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1. ADMINISTRATIVE

A. The OSC Chair called the meeting to order at 10:10 am.  Mr. Norris requested revisions or additions to the published agenda.  Mr. Norris suggested that the Committee revisit the rotation of locations for future meetings.  No other revisions were made.
B. Meeting Minutes and Highlights
i. The Committee reviewed the minutes and highlights from the January 5, 2006 OSC meeting.   Mr. Beam made a motion to approve the January 5, 2006 minutes and highlights as written, and Mr. Dalton seconded the motion.  In a unanimous voice vote, the January 5, 2006 minutes and highlights were approved.  
C. Meeting Location
i. Mr. Norris suggested, given that a large portion of the Committee members who attend the OSC meetings regularly are located in the Raleigh area, that the Greensboro location be removed from the rotation schedule and replaced with Raleigh.  This would result in a rotation schedule consisting of two meetings in Raleigh and one in Charlotte.  The Committee agreed unanimously to this change which would move the next planned OSC meeting on March 7, 2006 to Raleigh instead of Greensboro.  The meeting will be held at the ElectriCities office.
D. Transmission Cost Allocation Research

i. Mr. Norris raised the need to revisit earlier discussions around how the group should proceed in addressing the topic of transmission cost allocation.  Previously ElectriCities had volunteered to take the first step of conducting research on the issue and then provide that information back to the OSC.  Mr. Beam had raised concerns about one party taking the lead on this and asked for more clarification of what this initial step would entail.  Mr. Norris responded that the offer by ElectriCities was just to gather information about what other parts of the country were doing or were proposing to do to address the cost allocation issue surrounding new transmission construction projects in their areas.  With this understanding of the scope of this research, that it was just a fact finding mission, Mr. Beam agreed that ElectriCities should proceed with the research.  All present were in agreement.
Mr. Wodyka offered to provide guidance on the basic research.  Ms. Kozlowski agreed to share with the researcher a paper that Gestalt had put in the public domain for SPP in 2003 or 2004.  Mr. Dalton mentioned an EEI paper published for the U.S. that could be of value for this research.  Ms. McLaurin said that FERC had done a comparable effort to EEI that she could send out along with some other information she had gathered.  Mr. Norris requested that these various pieces of information be provided to Janice Carney at ElectriCities.

Mr. Ingersoll suggested that after this initial research has been completed and shared, the group should have a dialog on the cost allocation topic with specific regard to projects in the Southeast.  Mr. Norris indicated there may be some information to share on the research by the next OSC meeting.
2. TAG Meeting Review
A. Registered Participants – Ms. Kozlowski read the list of the fifteen participants who had registered to date for the TAG meeting scheduled for Friday, February 3, 2006.  This list did not include members of the OSC and PWG.  She agreed to send the final list to Janice Carney and Clay Norris on Tuesday morning, January 31, 2006.

B. TAG Scope presentation – Mr. Wodyka asked the group for comments on the draft presentation.  Mr. Pierce asked whether there should be any discussion in the presentation about anti-trust, but the group agreed that it was embedded in the FERC Standards of Conduct and did not need to be addressed in this presentation.  With no further comments, Mr. Wodyka asked for and received the Committee’s endorsement of the document.

C. TAG 2006 Activity Schedule presentation – Mr. Wodyka asked the group for comments on the presentation.  Mr. Byrd questioned whether there was any concern that LSE participants who may be present at the TAG meeting might be confused about the difference in the opportunity to provide input for the Resource Supply Options and the opportunity to provide input for the Enhanced Transmission Access scenarios.  The group agreed that the Resource Supply Options are not part of the TAG process but are intended to assist LSEs in serving their loads.  With no other comments, the Committee endorsed the Activity Schedule presentation.  One final recommendation related to the TAG 2006 Activity Schedule presentation came from Mr. Byrd.  He recommended that the February 3 TAG Meeting Agenda be rearranged to put the TAG Activity Schedule presentation as item #6 on the agenda following the Enhanced Transmission Access Planning Process presentation.  The group agreed to this change to the meeting agenda, and Mr. Wodyka agreed to make the revision and repost the agenda.
D. OSC NCTPC Process Overview presentation – The Process Overview presentation was put before the group for comment.  Ms. McLaurin requested that page numbers be added.  No other comments were offered, and the Committee endorsed the presentation with the specified addition of page numbers.
Mr. Beam also requested the group’s thoughts on any potential questions he could anticipate at the TAG meeting.  Mr. Guy said that he had been asked recently by a representative of Southern Company (SoCo) whether the NCTPC would include SoCo in the process if, as a result of the NCTPC’s work, any issues were identified related to SoCo’s transmission system.  Several OSC members concurred that the group would work in a collaborative fashion with any neighboring systems where either problems or solutions might be identified, just as the transmission owners do today, but that that collaboration did not extend to making them part of the NCTPC.  This stimulated discussion on whether the OSC is open to including any LSEs outside the Participants’ control areas in this process.  Mr. Norris said that he believed the group would be open to consideration of this possibility, but that it would substantially change the scope of the process and should be addressed when it becomes an issue.  Mr. Wodyka indicated that Dominion had approached him about whether they could join the group, and he had told them that they are actually an LSE in the control area that they could join, but there are costs associated with that.  He also advised them that they could participate at no cost through the TAG process.
Mr. Wodyka asked the group whether he should request approval of the scope document at the TAG meeting.  The group concurred with this, and Mr. Wodyka said he would plan to seek approval at the TAG meeting following Mr. Beam’s Process Overview presentation.
E. PWG Planning Process Status presentation – Mr. Guy requested comments from the group on the Process Status presentation.  At slide #3, Mr. Norris asked what would be an appropriate response should a TAG meeting attendee ask for examples of similarities and differences between the Progress Energy and Duke processes.  Mr. Byrd suggested that a response could include a general reference to the fact that the two systems were designed differently.  Mr. Ingersoll concurred with a general response saying that the purpose of the TAG meeting is to brief the attendees on where the NCTPC is in its process, not to provide all the details.  Mr. Wodyka agreed but added that he believed the OSC/PWG would have to provide TAG with some study results along the way, rather than waiting until the end of the year.

Also on slide #3, the group agreed that the final bullet did not accurately reflect what improvements had already been made as a result of this collaborative process, and that bullet, as it was, might leave a negative impression of this effort rather than a positive one.  The group agreed that this final bullet should be removed and a separate slide added to present the process improvements that had already occurred.
The Committee also agreed to remove the final slide showing the process schedule, because it repeated information that would be presented in the Activity Schedule presentation.

Mr. Guy agreed to make the suggested revisions and redistribute the presentation to the group for final review before the TAG meeting.

F. Enhanced Transmission Access presentation – This presentation was put before the OSC for comment.  On slide #6, Mr. Norris questioned the March 10 date for providing feedback to the TAG.  Mr. Wodyka, with the group’s concurrence, agreed to revise the slide to say “in the 2nd quarter.”  He also indicated that should the OSC recommend changes to the Enhanced Transmission Access Request form, he would incorporate them into the presentation as necessary to be consistent and up-to-date.  With that, this presentation was endorsed by the OSC.
G. TAG Meeting Administrative Activities 
i. Mr. Wodyka said that he would have the final copies of all presentations on his laptop for the TAG Meeting.

ii. Mr. Norris volunteered to prepare packets of the presentation materials and nametags for the TAG meeting attendees.

3. PWG

A. Enhanced Transmission Access Planning Input update and Input Form approval – Mr. Wodyka asked for any suggested changes to the form.  Mr. Pierce questioned whether the last block on the form was applicable from the perspective of entities likely to be submitting information on this form.  Mr. Ingersoll suggested that the block be reworded to ask the submitter to provide information about the purpose and benefit of the requested scenario.  Mr. Byrd requested that the word “Draft” be removed from the top of the page.  The Committee agreed to these two changes.
B. Plan and Activity Schedule update – Mr. Guy summarized the changes that had been made to the document from the previous version which included modifications to some of the TAG activities in order to sync up with the TAG meeting presentation materials and some changes to clarify and make consistent the use of the terms “plan(s)” and “study(ies)” throughout.  Ms. McLaurin recommended that the word “Confidential” be printed at the top of the document.

Mr. Ingersoll asked when the PWG planned to begin the study runs.  Mr. Pierce responded that the working group was intending to have merged models and test screens available around March 1.

C. Resource Supply Options (RSO) update – Mr. Guy distributed a summary of the thirty-two requests received from Participants.  He described for the group some of the issues that had surfaced when the original requests were submitted.  These included differences in load assumptions and generation resource assumptions between IOUs and other entities, and also how to take into account LSE's backstand/reserves in the modeling.
Mr. Pierce requested direction from the OSC on whether the Committee wanted the PWG to develop a model that would reflect a detailed accounting of all the pieces of the interchange and get very specific about each requested resource option, or whether they would prefer that the model look in aggregate at the requests to identify fundamental constraints on the interfaces.  The latter, he said, would provide broad knowledge of how the transmission systems behave and what changes may cause concerns for the systems.  He supported starting with the aggregated approach, taking care to include any pertinent detailed requirements identified as necessary to the modeling.  Mr. Byrd agreed that the collaborative model should be a combination of aggregation and limited relevant specific requirements.  Both indicated that a fully detailed approach would provide very little additional value, and Mr. Beam concurred, saying that he believed the aggregate model would be better suited for providing the information the Participants want from this effort.  The OSC approved the primarily aggregated approach for developing the model and asked the PWG to revisit their Resource Option scenarios given that decision.  Mr. Guy said he would set up a conference call for the PWG to revisit the options and develop a recommendation on the final options to study.  These will then be sent back to the OSC via e-mail for final approval.

Mr. Norris asked about what assumptions would be used for years beyond the test year of 2011 where specific input assumptions have not been provided by any of the Participants.  PWG representatives indicated that a load growth would be assumed for load, and “dummy” generation would be used to fill any gaps in resources needed.  Mr. Norris questioned whether any recent announcements, particularly those related to nuclear unit additions in 2016 would be incorporated.  Mr. Guy and Mr. Ingersoll explained that given the uncertainty of such generation announcements that far into the future, it was better to use “dummy” generation as a placeholder, in order not to bias the model with something so speculative.  They said that it would more appropriate to consider such speculative additions in scenarios rather than as part of the base case.  Mr. Pierce added that such generation additions tend to have a localized impact on the system, and once that impact is addressed, the more generalized model remains appropriate for the analysis.  He concurred that for the modeling, the PWG should establish the baseline with known information.

D. Enhanced Access Scope Document – The group revisited the issue of whether there is a need for a separate scope document for the Enhanced Access process.  Mr. Wodyka encouraged the development of such a document, and the group agreed.  The OSC asked the PWG to develop this document later this year, after it was decided which Enhanced Access Studies would be completed as part of the process this year.
E. Enhanced Access Assumptions and Criteria – Mr. Norris asked the group if there were any outstanding issues related to finalizing the assumptions and criteria for the Enhanced Access studies.  The group agreed that there were no further changes from what had been decided at previous meetings, so there was no need for the PWG to resend this information to the OSC.  Mr. Wodyka reminded the group that the only change that is yet to come, but not in the immediate future, will be which scenario requests are selected for study.
The meeting was adjourned at 1:30 pm.
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