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1. ADMINISTRATIVE
· Bob Beadle called the meeting to order at 10:07 AM.
· The group reviewed and approved revised December PWG meeting minutes. The February PWG meeting minutes were also approved with two minor edits.

· Rick Anderson stated that he was not aware of the basis for holding the PWG meetings in Aberdeen and that the PWG might consider changing the location to Greensboro to make transportation easier on other attendees. Bob Pierce agreed to coordinate arrangements to hold the June meeting at Duke’s Fairfax OPS Center in Greensboro.

2. PWG ACTION ITEMS

· Mark Byrd indicated that Progress Energy is still working on drafting supplemental report sections that discuss the Richmond CC addition and the Jacksonville SVC.
· Mark Byrd provided a write-up on the methodology for developing nominal costs used in the 2007 study. Pam Kozlowski and Bob Beadle clarified that the write-up is not intended for OSC submission and approval, just a process document on how costs are developed. Pam suggested posting the document on the PWG web page. Bob Pierce mentioned that the first report contained nominal costs for PEC but “overnight” costs for Duke. The Duke cost figures included loaded dollars but not AFUDC.
ACTION ITEM: Progress Energy (Mark Byrd) to add a clarifying section on loading, overheads, etc. to the methodology for developing nominal costs and send a revised edition back out to the PWG.
· Mark Byrd reported that he had met with Randy Wilkerson and other Progress Energy Operations staff to discuss the western area redispatch option. Long term redispatch was not acceptable as a solution to transmission constraints, but some redispatch could be done during construction outages. Mark also mentioned that the CT’s have a limited number of hours available for run time and are not fast start units.
· Mark Byrd followed up on the question of why TRM values are posted by Operations but not for Planning. Mark explained that there is no requirement to post long term TRM values and that the studies posted on OASIS would give an indication of the available TRM. TRM values for Operations can also reflect a short term event, which may not make sense for a 10-year study.
· Mark followed up on PEC’s common tower outage design philosophy, indicating that PEC would not make a planning change or exception to common tower assumptions for the western area, including any proposed construction solutions for the supplemental study involving the 2-mile portion of the Shiloh-Pisgah-Asheville 230kV line.  Group discussed that the inconsistency between Duke’s reliability planning practice concerning common tower outages (i.e., not building for them) and PEC’s practice (i.e., building for them) has to be taken into consideration in the studies since a common tower outage on one system could have negative impacts on the other system.  Similarly, operational issues could arise from differences in the planning practices for the two interconnected systems and thus could impact the feasibility of potential transmission solutions. 
· Bob Beadle gave an overview of the OSC meeting/conference call, reporting that the OSC had approved a study scope of 500MW in western NC and 250MW at the coast for the wind sensitivity case in the 2008 study. Mark Byrd asked about including a sensitivity case or supplemental study to look at the loss of (2) 500kV lines. 
3. SUPPLEMENTAL STUDY AND REPORT
· Joey West went over Progress Energy’s latest case screening summary and reported that Duke’s project to bundle the Shiloh-Pisgah 230kV line has the effect of loading the Asheville-Pisgah 230kV line to 95% for the loss of the other line. Progress Energy recommended eliminating the potential solution of a Black Mountain-McDowell 230kV intertie as too weak a source. Joey summarized PEC’s proposed solution list as:
· A 3rd Shiloh-Pisgah-Asheville 230kV line;

· A new 500/230kV “South Mountain” Sub tapping the Jocassee-McGuire 500kV line in the vicinity of the existing 100kV lines between DPC’s Campobello and Hendersonville Sub’s, new 230kV line back to Asheville Sub;
· Conversion of the 100kV Tiger-Campobello-Hendersonville-Asheville line(s) to 230kV.

· Joey West indicated that he did not see the need for any additional study. Mark Byrd mentioned that Progress Energy and Duke would probably need to continue the study process into the facility study phase to look at siting options.
· Bob Beadle and Pam Kozlowski asked for completed draft sections of the supplemental report to be sent to Pam by mid-day on March 14th.
ACTION ITEM: Progress Energy and Duke-draft summary of solutions identified by the study, NCEMC-draft language addressing corridor considerations. A conference call will be held on 3/31 to go over the draft report.
· Mark Byrd mentioned that “a solution” could be included for the western area in the 2008 study if the OSC desires, but additional time will be needed to address a full determination of the cost and political and environmental challenges before adding the project to the collaborative plan.
4. 2008 STUDY

· Bob Beadle verified that the base resource tables are complete for NCEMC. Rick Anderson reported that the Fayetteville base resource assumptions should be left as is (served by PEC, no interchange shown). Bob Beadle reported that the 100MW interchange amounts in 2011 and 2013 should be included in the base case. Bob Pierce commented that the Cumberland SEPA should be changed to 1MW (was 14MW), based on probable continued generation levels.
· Mark Byrd and Joey West recommended that the PWG should use the existing 2018 summer case for both eastern and western area wind sensitivity (Progress Energy tends to maximize imports in the east in summer, west in winter), rather than developing a separate winter case to look at wind in the western area. They also recommended that the 2018 summer case be used as is, without including any potential solution for the Western area transmission issue identified in the supplemental study.  Bob Pierce asked what the study should assume for an appropriate MW breakdown of PEC vs. Duke wind resources in the western area. PWG members concluded a split of 300MW in the Progress Energy area and 200MW in the Duke area would be a good assumption based on service territory. Joey West mentioned that he had seen a map showing potential wind development in western NC. Bob Beadle pointed out that the LaCapra study did not identify MW levels, just a class for the potential level of generation and that any modeling of MW would need to have some “real-world” basis for interconnection (i.e. development of additional transmission lines along the ridgeline might not only be unlikely but should be considered as part of the LGIA process).
ACTION ITEM: Joey West to locate map showing potential wind generation development in western NC and bring it to the next PWG meeting.
· Bob Pierce mentioned that the current committee work on developing revised TPL standards had discussed the issue of screening inadvertent circuit breaker openings for BES facilities, and whether a protection system failure of a stuck breaker should include just primary or redundant protection as well. 
· Bob Beadle reported that the SERC EC meeting presentation on TPL standard development indicated that a revised draft of the standards is anticipated in the May 2008 timeframe, and the committee is interested in receiving specific comments on cost impacts. Bob asked whether the PWG would consider submitting study results from the sensitivity cases to the committee.
5. 2008 DATA REQUESTS FROM TAG MEMBERS
· Pam Kozlowski reported that no other requests had been submitted by the TAG in response to the request for enhanced transmission access scenarios other than the wind study request made by Kim Jones.  Also, no comments had been received from the TAG on the proposed 2008 study scope and 2008 TAG activities.
· Bob Pierce pointed out that the Attachment Ks require CEII clearance, and that redispatch priorities are commercially sensitive information and should not be shared.
· Bob Beadle suggested whether the TAG confidentiality agreement should reference the Attachment K requirement somewhere, or at least disclose what steps TAG members would need to take before making a data request.
· Bob Pierce mentioned that what is provided should be also spelled out somewhere (load flow contingency cases, monitored elements, but not dispatch—would also need to scrub customer names out of the models).  Bob reported that he provided Progress with a list of information which is appropriate to share with TAG Members that have signed the TAG confidentiality agreement.
ACTION ITEM:  Progress to comment on the list of information and provide comments to the PWG prior to the March 17th OSC meeting so that the PWG can provide a recommendation to the OSC at that meeting.

ACTION ITEM:  PWG to make recommendation at March 17th OSC that the TAG confidentiality agreement state that additional confidentiality requirements are specified in Section 9.4.3 of the Attachment Ks.
6. 2008 WORK PLAN AND SCHEDULE
· PWG members reviewed the work plan and schedule. Pam Kozlowski stated that with the 1-month shift of the supplemental study, the schedule for 2008 appears to be on track.
7. OTHER ITEMS
· Bob Beadle adjourned the meeting at approximately 2:50 PM.
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