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North American Energy Standards Board

1301 Fannin, Suite 2350, Houston, Texas 77002

Phone:  (713) 356-0060, Fax:  (713) 356-0067, E-mail: naesb@naesb.org


Home Page: www.naesb.org

July 17, 2008
TO:
NAESB Wholesale Gas Quadrant Executive Committee and Interested Industry Participants
FROM:
Cory Galik, Meeting Administration/Project Manager
RE:
WGQ Executive Committee Meeting Draft Minutes – July 14, 2008
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING

WHOLESALE GAS QUADRANT (WGQ)

Monday, July 14, 2008 – 10:00AM to 12:00PM Central
Conference Call
DRAFT MINUTES
1.    Welcome

Mr. Novak 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.  A motion to adopt the agenda as modified was made by Mr. Colombo and seconded by Mr. Petersen.  The motion passed unanimously.
2. Discussion and consideration of technical recommendations for standards, comments submitted, and vote on:
FERC Order No. 698 Annual Plan 4b , Docket Nos. RM05-5-001 and RM96-1-027 as related to the NAESB reports submitted in Docket No. RM05-28-000 (AKA Redirects):  Mr. Novak noted that there was no technical work necessary on this item.  The motion to accept the recommendation was made by Ms. Davis and seconded by Mr. Young.  The motion passed a simple majority vote.

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

FERC Order No. 698 Annual Plan 4c, Respond to directives of FERC Order No. 698 issued 6-25-07, Docket Nos. RM05-5-001 and RM96-1-027 as related to the NAESB reports submitted in Docket No. RM05-28-000 (AKA Modifications to Nomination Timeline):  Mr. Novak thanked all for reading the recommendation and comments submitted on this item.  Ms. Daly raised the issue that the recommendation, as currently stated, appeared to indicate that the status quo was supported.  She was concerned that the way the recommendation was phrased implied the action agreed upon in the subcommittee was that no action was needed which ignored the half dozen different proposals requesting some change and the corresponding votes for such proposals.  Ms. Daly therefore  proposed alternate wording in the Summary of the recommendation to more accurately reflect her understanding of the actual intent: that “no single proposal garnered sufficient support to satisfy the requisite threshold and several proposals raised policy issues that may need to be discussed outside the NAESB forum.”  Mr. Novak said there was a distinction and the recommendation for no change reflected the consequence of not having enough votes for any proposal to pass.  Mr. Smith asked where the proposed language would be placed, and was supportive of the recommendation as prepared by the BPS and forwarded to the EC.  Ms. Daly did not have an opinion on the placement of such language, as long as the text assisted readers in understanding the discussions that were held and the decisions that were made.  Mr. Frost said it was common for this wording to be used after proposals were discussed, voted and rejected.  He believed comments were a more appropriate forum for her statement rather than in the recommendation.  Ms. Davis explained that the purpose of the Summary was merely to reflect a bullet point summary of the recommendation and not a summary of the discussion.  Therefore, she felt it is not appropriate to change the Summary 
Mr. Novak noted that Ms. Daly could construct a motion to adopt the recommendation because no single proposal garnered sufficient support to satisfy the requisite threshold and several proposals raised policy issues that may need to be discussed outside the NAESB forum.  She agreed to Mr. Novak’s suggestion.  Ms. Tomalty asked if the policy issue they were referring to was the no-bump issue.  Ms. Daly concurred and added that there were service priority issues as well.  Ms. Tomalty said she did not think the policy issue was the reason the proposals were rejected, but rather it was because the no-bump cycle was too late in the day – which is a timing issue, not a policy issue.  Ms. Chezar disagreed and noted that the no-bump issue was a factor in the failure of some of the proposals to garner sufficient support.  Mr. Frost agreed with Ms. Tomalty.  He said the BPS discussed timelines within existing FERC policy and did not focus in any manner on the issue of no-bump.  He added that if parties wished to address policy issues associated with this issue, they could do so in comments and outside the NAESB process but to characterize that as a driving force behind the vote was inaccurate.  Mr. Petersen agreed with Mr. Frost.  Ms. Daly noted that at the end of the last meeting it was asked if anyone would be in favor of the existing timeline that eliminated the no-bump rule but despite support for such a proposal, it was argued that such a proposal was inappropriate at this time because it was beyond the scope of the Commission’s directive to NAESB and as a result, Ms. Daly identified the  elimination of the no-bump rule as a key issue.  Her motion was changed to say, “Accept the recommendation because no single proposal garnered sufficient support to satisfy the requisite threshold.”  The motion failed a simple majority vote (see Vote 1 below).
Mr. Smith made a motion, seconded by Ms. Davis, to adopt the recommendation as posted on the NAESB website.  The motion passed a simple majority vote (see Vote 2 below).
4.
New Business 
Ms. Davis provided an update on FERC Order No. 712 standards development activities, which is underway in conjunction with index-based pricing for capacity release.  The work is underway in the Information Requirements (IR) and Technical Subcommittees. Mr. Love noted that he would get work papers posted to address the interpretations that needed to be updated at those meetings.  Mr. Frost asked Ms. Davis if they would be ready to implement Order 712 within 30 days.  Ms. Davis said each pipeline was working to get it implemented.  Even though NAESB would not have completed its work, the pipelines are still obligated to comply with the regulations.  Ms. Simpkins asked if they discussed releasing above the maximum rate and if there would be an issue now that the price ceiling had been removed.  Ms. Davis said that would be discussed at the IR meeting tomorrow.  
5.
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 10:52 PM Central.
6.
Executive Committee Attendance and Voting Record 

	
	Present
	Vote 1
	Vote 2

	Producers Segment
	
	
	

	Rhonda Denton for Jim Busch
	BP Energy Company
	Phone
	O
	S

	Pete Frost
	ConocoPhillips Gas and Power Marketing
	Phone
	O
	S

	Chuck Cook
	ChevronTexaco
	Phone
	O
	S

	Richard Smith
	ExxonMobil Gas & Power Marketing
	Phone
	O
	S

	Mike Shepard
	Mewbourne Oil Company
	Phone
	O
	S

	Pipeline Segment
	Present
	
	

	Bill Griffith
	El Paso Natural Gas Company
	Phone
	O
	S

	Kathryn Burch
	Spectra Energy Transmission
	Phone
	O
	S

	Dale Davis
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	Phone
	O
	S

	Randy Young
	Boardwalk Pipeline
	Phone
	O
	S

	Paul Love for Kim Van Pelt
	Natural Gas Pipeline Company of America
	Phone
	O
	S

	Local Distribution Company (LDC) Segment
	Present
	
	

	Donald Petersen for Rodger Schwecke
	Southern California Gas
	Phone
	O
	S

	Dolores Chezar
	National Grid Gas Distribution Company
	Phone
	S
	O

	Paul Buckley
	Washington Gas
	Phone
	S
	O

	Mike Novak
	National Fuel Gas Distribution
	Phone
	S
	O

	Craig Colombo
	Dominion Resources
	Phone
	S
	O

	End Users Segment
	Present
	
	

	Kelly Daly
	Arizona Public Service Company
	Phone
	S
	O

	Valerie Crockett
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	Phone
	S
	O

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

	Dona Gussow
	Florida Power and Light
	Phone
	S
	S

	Tina Burnett
	The Boeing Company
	Phone
	S
	O

	Services Segment
	Present
	
	

	Steve Abbey
	Anadarko Petroleum Corporation 
	Phone
	O
	S

	Lisa Simpkins
	Constellation Energy Commodities Group
	Phone
	O
	S

	Leigh Spangler
	Latitude Technologies
	
	
	

	Jim Buccigross
	8760 Inc. 
	
	
	

	Keith Sappenfield
	EnCana Marketing (USA) Inc.
	Phone
	S
	S

	
	Simple Majority Vote Result:
	Supported
	10
	15

	
	
	Opposed
	13
	8


Vote 1:  Ms. Daly’s motion to accept the recommendation because no single proposal garnered sufficient support to satisfy the requisite threshold.
Vote 2:  Mr. Smith’s motion to adopt the recommendation as posted on the NAESB website.

7.
Other Participant Attendance 
	Name
	Organization

	Christopher Burden

Jack Cashin

Mary Darveaux

Rae Davis

Mary Doyle

Melody Fontenot
Cory Galik

Michael Goldenberg

Mark Gracey

Tom Gwilliam

Cathie Legge

Bill Lohrman

Rae McQuade

Denise Rager

Ken Schubert

George Simmons

Sarah Tomalty
Ronald Tomlinson
	Williams Gas Pipeline

Electric Power Supply Association
Northern Natural Gas
Carolina Gas Transmission Corporation
BG North America
BG Energy Merchant

NAESB
FERC
Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company

Iroquois Gas Transmission System
Alliance Pipeline
FERC
NAESB
NAESB

TransCanada Pipeline

NiSource Inc.

Florida Power & Light Energy

Dominion Transmission


� S = Support;  O = Oppposed;  A = Abstain
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