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1. Administrative
· The OSC Chair called the meeting to order at 10:05 AM.
· Mr. Ernst requested revisions to meeting minutes.  The July 17, 2007 minutes and highlights were approved with minor revisions.
· Diane Huis will replace RB Sloan as OSC rep from NCEMC.  Charles Askey (NCEMC consultant) will be removed from both the OSC and the PWG.  These changes were approved.

· NCEMC will host future Raleigh OSC meetings starting with the October, 2007 meeting.
· The TAG meeting was rescheduled for the afternoon of Monday September 17 in Raleigh (NCEMC).  The purpose of this meeting is to present the draft Attachment K that will be posted and gather feedback.  The status of the PWG studies for 2007 will also be presented.
2. FERC Order 890
· Cost Allocation Principle Discussion 

During the discussion of what questions to ask Shelton Cannon of FERC, consideration was given to asking for clarification on item of p 3 in FERC Whitepaper that deals with meetings being held on a comparable basis.  Diane and Kendal have both gotten clarification from FERC staff that the NCTPC process is acceptable since there are meetings with LSEs (OSC) as well as others (TAG).  Given this feedback the question is not necessary.  In general, the participants want to discuss economic planning cost allocation principles.  NCTPC has one methodology described, and NCUC has proposed requestor pays but does not get credits back (just gets transmission service) or requestor pays and gets credited back over 20 years w/o interest.  FRCC is proposing generator that causes pays half (with credit back) and load that benefits pays half.  It seems clear that this process does not have leverage over any entities other than the participants.  OSC discussed clarification among themselves of definition of “requestor” and details of how this request relates to traditional OATT requests.  Will need to figure out how to prevent a non-requesting party from putting in a request for point-to-point service that will usurp the benefit paid for by the requestors.
Mr. Trepel summarized “NCTPC Transmission Cost Allocation Methodology for Economic Upgrades”.  Mr. Cannon gave positive feedback based on what FERC is looking for and what others are considering.  Mr. Cannon encouraged the NCTPC to define the process in as much detail as possible and to work with neighbors outside the NCTPC such as Southern and TVA to come to agreement on resolution of these issues across a larger regional footprint.  Also asked for more details about what factors requestors ought to look at to determine or measure who will benefit and what projects should be done.  This should help identify what leverage there is on parties that do not support the projects.  Mr. Cannon said that the worst outcome that he envisions is that a project will be identified that makes a lot of economic sense but a resolution can not be reached on the details that would allow it to move forward.  Mr. Ingram pointed to the SPP method that has moved away from strict requestor pays to beneficiaries paying (split between total and regional load) as another alternative to consider.  They recognize that wider contractual cost allocations can be somewhat arbitrary but they do have the advantage of being predictable and less subject to litigation.  Mr. Cannon said that he likes the open season concept in the economic project paper, but he has a hard time seeing how this will work with queue position.  Mr. Cannon does expect the cost allocation work to be an ongoing, maturing task.  In general, the message is that FERC wants up-front certainty on cost allocation, they want it to be as formulaic and detailed as possible.
A sub-team consisting of one representative from each company with Ms. Key and Mr. Wodyka will continue adding detail to current draft of the NCTPC Transmission Cost Allocation Methodology for Economic Upgrades document.  Ms. McLaurin suggested working through examples to discuss during the August 21st conference call (similar to what Mr. Wodyka used during discussion in June).  They will also look at the reliability strawman as time permits.
· Southeastern Region Planning Update 

Progress and Duke met in Atlanta last week with Southern, TVA, Santee, SCEG, GTC, AECI, Entergy (not Florida) – essentially transmission owners in the Southeast.  The meeting started with a general discussion of the SEARUC technical conference in Little Rock.  The consensus was that the parties needed to do something in the broader regional area (“super regional”).  Discussed participation and how it related to regional processes.  Southern has an action item to document the result of these discussions.  The goal is to have something to post with the September Attachment K filings, with acknowledgement that it will subsequently need to be refined with stakeholder input.  There was not an attempt at this time to address cost allocation of economic projects due at least partially to lack of time to reach agreement.  Also did not discuss details of the stakeholders’ participation.  Transmission Planning is not in the charter of SERC, and SERC will not provide a forum for such.  There is an effort to update a document that describes processes within SERC that assess reliability constraints.  Solutions and economic studies with stakeholder input with respect to Attachment K will need to be developed in a different forum.
· Order 890 Attachment K Filing Plan

September 14, 2007 is posting/filing deadline.  
3. OSC Items

· Yadkin Participation in NCTPC
Ms. Stines will attend PWG meeting August 15, 2007 to discuss Yadkin planning practices.  Yadkin is asking if “PWG Liaison Membership” status is sufficient to address their concerns.  They are also asking about cost and possibility of full NCTPC membership.  Mr. Ernst will clarify that there is no such thing as a “PWG Liaison Membership” and that they do not meet the criteria for NCTPC as defined as an entity with Load Serving Obligations.  He will also suggest they call him to discuss resolution of other concerns via direct discussion with Duke and Progress under the auspices of their bilateral agreements.
· Discussed change in scope of VACAR Powerflow Studies.  Instead of simple transfer studies proposing doing more detailed assessments.  Proposal to investigate more fully study assumptions of individual companies and addressing solutions not accepted.  Brian Moss (VACAR PWG chair) is refining scope.
4. PWG Update
· Status Report of Current Activities
The PWG is continuing to work on assumptions for the 2008 study and will report in October.  Appendix B is being developed based on study results and proposed solutions.
· Order 890 Planning Reporting Requirements – tabled until next meeting
5. Meeting Schedule

Next meetings: conference call 8/21/2007 12:00-2:00 on cost allocation, 2nd conference call on cost allocation between then and early Sept., call on 9/13/2007 to prepare for TAG meeting, TAG meeting 9/17/2007 1:00 at NCEMC.
6. Meeting Adjourned at 2:43 PM
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