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TO:
NAESB Quadrant Executive Committee Members, Alternates and Interested Industry Participants

FROM:
Cory Galik Cummings, Staff Attorney
RE:
Wholesale Gas Quadrant Executive Committee Draft Minutes
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD 
WHOLESALE GAS QUADRANT EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
DRAFT MINUTES
August 19, 2010
1. Welcome
Mr. Buccigross opened the meeting and welcomed the Wholesale Gas Quadrant (WGQ) Executive Committee (EC) members and other participants.  Ms. Cummings gave the antitrust guidance and called the roll of the WGQ EC members and alternates.  Quorum was established.  Ms. Crockett moved to adopt the agenda.  Ms. Burnett seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.
2. Review of WGQ Draft Minutes
Ms. Davis’ redlined version of the February 4, 2010 EC draft minutes were reviewed.  A motion to adopt the redlined February 4, 2010 WGQ EC draft minutes as provided by Ms. Davis was made by Ms. Davis and seconded by Mr. Griffith.  The motion passed unanimously.
The Joint WEQ/WGQ EC June 4, 2010 draft minutes as redlined by Ms. Davis were reviewed.  It was noted that the WGQ EC adopted the revised minutes at its meeting on September 21, 2010.  Mr. Young moved, seconded by Ms. Davis, to adopt the June 4, 2010 Joint WEQ/WGQ EC draft minutes as revised.  The motion passed unanimously. 
3. Review and Discuss for Possible Vote:  Recommendation R09006 - Add a new data element “Contract” in the following Transaction Datasets for the NAESB WGQ Version 1.8 release: NAESB WGQ Standard No. 3.4.2, Payment Remittance and NAESB WGQ Standard No. 3.4.4, Service Requester / Charge Allowance Invoice Recommendation
Ms. Davis suggested bundling several of the non-controversial recommendations together into one vote in the interest of time.  She asked to combine the following agenda items:
Agenda Item 3, Recommendation R09006 - Add a new data element “Contract” in the following Transaction Datasets for the NAESB WGQ Version 1.8 release: NAESB WGQ Standard No. 3.4.2, Payment Remittance and NAESB WGQ Standard No. 3.4.4, Service Requester / Charge Allowance Invoice Recommendation; 
Agenda Item 6, Recommendation R09021/R09022 – Modifications to the Invoice (NAESB WGQ Standard No. 3.4.1) and Service Requester Level Charge/Allowance Invoice (NAESB WGQ Standard No. 3.4.4); 
Agenda Item 7, Recommendation R09025 – Create a new EDM standard; 
Agenda Item 8, Recommendation R09014/2010 WGQ Annual Plan Item 6 - Create a section/heading under Informational Postings called Regulatory to include all filings made to the FERC; 
Agenda Item 9, Recommendation 2010 WGQ Annual Plan Item 5 – Review of minimum technical characteristics in Appendices B, C, and D of the WGQ QEDM Manual, and make changes as appropriate; 
Agenda Item 10, Recommendation R10001 - Update the NAESB Wholesale Gas Quadrant (WGQ) Quadrant Electronic Delivery Mechanism (QEDM) Manual to add the ability to provide Informational Postings reports downloads in a CSV file format; and 
Agenda Item 11, Recommendation R08008 - Develop customer security administration standards.  
Mr. Novak asked that Agenda Item 8 be removed from the bundle, as the LDC segment wanted to discuss that item further.  Agenda Item 8 was removed from the proposed bundle of recommendations.  Ms. Davis moved, seconded by Mr. Young, to adopt the recommendations posted for Agenda Items 3, 6, 7, 9, 10 and 11.  The motion unanimously passed a super majority vote, (Vote 1).  
4. Review and Discuss for Possible Vote Recommendation: R08028/2010 WGQ Annual Plan Item 3/2009 WGQ Annual Plan Item 4/2008 WGQ Annual Plan Item 3 – Eliminate Standards 5.4.4. (Replacement Capacity) 
Ms. Davis provided a review of the recommendation.  Ms. Davis explained that this recommendation primarily re-designs the data sets for the capacity release transactions and also eliminates the upload aspect of the offer, bid and withdrawal.  This recommendation is dependent on Agenda Item 5.  Three comments were filed, two from Williams Gas Pipeline and one from the Joint IR/Technical Subcommittees that were corrections of minor technical errors.  There was no further discussion on the recommendation. 
Ms. Davis moved, seconded by Mr. Griffith, to adopt the recommendation for R08028/2010 WGQ Annual Plan Item 3/2009 WGQ Annual Plan Item 4/2008 WGQ Annual Plan Item 3 including the two sets of comments submitted by Williams Gas Pipeline and the Joint IR/Technical Subcommittees’ comments submitted on August 18, 2010.  The motion unanimously passed a super majority vote, (Vote 2).
5. Review and Discuss for Possible Vote: Recommendation R99033/R96018/R04028 – Redesign of Operationally Available and Unsubscribed data set
Ms. Davis provided the review of the recommendation.  Formal comments were received from Doug Field of Southern Star Central Gas Pipeline, who had an issue with the code value “bidirectional on the flow indicator.”  Ms. Davis stated that the Joint IR/Technical Subcommittees discussed the issue with him during its July meeting and made changes which  satisfied Mr. Fields concerns.   During that discussion, the subcommittee noticed and corrected other errors.  Those corrections are noted in the revised recommendation, which is the recommendation Ms. Davis suggested should be used for the vote.   There was no objection to voting on the revised recommendation.

Ms Davis moved, seconded by Mr. Griffith, to adopt the revised recommendation for R99033/R96018/R04028.  The motion unanimously passed a super majority vote, (Vote 3).  
6. Review and Discuss for Possible Vote Recommendation R09021/R09022 – Modifications to the Invoice (NAESB WGQ Standard No. 3.4.1) and Service Requester Level Charge/Allowance Invoice (NAESB WGQ Standard No. 3.4.4)
This agenda item was voted on and approved with Agenda Item 3.
7. Review and Discuss for Possible Vote Recommendation R09025 – Create a new EDM standard 
This agenda item was voted on and approved with Agenda Item 3.   

8. Review and Discuss for Possible Vote Recommendation R09014/2010 WGQ Annual Plan Item 6 - Create a section/heading under Informational Postings called Regulatory to include all filings made to the FERC

Ms. Van Pelt reviewed the proposed recommendation.  The original request was to add an item called ‘Regulatory’ to the pipeline’s Informational Postings Web site, which would house regulatory tariffs, tariff sheets, certificate filings, etc.  This was discussed during two WGQ BPS meetings in December, 2009.  The BPS created proposed NAESB WGQ Standard No. 4.3.z.1:
“To the extent a Transportation Service Provider posts regulatory filings on its Web site, such filings should be posted on the Informational Postings Web site pursuant to NAESB WGQ Standard No. 4.3.23.”  
Additionally, NAESB WGQ Standard No. 4.3.23 was modified to include a new category for regulatory postings, as well as waste heat, which was rolled into this request.  Many pipelines currently post regulatory filings as a courtesy and this recommendation gives them a standardized location to post the information.  The information provided on the website is sufficient enough to allow the customer to be able to track its progress on their own via FERC’s eLibrary system, without the pipelines updating the website.  
Ms. Davis moved, seconded by Mr. Young, to adopt the proposed recommendation for R09014/2010 WGQ Annual Plan Item 6 as written.  

Mr. Novak stated that he was not opposed to the changes to NAESB WGQ Standard No.4.3.23, but rather to proposed NAESB WGQ Standard No.4.3.z.1 because it is a standard that he noted does not do anything.  The notes from the December 12 WGQ BPS meeting, when this item was discussed, state that if a pipeline is not currently posting this information, this standard would not require them to start posting such filings.  Aside from giving a specific location for these courtesy postings, he added that there is no reason to modify the standards.  He further noted that the LDCs believe the standard should go beyond a courtesy and require all pipelines to post this information.  He agreed that the pipelines should not have to update the postings, as the information posted would be sufficient for customers to track on their own.  
Ms. Crockett, the original requestor, stated that she was satisfied with this recommendation as a starting point.  From an end-user perspective, she would rather start with a common location because the pipelines that were posting the information were currently posting it in very different locations, which made it difficult to locate from one website to the next.  She was willing to continue working on enhancing the standard in the future.  Mr. Novak responded that the LDCs were not happy with the recommendation and concerned with the idea of future enhancements, which have a poor track record.  They did not understand why all Transportation Service Providers could not provide this information, as it is not a detailed requirement.  
Mr. Buccigross, understanding that the LDCs were not in support of the current recommendation, asked Mr. Novak to provide language as a starting point for discussion.  Mr. Novak offered the following language for proposed NAESB WGQ Standard No.4.3.z.1:
“A Transportation Service Provider should post a list (including a docket number and description) of active regulatory filings on its Informational Postings Web site pursuant to NAESB WGQ Standard No. 4.3.23.”
Ms. Van Pelt asked about the word “active” and if that meant that her company would have to remove any items that were not active.  Mr. Buccigross stated that he read this to mean that as long as all of the active filings are listed, a pipeline would not be required to remove the inactive items.  Mr. Young also objected to the word “active” because he did not want to be required to actively manage the list.  He felt that the postings that were done to date were sufficient to meet the objective of this recommendation.  Once a customer has a docket number they are able to subscribe on FERC’s website to that docket and receive all of the information necessary to stay up to date with it.  It was not necessary to require the pipelines to keep the list up to date.  Mr. Novak agreed and removed the word “active” from his suggested wording.  
Mr. Gwilliam objected to the proposed language change.  He indicated that his pipeline is small in comparison to other interstate pipelines and their regulatory group is extremely small.  Parties interested in this information are already privy to the information via service lists.  When they make a filing, that filing not only goes to the commission, but to all parties interested in it.  If parties want to learn more about the docket, they can go to the FERC website and follow it as it goes through review to final conclusion.  He was opposed to a requirement that would use the limited resources of his company.  
Ms. Denton asked if this standard would only apply to pipeline initiated dockets.  Ms. Crockett responded that was her original intent.  Ms. Davis noted that there are many types of regulatory filings, some of which are of no interest to the customers.  She assumed this standard would only apply to those filings which would be of interest to the customers and she cautioned against generalizing tariff filings, which would be unduly burdensome on all pipelines.  Ms. Van Pelt and Mr. Griffith echoed those concerns.  Mr. Novak agreed that those were valid points and offered some modifications to the language so that revised proposed NAESB WGQ Standard No.4.3.z.1 was changed to read:
“A Transportation Service Provider should post a list (including a docket number and description) of its regulatory filings (concerning rate cases, certificate filings, abandonments, and tariff changes) on its Informational Postings Web site pursuant to NAESB WGQ Standard No. 4.3.23.”  
In response to Mr. Gwilliam’s concerns, Mr. Novak acknowledged that the regulatory personnel would be impacted by this change, but he did not think it was unduly burdensome to do, particularly with the list narrowed down to those four filing types.  
Mr. Young noted that there are services available, which are inexpensive, that sends out this information daily for every filing made with the FERC.  
Ms. Crockett responded to Mr. Gwilliam that those services are geared more towards those that work in the regulatory arena.  The end-users that have operational groups deal with the websites on a daily basis.  She would rather they be able to access the information on those sites rather than going elsewhere for the information.  She responded to Mr. Young that while she appreciates that those services are available; her company would rather spend its money elsewhere.
Mr. Gwilliam asked Ms. Crockett if it would be easier to have the regulatory department of her company keep track of the open filings of each of the pipelines that are relevant to her company, rather than go to a website that has many filings, some of which that do not affect her company.  Ms. Crockett responded that a docket number is necessary to get on the service list, and that information is obtained from the pipeline.
Ms. Burnett responded to Mr. Gwilliam’s comments.  She recognized that he worked for a small pipeline with limited resources, but she noted that there were also small customers with limited resources.  This posting would be helpful to her because it would save her time when trying to find docket numbers.  
Ms. Burch noted a few issues she had with the way the new standard was now proposed;
1) the wording was too broad because the word “regulatory” could imply state or federal; 
2) a certificate filing may have numerous docket numbers, and it is unclear if a pipeline would be required to post all of the docket numbers or only the initial docket number; and, 
3) her company posts tariff filings immediately, before they have a docket number, so this standard could delay their postings.  

Mr. Novak further refined his suggested language for revised proposed NAESB WGQ Standard No. 4.3.z1 to read:
“A Transportation Service Provider should post a list (including an initial docket number and description) of its Federal Energy Regulatory Commission filings (concerning rate cases, certificate filings, abandonments, and tariff changes) on its Informational Postings Web site pursuant to NAESB WGQ Standard No. 4.3.23.”
Mr. Novak stated that today’s discussion shows why the baby step approach will not work, because the issues expressed will still exist in the future.  This is a threshold issue of what the WGQ does and what it is capable of doing.  There is no FERC regulation that requires this posting.  If someone believes that the exchange of information betters the outcome of any initiatives NAESB undertakes, then they should support these changes.  
With no more discussion, Mr. Buccigross asked for a roll call vote on the original motion.  He asked Mr. Novak to move his modified language, if he so desired.  The vote on the original motion failed due to a segment block in the LDC segment (Vote 4).  Ms. McQuade noted that this segment block would be discussed at the September Board of Directors meeting.
Mr. Buccigross asked Mr. Novak if he wanted to offer his alternative language for a vote.  Mr. Novak stated that he could offer the language or he would accept the Board sending the issue back to the subcommittee.  Mr. Buccigross responded that he did not think there was enough support to pass the modified language, but that there was likely enough support to send the issue back to the subcommittee.  
Mr. Novak moved, seconded by Ms. Burnett, to send the recommendation for R09014/2010 WGQ Annual Plan Item 6 back to the WGQ BPS.  
Ms. Van Pelt asked that the modifications to NAESB WGQ Standard No.4.3.23 be voted on without NAESB WGQ Standard No.4.3.z.1, because she wanted those changes to appear in Version 2.0.  She wanted the certainty that customers would know where to find the posted information.  Mr. Novak did not object.  Mr. Young stated that he understood why Mr. Novak wanted to send the issue back to the subcommittee, but he did not understand why this recommendation was blocked, when passing it did not hinder the group’s further discussion of it.  He suggested that the WGQ EC pass the current recommendation because it puts them on a path to implement change that is beneficial and does not hinder further discussion.  Mr. Novak responded that if this recommendation was passed it would not be discussed in the future.  He was happy to take this issue to the Board.  NAESB has new segment block procedures in place and he thought this would be a good exercise to see if those procedures actually work.  Mr. Novak withdrew his motion.
Ms. Van Pelt moved to adopt proposed NAESB WGQ Standard No 4.3.23 from the proposed recommendation for R09014/2010 WGQ Annual Plan Item 6 with the two additions noted in the recommendation, and Ms. Crockett seconded the motion.  Ms. Davis noted that without proposed NAESB WGQ Standard No 4.3.z.1 the word “applicable” no longer makes sense.  She suggested that, rather than include this in Version 2.0, send it back to BPS to be included in Version 2.1.  Ms. Van Pelt withdrew her motion.  She expressed her frustration that the BPS discussed this issue and voted it out of the subcommittee with no opposition and no formal comments submitted. 
9. Review and Discuss for Possible Vote Recommendation 2010 WGQ Annual Plan Item 5 – Review minimum technical characteristics in Appendices B, C, and D of the WGQ QEDM Manual, and make changes as appropriate

This agenda item was voted on and approved with Agenda Item 3.
10. Review and Discuss for Possible Vote Recommendation R10001 - Update the NAESB Wholesale Gas Quadrant (WGQ) Quadrant Electronic Delivery Mechanism (QEDM) Manual to add the ability to provide Informational Postings reports downloads in a CSV file formats 
This agenda item was voted on and approved with Agenda Item 3.
11. Review and Discuss for Possible Vote Recommendation R08008 - Develop customer security administration standards
This agenda item was voted on and approved with Agenda Item 3.
12. Consideration and Possible Vote on Minor Corrections
Ms. Davis asked why MC10019 was included when it previously went out for notational ballot.  Ms. McQuade responded that Mr. Skiba of the WEQ found an additional correction so it should be re-voted.  Ms. Davis moved to adopt the revised minor corrections MC10019 and MC10030, to be applied to Version 1.9.  Ms. Burch seconded the motion.  The motion unanimously passed a simple majority vote.  Ms. Davis moved, seconded by Ms. Burnett to adopt the minor corrections MC10018, MC10022, MC10024, MC10026, MC10028, and MC10029, to be included in Version 2.0.  The motion unanimously passed a simple majority vote.
13. Review and Discuss Recommendation R10004 – Modify the usage of beginning time and ending time as used in several of  the nominations, flowing gas and invoicing data sets
Ms. Davis provided a review of the recommendation, which went out for formal comments, due September 3, 2010.  A single topic conference call will be held following the comment period, or a notational ballot will be sent out, to vote out this recommendation.  This was a request submitted to change the usage of the element Ending Time from Mandatory to Business Conditional in the Nominations dataset; change the usage of the elements Beginning Time and Ending Time from Mandatory to Business Conditional in the Pre-determined Allocation dataset and change the usage of Beginning Time (or equivalent element for the specific document below) and Ending Time (or equivalent element for the specific document below) from Mandatory to Senders Option in the Request for Confirmation, Confirmation Response, Scheduled Quantity and Scheduled Quantity for Operator, Allocation, Shipper Imbalance, Measurement Information, Measured Volume Audit Statement, and Transportation / Sales Invoice documents.  The way the data dictionaries are currently written, the FERC sees the mandatory usage language and believe that the pipelines’ websites should contain that information even though there is a condition for those data elements that provides the default value as the end of the gas day.  The pipelines have explained that the default is assumed if another time is not specifically stated.  The purpose of this recommendation is to clear up any confusion that may be caused by the data element usage of Mandatory.  Mr. Love added that the recommendation syncs up the technical and data dictionaries and does not change the business process.  
Mr. Novak expressed concern about what would happen if the receiving party, who is used to receiving certain information, stops receiving it.  He asked Mr. Love to elaborate as to what occurs between pipelines.  He wanted to avoid creating a scheduling event by taking something that is mandatory and making it optional.  Mr. Love answered that he did not see this recommendation changing the way data is currently being sent.  It is up to the individual arrangement made with a trading partner.  The intent was not to change the business process.  Mr. Novak stated that based on that explanation, he withdrew his objection.
The WGQ EC members in attendance agreed to vote out this recommendation via notational ballot.
14. Discuss WGQ Publication Schedule

Ms. McQuade directed meeting participants to review the WGQ publication schedule, as it contained the items to be included in Version 2.0, to be published this November, 2010.  
15. Update on Subcommittee Activities

Triage Subcommittee:  Ms. McQuade reviewed the Triage report.  R10003, R10004, R10005 and R10007 were assigned to the WGQ.  R10008 was assigned to both Wholesale and Retail Electric Quadrants, as it related to Smart Grid.
Business Practice Subcommittee:  Ms. Van Pelt provided the review of the BPS.  The requests recently triaged, and WGQ Annual Plan Item 7(a) are the only items currently pending in the BPS.  AP Item 7(a) deals with a review of common code specifications with common location codes to determine if changes are necessary to the existing specs that support both intra and interstate pipelines.  Ms. Van Pelt asked the EC for guidance in scoping this item.  Mr. Novak noted that FERC issued an order on this topic which narrowed the scope.  The order allowed Section 311 pipelines (non-interstate) to rely upon the interstate pipeline location codes or in the absence there of, their own proprietary codes, which largely alleviated his concerns.  Mr. Love stated the he brought this item to the annual plan.  It was his intent to review the common code for location, similar to the work done with D-U-N-S® numbers for the entity code to see if a common code is required, and if so, what it is supposed to do.  

Joint Information Requirements and Technical Subcommittee:  Ms. Davis provided the update.  The subcommittee met this week to complete the items discussed today, as well as work on other minor corrections.  They also addressed several requests.  

Electronic Delivery Mechanisms (EDM) Subcommittee:  Mr. Burden provided the EDM Subcommittee update.  They addressed WGQ Annual Plan Item 5, which updated the technical standards, as well as some minor corrections and requests.  The efforts of the subcommittee were seen in some of the items voted upon during today’s meeting.
Interpretations Subcommittee:  Mr. Love noted that the subcommittee has not met since the last WGQ EC meeting.
16. Review, discuss, identify changes and vote to approve changes to the 2010 Annual Plan to be proposed to the Board of Directors
The WGQ EC reviewed the 2010 WGQ Annual Plan and made conforming changes.  Ms. Crockett moved, seconded by Mr. Spangler, to approve the 2010 WGQ Annual Plan as modified.  The motion unanimously passed a simple majority vote.  
17. Board of Directors, Board Committee and Regulatory Updates

Board Updates: Ms. McQuade reviewed the minutes from the June 24, 2010 Board of Directors meeting.  She noted the Board resolution on the efforts related to WEQ Smart Grid efforts.  
Board Critical Infrastructure Committee:  Ms. McQuade reviewed the notes from the July 19, 2010 Committee meeting.  Much of the conversation surrounded the Lieberman Bill, which is out for comment.  NAESB will not be submitting comments on the bill.  She suggested that any participant desiring more information should contact Jesse Hurley, as he has been very involved in this effort.
Retail and Wholesale Electric key activities:  The Retail Gas and Electric Quadrants continue to work on standards that support customer choice states.  Retail Electric has focused on Demand Response, Energy Efficiency and Smart Grid, all of which are ongoing.  The Wholesale Electric Quadrant continues to focus on Demand Response, Energy Efficiency and Smart Grid activities, as well as standards development related to FERC Order No. 890.    

18. Other Business

Ms. McQuade noted that the next WGQ EC meeting will be hosted by Dominion in Richmond, VA on October 28, 2010.  The next Board of Directors meeting is scheduled for September 23, 2010 in Houston, TX, and it will also be the annual meeting of the members, as well as the strategic session.  
19. Adjourn

Mr. Smith made the motion to adjourn and Ms. Crockett seconded.  The meeting adjourned at 11:42 a.m. Mountain time.
10.
Executive Committee Attendance and Voting Record

	Wholesale Gas Quadrant Executive Committee
	Attendance
	Vote 1: Agenda Items 3, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11
	Vote 2: Agenda Item  4
	Vote 3: Agenda Item 5
	Vote 4: Agenda Item 8

	Producers Segment
	
	
	
	
	

	R. Denton for Jim Busch
	BP Energy Company
	In Person
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor

	C. Abercrombie for Pete Frost
	ConocoPhillips Gas and Power Marketing
	Phone
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor

	Chuck Cook
	ChevronTexaco
	In Person
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor

	Richard Smith
	Noble Energy
	In Person
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor

	Mike Shepard
	Mewbourne Oil Company
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	Pipeline Segment
	
	
	
	
	

	Bill Griffith
	El Paso Natural Gas Company
	In Person
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor

	Kathryn Burch
	Spectra Energy Transmission
	In Person
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor

	Dale Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor

	Randy Young
	Dominion Transmission
	In Person
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor

	Kim Van Pelt
	Panhandle Eastern Pipe Line
	Phone
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor

	Local Distribution Company (LDC) Segment
	
	
	
	
	

	R. Ishikawa for Rodger Schwecke
	Southern California Gas
	Phone
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor
	Opposed

	Phil Precht
	Baltimore Gas and Electric
	In Person
	--
	In Favor
	In Favor
	Abstain

	G. Simmons for Paul Buckley
	Washington Gas
	Phone
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor
	Opposed

	Mike Novak
	National Fuel Gas Distribution
	Phone
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor
	Opposed

	Craig Colombo
	Dominion Resources
	Phone
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor
	opposed

	End Users Segment
	
	
	
	
	

	Norm Spooner
	Arizona Public Service Company
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	Valerie Crockett
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	In Person
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor

	Lori Lynn Pennock 
	Salt River Project
	In Person
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor

	Tina Burnett
	The Boeing Company
	In Person
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor

	Services Segment
	
	
	
	
	

	Lisa Simpkins
	Constellation Energy Commodities Group
	Phone
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor

	Leigh Spangler
	Latitude Technologies
	In Person
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor

	Jim Buccigross
	8760 Inc. 
	In Person
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor

	Jeff Jarvis
	EnCana Marketing (USA) Inc.
	In Person
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor
	In Favor


	Vote #
	Votes possible
	Votes Cast

Super Majority

	Percentage Affirmative Votes Cast
	Reaching the 40% Segment Affirmative Vote Threshold?
	Motion Passing

	Vote 1
	23
	20affirmative
0 abstention 

0 opposed

	87%
	Y
	Passes Super Majority Vote
Passes Segment Threshold

PASSES

	Vote 2
	23
	21 affirmative

0 abstention

0 opposed
	91%
	Y
	Passes Super Majority Vote
Passes Segment Threshold
PASSES

	Vote 3
	23
	21affirmative
0 abstention 

0 opposed

	91%
	Y
	Passes Super Majority Vote
Passes Segment Threshold
PASSES

	Vote 4
	23
	16affirmative
1 abstention 

4 opposed

	70%
	N
	Passes Super Majority Vote
Fails Segment Threshold
FAILS


11.
Other Participants in Attendance 

	Participant
	Organization
	Attendance

	Christopher Burden
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person

	Cory Galik Cummings
	NAESB
	In Person

	Dona Gussow
	FPL
	Phone

	Tom Gwilliam
	Iroquois
	In Person

	Rae McQuade
	NAESB
	In Person

	Veronica Thomason
	NAESB
	In Person

	Ronald Tomlinson
	Dominion Transmission Inc
	Phone
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