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	Description of Meeting:
	NTTG Stakeholder Meeting

	Meeting Date:
	Monday, July 9, 2007

	Meeting Minutes Prepared By:
	Jorma Meriaho


Open Planning Stakeholder Meeting

9 July 2007

Portland, Oregon

Presenter: Kip Sikes, Idaho Power Company
1. Overview
The NTTG Standard of Conduct and Anti-trust policies were read.  Roll call was held for both in-person and phone participants.  Phone participants were directed to the NTTG Website for meeting materials.
The agenda and meeting purpose, to provide an overview of how all the regional projects can fit together, coordinate and obtain stakeholder input, was discussed.  A high level overview of the planning study review process for regional projects was provided followed by an overview of the current fast track transmission projects:
· 345kV and 500 kV Projects – Darrell Gerrard, PacifiCorp
· Wyoming West Project - Dave Smith, National Grid

· TransWest Express Project, which may become a Fast Track Project– Dave Smith, National Grid 

· Mountain States Transmission Intertie Project – John Leland, Northwestern Energy
· Great Basin Transmission – Lawrence Willick, LS Power

· Idaho NW and Joint 500 kV project – Dave Angell, Idaho Power
Project sponsors communicated expectations for deliverables within six months including: 
· Requirements and a plan for moving into the WECC rating process should be established.  A study report should be issued in draft form for comment.  The Phase 2 rating process should be a transparent procedure that provides transmission providers some certainty on how projects are going to come together regionally.
· Process for managing queue requests and cross fertilization should be identified with a common subscription queue that sends clear signals to the markets about the best way to participate in these projects.

· There is a need for more detailed work sessions to identify:

· phases that need to be completed, 
· what type of base case development and collaboration can be done regionally, and
· to establish a common understanding of the process and obligations of  the individual projects vs. the projects developed independently within the NTTG framework.  

2. Summary of Questions/Answers
Questions following the PacifiCorp Overview:

Q:  Is Bridger-Melba line serving both IPC and PAC needs?

A:  Yes both companies will use the capacity. 

Q: The press release in June had other lines shown on it; i.e. Southern Idaho to Captain Jack. Did this project get dropped?  Is this still the case?
A:  The project is still in the development phase.  PacifiCorp has not finalized plans for their western service area and subsequently these projects are not included as Fast Track projects at this time.  
Q: PAC sent out a regional planning letter and IPC sent one out.  Are they for the same project?
A: They are for different projects.
Q: What is the estimated completion dates for the various segments?

A: Path C segment is well on its way to be completed by 2010. Estimated completion dates on other projects range from 2012 to 2014.

Question following National Grid Overview:

Q: Similar 500 kV lines from Bridger South (PAC & National Grid).  How do these projects relate?

A: There are common resources and transmission hubs identified by both projects and limited corridors.  Not likely more than 2 or 3 projects total.  Some of the projects are likely to be redundant and may be combined. 
Questions following Idaho Power Overview:
Q: What is the Populous to Melba time line?

A: It’s 2013 to 2014 time frame.

Q: How many Mega Watts is the line from Melba to NW?

A: That is 1,000 MW’s.
Q: Line to Captain Jack doesn’t show on the map?

A:  That’s not shown here. It’s not part of the Idaho study plan at this point in time. PacifiCorp will have it on their Regional plan. 

Q: So, where is LaGrande (in relation to Melba)?

A: Northwest Owyhee is South and East of Boise.

Q: So Northwest Owyhee is also known as Melba?

A: Yes, that was known as Melba.

Q: Is this an additional path for North West to Idaho?

A: Yes. 

Q: And it parallels LaGrande?

A: Yes, it parallels LaGrande and it will be bi-directional and we can take flows out to the Northwest or bring power in.
Q: Is the Bridger-Melba line rated bi-directional?

A: For most part not. Typically this path is constrained East to West.  
Q: Is this in same general area? Same right away?

A: Yes, in same sectional area.
Q: What is Melba station; a load station or a resource station?

A: Melba will be a load station.

Q: Where is Populous?  

A: Populous is close to Downey or where I-15 crosses Bridger line (the station doesn’t exist yet).
Q: Boise can be a bit of a problem to get past. Will Melba-Bridger line allow you to bring more power to Burley area past Boise?
A: Yes this will be in parallel to the Idaho Northwest transmission path and will increase it by 1000MW’s. 
Q: Do you have a time frame for McNary project?

A: Yes, essentially all the first stage will be done by 2012 pending permitting and ROW acquisition.
Q:  Is McNarry a definite end point?

A:  No, just looking to get to Mid-C.
Q: Is ID-NW bi-directional?

A: Yes when we rate it we hope to rate it both directions. Approximately 1000 MW’s both ways.
Questions following the Common Process Discussion:

Q: Are you going to tell us about the Planning Agreement?

A: The Planning Agreement is not yet approved by the Steering Committee. The idea is to structure the plan to allow non NTTG entities to participate in the process. It allows contractual agreement to align with Order 890 attachment K. The agreement should be coming out before our next meeting.
Q: That only gets to the planning agreement rather than construction agreements.

A: Right. Planning agreement only addresses what projects we need to work on. Construction phase, step 2, is driven by utilities, and transmission providers, customers, native load planning and transmission service queue requests. These are the triggers that establish the schedule.  
Q: So planning agreement is to provide for coordination only, not for construction?

A: Yes, that’s correct.

Q: Does this fit with protocol established by the Western Governors Association that oversees transmission proposals?  Will this be triggered and at what point?  
A: It is basically an agreement that would expedite the transmission work projects across state lines. It didn’t change any rules but we do need to go thru those processes.

Q: Does NTTG process leave some entities out of the process and risk not having their cooperation?

A: NTTG does collaborate with other entities. For example, NTTG participated on a 10 year planning meeting hosted by ColumbiaGrid. Likewise ColumbiaGrid participates at NTTG meetings. The organizations need to attend each other’s meetings and work together.   Kip Sikes proposed that WECC, NWPP and TEPPC are forums for coordinating and that meetings could be held at the NWPP Offices.  At the end of six months, NTTG needs commitment from participants and then that moves through the WECC planning process.  Need to compare transmission queues between various utilities and see where there are duplicates.  Maybe look at POD and PORs.
Q: What kind of outreach are you doing to PUC’s?

A: NTTG includes representation of State Commissioners on the NTTG Steering Committee. We have regular attendance by most of the states so there is direct involvement and it has been very helpful.

Q: What is the time line on PacifiCorp’s West Side Master plan?

A: That is an internal plan. Timeframe for completion is definitely by the end of this year. Over the next 6 mos. we’ll have more clarity on the West side.

Q: Is this the right forum to decide on base cases?

A: We are not deciding on base cases at this meeting. We are setting a process for how it will be done. 
Comment:  Many of these projects are in varying stages of development.  Study reports are available from 10 years ago that cover the same thing.  These reports can be used for development of base cases.
Comment:  It might be helpful if a bulletin board was established for posting data.  If an issue is raised, a conference call could be scheduled to address it.   

Response:  Responsibility for development of base cases is with the technical planners within the WECC forum.  If those entities and planners can coordinate and get a first Strawman posted on a bulletin board that identifies the case and conditions

Q: How does TEPPC coordination work? Are we going to have one or two study groups (e.g. one from IPC and one from PAC?)
A: There could be three separate project reviews.  ID-NW, Southern ID, Bridger to Mona.  
Comment:  Ultimately there need to be a way to limit the number of meetings that require participation.
3. Assignments:
	Action Item / Deliverables:
	Due Date
	Responsible Party

	· NTTG Planning Committee Charter Review


	August NTTG Stakeholder Meeting
	Dave Angell, IPC

	· Review Planning Agreement
	August NTTG Stakeholder Meeting
	Brian Weber, PAC

	· Queue Coordination

· Working with transmission service providers in the NTTG footprint, review queue request process and consider opportunities for integration and enhancement of regional planning processes.    


	Report on Status @ August NTTG Stakeholder Meeting
	Darrel Gerrard, PAC

	· Coordinate agreement between transmission planners on the base case approach
· 2015 HS or 204 HS

· 2010 LA
· Consider using bulletin board approach (longer term due to web implications)

· Identify required modifications to the existing WECC Database


	 August NTTG Stakeholder Meeting
	 Dave Angell, IPC

	· Announce date and location for August stakeholder meeting


	July 2007
	Sharon Helms, NTTG

	· Consider location and dates of other planning organizations when scheduling NTTG stakeholder meetings


	Ongoing
	NTTG Project Coordinator
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