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Caveat:  These are my  personal notes, shared for information only and do not necessarily represent the views of others in attendance a the meeting.

1. FERC Meeting Follow-Up:

a. FERC seems willing to allow some deference
b. They want a clearer description of the planning process and how the parts fit together.
2. Information Portal

a. About 20% of the projects have supplied responses as of today.  
b. The SPGs are willing to assist in collection of information so we can make headway with putting this resource together.
c. WestConnect has made more map improvements to allow selection of information by voltage classes.  They are looking at ways to zoom to subgroups for mapping, and are considering a web based process for website updates.

3. Clustering Issue

a. In follow up to discussion of clustering during the FERC meeting, the TEPPC process was described as it appears in the TEPPC Protocol
b. The SPG processes differ, with some using a priori filters.
c. Except for NTTG and CAISO, the other SPG’s are not currently planning to run production cost simulation studies themselves.

4. Data Base Issues.
a. There was a discussion of the need for a front-end to data coordination that would produce requests for customization of TSS base cases.  After some discussion the following was proposed as a logical sequence that could be used:  

i. The results of EPPC& SPG studies available in December.  

ii. The request to TEPPC for studies available on January 31st.
iii. TAS/SPG could meet in February and use study results and requests as guidance for recommending desired power flow base cases.
iv. TAS/SPG could then respond to the TSS survey sent out in March suggestions for power flow cases that would be useful to the work of the subregional groups.

b. It was proposed that the SPGs meet on February 3, 2008 for a half-day meeting prior to the February TAS meeting on February 4, 2008.  In addition to the regular business items, the agenda would include the coordination of power flow case request to TSS.
5. Regional Planning Process

a. In the exchanges between TEPPC and PCC, it is clear that PCC is going to keep Project Review (Phase 0) process.
b. Given that outcome, the question is how to fit in the sub-regional groups and avoid duplication of effort.  
c. The group’s recommendation is that: 

i. PCC should set the standards for Project Review (Phase 0).
ii. As in the past, project sponsors may form a Review Group and run the Phase 0 themselves.
iii. As an alternative, the sub-regional planning process may develop projects with public input that meets the PCC’s Project Review standards.  

1. Sponsors of projects developed through the sub-regional planning groups need not duplicate their work by formation of a separate Phase 0 process.
2. Instead of a sub-regional planning groups would submit the projects to PCC and show that the PCC checklist had been satisfied and met the project review requirements.  
iv. PCC would post the Project Review results for comment, whether from a separate Review Groups or from subregional planning group.
v. At the end of the comment period PCC would certify that the Project review requirements were met, whether through a Review Group or through planning processes of the sub-regional planning groups.
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