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1. ADMINISTRATIVE
· Bob Beadle called the meeting to order at 10:05 AM.
· The group reviewed and approved January PWG meeting minutes. The December PWG minutes were not available for this meeting and a new draft of the minutes will be presented at the next meeting
ACTION ITEM: Mark/Lee/Joey to rewrite December 2007 PWG meeting minutes.
2. TRM PRESENTATION
· Phil Creech gave a presentation to the group on Progress Energy’s current process for establishing TRM levels and potential changes to the process in the future.
· Current method uses a “push the path” approach, essentially a flowgate method where generation is lowered in the PEC control area and elevated in neighboring areas. The resulting cases are studied for interface limits and directional flows (even though all of the neighboring generation does not actually flow into PEC).
· Progress Energy sets the TRM values using the larger of in-rush or VACAR reserve requirements (worst case generation outage for each flowgate).
· Phil stated that it was his opinion that if the flows cause a neighboring control area to build transmission, then the parties should work together toward solutions.
· The Coordinated Planning Working Group I believe this is actually the CMPWG – Congestion Management Process (?) Working Group (Progress Energy, PJM, Duke, and TVA) will meet on March 4th in New Orleans to discuss developing a high-level plan to address the flowgate issue. Bob Pierce expressed concern about the difficulty of looking at allocation management on a flowgate basis in the planning arena and suggested that it would become a much more manageable process if larger blocks of transfer were studied instead of accounting for flows on a flowgate by flowgate basis. Mark Byrd mentioned that building the cases on a daily basis would be a problem, as it currently takes all year to build the 17 cases PEC currently uses for planning studies.
· Phil reiterated that a 4-year timeframe to address TRM and flowgate issues is probably as fast as it could be done. There is not a current FERC or NERC requirement in this area, so any agreement among companies would be on a voluntary basis.
· Phil also mentioned that Progress Energy is in the middle of a major update to their EMS system and that by May 9th (cutover date for the new system) their current tool for calculating ATC will go away.
· Under the new system, Progress Energy will be using other companies’ data for transmission facilities that PEC does not own for point-to-point pass-through requests and are in the models to establish headroom and flowgate capacities.
· Progress Energy is capturing all transactions with a DFAX cutoff of 2.1% with the intent to possibly subject all transactions to a potential TLR curtailment at 3.0% or greater DFAX cutoff.

· While the above process affects only transactions up to 13 months from the present, Progress Energy’s transmission planning group will continue to study anything longer than 1 year (operations will evaluate the results as well) and at some point consider adopting a similar methodology in the future. Concerns like the ones expressed by Duke about how to make the process more manageable will need to be addressed before implementing such a process in the planning arena.
· Phil reported that Progress Energy has just over 1000 flowgates, as compared with MISO and PJM, which both have around 1200 each.

ACTION ITEM: Phil agreed to return and give an updated presentation to the PWG when the new process is in place (after 5/9/08).
3. PWG ACTION ITEMS
· Mark Byrd indicated that Progress Energy’s intended plan with the internal study on transformer ratings is to look at the first few upcoming transmission projects with transformer upgrades and establish emergency ratings, as a higher rating could delay the project in-service date.
ACTION ITEM: Progress Energy presentation to the PWG on results of internal study on transformer ratings (July or August PWG meeting)

· Mark Byrd also indicated that Progress Energy would have draft supplemental report sections addressing the Richmond CC addition and Jacksonville static VAR compensator, along with a write-up on the methodology for developing nominal costs (and escalation assumptions) for the next PWG meeting on 3/5.
ACTION ITEM: Provide draft supplemental report sections and write-up on the methodology for developing nominal costs at 3/5 PWG meeting.
4. SUPPLEMENTAL STUDY AND REPORT
· Joey West reported that the Progress Energy Canton-Pisgah 115kV line has a rating of 207 MVA summer and 208 MVA winter. Joey also reported that Progress Energy’s plan and profile sheet for the Pisgah-Asheville 230kV line shows a 212 degree F rating for the conductor but also contains a note that the interconnection is only rated at 160 degrees F, limiting the rating to 414 MVA for the summer case. If the 212 degree rating is used, the rating becomes 458 MVA. The winter rating is 582 MVA. Bob Pierce indicated that the Pisgah-Shiloh 230kV line has a 1-hour rating of 506 MVA normal/549 MVA emergency.
· Mark Byrd mentioned that Progress Energy will need to look at what happens to the PEC models when Duke’s proposed transmission projects are included, including the London Creek line upgrade and bundling the Shiloh-Pisgah 230kV to see if it will accelerate the need for other projects in the Progress Energy West control area.

· Bob Pierce asked about how common tower outages should be accounted for in the study and should PEC consider generation re-dispatch as a solution. Mark Byrd indicated that this would be a departure from normal company practice, although some consideration of this alternative could be made during construction of a long-term transmission fix.

ACTION ITEM: Progress Energy to discuss internally with Operations whether generation re-dispatch would be considered an acceptable alternative solution, at least in the interim period before new transmission lines are constructed and placed in service.

· Joey West reported that PEC would also look at what effect opening the Canton-Pisgah 115kV line has on the models.
ACTION ITEM:  Joey West to continue screening results for the study. Progress Energy and Duke will look at (3) possible solutions:
· Duke Tiger Sub-Campobello Sub-Hendersonville Sub-PEC Asheville Sub 230kV line;

· Bundle Pisgah-Shiloh and Shiloh-Asheville 230kV lines (or new 230kV line on a new adjacent ROW);

· Duke McDowell Sub-PEC Black Mountain Sub new 230kV line
ACTION ITEM:  Bob Beadle will set up a conference call for Thursday, Feb 21st from 9:00am to 10:00am to discuss results and study coordination.
· Study report timetable now expected to have a 1-month delay from the original timetable in the work plan, due to the verification of line/facility ratings and evaluation of the feasibility of each of the 3 new alternative solutions.
5. 2008 STUDY SCOPE

· Frank Gaffney asked for a clarification of the N-2 TPL sensitivity cases being considered for the study cases. Bob Pierce responded that the specific TPL standards to be analyzed were P3 (stuck breaker), P4, P5, P8, and P9. Bob reiterated that these standards are still evolving, and could change during the study period (it may be mid-2009 before these are finalized).
· PWG members also discussed the specific levels of wind generation to model in the 2008 study. Based on the conclusions of the LaCapra study, a good starting point would be 1000MW @ 32% capacity factor in the mountains and 500MW @ 32% capacity factor at the coast, for a total of 500MW. Frank Gaffney asked if off-peak generation times would be an issue. Bob Pierce and Mark Byrd both responded that it probably would not from a transmission point of view.
· Bob Beadle asked about the base resource supply sheets for each LSE. Electricities and NCEMC emailed their completed sheets out prior to the meeting. Duke also emailed a sheet out, but it contained just new resources. James Manning asked if the sheets shouldn’t include both existing and new resources, particularly to address retirements of existing resources in study years. Bob Pierce and Mark Byrd agreed to complete new base resource supply sheets showing both existing and new resources.
ACTION ITEM:  Progress Energy and Duke to provide new base resource supply sheets showing both existing and new resources prior to the 3/5 PWG meeting.

ACTION ITEM: Duke to build interchange table prior to 3/5 PWG meeting.

6. 2008 WORK PLAN AND SCHEDULE
· PWG members agreed to a one-month shift of the proposed schedule for the 2007 supplemental study due to additional screenings and other information needed to wrap up the study. The TAG meeting to present the supplemental study results has tentatively been slated for mid-late April.
7. DATA REQUESTS FROM TAG MEMBERS
· PWG members discussed what to share in response to data requests from the TAG, i.e. should models and data be shared with the TAG in addition to study results?
ACTION ITEM: Duke and Progress Energy to get company legal input on what information is appropriate to be shared with the TAG.
8. OTHER ITEMS
Bob Pierce adjourned the meeting at approximately 2:55 PM.
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