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FINAL
A meeting of the NEPOOL Participants Committee was held at 10:00 a.m. on Friday, October 13, 2006 at The Colonnade Hotel, 120 Huntington Avenue, Boston, MA pursuant to notice duly given.  A quorum, determined in accordance with the Second Restated NEPOOL Agreement, was present and acting throughout the meeting.  Attachment 1 identifies the members, alternates and temporary alternates attending the meeting.  


Mr. Peter D. Fuller, Chair, presided and Mr. David T. Doot, Secretary, recorded.  Mr. Fuller welcomed the members, alternates and guests who were present.  
approval of MINUTES

Pursuant to motion duly made and seconded, the preliminary minutes of the September 8, 2006 meeting as circulated were unanimously approved. 

consent agenda

Upon motion duly made and seconded, the Consent Agenda was unanimously approved.

chief executive officer's report

Mr. Gordon van Welie reported the ASM Phase II market went live on October 1 and was operating smoothly.  He commented on the complexity of the ASM Phase II market, and expressed his pride in the outstanding work of the ISO employees to complete this project on time and under budget.  

Mr. van Welie then commented on the 2007 budget to be voted during the meeting.  He explained that the budget was very lean, reflecting a relatively small budget increase despite the large cost pressures resulting from the requirement to implement the Forward Capacity Market.  He stated that, as a result, the ISO would have very limited resources available for to address any other market improvements during 2007.  Mr. van Welie concluded his report by stating that the ISO would like to discuss the list of 2007 projects and their relative prioritization with the NEPOOL officers and the Participants Committee in the December/January timeframe.
report of senior vice president OF MARKET development
No report.

report of chief operating officer

 Mr. Stephen Whitley presented the Chief Operating Officer report for September as circulated at the meeting.  He noted that, with regard to regional system planning for 2007, the ISO was forming a steering committee and working group to ensure broad stakeholder representation on an effort to explore various scenarios for addressing future Installed Capacity Requirements (ICR).  The scenarios would be selected to evaluate the impact on regional reliability, economics, the environment (emissions), and the need for new transmission.  He reported that the Steering Committee would include he and Ms. Kathleen Carrigan for the ISO, Mr. Brian Forshaw and NEPOOL counsel for NEPOOL, and Chairman Downes from the CT DPUC, Commissioner Below from the NHPUC and Commissioner O’Brien from the VTDPS.  He stated that the ISO’s goal for the working group was to present an initial report to the stakeholders in June 2007.  

Mr. Whitley identified highlights from the market operations for the prior month.  Looking forward, he noted that only one new generation project, a wind project with a projected in-service date in 2008, that would result in a net change of 75 MW to the System, applied for interconnection study in September.  He noted that 54 projects, totaling approximately 7,200 MW, were being tracked.   
Finally, Mr. Whitley referred members to and reviewed the report on uplift payments in September. 

amendments to schedule 2 of the tariff (INCLUDING SCHEDULE 2 VAR PAYMENT IMPLEMENTATION RULE) 
Mr. Donald Gates, Chair of the Reliability Committee, briefly summarized the development of the proposed amendments to Schedule 2 and referred Participants to the memo and other materials that had been distributed by NEPOOL counsel prior to the meeting.  He informed the Committee that the Transmission Committee voted to recommend support of the Schedule 2 Amendments by a vote of approximately 93% in favor.  He said that the Schedule 2 Amendments would have been on the Consent Agenda but for two discreet issues where there was some continuing disagreement among some Participants; viz., how Schedule 2 costs should be allocated and whether there should be a power factor range from 0.95 leading and 0.95 lagging for which generators should not be paid under Schedule 2.  

Mr. Gates also noted that there was an implementation issue that had been brought to the attention of the Transmission Committee after its vote on September 19, 2006.  Mr. Mark Karl of the ISO then discussed the implementation issue and said that some parts of Schedule 2 could be implemented on January 1, 2007, but other parts could not be implemented until the fourth quarter of 2007 at the earliest.  Mr. Karl referred Participants to his memorandum, which had been circulated to Participants, for the details of the implementation schedule.  

Mr. Fuller and NEPOOL counsel then discussed with the Committee the procedural path of voting on the Schedule 2 Amendments, which included a proposal to vote on the substance of the Schedule 2 Amendments, subject to further recommendation by the Transmission Committee on a specific implementation schedule and additional action by the Participants Committee.  That would allow the ISO to provide additional details to the Transmission Committee about its ability to implement the Schedule 2 Amendments to inform that Committee’s recommendation.   

The Participants agreed with this approach and the main motion that was provided with the meeting materials was duly made and seconded with the understanding that the Participants Committee was voting on the substance of the Schedule 2 Amendments, and that the Transmission Committee would provide a recommendation at the December meeting of the Participants Committee on the implementation schedule for the Schedule 2 Amendments:    

RESOLVED, that the Participants Committee supports the proposed Schedule 2 Amendments (including the Schedule 2 VAR Payment Implementation Rule), and the filing by ISO New England Inc. of such Schedule 2 Amendments, as recommended by the Transmission Committee and distributed to the Participants Committee for its October 13, 2006 meeting, together with the understandings concerning future recommendation by the Transmission Committee, and any non-substantive changes that are approved by the Chair and Vice-Chair of the Transmission Committee.
The representative of Central Maine Power (CMP) then explained and made the following motion to amend the main motion, which was seconded: 

RESOLVED, that the pending main motion seeking Participants Committee support for the Schedule 2 Amendments be amended by replacing Sections III and IV of the Schedule 2 Amendments with the alternative versions of Sections III and IV as provided to the Participants Committee for its October 13, 2006 meeting in a document entitled: “Alternative Sections for Schedule 2 Amendments”, together with any changes to those alternative versions agreed to at the meeting, and any non-substantive changes that are approved by the Chair and Vice-Chair of the Transmission Committee.
Ms. Lisa Fink of the Maine Public Utilities Commission (MPUC), holding a proxy from The Maine Health & Higher Educational Facilities Authority (MHHEFA), then spoke to support the motion to amend for the reasons stated in her memo to the Committee which had been circulated with the meeting materials.  She referred to the ISO’s Independent Market Monitor’s Report published in 2005 as support for targeting non-capacity costs under Schedule 2 to the affected Reliability Regions.  Mr. Fuller invited Committee members to voice their comments on the motion to amend, with some supporting keeping the current cost allocation under Schedule 2 and some favoring a more targeted approach.  

The motion to amend was then voted and failed with a 57.59% vote in favor (Generation Sector - 11.35%; Transmission Sector - 7.3%; Supplier Sector - 12.39%; Alternative Resources Sector - 14.84%; Publicly Owned Entity Sector - 0.00%; and End User Sector - 11.71%).  (See Vote 1 on Attachment 2).( 

The CMP representative then moved a second motion to amend the main motion as follows to provide no payments to generators within a power factor range of 0.95 leading and 0.95 lagging (a “CC Rate Deadband”), which was duly seconded:   

RESOLVED, that the pending main motion seeking Participants Committee support for the Schedule 2 Amendments, be amended by replacing Section V.A of the Schedule 2 Amendments with the alternative version of Sections V.A as provided to the Participants Committee for its October 13, 2006 meeting in a document entitled: “Alternative Sections for Schedule 2 Amendments”, together with any changes to the alternative version agreed to at the meeting, and any non-substantive changes that are approved by the Chair and Vice-Chair of the Transmission Committee.


Mr. Waine Whittier, a consultant for the MPUC, then provided a summary of why there should be a CC Rate Deadband.  Ms. Fink also spoke to the rationale for the CC Rate Deadband proposal and she referred to her memo to the Committee and FERC cases that she believed stood for the proposition that generators should not be paid for providing VARs within a power factor range that they must operate in under the standard interconnection agreement.  

Following further discussion on the motion to amend, the motion to amend was voted and failed by a show of hands vote.    

The main motion was then voted and approved with a 87.77% vote in favor (Generation - 17.03%; Transmission Sector - 11.36%; Supplier - 17.03%; Alternative Resources Sector - 14.84%; Publicly Owned Entity Sector - 17.03%; and End User Sector - 10.48%).  (See Vote 2 on Attachment 2.)    

REVISION TO MANUALS TO IMPLEMENT ISO COMBINED CYCLE MODELLING PROPOSAL 
Mr. Chuck Ide on behalf of the Markets Committee referred members to the materials that had been circulated in advance of the meeting and described the history of this matter.  He explained that the Markets Committee had recommended Participants Committee support for the proposal in July, but that the proposal had been removed from the August Consent Agenda for further discussion and exploration with the ISO’s internal market monitor.  He said that discussion had since taken place, and the matter was ready for consideration by the Participants Committee.  


The following motion was then duly made and seconded:  

RESOLVED, that the Participants Committee supports revisions to ISO New England Manual M-20, M-28 and M-35 as proposed by the ISO and circulated to this Committee in advance of this meeting and as recommended by the Markets Committee, together with such non-substantive changes as the Chair and Vice-Chair of the Markets Committee may approve.


In commenting on the motion, Constellation’s representative expressed disappointment that the proposal did not go further in addressing the underlying problem prompting the initiative on combined cycle modeling.  He explained that the problem the combined cycle modeling proposal was intended to address had partially subsided because of an RMR contract that had been entered into to reduce overall market exposure to certain costs, but that the problem was likely to re-arise.  Continuing, he said that the proposal was certainly an improvement that Constellation would support, but that he did not think it went far enough in ensuring that the markets were structured to encourage maximum operating flexibility from combined cycle generators.  The NSTAR representative indicated that it shared Constellation’s concerns and would also support the proposal.  The NSTAR representative also noted that while the issue may have been mooted for a time given certain units in the NEMA zone are subject to reliability must run (RMR) agreements, he indicated that the issue may need to be revisited when those units are no longer subject to RMR agreements.  The representative of LIPA suggested that efforts to implement the combined cycle modeling proposal should take a lower priority than other matters, given the general acknowledgement that the problem the proposal was designed to solve was no longer as pressing.  In response, members indicated that, while the believed further improvement was necessary and appropriate, there should not be any further delay in implementing this incremental change.  

Following further discussion, the motion was voted and approved with 96.35% vote in favor (Generation Sector – 14.60%; Transmission Sector – 17.03%; Supplier Sector – 15.82%; Alternative Resources Sector – 14.84%; Publicly Owned Entity Sector – 17.03%; and End User Sector – 17.03%).  (See Vote 3 on Attachment 2). 

2007 ISO NEW ENGLAND operating and capital budgets  

Mr. Daniel W. Allegretti, Chair of the Budget and Finance Subcommittee, then reported on the 2007 operating and capital budget as proposed by the ISO.  He noted that the budgets were reviewed at the August 28, 2006 Subcommittee meeting, as presented by Mr. Robert Ludlow, the ISO’s Chief Financial Officer.  Mr. Ludlow then highlighted that the main driver behind building the ISO’s 2007 budgets was the ISO effort to keep ISO costs as flat as possible.  He stated that the ISO was able to identify and provide some efficiencies in implementing ASM Phase I and II, Appendix H, and financial assurance activities without adding additional costs due to a very effective change management process.  With regard to the capital budget, Mr. Ludlow explained that the ISO budgeted $20 million, with the main cost being for FCM activities, which will take place over a 3 to 4-year period.   

The following motion was then made and seconded:

RESOLVED, that the Participants Committee supports the Year 2007 operating budget and capital budget proposed by the ISO, as presented at this meeting.

A member of the Alternative Resource Sector asked for clarification on what types of disclosure the ISO was going to make with regard to executive salaries, and whether it would expand disclosures from prior years to include compensation information concerning all the executive officers.  Mr. Ludlow responded that there were public reports, the IRS Form 990 as well as Massachusetts tax forms, available upon request, that include information like that.  In addition, he noted that the Compensation and Human Resource Committee put together a report like that that would also be provided to interested persons upon request.  
The AR Sector representative then inquired with respect to the ISO’s review and evaluation of the effectiveness of its external affairs and corporate communications activities, particularly with respect to communications with state regulators and legislatures, and asked whether that review had identified a need to augment the financial resources or enhance the effectiveness of the resources committed to those efforts.  Mr. Ludlow noted that a full evaluation was pending FERC action on the investigation into the ISO’s external affairs and communications expenses in Dockets Nos. ER06-94-001 and EL06-77-000, with a decision expected imminently that would provide necessary guidance on a going-forward basis with respect to ISO efforts in this direction.  Ms. Carrigan, in response to a follow-up question, stated that Participant input and comments on the performance of the ISO’s state consultants and external performance of the ISO’s internal staff figured prominently in the ISO evaluation of its activities in those areas.  
A member of the End User Sector stated that, even though the budget was to close to last year, due to the issue of executive compensation, the CT OCC and the NH OCA would be voting in opposition to the 2007 ISO budgets as presented.  

The motion was voted and approved with a 97.73% vote in favor (Generation Sector - 17.033%; Transmission Sector - 17.033%; Supplier Sector - 17.033%; Alternative Resources Sector - 14.84%; Publicly Owned Entity Sector - 17.033%; and End User Sector - 14.76%).  (See Vote 4 on Attachment 2). 

ISO EMERGENCY FILING REGARDING FINANCIAL ASSURANCE POLICY

Referring to materials circulated in advance of the meeting, Mr. Ludlow reported on an exigent circumstances filing made by ISO with the FERC on September 28, 2006 in Docket No. ER06-1541-000 regarding an amendment to the Financial Assurance Policy in the ISO Tariff.  He explained to the Committee the urgent and time-sensitive nature of certain billing disputes associated with the allocation of uplift costs in the Southeastern Massachusetts (SEMA) Reliability Region.  Mr. Ludlow informed the Committee that before making the filing, the ISO consulted with the NEPOOL officers and NEPOOL counsel who did not object to the filing.   

Mr. Doot explained to the Committee counsel’s view that the ISO communicated the filing as best as it could given the time constraints, and noted that this was the first exigent circumstances filing since the formation of the RTO.  He reported that comments on that filing were required to be filed with the FERC on or before October 10, that NEPOOL counsel made a filing on behalf of the Participants Committee stating that (1) the ISO had done what it could under the circumstances to inform and receive comments from stakeholders, (2) efforts were undertaken to ensure that stakeholders were aware of the filing, and (3) NEPOOL agreed with ISO that there was not an opportunity to go through the standard stakeholder process.  Further, NEPOOL’s filing noted that, if the Participants Committee had any other input from this meeting, it would be reported in a supplemental filing.  Mr. Doot noted that there was no need for action on this item, but if the Participants Committee wanted to record its support or lack of support for the ISO’s filing, a draft resolution was circulated in advance of the meeting for that use.  No comment on this filing was raised.     

FORMATION OF Cost Allocation Working Group

Mr. Fuller explained to the Committee that, with input from the Officers, he had appointed Mr. Eric Stinneford to serve with an ISO representative and a NECPUC representative in chairing a working group to explore the allocation of local second contingency reserve costs.  He explained that Mr. Ide was to serve as the ISO Co-Chair, and Commissioner Robert Keating of the MA DTE had been identified to serve as the Co-Chair on behalf of New England regulators.  On behalf of this group, Mr. Ide referred the Committee to the draft charter that had been circulated in advance of the meeting and asked that any comments be provided to any of the identified Co-Chairs.  He identified the following dates as meeting dates for the working group (October 30, November 6, November 21, November 30, and December 7) and encouraged those interested in participating in this working group to get their name to Mr. Alex Kuznecow       (413/540-4453; akuznecow@iso-ne.com) at the ISO.  In response to questions, Mr. Fuller explained that this group would report the results of its deliberations directly to the Participants Committee and was not intended to be a working group of the Markets Committee.  

FCM “Show of Interest” application Deposit Proposal

Mr. Allegretti referred the Committee to materials circulated in advance of the meeting with respect to this matter.  He explained that the ISO was proposing to assess potential bidders in the Forward Capacity Auction costs that the ISO incurs in qualification studies it must perform to assess whether a particular proposal to be bid in the FCA is viable from a system operations perspective.  He explained that the ISO was proposing a modest deposit to be applied for this purpose and that the proposal was presented to the Budget and Finance Subcommittee.  Many questions were asked about the proposal at the Subcommittee and there was agreement that additional input was necessary from Market Participants and from other Technical Committees.  Accordingly, this matter was to be deferred for consideration at a future Participants Committee meeting.

litigation report

Mr. Doot referred the Committee to the Litigation Report that was circulated with the initial notice of the meeting updating the Committee about current proceedings before the FERC, appellate courts, and a proceeding before the MPUC.  He highlighted dates scheduled for SEMA settlement discussions at the FERC in Washington, DC, and noted that, since the report had been circulated, a FERC order had been issued denying a complaint by Connecticut parties seeking RMR contracts for all Connecticut generators.     

COMMITTEE REPORTS

Mr. Allegretti reported that the 2007 NEPOOL Budget would be presented for recommendation at the November 13, 2006 Subcommittee meeting and would be presented to the Participants Committee for approval at the December 8 Committee meeting.  

Mr. Whitley announced as an addendum to his report, that due to the formation of the ERO, the ISO was centralizing a group of people to handle compliance for planning operations.  He reported that Mr. Matthew Goldberg would head that group, with legal support from Mr. Theodore Paradise and continuing compliance support from Ms. Kathleen Goodman.  Ms. Carrigan also reported that Ms. Maria Gonzalez had been hired to fill a position in the legal department vacated by Mr. Goldberg’s reassignment.   

Mr. Ide reported the following additional Markets Committee meetings through the remainder of 2006 and for January, 2007, in addition to these already previously reported on the NEPOOL Calendar:  October 16, November 16, December 4, 2006 and January 11, 13, 18, 19, 23, 24 and 25, 2007.       

OTHER BUSINESS

Mr. Doot circulated the NEPOOL calendar for October, November and December along with the proposed NEPOOL Technical Committee calendar for 2007.  He noted that the November 3 meeting would be at the Seaport Hotel with the December 8 meeting at the Colonnade.  He flagged meeting dates for the Cost Allocation Working Group as announced at the meeting.  With regard to the SEMA settlement proceeding, he informed the Committee that Judge Brenner had scheduled another meeting at the FERC in Washington for October 23, with a chance it would extend to October 24.  

Looking forward to the 2007 NEPOOL calendar, Mr. Doot noted that the Participants Committee would be returning to the Inn and Spa at Mills Falls in Meredith, NH for the Winter Meeting, tentatively scheduled for March 1 and 2; and would be returning to the Wentworth by the Sea in New Castle, NH for the summer meeting, which was tentatively scheduled for July 30, 31 and August 1 due to the scheduling of the NECPUC Symposium during the last week of June.  

There be no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 12:20 p.m.






Respectfully submitted,







___________________________







David T. Doot, Secretary 
	PARTICIPANT NAME
	SECTOR
	MEMBER NAME
	ALTERNATE NAME
	PROXY

	ANP Funding I, LLC
	Generation
	Dorothy Capra  
	
	

	Ashburnham Municipal Light Plant
	Publicly Owned
	
	Timothy Peet 
	

	Associated Industries of Massachusetts
	End User
	
	 Robert A. Rio
	

	Bangor Hydro-Electric Company
	Transmission
	
	Gregory Hines
	

	Belmont Municipal Light Department
	Publicly Owned
	
	Timothy Peet 
	

	BOC Energy Services
	Supplier
	Bob Weishaar (tel)
	
	

	Boston Edison Company
	Transmission
	James Daly
	Robert Clarke
	

	Boston Generating, LLC
	Generation
	
	William Fowler  
	

	Boylston Municipal Light Department
	Publicly Owned
	
	Timothy Peet 
	

	BP Energy Company
	Supplier
	Randy Prescott
	
	

	Caithness New England Services Company
	Generation
	
	
	Kenneth Bekman

	Central Maine Power Company
	Transmission
	Eric Stinneford (tel)
	
	

	Chicopee Municipal Lighting Plant
	Publicly Owned
	
	Brian Forshaw 
	

	Concord Municipal Light Plant
	Publicly Owned
	
	Timothy Peet 
	

	Connecticut Municipal Electric Energy Coop.
	Publicly Owned
	Brian Forshaw
	
	

	Connecticut Office of Consumer Counsel
	End User
	
	Richard Steeves
	

	Conservation Law Foundation
	End User
	
	Seth Kaplan
	

	Conservation Services Group
	AR
	
	Doug Hurley
	

	Consolidated Edison Energy, Inc.
	Generation
	Kenneth Bekman
	
	

	Constellation Power Source, Inc.
	Supplier
	Daniel Allegretti
	Sandi Hennequin
	

	Cross Sound Cable Company, LLC
	Supplier
	
	Jose Rotger
	

	Danvers Electric Division
	Publicly Owned
	
	
	Timothy Peet 

	Dominion Energy Marketing, Inc.
	Generation
	Wesley Walker (tel)
	
	

	DRP (Pinpoint Power LLC)
	AR
	Thomas Atkins
	
	Bob Stein

	ECP Energy LLC
	Supplier
	
	
	

	Edison Mission Marketing and Trading
	Supplier
	William Roberts
	
	

	El Paso Marketing, LP
	Supplier
	
	Robert Stein
	

	Energy Federation Inc.
	AR
	
	Doug Hurley
	

	Energy Management Inc.
	End User
	Dennis Duffy
	
	

	EnerNOC, Inc.
	AR
	
	Philip Giudice
	

	Entergy Nuclear Power Marketing LLC
	Generation
	
	Ronald Mackowiak 
	

	Epic Merchant Energy, L.P.
	Supplier
	
	Erik Abend (tel)
	

	Exelon Generation Company, LLC
	Supplier
	
	William Fowler  
	

	FPL Energy LLC
	Generation
	Fernando DaSilva
	
	

	Gas Recovery Systems, LLC
	AR
	
	Doug Hurley
	

	Georgetown Municipal Light Department
	Publicly Owned
	
	Timothy Peet 
	

	Groton Electric Light Department
	Publicly Owned
	
	Timothy Peet 
	

	H.Q. Energy Services (U.S.) Inc.
	Supplier
	Nicolas Bosse
	Robert Stein
	

	Holden Municipal Light Department
	Publicly Owned
	
	Timothy Peet 
	

	Hudson Light and Power Department
	Publicly Owned
	
	Timothy Peet 
	

	Hull Municipal Lighting Plant
	Publicly Owned
	
	Timothy Peet 
	

	Indeck Maine Energy, LLC
	AR
	William P. Short III
	
	

	Industrial Energy Consumer Group
	End User
	Donald Sipe
	
	

	Ipswich Municipal Light Department
	Publicly Owned
	
	Timothy Peet 
	

	J&L Electric
	End User
	Donald Sipe
	
	

	Lake Road Generating Company, LP
	Generator
	
	William Fowler 
	

	LIPA
	Supplier
	William Killgoar
	 
	

	Littleton Electric Light Department
	Publicly Owned
	
	Timothy Peet 
	

	Littleton Water & Light Department (NH)
	Publicly Owned
	
	Craig Kieny (tel)
	

	Maine Health & Higher Educ. Fac., The
	End User
	
	
	Lisa Fink

	Maine Skiing, Inc.
	End User
	Donald Sipe
	
	

	Mansfield Municipal Electric Department
	Publicly Owned
	
	Timothy Peet 
	

	Marblehead Municipal Light Department
	Publicly Owned
	
	Timothy Peet 
	

	Mass. Municipal Wholesale Electric Company
	Publicly Owned
	Timothy Peet 
	
	

	Mead Oxford Corporation
	End User
	Donald Sipe
	
	

	Middleborough Gas and Electric Department
	Publicly Owned
	
	Timothy Peet 
	

	Middleton Municipal Electric Department
	Publicly Owned
	
	Timothy Peet 
	

	Milford Power Company, LLC
	Generation
	Christopher Bursaw
	
	

	Millennium Power Partners 
	Generation
	
	Christopher Bursaw
	

	Mirant New England, LLC
	Generation
	Peter Fuller
	Philip Smith
	

	New England Power Company
	Transmission
	Michael Hager
	Pamela Viapiano
	

	New Hampshire Office of Consumer Advocate
	End User
	Paul Peterson 
	
	

	North Attleboro
	Publicly Owned
	
	Timothy Peet
	

	Northeast Utilities System Companies
	Transmission
	Joseph Staszowski
	Lisa Barton
	Gunnar Jorgensen; 

Cal Bowie

	NRG Power Marketing Inc.
	Supplier
	 
	
	Robert Stein

	Paxton Municipal Light Department
	Publicly Owned
	
	Timothy Peet 
	

	Peabody Municipal Light Plant
	Publicly Owned
	
	Timothy Peet 
	

	PowerOptions, Inc.
	End User
	
	Douglas Stevenson
	

	PPL EnergyPlus, LLC
	Supplier
	
	Sharon Weber (tel)
	

	Praxair, Inc.
	End User
	Bob Weishaar (tel)
	
	

	Ridgewood Rhode Island Generation, LLC
	AR
	William P. Short III
	
	

	Rowley Municipal Lighting Plant
	Publicly Owned
	
	Timothy Peet 
	

	Sempra Energy Trading Corp.
	Supplier
	
	Barry Trayers
	

	Seneca Energy II, LLC
	AR
	Doug Hurley
	
	

	Shrewsbury's Electric Light Plant
	Publicly Owned
	
	Timothy Peet 
	

	Silkman, Richard
	End User
	
	Donald Sipe
	

	Sterling Municipal Electric Light Department
	Publicly Owned
	
	Timothy Peet 
	

	Strategic Energy Ltd.
	Supplier
	
	
	Nancy Chafetz

	Taunton Municipal Lighting Plant
	Publicly Owned
	
	Brian Forshaw 
	

	Templeton Municipal Lighting Plant
	Publicly Owned
	
	Timothy Peet 
	

	Texas Instruments
	End User
	
	
	Paul Peterson

	The Energy Consortium
	End User
	
	
	Paul Peterson

	The Energy Council of Rhode Island (TEC-RI)
	End User
	
	
	Paul Peterson

	TransCanada Power Marketing Ltd.
	Generation
	
	Michael Hachey
	

	Union of Concerned Scientists
	End User
	
	Paul Peterson
	

	United Illuminating Company, The
	Transmission
	Robert Gagliardi
	 
	

	Unitil Corporation Participants Committee
	Supplier
	David Foote
	
	

	Vermont Electric Cooperative
	Publicly Owned
	Craig Kieny (tel)
	
	

	Vermont Electric Power Company, Inc.
	Transmission
	
	Scott Mallory
	

	Vermont Energy Investment Corporation
	AR
	
	
	Doug Hurley

	Vermont Public Power Supply Authority
	Publicly Owned
	Brian Evans-Mongeon (tel)
	
	Brian Forshaw

	Wakefield Municipal Gas and Light Department
	Publicly Owned
	
	Timothy Peet 
	

	West Boylston Municipal Lighting Plant
	Publicly Owned
	
	Timothy Peet 
	

	Westfield Gas & Electric Light Department
	Publicly Owned
	
	Timothy Peet 
	


TOTAL

	SECTOR
	VOTE 1
	VOTE 2
	VOTE 3
	VOTE 4

	GENERATION
	11.35
	17.03
	14.60
	17.033

	TRANSMISSION
	 7.30
	11.36
	17.03
	17.033

	SUPPLIER
	12.39
	17.03
	15.82
	17.033

	ALTERNATIVE RESOURCES
	14.84
	14.84
	14.84
	 14.84

	PUBLICLY OWNED ENTITY
	 0.00
	17.03
	17.03
	17.033

	END USER
	11.71
	10.48
	17.03
	 14.76

	% IN FAVOR
	57.59
	87.77
	96.35
	97.73



GENERATION SECTOR

	Participant Name
	Vote 1
	Vote 2
	Vote 3
	Vote 4

	
	
	
	
	

	ANP Funding I, LLC
	A
	F
	O
	F

	Boston Generating, LLC
	A
	F
	A
	F

	Caithness New England Services Company, LLC
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Consolidated Edison Energy, Inc.
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Dominion Energy Marketing, Inc.
	A
	F
	F
	F

	Entergy Nuclear Generation Company
	A
	F
	A
	F

	FPL Energy LLC
	A
	F
	F
	F

	Lake Road Generating Company, LP
	F
	F
	A
	F

	Milford Power Company, LLC
	F
	F
	A
	F

	Millennium Power Partners
	F
	F
	A
	F

	Mirant New England, LLC
	A
	F
	F
	F

	TransCanada Power Marketing Ltd.
	F
	F
	F
	F

	
	
	
	
	

	IN FAVOR (F)
	4
	12
	6
	12

	OPPOSED (O)
	2
	0
	1
	0

	TOTAL VOTES
	6
	12
	7
	12

	ABSTENTIONS ( A)
	6
	0
	5
	0


TRANSMISSION SECTOR

	Participant Name
	Vote 1
	Vote 2
	Vote 3
	Vote 4

	
	
	
	
	

	Bangor Hydro-Electric Company
	F
	A
	F
	F

	Boston Edison Company
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Central Maine Power Company
	F
	O
	F
	F

	New England Power Company
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Northeast Utilities System Companies
	O
	F
	F
	F

	The United Illuminating Company
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Vermont Electric Power Company, Inc.
	F
	O
	F
	F

	
	
	
	
	

	IN FAVOR (F)
	3
	4
	7
	7

	OPPOSED (O)
	4
	2
	0
	0

	TOTAL VOTES
	7
	6
	7
	7

	ABSTENTIONS (A)
	0
	1
	0
	0


SUPPLIER SECTOR

	Participant Name
	Vote 1
	Vote 2
	Vote 3
	Vote 4

	
	
	
	
	

	BOC Energy Services, Inc.
	A
	F
	F
	F

	BP Energy Company
	A
	F
	F
	F

	Calpine Energy Services, LP
	A
	F
	F
	F

	Constellation Energy Commodities Group, Inc.
	F
	F
	F
	F

	Cross Sound Cable Company, LLC
	O
	F
	A
	F

	ECP Energy, LLC
	F
	F
	A
	F

	Edison Mission Marketing and Trading
	F
	F
	F
	F

	El Paso Merchant Energy, LP
	F
	F
	F
	F

	Epic Merchant Energy, L.P.
	A
	A
	A
	F

	Exelon Generation, LLC
	A
	F
	F
	F

	H.Q. Energy Services (U.S.) Inc.
	F
	F
	F
	F

	LIPA
	O
	F
	O
	F

	NRG Power Marketing, Inc.
	F
	F
	F
	F

	PPL EnergyPlus, LLC
	A
	F
	F
	F

	Sempra Energy Trading Corp.
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Strategic Energy Ltd.
	F
	F
	F
	F

	Unitil Corporation Participant Cos.
	F
	F
	F
	F

	
	
	
	
	

	IN FAVOR (F)
	8
	16
	13
	17

	OPPOSED (O)
	3
	0
	1
	0

	TOTAL VOTES
	11
	16
	14
	17

	ABSTENTIONS (A)
	6
	1
	3
	0


ALTERNATIVE RESOURCES SECTOR

	Participant Name
	Vote 1
	Vote 2
	Vote 3
	Vote 4

	Renewable Generation 
	
	
	
	

	Gas Recovery Systems, Inc.
	A
	F
	F
	F

	Indeck Maine 
	A
	F
	F
	F

	Ridgewood Rhode Island
	A
	F
	F
	F

	
	
	
	
	

	Distributed Generation 
	
	
	
	

	Pinpoint Power LLC
	F
	F
	F
	F

	Seneca Energy II, LLC
	A
	F
	F
	F

	
	
	
	
	

	Load Response 
	
	
	
	

	Conservation Services Group
	A
	F
	F
	F

	Energy Federation Inc.
	A
	F
	F
	F

	Vermont Energy Investment Corporation
	A
	A
	F
	F

	
	
	
	
	

	IN FAVOR (F)
	1
	7
	8
	8

	OPPOSED (O)
	0
	0
	0
	0

	TOTAL VOTES
	1
	7
	8
	8

	ABSTENTIONS (A)
	7
	1
	0
	0


PUBLICLY OWNED ENTITY SECTOR

	Participant Name
	Vote 1
	Vote 2
	Vote 3
	Vote 4

	
	
	
	
	

	Ashburnham Municipal Light Plant
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Belmont Municipal Light Department
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Boylston Municipal Light Department
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Chicopee Municipal Lighting Plant
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Concord Municipal Light Plant
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Conn. Municipal Electric Energy Cooperative
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Georgetown Municipal Light Dept.
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Groton Electric Light Department
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Hingham Municipal Lighting Plant
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Holden Municipal Light Department
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Hudson Light and Power Department
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Hull Municipal Lighting Plant
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Ipswich Municipal Light Department
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Littleton (MA) Electric Light Department
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Littleton Water & Light Department
	O
	F
	A
	A

	Mansfield Municipal Electric Department
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Marblehead Municipal Light Department
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Mass. Municipal Wholesale Electric Co.
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Middleborough Gas and Electric Dept.
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Middleton Municipal Electric Dept.
	O
	F
	F
	F

	North Attleborough Electric Department
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Paxton Municipal Light Department
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Peabody Municipal Light Plant
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Rowley Municipal Lighting Plant
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Shrewsbury's Electric Light Plant
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Sterling Municipal Electric Light Dept. 
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Taunton Municipal Lighting Plant
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Templeton Municipal Lighting Plant
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Vermont Electric Cooperative
	O
	F
	A
	A

	Vermont Public Power Supply Authority
	O
	F
	F
	A

	Wakefield Municipal Gas and Light Dept 
	O
	F
	F
	F

	West Boylston Municipal Lighting Plant
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Westfield Gas & Electric Light Dept.
	O
	F
	F
	F

	
	
	
	
	

	IN FAVOR (F)
	0
	33
	31
	30

	OPPOSED (O)
	33
	0
	0
	0

	TOTAL VOTES
	33
	33
	31
	30

	ABSTENTIONS (A)
	0
	0
	2
	3



END USER SECTOR

	Participant Name
	Vote 1
	Vote 2
	Vote 3
	Vote 4

	
	
	
	
	

	Associated Industries of Massachusetts 
	O
	F
	F
	F

	Connecticut, State of, Office of Consumer Counsel
	O
	F
	F
	O

	Conservation Law Foundation 
	A
	A
	F
	A

	Fairchild Semiconductor Corporation
	F
	O
	F
	A

	Industrial Energy Consumer Group 
	F
	A
	F
	F

	J&L Electric 
	F
	A
	F
	F

	Lincoln Power and Tissue, Inc.
	F
	O
	F
	A

	Maine Health & Higher Educ. Fac. Authority, The
	F
	O
	F
	F

	Maine Skiing, Inc. 
	F
	A
	F
	F

	Mead Oxford Corporation 
	F
	A
	F
	F

	NH Office of Consumer Advocate
	F
	F
	F
	O

	PowerOptions, Inc. 
	O
	A
	F
	F

	Praxair, Inc.
	A
	F
	F
	F

	Quality Egg of New England
	F
	O
	F
	A

	Silkman, Richard
	F
	A
	F
	F

	Texas Instruments
	O
	F
	F
	F

	The Energy Consortium
	O
	F
	F
	F

	The Energy Council of Rhode Island
	A
	F
	F
	F

	Union of Concerned Scientists
	A
	F
	F
	F

	Westerly Hospital, The
	F
	O
	F
	A

	
	
	
	
	

	IN FAVOR (F)
	11
	8
	20
	13

	OPPOSED (O)
	5
	5
	0
	2

	TOTAL VOTES
	16
	13
	20
	15

	ABSTENTIONS (A)
	4
	7
	0
	5


( The result of this vote was announced at the meeting as 59.87%; however, due to the limitation imposed by Section 6.12 of the Second Restated NEPOOL Agreement on the votes cast by an End User representative, the proper result of the vote was 57.59%.





