all.  Ms. Crockett said that it is a reliability issue; if she could not nominate she would be forced to bring power in from the grid.  The pipeline metering systems into TVA generation are set up in such a way that there are automatic flow control set at the meter controlled by the delivery pipeline, so it would be physically impossible to get the gas without nominating.  He asked Ms. Tomalty if the same was true with IT bumping, if the no-bump cycle was eliminated, would IT be able to get gas?  Ms. Tomalty said she recognized that some rely on IT and to the extent that the bumping cycle was so late, it made IT less reliable and to the extent plants need to run, it would be very difficult to use IT in the future.  Mr. Goldberg asked if that was because the plant would be cut off or the penalty would be too high.  Mr. Novak responded that he was unsympathetic to those holding IT that do not have flow control and do not contract for it.  He said that people who operate in that matter should have no-notice service.  Ms. Chezar said having additional nomination cycles was also important for firm customers, as well as generators.  She also said agreed with Mr. Novak.  Ms. Tomalty said in response to Mr. Goldberg’s question that the result was both a problem of reliability and penalties. 

Ms. Chezar asked how the group would vote on the three proposals.  Ms. Van Pelt said Ms. McQuade had mentioned preferential voting, which had never been used before for voting in the WGQ.  Ms. McQuade explained preferential voting.  Ms. Van Pelt said if two proposals passed, the one with the most votes would go to the EC and if none passed, the EC would vote simple majority for no change.  Mr. Oberski talked to Ms. Chezar about her concern that the second best proposal would be sent to the EC.  The point of preferential voting was to send up the proposal that garners the most compromise. 

Mr. Rudd agreed with Mr. Novak that it was important to involve the electric industry in the discussion.  Ms. Van Pelt responded that it has been made known to the electric industry that this issue was being discussed and many in the electric industry had participated in the conversations but it would not be joint effort unless FERC made it so.  Ms. McQuade said it could not be called a joint effort unless there was the expectation that it would yield both wholesale gas and wholesale electric standards.  Mr. Novak suggested, after voting, asking the EC to communicate with the ISO/RTOs prior to the EC vote to see if there had been movement from ISO/RTOs, which would create more options.  He agreed this effort was wholly a WGQ standard alone but making the decision requires input from the Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ), the majority of which can vote as end-users in the WGQ.  Mr. Petersen echoed a concern that changes were being made on behalf of a few electrics that participated, but until they heard from a broader cross section of electrics, a final decision was inappropriate.  Ms. Van Pelt said there would always be minority reports regardless of which proposal passed.  This recommendation, like BPS notices, will go out to a broad number of people in both the WEQ and WGQ and everyone will have an opportunity to comment on it.  Mr. Novak said that the ISO/RTO comments were more important because they were the ones that control scheduling for the electric industry in organized markets.  He wanted to solve this problem once and wanted to hear what they had to say.  The one result he wanted to avoid was having the ISO/RTOs say nothing, making changes and have an incident occur and then the ISO/RTOs say it is because of the changes made.  Mr. Glaubitz supported Mr. Petersen in that the WEQ needed to be involved in this decision.  Ms. Van Pelt reiterated that this was not a joint effort.  Mr. Griffith said that from what he heard from a number of participants and shippers on his system, if anything, the existing timely nomination deadline was too early and moving it earlier would be a problem.  Pushing the bumpable cycle later in the day with the high probability that nobody would be able to re-nominate in the final no-bumping cycle hurts the IT process regardless of whether the final cycle is bumpable or not.  

Mr. Novak suggested keeping the existing schedule but making the ID 2 Cycle bumpable.  Ms. Van Pelt said they could not consider a model that does not fall under Commission policy.  Mr. Novak thought it was a solution that would work and said it should be considered.  He offered to add a morning bumpable cycle to keep the proposal under Commission policy.  He realized that it was outside of FERC policy but it achieved the objectives of the shippers that wanted a bump later and required few system changes.  He felt the proposal presented the least amount of change, though he recognized the majority of the cost would be borne by IT.  He offered to withdraw the proposal and bring the idea up in comments to the EC when Ms. Van Pelt said that they could not consider a new fourth proposal.  Ms. Chezar was disappointed that Mr. Novak withdrew the model.  Ms. Daly said she liked Mr. Novak’s proposal and would like it if it was appropriately before this group.  She thought to allow it as a proposal at such a late date catapulted over other models that were discussed at earlier meetings and did not make it to this meeting.  

Ms. Van Pelt reviewed the 3 proposals up for vote.  A balanced vote was taken on all three models: the Pipeline Collaborate, FPL and APS/TVA proposals.  None of them passed a simple majority vote.
3.
Next Steps for 7c

Ms. Van Pelt said that since all the proposals failed, the group would not have a recommendation for the EC.  All work papers, meeting minutes and related materials would be on file and sent to the FERC.  Ms. McQuade said that the proposals would be sent out for 30 day comments.  When the EC voted it would be a simple majority to support the subcommittee decision not to change the current timeline.  When asked what would happen if the EC did not support the subcommittees decision, she said it could create a new committee, send it back to BPS, or one of the number of options available.  It could even change the recommendation and support a standard, which would require a super majority vote.  Ms. Daly said she wanted to move through the rest of the process effectively and asked if there could be an EC meeting before August.  Mr. Novak asked Ms. Daly to send him and Mr. Buccigross an e-mail with that request.
4.
Adjourn

Mr. Love motioned, with a second by Mr. Novak to adjourn.  The meeting adjourned at 2:06 PM Eastern.
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	Phone
	

	George Simmons
	NiSource
	Phone
	Phone

	Lisa Simpkins
	Constellation Energy
	In Person
	In Person

	George Smith
	Virginia Power Energy Marketing
	
	Phone

	Richard Smith
	ExxonMobil
	In Person
	In Person

	Leigh Spangler
	Latitude
	
	Phone

	Julee Stephenson
	NiSource Gas Transmission
	In Person
	In Person

	Jay Story 
	Transmission Northwest
	Phone
	Phone

	Scott Thompson
	ACES Power
	Phone
	Phone

	Sarah Tomalty
	FPL
	In Person
	In Person

	Kim Van Pelt
	Panhandle Eastern Pipe line
	In Person
	In Person

	Randy Young
	Boardwalk Pipelines
	Phone 
	Phone
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