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1. Overview 

1.1 Entergy

Entergy Services, Inc. (Entergy or ESI) is a service company providing services for the Entergy 

Operating Companies, which are a part of a multi-state public utility holding company system.  The 

Entergy Operating Companies include Entergy Arkansas, Inc, Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, LLC, 

Entergy Louisiana, LLC, Entergy Mississippi, Inc., Entergy New Orleans, Inc., and Entergy Texas, Inc.  

Entergy provides electricity to 2.7 million utility customers in Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas. 

The Entergy Operating Companies have 15,500 miles of 69kV - 500kV transmission lines and move 

about 23,000 megawatts of power across the interconnected lines in an 112,000 square-mile area. 

Entergy also operates more than 40 generating plants using natural gas, nuclear, coal, oil, and 

hydroelectric power with approximately 30,000 megawatts (MW) of electric generating capacity. 

1.2 Independent Coordinator of Transmission (ICT)

On May 27, 2005, Entergy submitted to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (hereinafter, 

FERC or Commission), on behalf of the Entergy Operating Companies, a proposed revision of its Open 

Access Transmission Tariff (OATT or Tariff) reflecting its proposal to establish an ICT for its energy 

system and a Weekly Procurement Process (WPP).  In its filing, Entergy identified Southwest Power Pool, 

Inc. (SPP) as the candidate it had chosen to perform the function of the ICT.  On April 24, 2006, in Docket 

No. ER05-1065-000 (hereinafter, ICT Approval Order), the Commission found that SPP, operating as a 

Regional Transmission Organization (RTO), satisfied the independence requirement of operating in the 

capacity of the ICT for Entergy and conditionally approved the tariff changes filed by Entergy. The ICT 

initiated its duties laid out in Attachment A of the ICT Agreement and further defined in Attachment S of 

Entergy’s OATT on November 17, 2006, with select reliability functions starting on November 1, 2006.  
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1.3 ICT Duties Pursuant to Attachment A of the ICT Agreement

1.3.1 Act as Reliability Coordinator for Entergy’s transmission system.

1.3.2 Calculate Available Flowgate Capability (AFC) and grant and deny requests for transmission 

service under Entergy’s OATT.

1.3.3 Grant and deny requests for interconnection service under Entergy’s Large Generator 

Interconnection Procedures (LGIP) and Large Generator Interconnection Agreement (LGIA).

1.3.4 Operate Entergy’s Open Access Same Time Information System (OASIS).

1.3.5 Perform a regional planning function.

1.3.6 Implement Entergy’s transmission expansion pricing proposal, including preparation of the Base 

Plan.

1.3.7 Oversee the planning and operation of Entergy’s transmission system, as well as Entergy’s WPP.

1.3.8 File such reports as may be required by the ICT Agreement, Attachment S of Entergy’s OATT, or 

as otherwise required by the FERC or Entergy’s Retail Regulators. 

1.3.9 Conduct stakeholder meetings.

1.4 Reporting

The ICT is required by section 7 of Attachment S of Entergy’s OATT to provide quarterly reports 

to all Interested Government Agencies pertaining to SPP’s performance as the ICT. Also, in the ICT 

Approval Order the FERC required that the ICT prepare a yearly report to measure the success of the ICT 

and the WPP in meeting Entergy’s claimed objectives, including benefits, and to ensure that market 

participant concerns are being adequately addressed.  On March 17, 2009, the Commission required the 

ICT to file a report on WPP operations and savings on a quarterly (rather than annual) basis.  See section 

5.3.2.

This quarterly report will address current ICT duties and briefly discuss WPP operations. This 

report is intended to provide ICT stakeholders and all Interested Government Agencies with this 

information as part of the ICT functions and the stakeholder process envisioned by Entergy and the 
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FERC when the ICT was approved. This report will detail operational results from the current reporting 

period and includes a presentation of certain historical data, e.g., frequency of Transmission Loading 

Relief (TLR) events, to permit a comparative analysis of ICT performance in areas such as reliability.

1.4.1 No persons, party, or agent including Entergy, Market Participants, Interested Government 

Agencies, or any other administrative oversight group has been given authority to screen the 

findings, conclusions, and recommendations contained in this report. Entergy shall have forty-five 

(45) days to respond to this report as well as any Market Participant. 

1.4.2 This report shall be forwarded to each of the Interested Government Agencies and will be made 

publicly available, subject to redaction or other means necessary to protect confidentiality of 

certain report aspects. 

1.5 Arkansas Public Service Commission (APSC) Public Hearing

On April 9, 2009, the APSC held a public hearing to solicit comments on the ICT’s Second Annual 

Performance Report.  On May 29, 2009, the APSC issued an order discussing its general findings.   On 

June 1, 2009, the APSC filed this order with the Commission in Docket No. ER05-1065.  
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2. Reliability Coordination (RC)

2.1   Overview

In the ICT Approval Order, paragraph 94, the Commission stated that the ICT shall act as the 

Reliability Coordinator for Entergy’s transmission system.  On November 1, 2006, Entergy formally 

transitioned the Reliability Coordinator function to the ICT.  As the Reliability Coordinator for Entergy, the 

ICT has authority over all matters within the scope of its duties as a North American Electric Reliability 

Council (NERC) Reliability Coordinator. The ICT’s performance of these duties has been strictly on an 

independent basis utilizing information from Entergy, Market Participants, and other balancing authorities 

in making decisions and completing any analysis of Entergy’s system. The ICT is in compliance with the 

standards set forth by NERC and has complied with all Southeastern Electric Reliability Council (SERC) 

Reporting Standards and deadlines. The ICT participates in the SERC Daily Coordination Telecom, in 

which the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) Reliability Coordinator System Operator initiates and leads 

the call.  In the ICT Approval Order, paragraph 149, the Commission also stated that Entergy will retain its 

obligations as the Control Area Operator and Transmission Provider.  
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2.2 Monthly SERC Filing Requirements

The ICT submitted monthly SERC RC filings for the period of March 1, 2009 to May 31, 2009. 

The monthly filings certify the ICT is compliant with the following standards: 

2.2.1     TOP-007 Reporting System Operating Limits (SOL) and Interconnected Reliability Operating 

Limits (IROL) Violations: The ICT monitors for IROL and SOL violations and will implement a 

contingency plan when those events occur, which includes developing an action plan to return the 

system within limits. 

Note: No SOL or IROL violations occurred within the reporting period of March 1, 2009 to May 31, 

2009.

2.2.2     PER-003 Operator Credentials: All ICT RC personnel are NERC Certified and have undergone 

the proper training to maintain such certification. 

2.2.3     PER-004 Operator Credentials: RC Operators are present at the RC desk twenty-four (24) hours 

per day, seven (7) days per week. 

2.2.4     IRO-004 Reliability Coordination- Operations Planning: The ICT conducts next day reliability 

analysis for the Entergy footprint to ensure ongoing reliability in the transmission system under 

normal and contingency situations. In addition, the ICT Reliability Coordinator considers adjacent 

Reliability Coordinator areas in its analysis to prevent unacceptable burdens being placed on the 

adjacent system.    

2.3 Other SERC Filing Requirements  

On May 12, 2009, the ICT submitted SERC self-certifications that the ICT is compliant with SOL 

methodologies FAC-011-1 and FAC-014-1.

2.4 TLR Events 

Section 5 of Attachment S to Entergy’s OATT in conjunction with the Reliability Coordinator 

Protocol provides that the ICT shall have exclusive authority to execute TLR procedures under NERC 

Standards IRO-006-3 and PER-004-1. Therefore, the ICT Reliability Coordinator has and exercises the 

authority to execute TLR events if it deems necessary. To mitigate TLRs the ICT Reliability Coordinator 

will re-dispatch generators, reconfigure and modify transmission maintenance and outage schedules, as 

well as adjust transmission schedules and reduce load to mitigate critical conditions.
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TLRs are used to curtail transmission service and help prevent instability, uncontrolled 

separation, or cascading outages. NERC prescribes eight levels of TLRs. The higher the TLR level, the 

more critical the potential problem on the transmission system. Actions taken by the ICT Reliability 

Coordinator on TLR levels one through four include curtailment or holding of Non-Firm transmission 

service. Reallocation, curtailment, or holding of Firm transmission service occurs when TLRs reach levels 

five or above. This report identifies TLR procedures invoked by the ICT during the reporting period in 

connection with TLR Level 3, 4, and 5 events – i.e., the levels which allow for the curtailment of 

transmission service.

2.4.1 Review of TLRs

The ICT Reliability Coordinator initiated sixty-two (62) TLR Level 3, 4, and 5 events with a total 

curtailment of 200,379 MWh’s from March 1, 2009 to May 31, 2009. For comparison purposes, 

during the same period in the previous year there were a total of sixty-four (64) TLR Level 3, 4, 

and 5 events initiated with a total of 178,110 MWh’s curtailed. Figures 1 and 2 illustrate these 

TLR events broken down by monthly totals for the current and previous year time period.
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Figure 1
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Figure 2
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A total of 169,109 MWh’s of Non-Firm service and 31,270 MWh’s of Firm service were curtailed 

by the ICT from March 1, 2009 to May 31, 2009.  A total of 133,676 MWh’s of Non-Firm service 

and 44,434 MWh’s of Firm service were curtailed by the ICT during the same timeframe in the 

prior year. Figures 3 and 4 illustrate the MWh’s curtailed by the ICT broken down by monthly 

totals and Firm and Non-Firm service.

Figure 3
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Figure 4 

2.4.2 TLR Analysis

During the current reporting period, the total number of TLRs decreased by three (3) percent, but

there was an overall increase in the total MWh’s curtailed.  This was due primarily to the fact that 

the Non-firm service curtailments increased by twenty-seven (27) percent when compared to the 

same quarter of the previous year. Firm service curtailments for this quarter, however, decreased

by thirty (30) percent when compared to the same quarter last year.  

The following flowgates accounted for some of the TLR Level 3, 4 and 5 events that occurred 

during this quarter:
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● The Wilbert – Livonia for the loss of Webre-Wells flowgate had seven (7) TLR events with 

a total of 3,289 MWh’s curtailed.  These TLR events were attributed to a lack of 

generation in the WOTAB area.  

● The Paragould-Monette Junction 161 kV for the loss of Independence-Dell 500 kV

flowgate had three (3) TLR events with a total of 29,207 MWh’s curtailed.  These TLR 

events were caused by a planned outage to replace two breakers and a bus on the 500 

kV West Memphis – Keo line.  Due to the age of the breakers, this was a reliability 

concern entering the summer loading season.  The planned outage was granted by

Entergy and the ICT because no issues were found in the next day study.  However, in 

real-time there was a post-contingent loading due to multiple factors including ice storm 

damage external to Entergy and an external unit with a blank shift factor in the 

Interchange Distribution Calculator (IDC) that tripped.  The post-contingent loading was 

mitigated through the TLR process until the external unit returned to service.

● The Arkansas (ANO) - Pleasant Hills 500 kV for the loss of Arkansas - Mabelvale 500 kV 

flowgate had seven (7) TLR events with a total of 61,506 MWh’s of Non-Firm service 

curtailed.  These TLR events were attributed to load and generation patterns and ice

storm damage affecting the area.
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2.4.3 ICT Reliability Improvement Plan

The ICT RC group developed the Reliability Improvement Plan (RIP) in an effort to minimize the 

level and severity of TLR events on Entergy’s system.

As discussed in prior reports, the ICT has implemented sections of the RIP.  One item identified 

through the RIP is the need to use Temperature Adjusted Line Ratings.  During this reporting 

period, the ICT worked in conjunction with Entergy to implement a process for adjusting line 

ratings due to temperatures.

2.4.4 Designated Network Resource (DNR) Technical Team

The DNR Technical Team implemented a method to make the calculation of Native Network Load 

(NNL) responsibility for TLR Level 5s more accurate by capturing network resources and correctly 

identifying DNRs in the IDC model.  The ICT RC group and Entergy have agreed on a procedure 

to determine the Internal Non-Firm Schedules (NN-6) during a TLR level 5 event and for curtailing 

Internal Non-Firm Schedules not currently in the IDC.  The ICT RC group and Entergy, however, 

continue to discuss the necessary changes to Entergy’s Tariff to implement this procedure.  The 

ICT RC group reports that Entergy anticipates filing the proposed tariff changes before the 

summer loading season.



FERC ICT Quarterly Performance Report: March – May 2009

6/29/2009 14

3. Tariff Administration (TA) 

3.1 Overview

Section 3.1 of Attachment S to Entergy’s OATT establishes that the ICT shall oversee the 

provision of transmission service for Entergy and provide TA functions to evaluate (grant or deny) all 

transmission service requests (TSR) on a non-discriminatory basis consistent with the TSR Processing 

Criteria and Transmission Study Criteria. This section of the report will address the ICT’s oversight of TA 

for short-term TSRs. The ICT’s oversight of long-term TSRs is discussed in section 4 of this report.

3.2 AFC Studies and Research

The activities of the ICT TA group from March 1, 2009 through May 31, 2009, included, among 

other things, the ongoing analysis of models and AFC software errors, work on AFC modeling issues 

related to the inclusion of transmission upgrades in the short-term models, the WOTAB load pocket, the 

calculation of net interchange and the dispatching of external control areas, reservation stacking for a 

Load Serving Entity (LSE), review and comments to the Entergy Attachments C, D, and E (Criteria 

Manuals) filing, implementing changes to the TSR process required by FERC Order Nos. 890, 890-A, and 

890-B, participating in the DNR Technical Team, and coordination of Entergy’s move to the Open Access 

Technology, Inc. (OATI) software.  A more detailed description of these and other activities is provided 

below.   

3.2.1    Ongoing studies

On a daily basis, the ICT’s AFC Engineers analyze and respond to TSRs, AFC model problems, 

transmission constraints, and other issues identified through the TSR process and specific 

stakeholder concerns and questions.    

3.2.2 Suspension of Non-Firm Sales 

The ICT TA and the ICT RC groups continue to work together with stakeholders to address the 

concern about the sale of Non-Firm transmission service during a TLR.  As reported last quarter, 

the ICT contacted Entergy for details on how the evaluation of Non-Firm service on AFC 

flowgates during a TLR will be implemented under the OATI software.  The ICT has not yet 

received a response from Entergy. The ICT plans to continue to pursue this issue and implement 

procedures to address this issue in the current software.  The ICT will discuss Tariff implications 
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and the detailed parameters of needed changes with Entergy and the stakeholders prior to the 

implementation of any process to deny Non-Firm service during a TLR.

3.2.3 WPP Testing

The ICT TA group completed its testing activities and supported implementation of the WPP the 

week of March 23, 2009.  The ICT TA group will continue to monitor the impact of the WPP 

process on the AFC systems. 

3.2.4 Implementation of Order Nos. 890 et seq. Requirements

The ICT continues to work with Entergy on implementing Conditional Firm established by FERC 

Order Nos. 890 et seq.

3.2.5 Criteria Manuals

On April 3, 2009 Entergy filed the Criteria Manuals (now Attachments C, D, and E to the Entergy 

OATT) with the Commission.  In doing so, Entergy proposed changes to its Tariff to provide more 

detail on the AFC process, the TSR study process, and the general TSR review process.  Entergy 

also proposed to post certain business practices on the more detailed and technical processes 

associated with the Criteria Manuals to allow the ICT and stakeholders the flexibility to continue to 

discuss and make technical improvements and adjustments to these processes.  

The ICT and many stakeholders filed comments on the Criteria Manuals with the Commission.  In 

its comments, the ICT specifically addressed areas in the Criteria Manuals that implicated the 

ICT’s functional responsibilities and the ICT sought tariff modifications.  The ICT also supported 

the posting of business practices as a transparent and flexible approach to implement 

improvements to AFC modeling.  Next, the ICT offered its opinions on current modeling practices 

for Qualifying Facilities’ “put” transactions and LSE’s shortfalls in DNRs that were referred to the 

Commission for their guidance on these policy issues.  Finally, the ICT commented on technical 

issues involving net interchange and external control area modeling as well as the treatment of 

transmission upgrades. 

Entergy, the ICT, and stakeholders also filed reply comments. In its comments, the ICT 

responded to criticisms regarding the ICT’s authority, the use of business practices in lieu of tariff 

provisions, tariff modifications that implicate Commission policy and the ICT’s ongoing remedial 
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efforts, and clarification on the intent/import of certain tariff modifications.  At the time of this 

report, the Commission has not acted on Entergy’s filing.

3.2.6 DNR Technical Team

During this reporting period, the ICT TA group continued to participate in the DNR Technical 

Team.  See section 2.4.4. 

3.2.7 AFC Modeling Improvements Task Force

At the April Near-Term Transmission Issues Working Group (NTTIWG) meeting, a task force was 

formed and met to address three specific issues pertaining to AFC modeling: (i) the modeling of 

transmission upgrades in the AFC models; (ii) the process for enforcing zonal import limits in the 

AFC models; and (iii) the process for modeling net interchange and the dispatch of external 

control areas.  A more detailed discussion of these issues is provided in sections 3.2.8, 3.2.9 and 

3.2.10 below. 

3.2.8 Modeling of Transmission Upgrades

Starting in October 2008, the ICT TA group has expressed its concerns about Entergy’s current 

practice of excluding all transmission upgrades in the short-term AFC models until the time the 

upgrades are actually placed in-service, but allowing the transmission service associated with 

those upgrades to be reflected in the AFC models. In the ICT’s view, if the granted transmission 

service is included in the AFC base case models, then the upgrades for that service should also 

be included in the models as of the date those upgrades are projected to go into service.  Entergy 

stated that, in its view, the criteria under section 2.3.1.1 of Attachment D for including certain 

“provisional” transmission upgrade facilities in the long-term modeling process do not apply to the 

short-term AFC models.

As part of the discussions over the Criteria Manuals, the ICT TA group recommended that 

Entergy not put any language in Attachment C about its current practice of excluding upgrades 

not yet in-service from the AFC models.  Instead, the ICT asked Entergy to post its current short-

term modeling process in a business practice to make it easier to continue further discussions 

and explore alternative solutions to improve Entergy’s current modeling practice.  As reflected in 

the Criteria Manuals filing, Entergy agreed to this recommendation and Attachment C included a 

reference to business practices on Entergy’s short-term modeling.    
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At the time of this report, Entergy has not yet made the business practices referenced in 

Attachment C available for comment to the stakeholders. As discussed above, the newly-formed 

AFC Modeling Improvements Task Force will examine this issue and work on developing 

recommendations to improve Entergy’s short-term modeling practices.   

3.2.9    Modeling Issues Identified for the WOTAB Load Pocket

As previously reported, the ICT and Entergy have identified improvements needed to the current

modeling practice involving the dispatch of units in the load pockets needed to enforce the zonal 

import limits in the AFC models.    

As part of the discussions over the Criteria Manuals, the ICT TA group and Entergy agreed that 

the details about the process for enforcing zonal import limits would be included in posted 

business practices and not in Attachment C.  Entergy also agreed that the business practice on 

zonal import limits will be subject to further stakeholder review and additional development 

activities to explore alternative solutions to improve Entergy’s current modeling practice.    

At the time of this report, Entergy has not yet made the business practices referenced in 

Attachment C available for comment to stakeholders.  As discussed above, the newly-formed 

AFC Modeling Improvements Task Force will examine this issue and work on developing 

recommendations to improve Entergy’s short-term modeling practices.   

3.2.10 Net Interchange and External Control Area Dispatch Modeling

As previously reported, Entergy and the ICT have discussed the need to modify the current AFC 

modeling assumptions related to first-tier external control area dispatch and net interchange, 

which rely on real-time adjustments from Entergy’s state estimator model.  

As part of the discussions over the Criteria Manuals, Entergy agreed to modify its current 

practices.  However, Entergy and the ICT could not reach a final conclusion on how to modify 

these assumptions.  Therefore, the ICT recommended that Entergy remove the detailed 

description of the external control area dispatch and net interchange modeling practices from the 

tariff and place it in a business practice to allow the ICT, Entergy, and stakeholders the flexibility 

to explore alternative assumptions and develop specific recommendations to improve the 

process.  Entergy, however, included the process-related detail in the Criteria Manual filing, but 

agreed to continue to discuss alternatives to the current modeling practices with stakeholders.  
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Entergy also agreed to work with the ICT to implement more targeted generation dispatch and net 

interchange alternatives that would not require software modifications. Finally, once the final 

NERC standards are approved by the Commission, Entergy and the ICT will determine if the 

preferred alternatives are consistent with NERC standards and Entergy will direct the software 

vendor to develop the necessary software changes to implement these changes.

As discussed above, the newly-formed AFC Modeling Improvements Task Force will examine this 

issue and work on developing recommendations to improve Entergy’s short-term modeling 

practices.

3.2.11 Reservation Stack for Load-Only Balancing Authorities

Entergy has agreed to work with the software vendor to implement an automated modeling 

process to allow LSE customers to provide a stack of reservations for the modeling of network 

service to meet their load in the Study Horizon.  Entergy has informed the ICT, however, that the 

work on the software patch has been delayed due to higher priority issues.  

During this reporting period, Entergy has not provided any updates on the progress made to 

implement the software patch for the automated process.

3.2.12 AFC Systems Capability/OASIS Replacement Project

As previously reported, Entergy plans to move to OATI as the software vendor to replace their 

current OASIS and OASIS Automation tools.  The OATI products for these functions are 

webOASIS and webTrans.  In previous reports, Entergy had estimated that the new OATI 

software would be in production in May 2009.

On May 28, 2009, Entergy notified the Commission that, due to an “extensive, resource-intensive 

process” of testing the new software, more time would be needed to ensure compliance with 

regulatory items, other requirements, and sufficient training for all system users.  Entergy now 

anticipates that the OATI software package will be rolled-out in August.  See attachment 1.
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3.3 ICT Processing of TSRs  

Transmission Customers have the responsibility to submit a complete and accurate request for 

service via the OASIS website. The ICT TA group then assesses the completed requests for Non-Firm 

Hourly service, Firm and Non-Firm Daily, Weekly, and Monthly service.   The ICT TA personnel utilize the 

e-terra automation software to access and evaluate TSRs to determine whether each TSR should be 

accepted or refused. The ICT TA group will accept or refuse short-term TSRs based upon the AFC at that 

particular time. Long-term TSRs or requests outside the AFC Study Horizon (18 months) require a 

System Impact Study (SIS) and/or a Facilities Study (FS) performed by ICT Planning Engineers.  The

ICT’s oversight of long-term TSRs and the planning process will be discussed in detail in section 4 of this 

report.

3.3.1 Review of TSRs

3.3.1.1 Figure 5 illustrates the number of TSRs received and acted on by the ICT from March 1, 

2009 to May 31, 2009, as compared to the same time period in the prior year.  As shown, 

there was a 10.6 percent decrease in the total number of TSRs received by the ICT 

during this reporting period.  The percentage difference for each type of service by 

duration was as follows: Hourly -22.8 percent, Daily +21.8 percent, Weekly +20.3

percent, Monthly -33.4 percent, and Yearly -34.7 percent.  These percentage changes 

can also be seen in Figure 12.
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Figure 5
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3.3.1.2 The following figures (Figures 6, 7, and 8) illustrate the total number and percentage 

change of confirmed versus refused service requests for the period from March 1, 2009 

through May 31, 2009, compared to the same period in the previous year.  The request 

type of “other” includes TSRs that are in the following statuses:  study, accepted, 

withdrawn, displaced, invalid, declined, superseded, counteroffer, annulled, and 

retracted.  Also, included in the figures below is the total number of requests received by 

month during the same time periods.

Figure 6
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Figure 7

Figure 8

Year to Year Comparison of Request Status
Mar 2008 - May 2008 vs. Mar 2009 - May 2009

Received -5.0% -8.6% -16.9% -10.6%
Refused 34.2% 29.5% -46.3% -14.0%
Confirmed -14.7% -19.1% 0.7% -11.5%
Other 20.1% -9.5% -5.9% 0.6%
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3.3.1.3 Figure 9 compares the ultimate disposition for the total amount of TSRs received by the 

ICT from March 1, 2009 through May 31, 2009, and the same time period for the previous 

year.  Since each TSR is received and queued with a status of “study” pending final 

disposition, some TSRs received by the ICT are currently listed in “study” due to the fact 

that a final decision has not yet been made on the TSR. 

The ICT reports that due to a change in the procedure to comply with Order No. 890 the 

number of TSRs in “declined” status now includes the following additional reasons:  an

Hourly Secondary request is submitted that is not a re-direct; a reservation is 

overbooked; a reservation window is not yet open; or an e-mail for DNR is not received.

In addition, Attachment 2 to this report provides a more detailed analysis of the TSRs 

received during the current reporting period.  The graphs in Attachment 2 present the 

disposition of each TSR received by service duration.
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Figure 9
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3.3.1.4 The following Figures 10 and 11 illustrate the number of TSRs, sorted by type, the ICT 

processed from March 1, 2009, to May 31, 2009, and for the same period of the previous 

year.  Figure 12 offers an illustration of the percentage change in service types from 

March 1, 2009, to May 31, 2009, versus the same period of the previous year.

Figure 10
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Figure 11

Figure 12

Request Status Percentage Change
March - May, 2008 vs. March - May, 2009

Yearly -20.8% -69.3% 20.5% -34.7%
Monthly -4.5% -40.7% -49.3% -33.4%
Weekly 152.2% -41.7% 19.3% 20.3%
Daily 63.5% 56.5% -18.4% 21.8%
Hourly -24.4% -28.0% -16.1% -22.8%
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4. Planning and Tariff Studies 

4.1 Overview

Section 3.1 of Attachment S states “[t]he ICT shall oversee the provision of transmission service 

pursuant to the OATT and the provision of interconnection service pursuant to the [LGIP] and [LGIA].”  

Section 3.1 (a) (5) of Attachment S also states “[t]he ICT shall prepare the Base Plan pursuant to the 

Transmission Planning Protocol.” The ICT assumed the planning function for Entergy on November 17, 

2006, the ICT implementation date.  This section of the report will describe all the ICT functions that relate 

to generation interconnection, long-term planning, and the approval of long-term transmission service.

4.2 Recommended Expansion Planning/Investment 

Base Plan/Construction Plan

The ICT received Entergy’s final 2009-2011 Construction Plan and posted it on Entergy’s OASIS 

on March 3, 2009.  After reviewing the final Construction Plan, the ICT finalized its 2009 Base Plan and 

posted the final document on Entergy’s OASIS on March 13, 2009.  At the March 17, 2009 Long-Term 

Transmission Issues Working Group (LTTIWG) meeting, Entergy reviewed its 2009-2011 Construction 

Plan and the ICT staff reviewed its 2009 Base Plan with stakeholders.  At the April 22, 2009 LTTIWG 

meeting, the ICT also reviewed with stakeholders the differences between Entergy’s final Construction 

Plan and the ICT’s final Base Plan.  

Subsequent to the completion of Entergy’s final Construction Plan and the ICT’s final Base Plan, 

the ICT and Entergy worked together to develop a Differences Report outlining the differences between 

the Construction plan and Base Plan for filing at the Commission.  The Differences Report was finalized 

and filed with the Commission and served on state commissions on May 8, 2009.  The Differences Report 

was also posted on both Entergy’s OASIS and the ICT’s web site.  In the process of developing the 

Differences Report, additional information was exchanged which caused Entergy and the ICT to modify 

their respective plans.  “Update 1” of Entergy’s 2009-2011 Construction Plan and “Update 1” of the ICT’s 

2009 Base Plan were posted on Entergy’s OASIS on May 12, 2009. The Differences Report filed with the 

Commission reflected the modifications in Update 1 to both plans.   

In beginning the next planning cycle, Entergy provided a Draft 2010-12 Construction Plan to the 

ICT, which the ICT posted on Entergy’s OASIS on May 13, 2009.  The ICT is currently developing its 

reliability assessment which will include an evaluation of Entergy’s draft Construction Plan.  Entergy is 

expected to review its draft Construction Plan with stakeholders during the June 9, 2009 LTTIWG web 

conference.  
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4.3 10 Year Strategic Plan   

In accordance with the process established under the ICT’s Strategic Transmission Expansion 

Plan (ISTEP), the ICT has identified a solution to the Webre – Wells contingency constraint. As a result, 

the ICT produced and posted an addendum to the ISTEP Phase 2 report on May 18, 2009.  The 

addendum identified additional upgrades including a new Wilbert – Moril 230 kV transmission line that 

may provide a beneficial solution to the Webre – Wells contingency constraint and should be considered 

for further study by Entergy and its stakeholders.

Entergy System Economic Studies

On January 28, 2009, the Stakeholder Policy Committee (SPC) approved a list of ten (10) 

projects to recommend to the ICT for free economic studies to be performed in calendar year 2009.  The 

list was subsequently narrowed to the following five (5) projects:

1. South Central Arkansas / Northeast Louisiana Constraint - this project is meant to 

address North to South flows 

2. Central Arkansas constraint - this project is meant to address South to North flows

3. Lake Charles 230kV Loop – this project is meant to relieve 138kV Flowgate issues

4. Baton Rouge / South Mississippi Constraint - this project is meant to address Central to 

South flows

5. Jackson Area - this project is meant to improve load-serving capability in the Jackson 

Area

The ICT reports that the engineering analysis for these projects will be completed by December 

2009.

4.4 Inter-Regional Coordination 

During the current reporting period, the ICT has been actively involved in inter-regional 

coordination.  The ICT’s activities in each region are discussed below.

SPP RTO

Pursuant to Entergy’s and SPP’s Tariffs, Entergy and SPP initiated a new joint planning process 

called the Entergy/SPP Regional Planning Process (ESRPP).  The first meeting of the ESRPP was held 

May 22, 2009.  At the meeting, an overview and proposed timeline for the ESRPP was presented to and 

discussed with stakeholders.  Generally, the ESRPP will assess the simultaneous feasibility of both 

Entergy’s and SPP’s construction plans as well as provide for stakeholder-identified regional economic 
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studies.  The ICT, SPP RTO, Entergy, and stakeholders also discussed several candidate projects and 

identified a slate of eleven (11) projects to put forward for consideration as regional economic studies.  

During the month of June, stakeholders will have the opportunity to select up to five of the eleven to be 

studied during the current study cycle.  

Southeast

The ICT is actively involved in the Southeast Regional Planning Stakeholder Group (RPSG).  The 

first meeting of the 2009 planning cycle was held March 25, 2009.  At that meeting, stakeholders selected 

five (5) sensitivities for study.  These sensitivity studies are intended to address economic constraints to 

regional transfers within the southeast region, to which Entergy is adjacent.  None of the selected studies 

directly involve Entergy as a source or sink region.  However, the study process will be monitored for any 

incidental impact on Entergy.  Preliminary study results are expected to be presented in the fourth quarter 

and final results at the annual Southeastern Regional Transmission Planning Summit (date to be 

announced).  The five sensitivity studies selected are: 

1. Savannah to GA 60%, AL 20%, MS 20% - 1000 MW

2. Gulfport to Georgia - 1000 MW

3. Ties to SCEG to Georgia - 1000 MW

4. Murray 500 to Florida Border - 650 MW

5. Washington County to Georgia - 5000 MW

The second RPSG meeting is scheduled for June 24, 2009.  At that meeting, the Southeast 

Transmission Owners will present their preliminary expansion plans and will solicit stakeholder input and 

feedback.  The ICT will continue to follow and participate in the study process as it affects the Entergy 

system.  

The ICT also participates in the Southeast Inter-Regional Participation Process (SIRPP), which 

addresses inter-regional planning for the SERC region as required under Order No. 890.  The ICT staff is 

directly involved in the Study Team and Process Team which evaluate studies across the Southeast 

region.  A conference call was held with the stakeholder group on March 3, 2009, to present the 

preliminary results of studies on five (5) sensitivities performed by the Study Team.  These sensitivity 

studies are intended to address economic constraints to inter-regional transfers across the southeast 

region and adjacent systems, including Entergy.  The five studies currently under study are:

1. Entergy to Georgia ITS = 2000 MW

2. PJM West and MISO to Southern = 2000 MW
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3. Southern to PJM classic (Non AEP/ComEd part of PJM) = 3000 MW

4. PJM classic to Southern = 3000 MW

5. SPP to Southern = 5000 MW

In response to stakeholder concerns expressed during the conference call, the scope and 

assumptions of the studies were revised.  A second round of studies based on the revised assumptions is 

currently being performed.  It is expected that these study results will be presented to stakeholders at a 

meeting to be held in late July.  The ICT will continue to follow and participate in the study process as it

affects the Entergy system.  

Joint Coordinated System Plan (JCSP)

The JCSP’s final report for 2008 can be found at www.jcspstudy.org.  The JCSP’s 2009 plans 

include the development of new scenarios to address analysis gaps in the JCSP’s 2008 study. The ICT 

will participate both in-person and/or via web conference as required.  A timeline for the JCSP’s 2009 

study has not yet been determined.

4.5 Louisiana Public Service Commission (LPSC) Technical Conference

On May 19, 2009, the LPSC held a technical conference to discuss the regulatory framework and 

obstacles governing merchant transmission investment in Louisiana.  During this conference both the ICT 

and Entergy gave perspective presentations on the South Louisiana Bulk upgrades and the 2009 

Differences Report.   As a result of these discussions, the LPSC has created a commission-led task force 

to engage in a collaborative effort to consider the following issues: (i) the potential benefits to Entergy 

ratepayers of transmission upgrade alternatives; (ii) the effect of transmission upgrades on EGSL and 

ELL RMR units; (iii) a congestion cost/benefit analysis; (iv) methods to potentially reduce high-level TLRs 

(both economic and reliability); (v) the cost of requiring Transmission Customers to re-dispatch; (vi) 

benefits or costs of transmission upgrades to Transmission Owners other than Entergy; and (vii) an SPP 

update on the South Louisiana Reliability Loop.
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4.6 Generation Interconnection Request Studies (GIRS) 

When a Transmission Customer requests to connect a generation facility to the transmission grid, 

the request must go through the Entergy interconnection process as defined in Attachment N of Entergy’s 

OATT. A series of three (3) studies are performed by the ICT and its contractors for each interconnection 

request:  a Feasibility Study, a SIS, and a FS. Prior to each study phase, the Transmission Customer is 

tendered a study agreement, which they must respond to within thirty (30) days to continue the study 

process. Each study phase has its respective time limit for completion or explanation for extension of the 

due date:

 Feasibility Study (45 day limit)

 SIS (90 day limit)

 FS (90 day limit for a 20 percent cost estimate, 180 day limit for 10 percent cost estimate)

At the conclusion of this quarter (March 1, 2009 – May 31, 2009), there were three (3) active 

Feasibility Study projects; four (4) active SIS projects and five (5) active FS projects being conducted by 

the ICT.  Additionally, the study process for five (5) generation interconnection projects was completed.  

Four (4) new generation interconnection projects were added to the GIRS queue during the reported 

quarter.

.  This section will discuss occurrences where due dates for studies were either not met or a delay 

letter was sent to the Transmission Customer to extend the due date.  Generally, the ICT is in constant 

contact with a customer throughout the course of a study and the transmittal of a delay letter is not the 

customer’s first notification of a delay.  It also bears noting that Entergy’s OATT requires that all studies 

be processed in queue order.  For this reason, the ICT is required to wait until the completion of one 

study before moving on to the next study.  Accordingly, a primary reason for many of the study delays 

involves events that are beyond the ICT’s control.
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4.6.1 Figure 14 shows the seventeen (17) GIRS that were active during this reporting period and their 

current status.

Figure 14

GI Project # Fuel Type
Capacity 

Requested

Project 
Validation 

Date
Delay Letters

Completion 
Date Status

211 CT/ST 570 MW 3/29/2007

SIS delay 
letters were 

sent on 
8/31/07 

10/18/07 
11/12/07 
1/25/07 
4/4/08 

5/19/08 
6/9/08
A delay 

letter for the 
FS was sent 
on 11/3/08 

&
12/5/08

LGIA Tendered
3/10/2009

LGIA Executed 
5/6/2009

215 NG 31 MW 8/17/2007

SIS delay 
letters were 

sent on 
3/27/08 
5/22/08 
6/26/08
A delay 

letter for the 
FS was 
issued 

12/8/08

LGIA Tendered
3/16/2009

Awaiting 
Executed LGIA

216 ST 251 MW 10/18/2007

Feasibility 
Study delay 
letters were 

sent on  
1/25/08
3/18/08 
9/9/08

Delay letter 
for SIS 
issued 

10/29/08

LGIA Tendered
5/13/2009

Awaiting 
Executed LGIA
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217 NG 42.4 MW 12/20/2007

SIS delay 
letters were 

sent on 
4/30/08 
7/22/08 
8/20/08

Delay letter 
for FS issued 

1/5/09
2/4/09 &

4/13/2009

Tendered LGIA
5/28/2009

Awaiting 
Executed LGIA

220 NG 41 MW 3/8/2008

SIS delay 
letters were 

sent on 
7/31/08 
9/25/08 
11/3/08

Delay letter 
for FS issued
3/19/2009

Tendered LGIA 
5/21/2009

Awaiting 
Executed LGIA

221 NG 875 MW 4/15/2008

SIS delay 
letters were 

sent on 
10/9/08 

11/17/08
Delay letter 
for FS issued 
3/24/2009

FS Report
Posted

4/7/2009

Tender LGIA 
6/22/2009

222 NG 570 MW 5/16/2008

SIS delay 
letters were 

sent on 
10/9/08 

11/17/08
12/12/08

Delay letter 
for FS issued 

5/8/2009

FS Report
Posted

5/11/2009

Tender LGIA
7/24/2009

223 Wind 125 MW 5/21/2008

FS delay 
letter was 

sent on 
5/4/09

FS Report
Posted 

6/3/2009

Tender LGIA 
8/17/2009

224 Wind 100 MW 8/27/2008

FS delay 
letter was 

sent on 
5/4/09

FS Report
Posted 

6/3/2009

Tender LGIA 
8/17/2009

225 NG 13 MW 8/27/2008

FS delay 
letter was 

sent on 
6/2/09

SIS Report
Posted 

2/3/2009

FS Report To 
Post 7/3/2009
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226 Nuclear 206 MW 12/23/2008 - -
SIS Report

Posted 
5/13/2009

FS Agreement
Due 6/15/2009

227 CT/ST 127 MW 1/5/2009 - -
SIS Report

Posted 
5/18/2009

FS Agreement
Due 6/17/2009

228 BIO 115 MW 2/2/2009 - -
SIS Agreement

Received  
4/6/2009

SIS Report To 
Post 7/2/2009

229 ST 575 MW 2/26/2009 - -

Feasibility 
Study 

Agreement
Received 
5/7/2009

Feasibility 
Study Report 

To Post 
7/22/2009

230 ST 275 MW 3/17/2009 - -

Feasibility 
Study 

Agreement
Received  
5/7/2009

Feasibility 
Study Report

To Post 
7/22/2009

231 Flue Gas 31 MW 3/18/2009 - -
SIS Agreement

Received  
5/4/2009

SIS Report To 
Post 8/6/2009

232 NG 650 MW 4/13/2009 - -

Feasibility 
Study 

Agreement
Issued 

5/20/2009

Feasibility 
Study 

Agreement
Due 6/20/2009

4.7 TSR Studies (TSRS)

TSRs are received by the ICT TA group through OASIS.  Requests for long-term yearly service or 

short-term monthly requests that extend partially or completely outside the eighteen (18) month AFC 

Study Horizon require a SIS and, if needed, a FS.  These studies are performed by ICT Planning and its 

contractors and must be completed in sixty (60) calendar days.

During the current reporting period, the ICT completed twenty (20) SIS.  Entergy and the ICT also 

completed six (6) FS during this reporting period. 

4.7.1 The ICT did not miss the sixty (60) day deadline for any SIS or FS requested.

4.7.2 The ICT had twenty nine (29) SIS in progress at the end of the current reporting period. The 

following list provides the OASIS Reservation numbers for the SIS currently in progress: 

1648049, 1648050, 1648319, 1648320, 1648321, 1648328, 1648329, 1648331, 1648349, 

1648350, 1648591, 1648592, 1648594, 1648595, 1648596, 1650318, 1650319, 1650320, 
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1653030, 1653032, 1655366, 1656261, 1656262, 1657582, 1657583, 1657584, 1657585, 

1657598, and 1658087.

4.7.3 Entergy and the ICT had three (3) FS in progress at the end of the current reporting period. The 

following list provides the OASIS Reservation numbers for the FS currently in progress:  

1631134, 1631135, and 1633695.
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5. Weekly Procurement Process (WPP)
Section 3.2(a) of Attachment S in Entergy’s OATT states “[t]he ICT shall oversee the design and 

operation of the WPP by the Transmission Provider.” Attachment V of Entergy’s OATT governs the WPP 

and took effect March 17, 2009, after the Commission conditionally approved Entergy’s filings to amend 

Attachment V made on January 16, 2009, in Docket Nos. ER08-513 and ER09-555.

5.1 ICT Oversight

The ICT fulfilled its obligation to oversee the design and implementation of the WPP as the start-

up of the WPP successfully began the week of March 23, 2009.  Now, the ICT will continue to oversee 

the operation of the WPP and independently review the WPP’s results.

The ICT anticipates that the WPP will evolve and improve over time as parties gain more 

experience with the process.  Therefore, the ICT will continue to actively monitor the WPP and 

recommend enhancements to the process in order to improve the results and benefits of the WPP going 

forward.  

5.2 WPP Issues Working Group (WPPIWG)

Pursuant to the ICT Approval Order and the deliberation of the SPC, the WPPIWG was formed. 

Members include technical representatives from various Entergy stakeholders, Entergy, and the ICT. The 

group meets monthly and reports its agenda and minutes to the SPC at their regular meetings. 

During the past quarter, the ICT focused on the implementation of the WPP and the initial results 

of the WPP at the WPPIWG meetings held each month.   In these meetings the following items 

concerning the WPP were discussed: finalization of the WPP Manual, weekly summaries of the WPP 

results, improvements to the TSR process for Automatic Generation Control (AGC)/Operating Reserves

under the WPP, OASIS postings for the on-peak offer period and data exchange timeline, and requests to 

expand the hours for on-peak offers in the WPP.

5.3 Entergy Compliance Filing and Amendments to Attachment V

5.3.1 Compliance Filing - Docket No. ER08-513
On March 17, 2009, the Commission conditionally accepted Entergy’s compliance filing to amend 

Attachment V.  Specifically, the Commission approved the use of soft constraints in the WPP optimization 

process.  In doing so, the Commission reaffirmed its position that the WPP’s operations should not be 

limited due to “minor, immaterial constraint violations” and that the flexibility of relaxing soft constraints 
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was a reasonable and pragmatic approach for implementing the WPP.  The Commission also 

conditionally accepted the removal of point-to-point (PTP) transmission service in the WPP subject to the 

outcome of the proceeding in Docket No. ER09-555.  Finally, the Commission accepted Entergy’s 

requested waiver of the confirmation deadline for weekly transmission service to allow offers for 

AGC/Operating Reserves in the WPP.

The Commission’s approval of these Attachment V amendments was vital to the ICT’s final 

endorsement of the start-up of the WPP.  Accordingly, the WPP was able to be implemented the week of 

March 23, 2009, as requested by Entergy and the ICT.

5.3.2 Structural Changes to the WPP - Docket No. ER09-555

On March 17, 2009, the Commission conditionally accepted Entergy’s proposed structural 

changes to the WPP.  Specifically, the Commission approved Entergy’s proposals to limit supplier offers 

in the WPP to on-peak hours and to eliminate PTP transmission service.  In doing so, however, the 

Commission imposed further compliance filings on Entergy and the ICT.  

The Commission directed Entergy to make an informational filing detailing the costs to develop 

the WPP and how Entergy intends to recover the WPP costs.  Entergy was also asked to file information 

on the specific software problems that prevented off-peak offers and PTP transmission from being 

included in the WPP and discussion on the cost to develop and implement these original components of 

the WPP.  Finally, the Commission ordered Entergy to make a filing discussing its intentions for 

continuing with the ICT arrangement or plans for a replacement arrangement one year before the ICT’s 

impending sunset date (i.e. November 17, 2009).

The Commission directed the ICT to file its reports on WPP operations and savings on a quarterly 

(rather than annual) basis starting with the period from March to May 2009.  In addition, the Commission 

revised the original WPP metrics to include more data on the WPP results; information on the actual 

output of Entergy’s legacy oil and gas units; and a description of any operational adjustments for soft 

constraints made by Entergy and the ICT with a before- and after-the-fact analysis of the impact of each 

adjustment on reliability.  The Commission also approved the ICT’s planned approach for calculating 

savings under the WPP based upon the difference between the production costs in optimization run 1 and 

the production costs in optimization run 0 in weeks when at least one third-party supplier offer is selected 

through the WPP.  However, the Commission directed Entergy to engage the ICT to perform a “baseline” 

study of the estimated savings from transactions by Entergy and each of its network customers with third-

party suppliers before the implementation of the WPP.  The Commission stated that the results of this 
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study would be compared to the ICT’s savings calculation in order to estimate the savings attributable to 

the WPP.  The Commission ordered the ICT to submit this study with the ICT’s first quarterly report on the 

WPP.  Finally, the Commission directed the ICT to also report on the savings from transactions by 

Entergy and each of its network customers with third-party suppliers outside the WPP during the reporting 

period. 

The Commission also accepted Entergy’s requested clarification on the Order 890 attestation 

requirement under the WPP.  The Commission stated that allowing a WPP Participant to submit one 

attestation by e-mail or facsimile to the ICT for all offers submitted in the WPP for a week was a 

reasonable accommodation due to the special requirements of the WPP.

In conditionally accepting Entergy’s filing, the Commission acknowledged the ICT’s final 

endorsement letter for the WPP.  The Commission stated that because of the ICT’s oversight 

responsibility it was in the best position to gauge the WPP’s readiness and that the ICT’s “go live” 

endorsement of the WPP was significant.  The Commission’s approval of these structural changes to the 

WPP was vital to the ICT’s final endorsement of the start-up of the WPP.  Accordingly, the WPP was able 

to be implemented the week of March 23, 2009, as requested by Entergy and the ICT.

In accordance with the Commission’s directives in Docket No. ER09-555, the ICT will file a report 

on the WPP’s first quarter of operations and savings on June 15, 2009.

5.3.3 Entergy Informational Filing – Docket No. ER09-555

On April 16, 2009, Entergy made an informational filing in compliance with the Commission’s 

March 17, 2009 order in Docket No. ER09-555.  In that filing, Entergy reported that the costs for 

developing and implementing the WPP were approximately $ 24.4 million and Entergy had not yet 

determined how these costs were to be recovered.  Entergy also provided a detailed explanation of the 

WPP software problems that prevented the inclusion of off-peak offers and PTP transmission service in 

the WPP.  Entergy concluded that the current state-of-the-art technology and software was not able to 

handle the added complexity of re-introducing these two components in the WPP.  Therefore, Entergy 

was unable, at this time, to provide an estimate of when it might be possible to incorporate these two 

features back into the WPP and how much implementing those components into the WPP would cost.     
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5.4 WPP Implementation

In accordance with the Commission’s orders in Docket Nos. ER08-513 and ER09-555, the WPP 

was implemented the week of March 23, 2009.  The ICT reports that the WPP model has, to date, 

operated consistent with the ICT’s expectations.  In that regard, the ICT believes the WPP has improved 

access to the Entergy transmission system by allowing third-party suppliers an opportunity to compete to 

serve Entergy’s native load and has produced a reasonable level of savings due to the reduction in 

production costs.  The ICT will provide a more detailed explanation and analysis of the WPP’s operations 

and savings in the first quarterly report to be filed on June 15, 2009.
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6. Stakeholder Process 

6.1 SPC Organization Chart

The following chart displays the organization of the various stakeholder groups that make up the 

stakeholder process that was mandated in the ICT Approval Order.  At the top of the chart is the SPC.  

The SPC is a broad committee of all interested Entergy stakeholders that makes specific 

recommendations to the ICT based on the consensus of the group.  The SPC has also formed the Rate 

Pancaking Task Force (RPTF).   Next, various permanent working groups exist under the direction of the 

SPC, including the NTTIWG, the LTTIWG, the WPPIWG, and the Users Group (which is formed as an 

adjunct to the NTTIWG).  Each working group is designed to investigate technical issues and make 

recommendations for the SPC to consider.  The working groups also have the ability to form temporary 

task forces that study discrete issues and present findings back to the working group.  As shown in the 

third level of the chart, two such groups are the Base Case Overload Task Force (BCOTF), which is 

formed under the NTTIWG, and the Base Case Contingency Overload Task Force (BCCOTF), which is 

formed under the LTTIWG.  In the April 23, 2009 ICT SPC Meeting it was decided to re-engage the 

Operational Efficiency Task Force (OETF) to look specifically at the issue of one-stop shopping (i.e., 

utilizing one OASIS site and a single TSR to reserve transmission on the Entergy and SPP systems) that 

was re-introduced during the RPTF study process.
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SPC

NTTIWG LTTIWG WPPIWG

RPTF OETF

BCOTF

BCCOTFUsers Group

Task Force

Working Group

Committee

6.2 Stakeholder Communication Plan

As previously reported, the ICT implemented IssueTrak to help manage stakeholder 

communications with the ICT.  The SPP IssueTrak can be viewed at:  www.spp.issuetrak.com.

The ICT continues to encourage stakeholders to access and utilize IssueTrak for all informal 

communications with the ICT.  ICT Management reviews IssueTrak to make certain that open items are 

responded to in a timely manner.    

Since the last report, a total of twenty-one (21) issues have been entered into IssueTrak.   Figure 

15 below shows the breakdown of the issues by ICT department.
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Figure 15

Issues Received by IssueTrak
March 2009 – May 2009

Contract Services - General 1
ICT Planning 3
ICT Reliability 5
ICT Tariff 39
ICT WPP 0

Total 48

The statistics for March 2009 to May 2009 are below:

 A total of forty-eight (48) new issues were assigned this quarter:

Disposition:

Forty-two (42) issues have been closed with an average close time of 7.62 days

Six (6) remain open and have been open for an average of 33.64 days.

Priority:

9 were marked Critical

27 were marked High

12 were marked Medium                 

 For the six (6) that were in opened status at the end of May:

Priority:

5 issues was marked High

1 issue was marked Medium

6.3 SPC Meeting Reports

6.3.1 April 23, 2009, SPC Meeting – Sheraton Houston North, Houston, TX: Forty (40) attendees 

participated in person and on the phone.  For detailed draft meeting minutes and all meeting 

attachments see Attachment 3.
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ICT Staff Report and Communications

The ICT reported that all action items from the January SPC meeting have been completed or are 

in progress.

ICT Stakeholder Priority List

The ICT gave a presentation updating the original twenty-eight (28) items from the AFC priority 

action list that were documented prior to the implementation of the ICT.  In addition, the ICT 

discussed the ten (10) AFC Audit recommendations.  At the next SPC meeting, the ICT agreed to 

discuss recommendations for those action items that the ICT had not identified a solution.  

ICT Regulatory Update

The ICT presented an update on current regulatory activities. The discussion items related to 

Entergy’s recent filing of the Criteria Manuals and Entergy’s recently published “annotated” 

version of Attachment T.  See sections 3.2.5 and 6.5.

Rate Pancaking Update

The ICT reported that the CRA study on rate pancaking was complete and gave a presentation 

on the findings in the final report.  See section 6.4.   As described above, the final report 

prompted the SPC to re-create the OETF to evaluate the possibility of implementing a one-stop 

shopping scenario between the Entergy and SPP systems.    

Working Group Reports

The ICT presented additional updates from the NTTIWG, LTTIWG, and Users Group teams.  

Each working group submitted presentations containing updates for each group.  Those 

presentations are included in the SPC meeting minutes and attachments referenced therein.  

Additional details can also be found in the updates provided in sections 3, 4, and 8, respectively.

6.4 RPTF Update

On March 23, 2009, CRA completed its final Rate Pancaking study and the RPTF posted the 

report on SPP’s website. See Attachment 4.  The analysis in the final report shows there is long-term 

value in the removal of the pancaked rates between the Entergy and SPP systems.  Based on the study’s 

assumptions, Entergy would receive most of these benefits.  

At the SPC meeting, the ICT discussed next steps and resulting action items from the final report.   

Stakeholders requested that the RPTF look at some additional sensitivities to better determine the long-
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term value from eliminating pancaked rates.  At the RPTF’s request, CRA provided a proposal for the 

additional study which will be discussed at a future RPTF meeting. The RPTF will also work towards a 

funding arrangement between the interested parties for this additional study.

6.5 Cost Allocation Under Attachment T

On March 17, 2009, Entergy published an “annotated” version of Attachment T in order to provide 

stakeholders with additional details on how Entergy’s cost allocation mechanism used for transmission 

expansion cost recovery of new facilities works.  See Attachment 5.  Specifically, the annotated version of 

Attachment T provides additional information on definitions and general classifications of transmission 

investments, cost recovery for upgrade costs, the process for identifying upgrades, rights associated with 

supplemental upgrades, treatment of previously incurred connection costs, and planning redispatch.
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7. Stakeholder Communication 

As outlined in the ICT’s first quarterly report, the stakeholder process developed protocols for 

communications between stakeholders and the ICT.  The protocols developed by the stakeholder process 

state that communications between stakeholders and the ICT will be classified as either formal or 

informal. If stakeholders desire to have their positions noted and documented in regulatory reports, the 

communication must be formal and follow the guidelines for formal communication provided below. This 

procedure by no means is intended to limit communications with the ICT or regulatory bodies, but 

provides an operating procedure the ICT will use for its communication processes. 

Stakeholders may provide written positions at stakeholder and working group meetings and all 

written material will be considered a formal communication. Stakeholder communication on issues 

currently under consideration in the stakeholder process must be presented at stakeholder and working 

group meetings or through the established exploder protocols to be considered formal communications. 

Stakeholders may also provide written communication directly to the ICT on issues that are not under 

consideration in the stakeholder process but are relevant to ongoing ICT activities.  The stakeholders 

must conspicuously mark the written communication as formal.  Stakeholders may provide positions over 

e-mail to the ICT management. E-mail messages must be identified as formal; otherwise, e-mail 

messages will be considered informal communication. All communication required to be posted pursuant 

to FERC regulations shall be sent to the ICT as required and will be considered formal communication.

Stakeholders should be actively engaged in the SPC meetings and may also have 

representatives at the working groups. The ICT may refer to positions taken during meetings in its FERC 

reports, but will consider this informal communication. A written follow-up to a position taken at a meeting 

will be required to identify a position as a formal communication. Periodic meetings will take place 

between the ICT and stakeholders. These meetings will be considered informal unless a stakeholder 

requests in writing that the meeting be considered formal. All telephone calls will be considered informal 

communication.

In comments to prior reports, stakeholders have expressed concern that the ICT report only 

accounts for formal communications and does not adequately reflect the stakeholders’ informal 

communications with the ICT.  While the ICT continues to believe that the reporting of only “formal” 

communications is consistent with the communication procedures unanimously adopted prior to the start-

up of the ICT operations, the ICT agrees that stakeholders’ informal communications should also be 
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accounted for and tracked in the report.  Accordingly, the ICT proposed and implemented IssueTrak to 

manage these stakeholder communications.  See section 6.2

7.1 Formal Communications during the Current Reporting Period 

7.1.1 On March 11, 2009, Gary Newell, on behalf of L-M Municipals, sent a formal communication to 

the ICT requesting additional information related to Entergy’s AFC error report that was filed on 

February 3, 2009.  See Attachment 6.  The ICT responded to this communication on March 17, 

2009.  See Attachment 7.



FERC ICT Quarterly Performance Report: March – May 2009

6/29/2009 47

8. Users Group and Data/Software Management   

8.1 Overview

The ICT Approval Order (at paragraph 109) states “the Commission proposes that users of 

Entergy’s transmission and data systems form a Users Group to assess how the Entergy transmission 

and data (IT) systems are performing.”  Pursuant to this directive from the Commission, the Users Group 

was formed under the SPC and addresses specific IT and data system issues as well as other issues 

brought forth by the SPC. 

The actions of the Users Group will target Entergy’s transmission and data systems and assess 

how these systems are performing in the area of data access, quality, and data retention.  In addition, the 

Users Group, either in conjunction with the ICT or separately, will evaluate Entergy’s IT systems and IT 

resource allocations to measure their efficiency.  If deemed necessary, recommendations for change will 

be addressed to the Commission in order to correct the accuracy of data received by Transmission 

Customers.

8.2 Assessment of Entergy’s AFC Backup Process

The quarterly on-site assessment of the Entergy AFC Backup Process was performed by the ICT

on May 13, 2009, and subsequently reported to the Users Group.  The detailed report of the assessment 

was published on May 27, 2009.  As a note, Ty Mitchell, a Senior Engineer for the ICT TA group, has 

assumed the Chairman role of the Users Group.  See Attachment 8.

Assessment Discussion  The ICT’s on-site audit examined both the regular AFC and WPP-

AFC data retention processes.

The specifics on the data requested and validated can be found in the meeting report referenced 

above.   All requested documentation was available with the exception of the April 2009 archive cycle, 

which is behind schedule due to excessive workload.  However, it should be noted that the ICT audit 

confirmed that AFC data files were being properly backed-up and test stored and there were no notable 

exceptions with the AFC data-retention or WPP-AFC back-up processes. 

In addition to reviewing the pending recommendations and issues from the February 2009

assessment, the ICT and Entergy IT Staff also reviewed and discussed the Lost, Inaccurate, or 

Mishandled Data submissions made by Entergy during the current reporting period.  These filings are 

discussed in more detail in section 8.3.2 below.
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8.3 Data Accuracy and Management

Pursuant to the ICT Approval Order at paragraphs 110 and 304, the ICT and Users Group are 

required to track and provide an annual report on certain metrics related to the occurrences by Entergy of 

software or data management errors that have resulted in lost, inaccurate, or mismanaged data.  In 

anticipation of providing that information in its annual report, the ICT is collecting data for each category 

identified in the ICT Approval Order.  In addition, when problems are discovered, the ICT and Users 

Group work with Entergy to alleviate incompleteness and improve the accuracy of data.  Such issues may 

include, but are not limited to, AFC data availability and accuracy as well as various other customer 

complaints regarding transmission service availability, approvals, or denials.

During the current reporting period, the ICT is not aware of any occurrences of lost AFC data.  

The ICT, working with the stakeholders and Entergy, identified instances during the current reporting 

period which may have impacted the proper evaluation of TSRs due to inaccurate modeling assumptions 

or mismanaged data.  Additional details concerning these incidents are provided in section 8.3.2 below.

In addition, the ICT Approval Order, at paragraph 110, established procedures the ICT must 

follow for reporting complaints and errors related to Entergy’s data systems.  Under those procedures, the 

ICT shall post any Transmission Customer complaints related to Entergy’s data systems on OASIS within 

24 hours of such complaint.  In addition, the ICT shall post on OASIS within 24 hours any notice received 

by Entergy that Entergy has discovered data has been lost, reported inaccurately, or mismanaged.  

Further, in the next scheduled report, the ICT shall advise Interested Government Agencies whether 

Entergy has remedied the problem, if not, when Entergy proposes to implement a remedy, and the ICT’s 

views on the adequacy of the remedy.  See section 8.3.2.  Each filed data error report discussed in 

section 8.3.2 below was posted to Entergy’s OASIS within 24 hours after filing.

8.3.1 Inaccurate Data 

As of the date of this report, no instances of inaccurate data were known to the ICT that had not 

already been reported as discussed in more detail in section 8.3.2.
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8.3.2 Filed Data Error Reports   

8.3.2.1 March 17, 2009, Docket No. ER05-1065-000: Report of AFC Related Errors

State Estimator Savecase 

On March 3, 2009, Entergy attempted to retrieve a historical “save case” into a study 

application, but inadvertently retrieved the “save case” into State Estimator, which 

RFCALC utilizes to calculate AFC values. Entergy corrected the error in about an hour 

and the next RFCALC ran with the corrected information. 

During the period that the incorrect “save case” was in place, RFCALC contained 

inaccurate data and AFC values were incorrect.  Entergy reported that five (5) TSRs were 

processed during the period of the error. The TSRs were all subsequently confirmed. See 

Attachment 9.  

The ICT reviewed this issue with Entergy during the May audit.  Entergy confirmed that 

its operators were given further training on April 30 to prevent a reoccurrence of this 

error.  Additionally, Entergy removed the ability for its operators to retrieve a “save case”

into State Estimator.  The ICT confirmed that the corrective action taken by Entergy has 

resolved the problem.  No further issues related to this problem have been observed by 

the ICT.

8.3.2.2 April 15, 2009, Docket No. ER05-1065-000: Report of AFC Related Error

UC Stack File 

On April 1, 2009, the ICT reported to Entergy that RFCALC was not modeling the 

reservation stack file supplied by Entergy System Planning Operations (SPO). 

After a detailed review, Entergy found that the system configuration required for RFCALC 

to recognize and process the reservation stack file was incorrect. Entergy determined 

that the error could have impacted the calculation of AFCs, but the specific impact is 

indeterminable. On April 1, 2009, Entergy corrected the system configuration.   See 

Attachment 10.
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The ICT reviewed this issue with Entergy during the May audit and confirmed that the

corrective action taken by Entergy has resolved the problem.  No further issues related to 

this problem have been observed by the ICT.

Incorrect Modeling of Certain Long-Term Reservations 

On April 2, 2009, Entergy discovered that certain long-term reservations were being 

incorrectly modeled in the Planning Horizon. In particular, Entergy reported that long-term 

reservations may have been modeled at a capacity less than the granted MW capacity if 

the source generator for the reservation had a non-zero dispatch in the SPO unit 

commitment file.

Subsequently, Entergy determined that this issue may have existed since the 

implementation of Phase I of the negative generation enhancement to RFCALC made in 

May 2007.  Consequently, the incorrect modeling could have impacted the calculation of 

AFCs, but the specific impact is indeterminable. Entergy stated that a permanent 

software fix was delivered by the AFC software vendor AREVA, was tested by Entergy, 

and implemented by the end of April.  See Attachment 10. 

The ICT reviewed this issue with Entergy during the May audit.  At that time, Entergy 

explained that this issue may not have been caught because AREVA did not have a 

complete understanding of the business requirements.  Consequently, Entergy has 

developed additional testing scripts to ensure this does not re-occur.  The ICT has 

confirmed that the corrective action taken by Entergy should resolve the problem.  No 

further issues related to this problem have been observed by the ICT. 
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8.4 Modeling Assumptions Log

As discussed in section 7, the ICT has established a formal communication procedure for a 

stakeholder to raise any issue or make a reasonable request to the ICT.  Under this procedure, a 

stakeholder must either provide a written request to ICT management or provide a written request to one 

of the stakeholder e-mail exploder lists.  The ICT has discussed the process for formal communication in 

multiple stakeholder committee and working group meetings and has highlighted the adopted procedure 

in these meetings.

During the current reporting period, the ICT received no formal requests to make a specific 

change in modeling assumptions.  However, numerous policy-related assumptions continue to be 

considered by the various SPC working groups referenced in section 6.
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Joseph Charles Hall 
202.739.5236 
jchall@MorganLewis.com 
 

Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP 
1111 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC  20004 
Tel.  202.739.3000 
Fax: 202.739.3001 
www.morganlewis.com 

May 28, 2009 

VIA HAND DELIVERY 

The Honorable Kimberly Bose 
Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, N.E. 
Washington, DC 20426 

Re: Entergy Services, Inc., Docket Nos. OA09-27 and ER09-1180, Request for Deferred 
Effective Date   

Dear Secretary Bose: 

On May 5, 2009, in the above-referenced proceeding, Entergy Services, Inc. (“Entergy”), 
on behalf of the Entergy Operating Companies,1 submitted revised tariff sheets for the currently 
effective version of Attachment C to Entergy’s Open Access Transmission Tariff (“OATT”) 
(“May 5 Filing”).2   This filing proposed revisions to Entergy’s Attachment C to be effective 
June 1, 2009 as required to facilitate Entergy’s anticipated transition to software developed by 
OATi for the calculation of Available Flowgate Capability (“AFC”) values (webTrans) and for 
the evaluation of transmission service availability for Entergy’s Operating, Planning, and Study 
Horizons (webOASIS).  As Entergy’s AFC process currently uses an OASIS platform provided 
by AREVA and a supporting application (OASIS Automation) for the aforementioned 
calculation and evaluation, the May 5 Filing was necessary to address the transition generally as 
well as to address variations between Entergy’s current software applications and the OASIS 
software and supporting applications provided by OATi. 

In the May 5 Filing, Entergy explained that said filing was the first of two filings that 
Entergy considered necessary to transition to OATi.  The second filing that Entergy described in 

                                                 
1  The Entergy Operating Companies are Entergy Arkansas, Inc, Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, LLC, Entergy 

Louisiana, LLC, Entergy Mississippi, Inc., Entergy New Orleans, Inc., and Entergy Texas, Inc. 
2  Entergy notes that the May 5 Filing was originally assigned to Docket No. OA09-27 in the Commission’s May 

7, 2009 Combined Notice of Filings, but was subsequently assigned a new Docket No. ER09-1180 on May 21, 
2009.  Out of abundance of caution, Entergy is submitting and serving this Request for Deferred Effective Date 
in both Docket Nos. OA09-27 and ER09-1180.  



The Honorable Kimberly Bose 
May 28, 2009 
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the May 5 Filing would be required to propose similar revisions to the Attachment C included in 
Entergy’s April 3, 2009 filing in Docket No. ER05-1065-011 and OA07-32-008 (“April 3 
Filing”). That filing is anticipated to be made, as indicated in Entergy’s May 5 Filing, once 
Entergy has determined the scope of changes that will be necessary to the Attachment C included 
in the April 3 Filing and those changes have been vetted through the stakeholder process.   

While Entergy and Entergy’s Independent Coordinator of Transmission (“ICT”) have 
been working diligently to prepare for the launch of webOASIS and webTrans, Entergy believes 
that additional time is required to test the new OATi software for compliance with regulatory and 
other requirements (including Entergy-specific customizations) and to provide necessary training 
to both Entergy and ICT personnel and Entergy stakeholders.  

More specifically, Entergy is in the process of performing testing of the OATi software 
prior to placing same into operation.  Although it has been working with its ICT and external 
resources to develop and execute the testing of the OATi software, such testing is an extensive, 
resource-intensive process which Entergy needs additional time to complete.  Additionally, 
Entergy has committed to host a seminar for its stakeholders on the webOASIS OASIS platform 
prior to “go live.” The purpose of this seminar is to familiarize stakeholders with the new 
formats, functionality, and placement of data postings as well as to provide stakeholders with an 
opportunity to make inquiries of same. This session is currently being coordinated between 
OATi and Entergy and is anticipated to be scheduled in the near future.  In order to schedule the 
seminar at an appropriately convenient time for Entergy, the ICT, and Entergy stakeholders, 
Entergy believes that additional time is necessary.      

Accordingly, Entergy is hereby amending the May 5 Filing to defer Entergy’s proposed 
June 1, 2009 effective date to the actual implementation date for OATi which Entergy currently 
anticipates will be early August 2009. Entergy commits to submit a filing providing the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission at least fifteen (15) days prior notice before this transition.  In 
that filing, Entergy will provide revised tariff sheets with an effective date reflecting the actual 
implementation date for OATi and will request all necessary waivers to allow those tariff sheets 
to be accepted to become effective as requested.   

 Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions at the contact information 
provided above.   
 
  
Sincerely, 
 
Joseph C. Hall             
Joseph C. Hall 
 
Attorney for Entergy Services, Inc. 
 



 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

 I hereby certify that I have this day served the foregoing document upon those 

designated on the official service list compiled by the Secretary in this proceeding. 

 Dated this 28th day of May 2009. 

 

      Joseph C. Hall 
      Joseph C. Hall 
      Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP 
      1111 Pennsylvania Avenue N.W. 
      Washington, DC 20004 
      (202) 739-5236 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

ICT STAKEHOLDERS POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING 

April 23, 2009 

Sheraton North Houston, TX 

 
•  D r a f t  M I N U T E S  •  

 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 

SPP Chair, Bruce Rew, called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. There were 40 in attendance.  
(Attachment 1 – Attendance List).   

Agenda Item 2 – Agenda Review 

Bruce Rew reviewed the agenda which was posted prior to the meeting. No additions to the agenda were 
presented. 

Agenda Item 3 – Approval of January 28, 2009 Minutes 

The SPC approved the meeting minutes from the January 2009 meeting in Houston, Texas, as posted on 
the SPP ICT web page. 

Agenda Item 4 ICT Staff Report and Communications 

Bruce Rew gave a discussion presentation outlining the action items from the January 2009 SPC 
meeting.  All of the action items from the previous meeting have either been completed or are in progress.  
The action items are: 

1. The ICT will review the priority list and bring back to the SPC for discussion at its April 
meeting. 

2. The ICT will add a link to OASIS for customers to go directly to Issuetrak. 

3. The ICT will report back on benchmarking and timelines related to AFC. 

4. The ICT will provide a report to the SPC on inter-regional coordination on modeling 
improvements related to AFC calculations. 

5. The ICT will look at reliability and economics criteria related to the economic studies being 
performed by the ICT as part of 890 requirements. 

6. The ICT will provide a detailed explanation of the five projects selected to be studied for the 
economic analysis. 

Items 1 and 2 are completed.  Items 3 and 4 are being worked on.  Items 5 and 6 have been discussed at 
the LTTIWG meeting. Jody Holland stated that long-term reliability will provide economic benefits in the 
short-term.  Details will be provided to the LITTIWG and will be discussed in the Stakeholder Policy 
Committee Meeting. 

Agenda Item 5 – Stakeholder Priority List 

Ben Bright, ICT, gave a presentation on AFC priority action list (Attachment 2 – AFC Priority Action List). 
Ben also handed out a detailed list of the original prioritization list of 28 items and the current state 
(Attachment 3 – Summary of IPP AFC Issues).  This was developed with stakeholder input to prioritize 
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the work items.  Ben then discussed the ten audit recommendations.  The recommendations were 
discussed at length with SPC. 
 
Roberto Paliza, Paliza Consulting, LLC, said he would like to see completion dates (TVA and SPP) for 
recommendation 5. OATI OASIS system will facilitate more data exchange. Greg Camet stated that the 
890 exchange requires NERC Standards that are pending and we don’t have those in place.  Until then, 
the coordination efforts are ad-hoc. Roberto said a process is needed and encouraged continued work on 
the project. A question was asked if NERC Standards would improve the coordination with the TVA. 
Dowell replied that they are working within the process that is in place. 
 
Roberto discussed base case overloads. The ICT conclusion was not what ICT Stakeholders desired.  
ICT benchmarking will help on the base case overload issue and he thought it was a dispatch issue. 
 

Action item: The ICT to discuss those recommendations for which we have not identified a 
solution. 

Agenda Item 6 – ICT Regulatory Update 

Jeff Price, legal for the ICT, presented the regulatory update (Attachment 4 – ICT Regulatory Update -
Attachment C, D, and E).  Gary Newell asked if Attachment C that is in effect needs to be modified to 
reflect the OATI changes.  The Tariff will be required to have minor modifications made to be consistent 
with the new OATI OASIS.  A discussion followed on Attachment T annotation.   

Agenda Item 7 – Rate Pancaking Task Force 

Bruce Rew gave an update on the Rate Pancaking Task Force activities (Attachment 5 - RPTF 
Presentation).  The RPTF has completed the study and posted it on the web site.  The study showed to 
provide a benefit with the elimination of pancaked rates between Entergy and SPP.  Most of the benefits 
go to Entergy using the study assumptions.  The SPC discussed next steps related to the study and 
developed two action items. 
 

Action Item: The Rate Pancaking Task Force is to look at sensitivities. 
Action Item:  The OETF is going to meet to propose development of one-stop shopping. 

Agenda Item 8 – NTTIWG Report 

Dowell Hudson gave the NTTIWG Report (Attachment 6 – NTTIWG Report).  Matt Harward gave a DNR 
technical team update. Dowell said the OATI change over is projected for late May. Becky Turner inquired 
on how big of a change this would be. Methodology and internal operations would not change. Cameron 
Warren’s detailed presentations from previous day would be posted for everyone to review. Steve Pertuit 
outlined the testing of procedures and processes which is being done to the new system. Roberto 
provided comments on OATI and wanted to have access to the demo version to allow for feedback on the 
new system. 
 
 Action Item: ICT to get with Entergy when access is provided to demo. 
 Action Item: Also provide process for communicating concerns related to new OATI system. 
 
The AFC issues the group has been working on: 

1. Transmission upgrade in AFC Models 
2. Enforcing zonal limits in operating and planning 
3. External Control Area dispatch and Network Integration 

 
Dowell asked for volunteers to address these three issues. 
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Agenda Item 9 – WPPIWG Report 

Bruce Rew gave the WPPIWG Report for Debbie James who was unable to attend the meeting 
(Attachment 7 – WPPIWG Report). The WPP has been implemented with some initial selection of offers.  
Roberto questioned if the ICT/Entergy are looking at expanding on-peak vs. off-peak offers. Entergy is in 
process of filing the market details with FERC as required. 
 

Action Item: See if range of hours could be expanded.  
 

At Becky’s suggestion, Debbie James is going to look at regulation of service during on-peak and 
transparency in the WPP rejection process.  Pat Caufield, NRG, asked how savings would be calculated 
as defined in the order. The Order defines the savings as Run 1 minus Run 0. 
 

Agenda Item 10 – LTTIWG Report 

Jody Holland went through current LTTIWG activities (Attachment 8 – LTTIWG Report).  The LTTIWG 
has several activities in progress and is working on the economic analysis.  Roberto compared Facility 
Studies and asked if that was the same as a Feasibility Study for Transmission Service Requests (TSR) 
or Generation Interconnection (GI) studies.  Jody discussed that Entergy performs more detailed 
analyses. The differences are Base Plan and Construction Pending projects and that there are not 
Construction Pending projects that are Base Plan projects. 
 
Generation Interconnection metrics are posted in the quarterly report. 

Agenda Item 11 – Users Group Report 

Ty Mitchell (on the phone) gave the Users Group Report (Attachment 9 - Users Group Report). 
Attachment C could affect the quarterly assessment report. 
 

Action Item:  Possible follow-up to SPC if there is any impact to the assessment from Attachment 
C changes. 

Agenda Item 12 – Action Items review 

The following actions items were noted from the meeting. 

1. Discuss those recommendations for which we have not identified a solution. 
2. Rate Pancaking Task Force to look at sensitivities. 
3. OETF meet to propose development of one-stop shopping. 
4. ICT to get with Entergy when access to demo is provided for OATI. 
5. Provide process for communicating concerns relating to new OATI system. 
6. Follow-up to SPC if there is impact to Quarterly Assessment. 
7. Can range of WPP hours be expanded? 
8. Follow-up on more transparency in WPP rejection process. 

 
The next ICT SPC meeting will be held during July in New Orleans, LA. 

Agenda Item 13 – Adjournment 

 
Meeting adjourned at approximately 2:00 p.m. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
Bruce Rew 











ICT AFC Priority List Review 
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Background
Entergy requested that SPP, as the proposed Entergy 
ICT, conduct an audit of the implementation of 
Entergy’s AFC process.

SPP’s objective was to evaluate the AFC process and 
make recommendations as needed.
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Methodology

• Audit scope developed based on stakeholder input
• Thorough review of data pertaining to Entergy’s 

development and implementation of the AFC 
process

• Limited technical review to validate Entergy 
following process outlined in filings
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Issues List

• 28 Original Issues prioritized by the ICT 
stakeholders

• Refer to handout document
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Audit Recommendations 
Item # Description Status

1 Revisit the software patch to determine that this type 
issue will not occur in the future

Completed prior to ICT go‐live

2
All assumptions that provide an additional level of 
detail beyond those assumptions currently posted with 
the AFC models, be formally documented 

Completed prior to ICT go‐live

3 AFC Impact Log and TSR Log process be further 
automated 

Completed prior to ICT go‐live

4

Enhancement of the HRM  and other quality control 
processes as well as enhancement of current quality 
control processes to include flowgate revisions and 
enhancements to the flowgate addition rules

Completed prior to ICT go‐live

5
Exchange of data with neighboring entities be 
enhanced and further development of coordination 
procedures with first tier control areas 
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Audit Recommendations

Item # Description Status

6 Provide means for stakeholders to upgrade facilities that 
limit AFC 

7 Enhance notification and resolution processes 
concerning this resynchronization and last good solution 

8
Enhancement to posting practices to include a subsystem 
file coincident with operating/planning horizon models 
and outage posting process enhancement 

Completed prior to ICT go‐live

9
Discontinue the practice of utilizing over‐generation and 
look to stakeholder process to determine more effective 
method 

10
Discontinue practice of utilizing negative generation and 
look to stakeholder process to determine more effective 
method 

Completed prior to ICT go‐live
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Audit Recommendation #5

Exchange of data with neighboring entities be enhanced 
and further development of coordination procedures with 
first tier control areas

Status: Entergy and TVA have agreed to an exchange of 
AFC data which will be implemented in the Operating and 
Planning horizons with Entergy’s move to the OATI 
software. Entergy is also working with TVA to coordinate 
reservation and dispatch information in the Study Horizon. 
The ICT continues working to coordinate with the network 
customers of Entergy to provide dispatch and load forecast 
data for more accurate modeling in the AFC horizons. 



www.spp.org

SPP and Entergy have entered into Letter of Agreement  
regarding Seams issues.

Audit Recommendation #5 (Continued)
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Audit Recommendation #6

Provide means for stakeholders to upgrade facilities 
that limit AFC (Base Case Contingency Overloads)

Status: the ICT continues to work with Entergy to 
improve the short-term AFC modeling process. The ICT 
believes that these improvements will have the  
additional benefit of reducing the impact of Base Case 
Overloads on the Entergy system. For example, in 
responding to the NTTIWG Base Case Overload Task 
Force Recommendations, the ICT stated that it believed 
the modeling of two (2) Automatic Operating Guides in 
the AFC horizons might be feasible. 
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Audit Recommendation #6 (Continued)

However, the ICT reports that there are other higher 
priority issues relating to the AFC process that will 
postpone further examination of the use of Automatic 
Operating Guides at this time. Nonetheless, the ICT has 
expressed its commitment to exploring the use of 
Automatic Operating Guides in the AFC process and 
considers this an open issue.

Additionally, Entergy has posted a list of the most 
limiting elements and the ICT is working to provide 
greater detail as to the economics of upgrading these 
items.
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Audit Recommendation #7

Enhance notification and resolution processes 
concerning this resynchronization and last good solution

Status:  Due to higher priority items being addressed, 
the automated solution for the “Last Good Solution 
Method” has not been completed and there is no 
identified completion date for this item. Until the 
automated solution can be completed, the ICT and 
Entergy will continue to follow the manual process for 
monitoring the failed power flow solutions (time points).
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Audit Recommendation #9

Discontinue the practice of utilizing over-generation and 
look to stakeholder process to determine more effective 
method

Status:  As reported under Audit Item #6, the final 
phase of the Negative Generation Solution was put into 
production on October 6, 2008. The ICT has reviewed 
the AFC models for over generation, and, to date, no 
over generation has been identified. Accordingly, the 
ICT considers this Audit Item to be complete.
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Questions?



IPP AFC Issues with Weighted Prioritization Correlation 

February 24, 2006 
 

1 

Summary of  

IPP AFC Issue Types 

Section IV.  

Subsection/ 

Recommendation   

Stakeholder 

Combined 

Ranking 

Lack of documentation in AFC manual on MUST RUN units and 
their dispatch in AFC models; Dispatch issues in AFC models; 
Generation dispatch in AFC models is not consistent with actual 
dispatch; No documentation in AFC manual of methodology used to 
dispatch Entergy system for AFC purposes; Overgeneration in AFC 
monthly cases, i.e. Pgen > Pmax 

I.(3)  
 

R2 
 R9 
R10 

1 
 

Incorrect flowgate ratings. Erroneous ratings for flowgates have 
been detected in several occasions 

I.(1) R4 
R7 
R8 

2 

Overloaded flowgates in the AFC power flow cases with no 
additional transfers, i.e. post-contingency overloads, in power flow 
cases used for ATC calculations; Base case overloads under no 
contingency and no additional transfer, i.e. pre-contingency 
overloads, in power flow cases used for ATC calculations 

I.(1) R6 3 

Frequent overload conditions on some flowgates in AFC models 
and OASIS postings, but, yet, flowgate is not in TLR/ETP 

I.(1) 
 I.(5)(b) 
I.(5)(c) 

R4 
 R6 
 R7 
R8 

4 

Incorrect calculation of response factors on some flowgates; 
Incorrect sign for response factors, i.e. counterflow is treated as if it 
creates congestion 

I.(1)(d) R8 5 

Entergy is not willing to identify limiting element, e.g. conductor, 
breaker, wavetrap, CT, etc., of constrained flowgates 

I.(1) R2 
R6 

6 

QFs dispatch in AFC power flow models B.(1)(c)  7 
Reservations from a Generator exceed reservations authorized by 
gen owner. This prevents getting transmission service for full 
capacity of the generator; Problems with decrementing the 
Gen_PMAX proxy flowgate. This type of flowgate is used by 
Entergy to ensure that reservations from a generator do not exceed 
its Pmax. Sometimes, it appears as if the gen has reserved all of its 
capacity but in reality no reservations were made from the generator 

B.(2) 
 I.(1)(c) 
 I.(5)(a)  

R1 
R3 

8 
 
 

No documentation on operating procedures or guides, e.g. switching 
operations, which might be used to increase ATC 

B.(1) 
E. 

I.(2)(b) 

R2 9 

Discrepancies between transmission outages in AFC Power Flow 
models and OASIS postings 

C. 
E. 

I.(2)(a) 
I.(2)(b)  

R2 
R8 

10 

No existing or limited AFC coordination between Entergy and 
neighboring entities; Incorrect dispatch for external units located 
near the Entergy border; Incorrect dispatch and net interchange for 
neighboring control areas in AFC power flows; No coordination of 
flowgate AFCs on tie-lines with neighboring CAs; TVA & SOCO 

G.(c) 
I.(4)(a)  
I.(4)(b) 

R5 11 
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February 24, 2006 
 

2 

are heavily equivalized in AFC models. These equivalents are not 
updated on a frequent basis 
Inconsistencies between flowgate loadings in AFC Power Flow 
models and OASIS postings. Sometimes flowgate AFC on the 
OASIS is significantly different from AFC calculated using AFC 
power flow model 

I.(1)(c) 
I.(1)(d) 
I.(5)(b) 
I.(5)(c)  

R1 
R4 
R7 
R8 

12 

Incorrect load forecasting for some LSEs in AFC models, i.e. 
forecast is consistently higher/lower than operating day load 

G.(c) 
I.(4)(a) 
I.(4)(b) 

R5 13 

Significant negative generation in Entergy CA I.(3)(b) R10 14 
Incorrect definition of flowgate limiting element FROM and TO 
buses reversed 

D.(1) 
I.(1)(a) 

R4  
15 

Major transmission lines (230KV lines) missing from monthly 
models 

C. 
E. 

I.(2)(a) 
I.(2)(b)  

R2 
R8 

16 
16 

Review the reasonableness of any assumptions embedded in the 
AFC model as to dispatch levels of generation in adjacent control 
areas, with "reasonableness" tested in terms of (i) economic 
characteristics (variable costs) of the generators, (ii) historic 
dispatch patterns, (iii) assumptions used in studies performed for 
other purposes (e.g., transient stability studies prepared by or for 
SERC).  When the Acadia Power Project was being considered by 
Calpine, Entergy's studies indicated that LUS's Bonin units were 
always running full out during the summer months when in fact that 
had not been the case in over 20 years.  Calpine was very interested 
in finding this fact out when they were having trouble getting power 
exported out of the Acadia Plant several years ago. (Lafayette 
Utilities System) 

B.(1) 
 E. 

I.(2)(b) 

R2 17 

AFC power flow postings are not updated E.  18 
Requested ENTEMO subsystem data set, needed to verify response 
factor calculations, was not saved by Entergy. This data request was 
associated with service curtailment 

I.(1)(d) 
 

R8 19 

Missing monthly AFC power flow postings E.  20 
No documentation in AFC Manual of Zonal Import Constraints and 
their models in AFC calculations. 

B.(1)  
E. 

R2 21 

AFC daily cases do not have detailed representation of gen 
interconnection Generator has been equivalized, i.e. lumped 
representation, in hourly and daily AFC cases 

B.(1) 
G. 

I.(4) 

R2 
R5 

22 

Inconsistencies between scenario analyzer results and effective 
ATCs posted on OASIS 

A.  23 

Subsystem definition for sinks (PODs), except for ENTEMO, in 
Entergy have not been posted. For example, buses and participation 
factors for munis which are defined as PODs are not posted on 
Entergy OASIS 

B.(1)  
E.  

I.(2)(b) 

R2 
R8 

24 

No posting of ENTEMO subsystem file prevents verification of 
ENTEMO sinks in daily cases 

B.(1) 
E. 

I.(2)(b)  

R2 
R8 

25 



IPP AFC Issues with Weighted Prioritization Correlation 

February 24, 2006 
 

3 

 

Formalize and document process used by Entergy to address AFC 
problems reported by transmission customers 

 R2 26 

Lack of off-peak power flows prevents accurate analysis of off-peak 
ATCs 

E.  27 

Incorrect application of zonal import constraints to Gens in load 
pockets. Participation factors for generators in WOTAB and Amite 
South were set as if they would be external to load pockets 

 
D.(1) 

  
28 



ICT Regulatory Update ICT Regulatory Update 

Stakeholder Policy CommitteeStakeholder Policy Committee
Houston, TXHouston, TX

April 23, 2009April 23, 2009



Criteria Manual Filing (Criteria Manual Filing (AttAtt. C, D, E). C, D, E)

•• Filed on April 3.Filed on April 3.
•• Comments due on May 4.Comments due on May 4.
•• Effective date:  30 days after FERC order Effective date:  30 days after FERC order 

on Attachments.on Attachments.
•• AFC Task Force formed to address AFC Task Force formed to address 

multiple issues in filing:  External Control multiple issues in filing:  External Control 
Area/Net Interchange, Transmission Area/Net Interchange, Transmission 
Upgrade Modeling, etc.Upgrade Modeling, etc.



Other OATT MattersOther OATT Matters

•• New Attachment C filing to address New Attachment C filing to address 
transition to OATItransition to OATI

•• Annotated Attachment T provided as Annotated Attachment T provided as 
requested by Stakeholdersrequested by Stakeholders

•• LAP/NNLAP/NN--6 Filing Update6 Filing Update



State Commission ActionsState Commission Actions

•• APSC opened a docket to gain information APSC opened a docket to gain information 
in order to publicly comment on the ICT in order to publicly comment on the ICT 
22ndnd Annual Report.Annual Report.

•• Technical Conference on April 9; PostTechnical Conference on April 9; Post--
hearing comments due on April 24.hearing comments due on April 24.

•• LPSC Technical Conference on May 19 to LPSC Technical Conference on May 19 to 
discuss discuss WebreWebre--Wells upgrades and ICT Wells upgrades and ICT 
Differences Report.Differences Report.



Questions?Questions?

Stakeholder Policy CommitteeStakeholder Policy Committee
Houston, TXHouston, TX

April 23, 2009April 23, 2009
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Rate Pancaking Task Force Update

Market & Operations Policy

Committee

April 14, 2009
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Project Summary
• Project to evaluate 

elimination of rate 
pancaking between SPP and 
Entergy

• FERC ICT Order ER05-1065 
encouraged SPP and 
Entergy to investigate 
elimination of rate 
pancaking 
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Project Summary
• Project to be an independent assessment

• Rate Pancaking Task Force formed with SPP 
and Entergy stakeholder participation

• Study will estimate impact of elimination or 
reduction of rate pancaking on the seam

• CRA selected in RFP process to perform study
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Funding Participants
• Southwest Power Pool (50%)

• Entergy and Stakeholders (50%)
Entergy (25%)

Entergy Stakeholders (25%)
Entegra Power Group

ETEC

Arkansas Cities

Cleco Power

Suez Energy

Lafayette Utilities

Cottonwood

Arkansas Electric Cooperative

City of North little Rock

Acadia

KGen Power Management
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Project Description

• Production Simulation model for 2010 with and 
without pancaked transmission charges

• Power supply costs changes measured with 
purchased energy sales using a split the 
savings approach

• Lost transmission rev. measured and assumed 
to be collected by SPP and Entergy load 
through increases in other transmission 
charges to recover revenue requirements
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Historical Transmission Revenue

• Pancaked Revenue estimated for 2010

(millions)
Transmission 
Provider

Transactions 2006 2007 Average

Entergy Entergy to 
SPP

$2.5 $3.2 $2.9

SPP SPP to 
Entergy

$10.8 $13.7 $12.2

Total $13.4 $16.8 $15.1
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Study Assumptions

• Wheeling rate for Entergy and SPP current 
transmission charges: $2 charge out of SPP 
and a $3 charge out of Entergy

• Friction hurdle rate established of $3 out of 
both Entergy and SPP

• Gas price for Henry Hub 2010 future price used 
(10/08) and varied seasonally and locationally:

KS = $7.14, LA = $7.88, OK = $7.14 (average new units)
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Net Benefits

• Power supply costs with no pancaking 
decrease $28.5 million for SPP and Entergy.  
Reflects model derived cross-border sales and 
purchases ($24.5 million) 

• Resulting in net benefits of $3.8 million which 
is 16% lost modeled revenue of $24.5 million

• Expected Annual net benefits for SPP and 
Entergy is 16% of $15.1 million of historical 
transmission PTP revenue = $2.4 million
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Allocation of Net benefits

• Summary of Net 
benefits (millions)

• GE-MAPS results used 
to allocate benefits

• SPP was 80% of PTP 
revenue and must 
recover lost revenue

Entergy Load $4.4

SPP Load ($0.9)

Entergy/SPP 
IPPs

($1.1)

Total $2.4
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CRA Summary

• De-pancaking will yield annual economic 
benefits

• Based on lost revenue benefits likely to accrue 
more with Entergy than to SPP

• Qualitative considerations indicate that the 
benefits are conservative and any additional 
benefits would accrue to both Entergy and 
SPP
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Discussion or Questions?



NTTIWG Update

SPC

4/23/2009



NTTIWG Update

• DNR Technical Team Update
– Internal NN-6

• OATI Update
• Attachment C/AFC Issues

– Formation of task force to address
• Transmission Upgrades in AFC Models
• Enforcing Zonal Import Limits in Operating and 

Planning Horizons
• External Control Area Dispatch/Net Interchange
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ICT WPP Report

April 23, 2009

Stakeholder Policy Committee
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WPP “Go Live” Update 
• The Commission conditionally accepted Entergy’s 

January 16, 2009 compliance filing on March 17, 2009.

• The WPP began operations on March 25, 2009.

• As of April 16, 2009, the WPP completed four weeks of 
operations. 

• No offers were selected in week 1.

• The ICT refused the WPP results in week 2 because the 
ICT determined the results were infeasible.

• Offers were selected in week 3 and week 4.
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WPP “Go Live” Update (cont.)

Week 1: 3/28/09 – 4/3/09 4 offers submitted from 3 
generators; 1,475 MWs 
offered with 0 MWs taken

Week 2:  4/4/09 – 4/10/09 7 offers submitted from 4 
generators; 2,405 MWs 
offered with 0 MWs taken

Week 3:  4/11/09 – 4/17/09 8 offers submitted from 5 
generators; 2,413 MWs 
offered with 935 MWs taken

Week 4: 4/18/09 – 4/24/09 7 offers submitted from 5 
generators; 1,935 MWs 
offered with 460 MWs taken

Statistics from Operations
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WPP FERC Orders

• The Commission issued two Orders on March 17, 2009 related to 
the WPP.

• In Docket No. ER08-513-000, FERC conditionally accepted 
Entergy’s compliance filing with respect to the use of soft 
constraints in the WPP optimization process and extending the 
confirmation deadline for weekly transmission service to permit 
AGC/Operating Reserve offers into the WPP.  The Commission 
accepted Entergy’s filing effective March 17, 2009, in order to 
permit WPP startup for the week of March 23, 2009.

• In Docket No. ER09-555-000, FERC conditionally accepted 
Entergy’s amendments to Attachment V to implement structural 
changes to the WPP to: (i) limit supplier offers in the WPP to on-
peak periods; and (ii) eliminate WPP PTP transmission service.  
In doing so, the Commission ordered additional reporting 
requirements for the ICT and Entergy.  However, the Commission 
approved WPP startup for the week of March 23, 2009.
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WPP FERC Orders (cont.)

• In Docket No. ER09-555, FERC directed the ICT to make quarterly 
reports on the WPP savings, rather than annual, and include the 
following additional metrics:
1. The number of merchant generators participating each week in the WPP and 

the corresponding MWs committed in the WPP.
2. The effects the WPP implementation has had on the actual output of Entergy’s 

legacy oil and gas units.

3. A description of the operational adjustments that Entergy and the ICT have had 
to make with respect to soft constraints, including an explanation of Entergy’s 
and the ICT’s before-the-fact analysis of what the impact of each adjustment 
would be on reliability, as well as an after-the-fact assessment of the impact of 
the adjustment on reliability.

4. A “baseline” study of historical data on the savings that accrued to Entergy
and each of its network customers as a result of transactions with third-party 
suppliers that took place over the 12 months preceding the implementation of 
the WPP.

5. A report on the savings accrued to Entergy and each of its network customers 
as a result of transactions with third-party suppliers that occurred outside of 
the WPP during the quarter.
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WPP FERC Orders (cont.)

• In Docket No. ER09-555, FERC directed Entergy to make the 
following additional filings:

1. An informational filing on April 16, 2009, detailing the 
costs incurred to develop the WPP and how Entergy 
intends to recover the costs. In addition, the filing is to 
include cost estimates for developing and adding WPP 
PTP service and off-peak offers into the WPP. 

2. A filing by May 1, 2009, addressing the specific problems 
encountered that prevented the inclusion of WPP PTP 
service and off-peak offers in the WPP and what would 
be required to implement these two features at a future 
date. 

3. A compliance filing by November 17, 2009, to explain 
Entergy’s plans on the impending sunset date of the ICT.
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Entergy Informational Filing

• Entergy submitted the informational filing on April 16, 
2009.  The filing included:

1. The costs that have been incurred to develop the 
WPP and how Entergy intends to recover the 
costs.

2. What would be required to add off-peak offers and 
grant WPP PTP transmission service in the WPP.

3. Information on the specific problems encountered 
that prevented the inclusion of off-peak offers and 
WPP PTP service in the WPP.
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Entergy Informational Filing (cont.)

• Entergy spent approximately $24.4 million 
developing and implementing the WPP.

• Entergy currently plans to book the costs to 
computer hardware and software accounts.

• Entergy has not yet determined the exact 
mechanism that will be used for recovery.
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Entergy Informational Filing (cont.)

• The current WPP model does not include off-peak 
offers and PTP service due to the complexity of the 
model and the additional constraints.  Entergy agreed 
to eliminate these components as necessary to achieve 
WPP start-up.

• The only alternative to the current WPP model would be 
to replace it with a model that integrates all constraints 
into a single optimization solution (i.e., a Global MIP).

• To Entergy’s knowledge, a Global MIP model with the 
level of detail needed to include off-peak offers and PTP 
service in the WPP is not in use today.
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Entergy Informational Filing (cont.)

• Based on Entergy’s investigation, the current 
state-of-the-art technology and software is not 
able to manage a problem as large (e.g., the 
168 hour time period) and as complex (e.g., the 
number of constraints in the model) as the 
WPP through a Global MIP optimization.

• Given the uncertainty of how this technology 
will evolve, Entergy is not able to provide a 
time or a cost estimate on what is required for 
the inclusion of WPP PTP and off-peak offers 
in the WPP.
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Bruce Rew
Vice President of Engineering
501-614-3214
brew@spp.org



LTTIWG Report

SPC Meeting – Houston, TX 
April 23, 2009
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Since 1/28/2009 SPC Meeting

• LTTIWG meeting 3/17/2009 in Houston

• LTTIWG meeting 4/22/2009 in Houston
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3/17/2009 discussion overview

• Limiting Elements posting

• Entergy 2009 Construction Plan review

• 2009 Base Plan

• Reliability Assessment Scope 2010 BPlan
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3/17/2009 discussion overview

• Free Economic Studies 2009

• Entergy response to Stakeholder comments 
on revised Criteria

• Annotated Attachment T
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Limiting Elements posting

• Posted 3/4/2009 on Entergy OASIS

• 1ST terminal equipment limiting element of AFC 
flowgates

• http://oasis.e-
terrasolutions.com/documents/EES/EntergyAF
CFlowgate.htm
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Entergy 2009 Construction Plan review by 
Entergy

• 2009 Final Construction Plan

• Adjusted load forecast

• Projects completed

• Projects unchanged

• New projects added

• Projects adjusted

• Projects cancelled
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2009 Base Plan

• 2009 Base Plan Scope 

• Ten-Year Span for Reliability Projects

• Three-year cost allocation window

• Load-Related and Asset Management projects 
are included as Base Plan projects under 
Attachment T

• Supplemental Projects are listed for 
information only
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2009 Base Plan Statistics

Reliability Projects within the 3-Year Window 80 63
In Entergy's Construction Plan 49 37

Approved 30 10
Proposed & In-Target 19 23

Not in Construction Plan (ICT-Only) 31 30
Carried over from previous BP 45
Newly identified 35

Reliability Projects outside the 3-Year Window 29 NA
In Entergy's Construction Plan 0
Not in Construction Plan (ICT-Only) 29
Carried over from 2008 6
Newly identified 23

2009 2008
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Reliability Assessment Scope 2010 Base 
Plan

• 2010 ICT Reliability Assessment Scope 
document

• Will be posted on Entergy OASIS at 
http://oasis.e-
terrasolutions.com/documents/EES/ICT_Planni
ngStudiesAndRelatedDocuments.htm
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1. Lake Charles 230 kV Loop (relieve 138 kV Flowgate NELLC_NELLCB) (#2 
on original list)

2. Relieve Waterford-Little Gypsy 230 kV flowgate (WATGYP_WATGP) (#3)

3. NW Texarkana-Fulton-El Dorado 345 kV (#4)

4. Increase AMRN-EES interface - If a new line is needed then the capacity of 
that line should be the “transfer amount” but if the limitation is something 
else then the transfer level is a discussion point. (#8)

5. Baton Rouge/South MS constraint – to address Central to South flows
(#10)

6. South Central Arkansas/Northeast Louisiana constraint – to address North 
to South flows (#11)

7. Central Arkansas constraint – to address South to North flows (#12)

8. SOCO/SMEPA Interface Improvement (ISTEP Phase 1)

9. Western Region (ISTEP Phase 1)

10. Jackson Area (ISTEP Phase 1)

Free Economic studies 2009
Project List From January 09 LTTIWG 



SPP.org 11

Entergy response to Stakeholder comments 
on revised Criteria

• Entergy responded to comments from Gary 
Newell, Suez (Robert Lona), Roberto Paliza, 
SMEPA

• 9-page document posted at www.spp.org
under LTTIWG background materials

• http://www.spp.org/publications/ICTLTTIWGBa
ckgroundMaterials031709.pdf
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Annotated Attachment T

• Entergy annotations to stakeholder questions

• 25 answers/clarifications

• Addressed each question in LTTIWG meeting

• http://www.spp.org/publications/ICTLTTIWGBa
ckgroundMaterials031709.pdf



SPP.org 13

4/22/2009 discussion overview

• Limiting Elements posting enhancements

• 2009 Base Plan differences

• Reliability Assessment Scope 2010 Base Plan
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4/22/2009 discussion overview

• Free Economic Studies 2009

• Annotated Attachment T

• Model Assumptions update

• South LA Bulk update
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Limiting Elements posting enhancements

• LTTIWG RECOMMENDATION AS APPROVED BY SPC
“The LTTIWG recommends to the SPC that the ICT/Entergy 
immediately begin the posting of data on OASIS such that all 
users, owners and operators of the Entergy Transmission System 
can Identify the Limiting Component(s) and Define for all Critical 
Facilities the Rating Based on the Next Limiting Component 
within the Same Facility. In addition the LTTIWG recommends 
that the ICT/Entergy begin the posting of Limiting Component(s) 
and Define for these Facilities the Rating Based on the Next 
Limiting Component within the Same Facility for all overloaded 
elements identified in OATT System Impact Studies and Facility 
Studies. If available, an estimate of the upgrade cost for the 
Limiting Component(s) shall be included in the posting.”

LTTIWG recommends that the ICT perform Cost analysis on 
‘Limiting Elements’
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ICT Response

• 1st Step – Work with Entergy on one-time 
Posting
• ICT Posted the ‘Limiting Elements’ document 3/4/2009

• Posted at: 

http://oasis.eterrasolutions.com/documents/EES/Entergy%20
AFC_Flowgate%20LE_Posting_V6.2.pdf
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ICT Response

• 2nd Step – ICT determines costs for upgrades
• ICT sorted out all terminal equipment devices for cost 

estimations

• Used One Line diagrams, Power Flow Models, EMS, 
and Internal database to investigate ‘Limiting 
Elements’

• Assessed cost using estimates from past Facilities 
Studies



SPP.org 1818

Example 1:
Description Line 

Rating
1st Limiting Element ICT Cost Estimate Cost per 

MVA

SHERIDAN-WHITEBLUFF 500 FTLO 
MABLEVALE-WRIGHTSVILLE

1732MVA 
(2000A)

CT @ Sheridan ~2000A Upgrade CT $225,000 
(+433MVA)

$520/MVA

Description 2nd Limiting Element ICT Cost Estimate Cost per 
MVA

SHERIDAN-WHITEBLUFF 500 FTLO 
MABLEVALE-WRIGHTSVILLE

Switches @ White Bluff ~2500A Replace 5 Switches $1,000,000
(+381MVA)

$2625/MVA

Description 3rd Limiting Element ICT Cost Estimate Cost per 
MVA

SHERIDAN-WHITEBLUFF 500 FTLO 
MABLEVALE-WRIGHTSVILLE

Conductor ~2940A    
Breakers @ Sheridan ~3000A                              
Breaker @ White Bluff ~3000A 

No Estimate Conductor Limiting 
Element

N/A
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2009 Base Plan

• 109 Reliability Projects (some include multiple 
elements)

• 80 Inside the 3-Year Window for Base Plan cost 
allocation

1. 30 Approved Construction Plan

2. 19 Proposed & In-Target Construction Plan

3. 31 Non-Construction Plan, ICT Identified Projects

• 29 Outside the 3-Year Window for Base Plan cost 
allocation
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Differences report

• 2009 Base Plan vs. 2009 Construction Plan

• Complete and File Differences Report

• Base Plan Updates as Needed
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Reliability Assessment 2010 Base Plan

• Assess the ability of the Entergy transmission 
system to perform according to the Planning 
Criteria in both near-term and long-term 
horizons. 

• Evaluate Entergy’s Draft Construction Plan 
(2010-2012)

• Completed, current, and pending activities
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Next Steps

• Today through end of May: Complete 
Reliability Assessment and Post on OASIS

• June LTTIWG: Review and stakeholder input

• June-July: Revisions and refinements based 
on stakeholder & Entergy input

• August 11 Summit: Graphical Presentation & 
Breakout Focus Discussions
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• Stakeholders suggested 10 areas for study

• ICT chose 5 areas from the LTTIWG 
Recommendation Project List.

• Justification for areas based upon firm 
curtailments in 2008

Free Economic Studies for 2009
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1. South Central Arkansas/Northeast Louisiana constraint 
– to address North to South flows (#11)

2. Central Arkansas constraint – to address South to 
North flows (#12)

3. Lake Charles 230 kV Loop (relieve 138 kV Flowgate 
NELLC_NELLCB) (#2 on original list)

4. Baton Rouge/South MS constraint – to address Central 
to South flows (#10)

5. Jackson Area (ISTEP Phase 1)

Free Economic Studies Top Five for 2009
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Annotated Attachment T

• Entergy annotations to stakeholder questions

• 25 answers/clarifications

• Addressed each question in LTTIWG meeting

• http://www.spp.org/publications/ICTLTTIWGBa
ckgroundMaterials031709.pdf
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Modeling Assumptions Document

• Attachment D was filed on 4/3/2009.

• Business Practices are being developed.

• The Modeling Assumption Document will not 
be posted until Attachment D is accepted by 
FERC.
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South LA Bulk update

• Three options 
• Wilbert (new)-Champagne-Wells 230kV plus ALP

• Audobon-Richard 230kV plus ALP

• Wilbert (new)-Moril 230kV plus ALP

• Underlying system upgrades to get at least 250MW ATC 
from Southeast LA gen to WOTAB or SOCO

• Congestion cost savings approximately $230M for each 
option with ALP

• Simple payback (total cost/congestion cost savings) 
less than two years when built in conjunction with ALP



SPP.org 28

Wilbert-Champagne-Wells (WCW)
• The Wilbert-Champagne-Wells Option (WCW) is the construction of a new 

230 kV line from Wilbert to Champagne to Wells at an estimated cost of 
$142.1 million.  The Acadiana Improvement Project costs are an estimated 
$200 million.  Underlying upgrades to support a transfer of at least 250 MW 
out of Southeast Louisiana to either WOTAB or Southern Company would 
include:

• Rayburn-Jasper

• Mossville-Nelson

• Tezcuco-Waterford

• Cajun-Wilbert

• at an estimated cost of $57.8 million, bringing the total costs to $400 million.  
With this set of upgrades, it is estimated that approximately 251 MW of 
transfer capability would be created between Southeast Louisiana area and 
either WOTAB or Southern Company.  The estimated congestion cost
savings is $230 million annually, with a simple payback period of 1.74 years.
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Wilbert-Champagne-Wells (WCW)

Sellers Road

Segura
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Audubon-Richard (AR)
• The Audubon-Richard Option (AR) is the construction of a new 230 kV line 

from Audubon to Richard at an estimated cost of $154.4 million. The 
Acadiana Improvement Project costs are an estimated $200 million.  
Underlying upgrades to support a transfer of at least 250 MW out of 
Southeast Louisiana to either WOTAB or Southern Company would include:

• Rayburn-Jasper

• Mossville-Nelson

• Tezcuco-Waterford

• at an estimated cost of $28.4 million, bringing the total costs to $382.8 million.  
With this set of upgrades, it is estimated that approximately 291 MW of 
transfer capability would be created between Southeast Louisiana area and 
either WOTAB or Southern Company.  The estimated congestion cost
savings is $232.3 million annually, with a simple payback period of 1.65 
years.



SPP.org 31

Audubon-Richard (AR)

Sellers Road

Segura

Audubon
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Wilbert-Moril (WM)
• The Wilbert-Moril Option (WM) is the construction of a new 230 kV line from 

Wilbert to Moril at an estimated cost of $124.5 million.  The Acadiana 
Improvement Project costs are an estimated $200 million.  Underlying 
upgrades to support a transfer of at least 250 MW out of Southeast Louisiana 
to either WOTAB or Southern Company would include:

• Rayburn-Jasper

• Mossville-Nelson

• Tezcuco-Waterford

• at an estimated cost of $28.4 million, bringing the total costs to $352.9 million.  
With this set of upgrades, it is estimated that approximately 275 MW of 
transfer capability would be created between Southeast Louisiana area and 
either WOTAB or Southern Company.  The estimated congestion cost
savings is $234.7 million annually, with a simple payback period of 1.5 years.
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Wilbert-Moril (WM)

Sellers Road

Segura
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Underlying Support Upgrades

X$29.4
BP09-007 Addis-Cajun 230 kV (Cajun-Wilbert portion)

- Upgrade to at least 608 MVA

XXX$18.3
Tezcuco-Waterford 230 kV

- Upgrade to at least 711 MVA

XXX$2.0
BP09-045 Mossville-Nelson 138 kV

- Upgrade to at least 303 MVA

XXX$8.1
BP09-003 Rayburn-Jasper 138 kV

- Upgrade to at least 143 MVA

WMARWCW
Cost Est

(millions)
Upgrade
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Jody Holland
ICT Planning
501-614-3315
jholland@spp.org
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Report to the ICT Stakeholders Policy Committee
April 23, 2009



SPP.org 3

AFC Data Backup Assessment
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AFC and WPP-AFC Data Backup

• Quarterly Assessment performed 2/16/2009
• Sample evidence of backup process

• Sample evidence of test restoration process

• Sample OASIS Automation log check evidence

• Findings
• No notable exceptions found.  Two carryover issues:

1. Recommendation to implement Network Operations Manager not 
completed (e-mail notifications for backup problems resolves 
immediate need for NOM)

2. Recommendation for additional disk space not completed (disk 
space is in the process of being order and staff is ensuring that 
there are no posting failures due to insufficient disk space)
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FERC Filings
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FERC Filings

• Three AFC-related Error filings made since last 
SPC meeting

• Newly Filed Attachment C may affect quarterly 
assessment



SPP.org 7

OASIS Vendor Change
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OASIS Functionality

• User Group concerned about custom 
functionality to be carried forward to new 
system

• Users rely upon data for business processes

• Entergy asserts all functionality will be present

• Some user process modifications may be 
necessary to adapt to new system
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Questions?



Ty Mitchell
Chair, Entergy User Group
501-614-3340
tmitchell@spp.org
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

To assist Entergy1, Entergy stakeholders, and the Southwest Power Pool (“SPP”) 2 in its 
capacity as Independent Coordinator of Transmission (“ICT”) for the Entergy Transmission 
System, CRA International, Inc. (“CRA”) has assessed the potential public benefits of 
eliminating transmission rate pancaking between SPP and Entergy.  The general premise 
investigated in this study is whether the elimination of pancaked transmission rates for 
transactions between SPP and Entergy could allow for lower-cost generation in one region to 
further displace higher-cost generation in the other thereby yielding net regional economic 
benefits. 

We conclude that the elimination of these pancaked charges will yield economic benefits to 
the SPP/Entergy region.  Although the benefits are relatively modest on an annual basis, over 
time the benefits would become more significant. 

1.1. BASIC STUDY METHODOLOGY 

In this study, CRA analyzed the impacts on the Entergy and SPP regions using the General 
Electric Multi-Area Production Simulation Model (“GE MAPS”) model.  GE MAPS is a detailed 
economic dispatch and production costing model that simulates the operation of the electric 
power system taking into account transmission topology.  The model was run for the year 
2010 with and without pancaked transmission charges between Entergy and SPP (i.e., 
“Pancaking” and “No Pancaking” cases).   

The key cost/benefit measures assessed in this study are changes in:  

 Power supply costs, which are comprised of regional production costs (fuel, variable 
O&M and emission costs) and purchased power costs net of energy sales revenue.  
Note that with pancaked transmission rates in effect, energy purchase and sales 
between SPP and Entergy are assessed transmission charges which act to increase 
the cost of purchases and reduce the revenue from sales.  

                                                 

1  Entergy Corporation owns and operates power plants with approximately 30,000 megawatts of electric generating 
capacity. Entergy has annual revenues of more than $11 billion and approximately 14,300 employees. Entergy’s 
utility companies serve 2.7 million customers in Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas. 

2  Southwest Power Pool, Inc. is a group of 53 members across nine states of the Eastern Interconnection. 
Membership is comprised of investor-owned utilities, municipal systems, generation and transmission cooperatives, 
state authorities, wholesale generators, power marketers, and independent transmission companies. SPP was 
designated by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) as a Regional Transmission Organization in 2004 
and a Regional Entity in 2007. Since 1998, SPP has provided independent security coordination and Tariff 
administration, pursuant to a FERC-approved Tariff, across its service area with over 40,000 miles of transmission 
lines and over 56,000 megawatts of capacity resources.  
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 Transmission Revenue.  Given that transmission charges would not be assessed for 
transactions between SPP and Entergy in the No Pancaking case, the amount of 
“lost” transmission revenue is measured.  The “lost” transmission revenue is 
assumed to be collected from SPP and Entergy load through increases in other 
transmission charges in order for the SPP and Entergy transmission providers to 
continue to recover their respective revenue requirements.   

GE MAPS is a physical flow-based model capturing the power flows across all transmission 
lines, including all SPP and Entergy tie-lines, on an hourly basis.  However, in practice, 
transmission revenues are collected on a scheduled transaction basis.  Because of loop flow 
effects, physical and scheduled flows will not be in alignment, and the GE MAPS-based 
estimate of transmission revenues for cross-border flows will not match the revenues that 
would be actually collected for cross-border transactions.  As such, in this study, the GE 
MAPS results are ultimately normalized to the historical level of transmission revenues 
collected for transactions between the Entergy and SPP regions.   

1.2. HISTORICAL TRANSMISSION REVENUES FROM PANCAKING 

With assistance from SPP and Entergy transmission personnel, the annual transmission 
revenue collected for point-to-point transactions between SPP and Entergy in 2006 and 2007 
were estimated.3  As shown in Table 1, the average revenues collected were $15.1 million in 
total, with the SPP region representing about 80% of the total.   

Table 1: Historical Pancaked Transmission Revenues for Transactions between SPP and 
Entergy, 2006-2007 (millions of 2009$) 

Transmission Provider Transactions 2006 2007 Average 

Entergy Entergy to SPP $2.5 $3.2 $2.9 

SPP SPP to Entergy $10.8 $13.7 $12.2 

Total  $13.4 $16.8 $15.1 

As a general matter then, we are estimating the net benefits that would accrue to the SPP 
and Entergy regions if this $15.1 million per year were no longer collected on a transaction-
by-transaction basis, and instead were collected through other transmission rates, e.g., 
network rates allocated using a load-ratio share approach.   

                                                 

3  This reflects the point-to-point revenue where the point of receipt is located within the SPP region and the point of 
delivery is located in Entergy, and where the point of receipt is located within the Entergy region and the point of 
delivery is located in SPP.   
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1.3. NET OVERALL BENEFITS FROM REDUCTION IN PANCAKING CHARGES 

The results of the Pancaking and Non Pancaking GE MAPS runs are summarized in Table 2.  
As shown, the power supply costs for the Entergy and SPP region with No Pancaking 
decrease by $28.5 million.  This reflects the model-derived amount of pancaked transmission 
revenue no longer paid on cross-border purchases and sales ($24.5 million), plus an 
additional amount reflecting increased efficiency in the dispatch of generating units.  The 
resulting net benefits of $3.8 million for the Entergy and SPP region are 16% of the “lost” 
modeled pancaked transmission revenue of $24.5 million.    

Table 2: GE MAPS Analysis of the Net Benefits for the Entergy and SPP Regions from Reducing 
Pancaked Transmission Charges (millions of 2009 dollars) 

Pancaking No Pancaking Net Benefits of
Case Case No Pancaking
(M$) (M$) (M$)

+ Power Supply Costs 12,622.5 12,594.1 28.4
Pancaked Transmission Revenue

Between Entergy and SPP 24.5 0.0 (24.5) A
To Other Regions 28.7 28.6 (0.1)

+ Subtotal 53.2 28.6 (24.6)

= Total Net Benefits as Modeled 3.8 B
Benefits as Percent of Modeled "Lost" Pancaked Transmission Revenue: 16% C = B /-A  

The GE MAPS results are normalized to the historical levels of pancaked transmission 
revenue of $15.1 million per year using this 16% factor as shown in Table 3. This yields 
normalized annual net benefits of $2.4 million per year for the SPP and Entergy region. 

Table 3: Overall Annual Net Benefits for the SPP and Entergy Regions from Eliminating 
Pancaking between SPP and Entergy (millions of 2009 dollars) 

Historical Pancaked Transmission Revenue between Energy and SPP (M$): $15.1 

Benefits as Percent of Modeled “Lost” Pancaked Transmission Revenue: x 16%

Expected Net Annual Benefits to SPP and Entergy Region (M$)    $2.4 

 

While reflecting a relatively modest level of annual regional savings, the savings over a longer 
period of time (e.g., 10 or 20 years) would be fairly substantial.   For example, the present 
value over 10 years with 2.5% annual inflation and discounted at 8% would be $19 million. 

Certain trends lead to a qualitative conclusion that the net benefits quantified above are a 
conservative measure of the actual net benefits that would accrue.  First, the normalization 
process applied above conservatively presumes that future Entergy/SPP transmission 
revenues would be consistent with historical levels of transmission revenues.  However, the 
development of a Weekly Procurement Process (“WPP”) in Entergy likely would yield 
additional cross-region transactions as impediments to trading between the regions decline.  
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This increased trade would yield more net benefits than identified here.  Second, 
development of wind power in the western portion of the SPP in the post-2010 period likely 
would further increase the volume of cross-region transactions and the associated net 
benefits, especially if a Resource Portfolio Standard (“RPS”) were adopted in the Entergy 
region. 

1.4. BENEFITS FROM REDUCTION IN PANCAKING CHARGES BY REGION 

Using the GE MAPS results, a simplified method was developed to allocate the $2.4 million of 
annual benefits to the individual Entergy and SPP regions.  Following CRA’s approach in 
other RTO cost-benefit studies, each region’s purchase costs and sales revenue are priced in 
the GE MAPS post-processing using an assumed split-savings method (i.e., the transaction 
price is midway between the Locational Marginal Price (“LMP”) at either end of the 
Entergy/SPP tie-line).   

As such, all else equal, the elimination of the pancaked transmission charge on any particular 
cross-regional transaction will yield a loss in transmission revenue to the exporting region, the 
benefit of which is assumed to be split equally between the exporting (selling) region and the 
importing (purchasing) region.  The load in each region is assumed to cover the loss in 
transmission revenue to that region’s transmission provider.  All else equal, this will lead to 
the entity with a larger loss in transmission revenue transferring some benefits to the region 
with the smaller loss in transmission revenue. 

The results of the simplified allocation using the GE MAPS results are shown in Table 4.    

Table 4: Simplified Allocation of Net Benefits (millions of 2009 dollars) 

 Allocated Net Annual Benefits 

Entergy Load $4.4 

SPP Load ($0.9) 

Entergy/SPP IPPs4 ($1.1) 

Total 2.4 

Given that SPP has about 80% of the pancaked transmission revenue and must recover 
these “lost” revenues from SPP load, the resulting net benefit is somewhat negative for SPP 

                                                 

4  The allocation of net benefits to Independent Power Producer-owned generating units (IPPs”) is based on the 
change in energy margins (revenues at LMP net of production costs) between the Pancaking and No Pancaking 
cases for the IPPs.  The IPP energy margins are lower in the No Pancaking GE MAPS case leading to negative net 
benefits for IPPs using this allocation technique. 
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load but positive for Entergy load.5  Other arrangements could be made to help levelize the 
distribution of these benefits.6   Moreover, any additional benefits beyond those quantified 
above (e.g., through additional transactions between SPP and Entergy) would be generally 
shared equally between the SPP and Entergy regions.  Thus, for example, an additional $2 
million in benefits could act to move both the SPP and Entergy regions to a positive net 
benefit position. 

In sum, the CRA modeling indicates that elimination of transaction-based pancaked 
transmission charges for transactions between SPP and Entergy would yield annual 
economic benefits.  The benefits are likely to accrue more to Entergy load than to SPP load 
given that SPP has more transmission revenue that would be lost.  Qualitative considerations 
indicate that the quantified benefits are conservative and any additional benefits would accrue 
to both the Entergy and SPP regions. 

                                                 

5  Based on Louisiana net energy for load-based allocation factors for the SPP and Entergy regions, it is estimated that 
the net annual benefits for retail customers in Louisiana would be approximately $1.5 million.  This is comprised of 
shares of approximately 35% of the Entergy region (Entergy Louisiana and Entergy Gulf States Louisiana) and 8% of 
the SPP region (Cleco Power and SWEPCO). 

6  For example, when rate pancaking was eliminated between the PJM Interconnection and the Midwest ISO in 2004, 
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission instituted a transitional rate mechanism designed to recover lost 
revenues from transmission customers in proportion to the benefits those customers would realize. 
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2. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

To assist Entergy, Entergy stakeholders and the SPP in its capacity as ICT for the Entergy 
Transmission System, CRA has assessed the potential public benefits of eliminating 
transmission rate pancaking between SPP and Entergy.  The CRA team pioneered some of 
the original RTO Cost Benefit analytical approaches and modeling tools and has applied 
them in a series of significant regional RTO Cost Benefit Studies, to include: 

• 2002 RTO West Study of Pacific Northwest 

• 2002 Southeast Regulatory Utility Commissions Conference (“SEARUC”) 
   Study of Southeast Region 

• 2003 Dominion Virginia Power’s PJM Study 

• 2003 U.S. Department of Energy’s SMD Study 

• 2004 ERCOT Stakeholders Cost Benefit Study 

• 2005 SPP Cost Benefit Study, led by SPP Regional State Committee 

• 2007 Aquila Missouri Cost Benefit Study (Midwest ISO and SPP) 

• 2007 AmerenUE Cost Benefit Study (Midwest ISO, SPP, ICT) 

In addition, the CRA team utilized similar analytical approaches and modeling tools in the 
conduct of the 2006 U.S. Department of Energy Congestion Study prepared pursuant to the 
2005 Energy Policy Act for the purpose of designating National Interest Electric Transmission 
Corridors.  

CRA used the General Electric Multi-Area Production Simulation Model (“GE MAPS”) to 
perform the energy modeling in this study.  GE MAPS is a detailed economic dispatch and 
production costing model that simulates the operation of the electric power system taking into 
account transmission topology.  The GE MAPS model determines the security-constrained 
commitment and hourly dispatch of each modeled generating unit, the loading of each 
element of the transmission system, and the locational marginal price (LMP) for each 
generator and load area.  The GE MAPS model was used by CRA in all of the prior RTO 
market cost benefits studies it has performed as well as to support the U.S. Department of 
Energy in conducting the August 2006 National Electric Transmission Congestion Study. 

The following sections describe the study methodology, results and assumptions.  In Section 
3, the study methodology is described.  Section 4 describes the process for estimating actual 
historical pancaked transmission revenues between SPP and Entergy.  In Section 5, the set-
up and use of the GE MAPS model is discussed.  Section 6 summarizes the study results.  
Appendix A provides additional detail on the study results, and Appendix B provides a 
detailed discussion of the GE MAPS input assumptions.  
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3. GENERAL STUDY METHODOLOGY 

In this study, CRA analyzed the impacts on the Entergy and SPP regions using the GE MAPS 
model.  The model was run for the year 2010 with and without pancaked transmission 
charges between Entergy and SPP (i.e., “Pancaking” and “No Pancaking” cases).   

The key cost/benefit measures assessed in this study are changes in:  

 Power supply costs.  These comprise regional production costs (fuel, variable O&M 
and emission costs) and purchased power costs net of energy sales revenue.  Note 
that with pancaked transmission rates in effect, energy purchase and sales between 
SPP and Entergy are assessed transmission charges which act to increase the cost 
of purchases and reduce the revenue from sales.  

 Transmission Revenue.  Given that transmission charges would not be assessed for 
transactions between SPP and Entergy in the No Pancaking case, the amount of 
“lost” transmission revenue is measured.  The “lost” transmission revenue is 
assumed to be collected from SPP and Entergy load through increases in other 
transmission charges in order for the SPP and Entergy transmission providers to 
continue to recover their respective revenue requirements.   

GE MAPS is a physical flow-based model capturing the power flows across all transmission 
lines, including all SPP and Entergy tie-lines, on an hourly basis.  However, in practice, 
transmission revenues are collected on a scheduled transaction basis.  Because of loop flow 
effects, physical and scheduled flows will not be in alignment.  Moreover, unlike actual 
transmission rates, transmission charges in GE MAPS must be assessed in whole numbers 
(e.g., $2/MWh) and cannot vary between on- and off-peak periods.  As such, in this study, the 
GE MAPS results are ultimately normalized to the amount of historical transmission revenues 
collected for transactions between the Entergy and SPP regions.  

The general study methodological steps applied are as follows:  

 Estimation of historical pancaked transmission revenues for transactions between 
Entergy and SPP.  

 Set-up and completion of GE MAPS runs with (Pancaking case) and without (No 
Panckaing case) transmission rates assessed on flows between Entergy and SPP.   

 Calculation of net benefits for the Entergy/SPP regions using the results of the GE 
MAPS runs, normalized to the historical level of pancaked transmission revenues.   

 Simplified allocation of net benefits to the Entergy and SPP regions. 

These methodological steps and the corresponding results are summarized in further detail 
below. 
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4. HISTORICAL TRANSMISSION REVENUES FROM PANCAKING 

With assistance from SPP and Entergy transmission personnel, the annual transmission 
revenue collected for point-to-point transactions between SPP and Entergy in 2006 and 2007 
were estimated.  This reflects the point-to-point revenue where the point of receipt is located 
within the SPP region and the point of delivery is located in Entergy, and where the point of 
receipt is located within the Entergy region and the point of delivery is located in SPP.  

As shown in Table 5, the average revenues collected were $15.1 million per year in total, with 
the SPP region representing about 80% of the total. On a dollar per MWh basis, the average 
rates for the 2006-2007 period were $1.3/MWh for SPP and $2.6/MWh for Entergy (2009 
dollars).  

Table 5: Historical Pancaked Transmission Revenues for Transactions between SPP and 
Entergy, 2006-2007 (millions of 2009$) 

Transmission Provider Transactions 2006 2007 Average 

Entergy Entergy to SPP $2.5 $3.2 $2.9 

SPP SPP to Entergy $10.8 $13.7 $12.2 

Total  $13.4 $16.8 $15.1 

It is important to understand that in the No Pancaking case these lost revenues will yield 
lower purchase power costs and/or higher sales revenue for the generation and loads in the 
SPP and Entergy regions.  In effect, the generations/loads paying for transmission as part of 
a purchase or sale will avoid paying for these charges.  However, network or other 
transmission rates will increase to cover the associated loss in revenue.   

As a general matter then, we are estimating the net benefits that would accrue to the SPP 
and Entergy regions if this $15.1 million were no longer collected on a transaction-by-
transaction basis, and instead were collected through other transmission rates, e.g., network 
rates allocated using a load-ratio share approach.   

5. SET-UP AND COMPLETION OF GE MAPS RUNS 

5.1. GE MAPS STRUCTURE AND ASSUMPTIONS 

In this study, GE MAPS was set up to model the Eastern Interconnection of the United States 
and Canada.  The GE MAPS analyses were performed for the calendar year 2010 only.  CRA 
used its current GE MAPS data base to perform the analysis, as well as its current projection 
of fuel prices and emission allowance prices.  The model was set up using the same basic 
assumptions and structure as used by CRA in the 2007 RTO cost benefit study performed for 
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AmerenUE in conjunction with AmerenUE stakeholders.  A full listing of the GE MAPS 
modeling inputs is provided in Appendix B. 

CRA analyzed two basic scenarios in this Study: 

1.  Transmission rates between Entergy and SPP in effect (Pancaking case)  

2.  Transmission rates between Entergy and SPP set to zero (No Pancaking case); 

These transmission rates are applied to hourly flows across the SPP/Entergy inter-ties, and in 
GE MAPS must be set to one specific hourly $/MWh rate (e.g., $2/MWh). The current hourly 
non-firm off-peak rate for Entergy is $1.88/MWh, and the hourly non-firm on-peak rate is 
$3.95/MWh.  The corresponding through or out rate for SPP is $2.05/MWh.  Longer 
reservation periods will yield a lower effective $/MWh charge.  In discussion with study 
stakeholders, transmission rates used in the GE MAPS Pancaking case transmission rates 
were set to $2/MWh for SPP to Entergy transactions and $3/MWh for Entergy to SPP 
transactions. 

5.2. ESTIMATING REGIONAL POWER SUPPLY COSTS AND TRANSMISSION REVENUE 
USING GE MAPS 

The GE MAPS cases analyzed in this study (i.e., Pancaking and No Pancaking) reflect 
varying degrees of impediments to trade between SPP and Entergy.  Reductions in the 
impediments to trading should generally result in production cost savings. Generation 
production costs are actual out-of-pocket costs for operating generating units that vary with 
generating unit output; they comprise fuel costs, variable O&M costs, and the cost of 
emission allowances. By decreasing impediments to trading, additional generation from utility 
areas with lower cost generation replaces higher cost generation in other utility areas. These 
production cost savings yield the “trade benefits” referred to in this study. 

Increases or decreases in production cost in any particular utility area, by themselves, do not 
provide an indication of welfare benefits for that area, because that area may simply be 
importing or exporting more power than it did under base conditions. For example, a utility 
that increases its exports would have higher production costs (because it generates more 
power that is exported) and would appear to be worse off if the benefits from the additional 
exports were not considered. Similarly, a utility that imports more would have lower 
production costs, but higher purchased power costs. In either circumstance – an increase in 
imports or exports – an accounting of the trade benefits between buyers and sellers must be 
made in order to assess the actual impact on utility area welfare. Increased trading activity 
provides benefits to both buying parties (purchases at a lower cost than owned-generation 
cost) and selling parties (sales at a higher price than owned-generation cost). In practice, the 
benefits of increased trade are divided between buying and selling parties. For example, the 
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“split-savings” rules that govern traditional economy energy transactions between utilities 
under cost-of-service regulation result in a 50-50 split of trading benefits.7

Traditional cost-of-service regulation differs from a fully deregulated retail market, in which 
individual customers and/or load-serving entities buy all their power from unregulated 
generation providers at prevailing market prices. In such a deregulated market, benefits to 
load can be ascertained mostly in terms of the impact that changes to prevailing market 
prices have on power purchase costs. For the SPP and Entergy regions, in which cost-of-
service rate regulation is in effect, the energy portion of utility rates reflects the production 
cost for the utility’s owned generating units, plus the cost of “off-system” purchased energy, 
net of revenues from “off-system” energy sales. In turn, utility customers under cost-of-service 
regulation pay for the fixed costs of owned-generating units through base rates. Deriving 
trade benefits for SPP and Entergy thus requires an analysis of both the production cost of 
operating the generating plants and the associated trading activity (purchases and sales). 

The production cost of the generating units is derived directly from the MAPS outputs for 
each case.  For purposes of deriving the impact of trading with adjoining regions, the net 
hourly GE MAPS tie-line flows into and out of Entergy and SPP are used as a proxy for 
purchase and sale transactions by Entergy and SPP.  In each hour, the net interchange is 
derived using Entergy and SPP tie-line flows to assess whether Entergy and SPP are net 
importers (purchasers) or exporters (sellers) of power with each major adjoining region.  If a 
net purchaser in the hour, the net purchase amount is multiplied by the weighted average 
split-savings price for tie-lines from the adjoining region.  Similarly, if a net exporter (seller) in 
the hour, the net sale amount is multiplied by the average split-savings price for tie-lines from 
that adjoining region.  We obtain the tie-line prices by defining a “node” in GE MAPS at each 
end of the tie-line.   

Using this hourly purchase and sale data, we then calculate the Power Supply Costs for 
Entergy and SPP by combining production costs and purchased power costs and netting 
energy sales revenue.  A decrease (increase) in Power Supply costs for each region is a 
benefit (cost) to that region’s customers.  Using these same data, we estimate the 
transmission charges collected across the tie lines.  For those hours in which SPP or Entergy 
is an aggregate net exporter across these interconnections to a major neighbor, we calculate 
the transmission revenue received by SPP or Entergy at the applicable hourly transmission 
rate.  

                                                 

7  Consider a simple two-company example. Assume there is a $16 marginal cost to generate in Company A’s control 
area and a $20 marginal cost to generate in Company B’s control area and there is no trade. Now assume through a 
reduction in trade impediments that 1 MW can be traded from A to B over the inter-tie between A and B. Company A 
will generate 1 MW more at a production cost of $16, while Company B will generate 1 MW less at a production cost 
savings of $20. Thus, the total saving in production cost is $4 (i.e., $20 – $16). If the trade price is set, for example, 
at a 50/50 split savings price, Company A will receive $18, for a trade benefit of $2 ($18 – $16), and Company B will 
pay $18, for a trade benefit of $2 ($20 – $18). The total trade benefit of $4 ($2 + $2) will match the total production 
cost saving of $4. 
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6. NET BENEFITS FROM REDUCTION IN PANCAKING CHARGES 

The results of the Pancaking and Non Pancaking GE MAPS runs are summarized in Table 6.  
As shown, the power supply costs for the Entergy and SPP region with No Pancaking 
decrease by $28.5 million.  This reflects the amount of GE MAPS-modeled pancaked 
transmission revenue no longer paid on cross-border purchases and sales ($24.5 million), 
plus an additional amount reflecting increased efficiency in the dispatch of generating units.  
The resulting net benefits of $3.8 million for the Entergy and SPP region are 16% of the 
modeled “lost” pancaked transmission revenue of $24.5 million.    

Table 6: GE MAPS Analysis of the Net Benefits for the Entergy and SPP Regions from Reducing 
Pancaked Transmission Charges (millions of 2009 dollars) 

Pancaking No Pancaking Net Benefits of
Case Case No Pancaking
(M$) (M$) (M$)

+ Power Supply Costs 12,622.5 12,594.1 28.4
Pancaked Transmission Revenue

Between Entergy and SPP 24.5 0.0 (24.5) A
To Other Regions 28.7 28.6 (0.1)

+ Subtotal 53.2 28.6 (24.6)

= Total Net Benefits as Modeled 3.8 B
Benefits as Percent of Modeled "Lost" Pancaked Transmission Revenue: 16% C = B /-A  

The GE MAPS results are normalized to the historical levels of pancaked transmission 
revenue of $15.1 million per year using this 16% factor as shown in Table 7. This yields 
normalized annual net benefits of $2.4 million per year for the SPP and Entergy region. 

Table 7: Overall Annual Net Benefits for the SPP and Entergy Regions from Eliminating 
Pancaking between SPP and Entergy (millions of 2009 dollars) 

Historical Pancaked Transmission Revenue between Energy and SPP (M$): $15.1 

Benefits as Percent of Modeled “Lost” Pancaked Transmission Revenue: x 16%

Expected Net Annual Benefits to SPP and Entergy Region (M$)    $2.4 

 

While reflecting a relatively modest level of annual regional savings, the savings over a longer 
period of time (e.g., 10 or 20 years) would be fairly substantial.  For example, the present 
value over 10 years with 2.5% annual inflation and discounted at 8% would be $19 million. 

CRA performed a sensitivity analysis in which it was assumed that the Clean Air Interstate 
Rule (“CAIR”) was instituted by 2010.  CAIR was recently struck down by a federal appeals 
court panel. If implemented, CAIR states likely would include most of Entergy while much of 
SPP would be outside of CAIR.  See Appendix B for further details. Results were similarly 
modest on an annual basis, with expected net annual benefits of $1.1 million. 
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Certain trends lead to a qualitative conclusion that the net benefits quantified above are a 
conservative measure of the actual net benefits that would accrue.  First, the normalization 
process applied above conservatively presumes that future Entergy/SPP transmission 
revenues would be consistent with historical levels of transmission revenues.  However, the 
development of a Weekly Procurement Process (“WPP”) in Entergy likely would yield 
additional cross-region transactions as impediments to trading between the regions decline.  
This increased trade would yield more net benefits than identified here.  Second, 
development of wind power in the western portion of the SPP in the post-2010 period likely 
would further increase the volume of cross-region transactions and the associated net 
benefits, especially if a Resource Portfolio Standard (“RPS”) were adopted in the Entergy 
region. 

6.1. NET BENEFITS BY REGION 

Using the GE MAPS results, a simplified allocation method was developed to allocate the 
$2.4 million of annual benefits to the individual Entergy and SPP regions.  Following CRA’s 
approach in other RTO cost-benefit studies, each region’s purchase costs and sales revenue 
are priced in the GE MAPS post-processing on an assumed split-savings method (i.e., the 
transaction price is midway between the Locational Marginal Price (“LMP”) at either end of 
the Entergy/SPP tie-line).   

As such, all else equal, the elimination of the pancaked transmission charge on any particular 
cross-regional transaction will yield a loss in transmission revenue to the exporting region, the 
benefit of which is assumed to be split equally between the exporting (selling) region and the 
importing (purchasing) region.  The load in each region is assumed to cover the loss in 
transmission revenue to that region’s transmission provider.  All else equal, this will lead to 
the entity with a larger loss in transmission revenue transferring some benefits to the region 
with the smaller loss in transmission revenue. 

As discussed above, the method for estimating pancaked transmission revenue in the GE 
MAPS analysis uses the aggregate tie-line flow in each hour from SPP to Entergy multiplied 
by the effective transmission rate.  However, in the GE MAPS runs, the aggregate tie-line 
flow is in the direction from SPP to Entergy in nearly all hours.  As such, while historically, the 
SPP revenue has been 80% of the total pancaked revenue collected between SPP and 
Entergy, the GE MAPS transmission revenue estimating method yields 100% of the 
pancaked revenue being collected by SPP.  As such, to normalize the GE MAPS results to 
the historically level of SPP-Entegy pancaked transmission revenue, it was assumed that the 
modeled loss in SPP transmission revenue and the resulting modeled net benefits impact on 
SPP and Entergy would apply proportionately on a dollar-per-dollar basis to the loss in 
historical pancaked transmission revenue of SPP and Entergy respectively.  

The results of this simplified allocation are shown in Table 8.   Given that SPP has about 80% 
of the pancaked transmission revenue and must recover these “lost” revenues from SPP 
load, the resulting net benefit is somewhat negative for SPP load but positive for Entergy 
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load.  Other arrangements could be made to help levelize the distribution of these benefits. 
For example, when rate pancaking was eliminated between the PJM Interconnection and the 
Midwest ISO in 2004, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission instituted a transitional rate 
mechanism designed to recover lost revenues from transmission customers in proportion to 
the benefits those customers would realize.  Moreover, any additional benefits beyond those 
quantified above (e.g., through additional transactions between SPP and Entergy) would be 
generally shared equally between the SPP and Entergy regions.  Thus, for example, an 
additional $2 million in benefits could act to move both the SPP and Entergy regions to a 
positive net benefit position. 

Table 8: Estimated Allocation of Net Benefits (millions of 2009 dollars) 

 Allocated Net Annual Benefits 

Entergy Load $4.4 

SPP Load ($0.9) 

Entergy/SPP IPPs ($1.1) 

Total 2.4 

For IPPs, we assess the increase in margin for these facilities (energy revenues net of 
production costs).  The increase in margins in aggregate is then assumed to be shared 
between merchant facilities and regional retail and wholesale load.  These benefits are a 
subset of the total regional benefits discussed above, and are calculated in order to derive net 
benefits separately for customers and generators.  More specifically, the allocation of net 
benefits to IPPs is based on the change in energy margins (revenues at LMP net of 
production costs) between the Pancaking and No Pancaking cases.  It was assumed that 
50% of this change in margins would accrue to load (i.e., IPP customers) and 50% to the IPP 
owner as contracts are negotiated among the parties.  The IPP energy margins are lower in 
the No Pancaking GE MAPS case leading to negative net benefits for IPPs using this 
allocation technique. 

Based on Louisiana net energy for load allocation factors for the SPP and Entergy regions, 
we estimate that the net annual benefits to retail customers in Louisiana would be 
approximately $1.5 million. This is comprised of shares of approximately 35% of the Entergy 
region (Entergy Louisiana and Entergy Gulf States Louisiana) and 8% of the SPP region 
(Cleco Power and SWEPCO). 

7. CONCLUSION 

In sum, the CRA modeling indicates that elimination of transaction-based pancaked 
transmission charges for energy and purchase transactions between SPP and Entergy would 
yield annual economic benefits.  While reflecting a relatively modest level of annual regional 
savings, the savings over a longer period of time (e.g., 10 or 20 years) would be fairly 
substantial.  The benefits are likely to accrue more to Entergy load than to SPP load given 
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that SPP has more transmission revenue that would be lost.  Other arrangements could be 
made to help levelize the distribution of these benefits.  Qualitative considerations indicate 
that the quantified benefits are conservative and any additional benefits would accrue to both 
the Entergy and SPP regions. 
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APPENDIX A:  GE MAPS RESULTS -- FURTHER DETAIL 

The power supply cost and transmission revenue components from the GE MAPS runs are 
captured in Table 9. 

Table 9: GE MAPS Power Supply Cost and Transmission Revenue (millions of 2009 dollars) 

SPP Entergy Total SPP Entergy Total SPP Entergy Total

Power Supply Costs
+ Production Costs 7,347 5,093 12,439 7,337 5,101 12,438 (9) 8 (1)
+ Purchase Costs 179 1,138 1,317 179 1,122 1,301 1 (17) (16)
- Sales Revenue 913 221 1,134 924 222 1,145 11 1 12
= Power Supply Costs 6,612 6,010 12,623 6,593 6,001 12,594 (19) (9) (28)

Transmission Revenues
+ SPP->Entergy; Entergy->SPP 25 0 25 0 0 0 (25) (0) (25)
+ SPP/Entergy -> Others 19 10 29 19 10 29 (0) 0 (0)
= Total Transmission Revenue 43 10 53 19 10 29 (25) 0 (25)

Pancaking Case No Pancaking Case Change minus  Base

 

 

The GWh of generation, purchases and sales from the GE MAPS runs are captured in Table 
10. 

Table 10: GE MAPS Power Supply Components (GWh) 

SPP Entergy Total SPP Entergy Total SPP Entergy Total
GWH

Generation 266,799 145,420 412,219 266,703 145,546 412,248 (97) 126 29
Imports 3,529 24,314 27,844 3,544 24,222 27,766 14 (92) (78)
Exports (20,684) (3,090) (23,774) (20,639) (3,098) (23,737) 44 (7) 37
Pumping (756) 0 (756) (768) 0 (768) (12) 0 (12)
Losses Savings 50 (27) 24 50 (27) 24
Net 248,889 166,644 415,533 248,889 166,644 415,533 0 0 0

Pancaking Case No Pancaking Case Change - Base

 

 

IPP energy margins from the GE MAPS runs are shown in Table 15.  

Table 11: GE MAPS IPP Energy Margins (millions of 2009 dollars) 

SPP Entergy Total SPP Entergy Total SPP Entergy Total

IPP Energy Margins
+ IPP Energy Revenues 1,620 1,783 3,404 1,612 1,786 3,398 (8) 2 (6)
- IPP Production Costs 1,467 1,354 2,821 1,461 1,358 2,818 (6) 4 (2)
= IPP Energy Margins 154 429 583 151 428 579 (2) (1) (4)

Pancaking Case No Pancaking Case Change minus  Base
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The GWh of generation by unit type from the GE MAPS runs are shown in Table 12. 

Table 12: Generation by Unit Type (GWh) 

Unit Pancaking No Pancaking
Type Case Case Increase

ENTERGY
CC 24,739 24,825 86
Geothermal 57 57 0
CT 54 52 (2)
Hydro 153 153 0
IPP-CC 16,759 16,813 54
IPP-CT 84 86 1
IPP-Steam Coal 13,164 13,164 (0)
IPP-Steam Gas 0 0 0
Nuclear 39,978 39,978 0
Steam Coal 41,899 41,880 (19)
Steam Gas 8,533 8,539 6

145,420 145,546 126

SPP
CC 10,436 10,389 (47)
CT 2,777 2,775 (2)
Hydro 10,721 10,721 0
IPP-CC 22,404 22,302 (102)
IPP-CT 586 589 3
IPP-Steam Coal 2,465 2,464 (1)
Nuclear 18,716 18,716 0
Pumped Storage 559 568 9
Renewable 81 81 0
Steam Coal 188,758 188,821 63
Steam Gas 2,716 2,696 (20)
Wind 6,579 6,579 0

266,799 266,702 (98)

412,219 412,248 28

Annual Generation (GWh)

 

 

The Entergy and SPP constraints with the most binding hours and congestion incurred for the 
Pancaking Case are listed in Table 13. 
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Table 13: Key Entergy and SPP Constraints, Pancaking Case, 2010 

Binding Congestion
Region Constraint Hours Incurred
Entergy ENT-FG_313-CLYVIG_SGAAC 1123 129,697,835$  
Entergy ENT-FG_138-JSFLO_BOGFRK 3188 99,104,892$    
SPP SPP-FG-5205-SUNXFRPITSEM 1343 90,230,122$    
Entergy ENT-FG_109-GRIMTZ_WDN 4550 72,349,116$    
SPP SPP-FG-5247-SPPSPSTIES 5985 65,364,992$    
SPP SPP-FG-5263-COCCOUCOCVIL 1890 58,344,653$    
Entergy ENT-FG_306-SCBSEM_WLPNT 2347 55,406,509$    
Entergy ENT-FG_304-SCBSEM_PNTBO 656 35,142,489$    
SPP SPP-FG-5327-MARXFRALTTIO 234 26,350,654$    
Entergy ENT-FG_056-AACLIC_WATXF 881 25,682,003$    
Entergy ENT-FG_088-ELDAT1_MCNAT 281 24,959,316$    
SPP SPP-FG-5282-VALXFRVALXFR 133 22,742,612$    
Entergy ENT-FG_003-ADDTIG_CHTAI 1844 19,007,475$    
Entergy ENT-FG_319-HBIN_HBCYP 908 17,942,947$    
Entergy ENT-FG_051-CLYWIG_WGWAT 312 16,122,502$    
SPP SPP-FG-5238-EUFXFRWELXFR 668 15,604,768$    
SPP SPP-FG-5292-NWTALUNWTBNT 178 11,467,687$    
SPP SPP-FG-5228-IASCLKNASJHA 245 9,155,679$      
SPP SPP-FG-5207-REDARCREDARC 389 9,032,440$      
Entergy ENT-FG_320-NELXF_HBCYP 482 8,574,401$      
SPP SPP-FG-5005-CATXFRCATXFR 488 7,177,991$      
Entergy ENT-FG_314-SGAAC_CLYVIG 224 7,036,202$      
Entergy ENT-FG_165-MCADXF_LAKOV 249 6,030,377$      
Entergy ENT-FG_097-FLRJAX_SLHEB 396 5,959,475$      
SPP SPP-FG-5077-CREKILWICWOO 382 3,893,339$       
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APPENDIX B:  MODELING ASSUMPTIONS 

This appendix summarizes the key inputs to the GE MAPS locational price forecasting model. 
As formulated for this study, the model’s geographic footprint encompasses the U.S. portion 
of the Eastern Interconnect with the major focus being on the Southwest Power Pool 
(SPP)/Entergy footprint and surrounding regions. Nebraska Public Power District, Omaha 
Public Power District, Municipal Energy Agency of Nebraska, and Lincoln Electric System 
were included in SPP for this study.   The GE MAPS simulations were run for the year 2010   

Primary data sources for the CRA GE MAPS model include the NERC Multiregional Modeling 
Working Group (MMWG), the General Electric generation and transmission databases for the 
Eastern Interconnect, the NERC Electricity Supply and Demand (ES&D) database, NERC 
regions and Independent System Operators/Regional Transmission Organizations, FERC 
submissions by generation and transmission owners, and CRA analysis of plant operations 
and market data. Major data components are listed below.  

All financial assumptions specified in this document are expressed in real 2007 US dollars, 
unless otherwise noted. 

B.1 TRANSMISSION 

The CRA model is based on load flow cases provided by the NERC MMWG. This analysis 
uses the modified MMWG 2005 series load flow case for the summer of 2010. The MMWG 
load flow case encompasses the entire Eastern Interconnect system, including lines, 
transformers, phase shifters, and DC ties. CRA further analyzed the original load flow against 
regional transmission planning documents and a number of changes were made to the load 
flow to reflect future transmission projects (those under construction or having a high 
probability to be implemented, but not included in the original MMWG models). The addition 
of the Cross-Sound and Neptune high voltage DC cables, various updates in the PJM region, 
and the Trans-Allegheny Interstate Line (TrAIL), a 500-kV transmission line extending from 
Southwestern Pennsylvania to Northern Virginia, are several of these updates.  

This CRA-modified load flow was then further updated by SPP for the SPP and Entergy 
regions.  Monitored constraints originate in the following sources:  

• The list of flowgates provided by the SPP for the SPP/Entergy footprint. 
• The NERC flowgate book (November 2005 version). 
• The list of flowgates published by the Midwest ISO on its website. 
• FERC Form 715 filings, seasonal transmission assessment reports, and studies pub-

lished by NERC regions and Independent System Operators.  
• Regional Transmission Expansion Plan (RTEP) reports published by various ISOs, 

including MISO MTEP.  
• Contingency analyses performed by General Electric and by CRA. 
• Historically binding constraints monitored by CRA.  
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For constraints monitored for their thermal limit violations, their limits are updated with respect 
to the load flow to reflect transmission upgrades. For constraints enforced for stability 
purposes, CRA used the limits obtained from the sources above. 

Reducing the number of constraints monitored in the study reduces the time required for GE 
MAPS to solve the optimal commitment and dispatch. Therefore, CRA filters out non-
significant constraints far away from the study areas to speed up the process. In this study, all 
non-duplicate constraints from the above sources within SPP and Entergy regions are 
included. For other study areas, a constraint is included only if it has been binding in our 
previous studies, it represents a major interface or it monitors facilities at 500KV or above. 

B.2 LOAD INPUTS 

For each load serving entity, GE MAPS requires an hourly load shape and an annual forecast 
of peak load and total energy. CRA uses the latest FERC-714 load forecast data available 
(2007) for each company where available. For SPP the load forecast was taken from the SPP 
EIA411 (2007). Ontario data is drawn from the 10-Year Outlook: Ontario Demand Report 
published by the Independent Electricity Market Operator of Ontario.   

Load shapes are drawn from hourly actual demand for 2002, as published in FERC Form 714 
submissions and on the websites of various Independent System Operators (ISOs) and 
NERC reliability regions. These hourly load shapes, combined with forecasts for peak load 
and annual energy for each company, are used by GE MAPS to develop a complete load 
shape by company for each forecast year. 

B.3 THERMAL UNIT CHARACTERISTICS 

GE MAPS includes a detailed model of thermal generation, in order to accurately simulate 
operational characteristics, and project realistic hourly dispatch and prices. Modeled 
characteristics include unit type, unit fuel type, heat rate values and shape (based on unit 
technology), summer and winter capacities, fixed and variable non-fuel operation and 
maintenance costs, startup fuel usage, forced and planned outage rates, minimum up and 
down times, and quick start and spinning reserve capabilities8.  

The CRA generation database reflects unit-specific data for each unit based on a wide variety 
of sources. In cases where unit-specific data is not available, representative values based on 

                                                 

8  Note that certain data types are specified on a plant-specific basis in CRA’s database and therefore do not require 
corresponding generic data. These include but not limited to summer/winter capacity, full load heat rates and 
emissions data. 
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unit type, fuel and size are used. Table 14 and Table 15 document these generic 
assumptions.  

Table 14: Generic Characteristics for Thermal Units, Part 1 

Unit Type and Size
Variable 

O&M 
($/MWh)

Fixed O&M 
($/kW-year)

Minimum 
Uptime 
(hours)

Minimum 
Downtime 

(hours)
Heat Rate Shape

Combined Cycle 2.50$          21.00$          6 8

4 blocks: 50% capacity at 113% 
FLHR, 67% capacity @ 75% FLHR, 
83% capacity @ 86% FLHR, and 
100% capacity @ 100% FLHR

Combustion Turbine (<50MW) *1 1 1
Combustion Turbine (50MW<) *1 1 1
Steam Turbine Coal (<100MW) 5.00$          
Steam Turbine Coal (100MW<200MW) 4.00$          
Steam Turbine Coal (200MW<600MW) 3.00$          
Steam Turbine Coal (600MW<) *2 *3 2.00$          
Steam Turbine Gas/Oil (<100MW) 6.00$          
Steam Turbine Gas/Oil (100MW<200MW) 5.00$          
Steam Turbine Gas/Oil (200MW<600MW) 4.00$          
Steam Turbine Gas/Oil (600MW<) *4 3.00$          

*1 Includes start up cost
*2 Min Up / Min Down will be 16/8 for newer sliding pressure super critical units.

*4 Heat rate shapes will be 4 blocks: 20% capacity at 110% FLHR, 50% capacity @ 95% FLHR, 75% capacity @ 98% FLHR, 
and 100% capacity @ 100% FLHR for newer sliding pressure super critical units.

10 8

24 12

35.00$          

Single block, 100% capacity at 100% 
FLHR

3 blocks: 50% capacity at 106% 
FLHR, 75% capacity @ 90% FLHR, 
and 100% capacity @ 100% FLHR

4 blocks: 30% capacity at 110% 
FLHR, 50% capacity @ 90% FLHR, 
75% capacity @ 96% FLHR,and 
100% capacity @ 100% FLHR

*3 Heat rate shapes will be 4 blocks: 30% capacity at 110% FLHR, 50% capacity @ 93% FLHR, 75% capacity @ 95% FLHR, 
and 100% capacity @ 100% FLHR for newer sliding pressure super critical units.

10.00$        10.00$          

 

 

Table 15: Generic Characteristics for Thermal Units, Part 2 

Unit Type and Size
Forced 

Outage Rate 
(%)

Planned 
Outage Rate 

(%)

Typical Forced 
Outage Length 

(Days)
Combined Cycle 1.75% 7.78% 2
Combustion Turbine (<50MW) 2.46% 4.92% 1
Combustion Turbine (50MW<) 2.49% 6.66% 1
Steam Turbine Coal (<100MW) 3.32% 8.73% 7
Steam Turbine Coal (100MW<200MW) 3.93% 8.26% 7
Steam Turbine Coal (200MW<600MW) 4.36% 9.20% 7
Steam Turbine Coal (600MW<) 4.36% 9.20% 7
Steam Turbine Gas/Oil (<100MW) 2.35% 6.78% 2
Steam Turbine Gas/Oil (100MW<200MW) 3.14% 11.96% 2
Steam Turbine Gas/Oil (200MW<600MW) 3.05% 13.01% 2
Steam Turbine Gas/Oil (600MW<) 3.03% 14.97% 2  

 

The primary data source for generation units and characteristics is the NERC Electricity, 
Supply and Demand (ES&D) 2006 database, which contains unit type, fuel type (primary and 
secondary), and capacity data for existing units. Heat rate data is drawn from prior ES&D 
databases where available. For newer plants, heat rates are based on industry averages for 
the technology of the unit. The NERC Generation Availability Data System (GADS) 2003 
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database, released January 2005, is the source for forced and planned outage rates, based 
on plant type, size, and vintage. Fixed and variable operation and maintenance costs are 
estimates based on plant size, technology, and age. These estimates are supplemented by 
FERC Form 1 submissions where available. The FOM values include an estimate of 
$1.50/kW-yr for insurance and 10% of base FOM (before insurance) for capital 
improvements. 

Plants that are known to be cogeneration facilities are either modeled with a low heat rate 
(6000 Btu/kWh), or set as must-run units in the dispatch, to reflect the fact that steam 
demand requires operation of the plant even when uneconomical in the electricity market. 
Note that the following Entergy units were modeled as must run units. 

Table 16: Entergy Must Run Units 

Units Period of Must Run Status
Lewis Creek 1 Year Round
Michoud 3 Year Round
Nelson 4 Summer (June - September) and Winter (December - March)
Nelson 6 Year Round
Rex Brown 4 Summer (May - September)
Sabine 1 Year Round
Sabine 2 Year Round
Sabine 4 Year Round  

B.4 NUCLEAR UNITS 

CRA assumes that nuclear plants run when available, and that they have minimum up and 
down times of one week. Forced outage rates for each unit are drawn from the Energy 
Central database of unit outages. Nuclear plants do not contribute to quick-start or spinning 
reserves. The model includes refueling and maintenance outages for each nuclear plant. In 
the near future, outages posted on the NRC website or announced in the trade press are 
included. For later years, refueling outages are projected on the basis of the refueling cycle, 
typical outage length, and last known outage dates of each plant. Since these facilities are 
treated as must run units, CRA does not specifically model their cost structure. Within the 
timeframe of this study, no nuclear retirements are applied, since it is likely that most current 
plants will obtain extensions to their operating licenses. 

B.5 HYDRO UNITS 

GE MAPS has special provisions for modeling hydro units, and requires specification of a 
monthly pattern of water flow, i.e. the minimum and maximum generating capability and the 
total energy for each plant. Plant capacity data is drawn from the NERC ES&D database. 
Plant monthly energy data is drawn from an average of Form EIA-860 submissions for 1992-
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1998. CRA assumes that the plant is able to provide spinning reserves of up to 50% of plant 
capacity.9

B.6 RENEWABLE RESOURCES 

Individual existing wind resources were modeled either as low-cost ($1/MWh) dispatchable 
energy resources or with a fixed annual capacity factor of 30%. Solar generators 
(photovoltaic units) are run at 24% annual capacity factor, and restricted to daytime hours. 

B.7 CAPACITY ADDITIONS AND RETIREMENTS 

CRA adds new generation based on projects in development or advanced stages of 
permitting, as indicated by trade press announcements, trade publications, environmental 
permit applications, and internal knowledge. CRA also adds generic capacity where 
economically justified, or as required to maintain resource adequacy per installed capacity 
reserve margins published by various NERC regions.  

Table 17: New Capacity Additions 

Pool Year Unit Name State Type Installation Date Capacity (MW)
Riverside GT1 OK GT Jan-2008 80
Riverside GT2 OK GT Jan-2008 80
Emporia Station (Aero 1) KS GT May-2008 160
Emporia Station (Frame 1) KS GT May-2008 160

SPP Hobbs Generating Station NM CC Jun-2008 550
Emporia EC Phase 2 (Frame)  KS GT May-2009 300
Nebraska City Station 2 NE STc May-2009 663
Rodemacher 3 LA STc Sep-2009 600
Iatan 2 MO STc Jun-2010 850
Southwest Power St. ST2 MO STc Oct-2010 300

Entergy Plum Point Energy (LS Power) AR STc Jan-2010 665

2008

2010

2009

 

CRA tracks planned and announced retirements from power pool publications and trade 
press announcements, and will retire units accordingly with the exception of nuclear units. For 
this study, CRA does not anticipate any retirements. Further generation additions required to 
maintain system reliability were developed by the NEEM model. In this study, no generation 
additions of this type were required for the SPP/Entergy footprint.  

                                                 

9  For example, if a plant with 100MW capacity was generating 60MW at a given hour, it can provide up to 20MW  [(100 
– 60) / 2] of spin for that hour.   
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B.8 ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATIONS  

For thermal generating units, variable operating and maintenance costs associated with 
installed scrubbers (SO2 reduction) or with Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) processes for 
NOx reduction are included in the marginal production cost and the unit energy bids. No fixed 
or capital costs of these emission control technologies are included in the calculation of 
marginal cost. CRA tracks industry announcements of units that are planning to install NOx or 
SO2 abatement technologies in the near future and models the resulting changes in emission 
rates and the variable and fixed costs associated with the new installations.  

To account for SO2 trading under EPA's Acid Rain Program, the model incorporates the 
opportunity cost of SO2 tradable permits into the marginal cost bids, based on unit emission 
rates and forecast allowance trading prices for the time period of the simulation. NOx 
emission rates are drawn from the CEMS data filed with the US Environmental Protection 
Agency.  

Given the current status of the Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR)10, CRA performed two 
different scenarios by changing the emission allowance prices resulting from different 
policies. Two scenarios were analyzed. The initial scenario (SIPCall scenario) modeled the 
EPA NOx Budget Trading Program (SIPCall) and SO2 allowances based on Title IV of EPA's 
Acid Rain Program that are both in effect today. Emission allowance prices for NOx and SO2 
are based on market data from Evolution Market brokerage and shown in Table 18. The 
second scenario (CAIR scenario) assumed CAIR would be in effect by 2010. Table 19 shows 
the allowance prices used for the CAIR study that was derived using the CRA NEEM model. 

Table 18: Allowance Prices for 2010 (SIP Call Scenario) 

Pollutant Allowance 
Prices ($/ton)

SO2 69
NOx 650
CO2 (RGGI) 2.94  

                                                 

10  CAIR requires emission to be controlled throughout the year, unlike the SIP Call that only requires it over summer 
months. Furthermore, CAIR requires participating states to submit two allowances per ton of SO2 emission, rather 
than one allowance as per the Title IV Acid Rain Program. Thus the introduction of CAIR impacts the allowance price 
markets substantially. The SIP Call states are: AL, CT, DE, IL, IN, KY, MA, MD, MI, NC, NJ, NY, OH, PA, SC, TN, 
VA, WV, and DC with parts of Georgia and Missouri expected to participate in future years. CAIR states are most 
states east of MN, IA, MO, AR, LA and TX. Thus for this study, most of Entergy (LA and AR) would be subject to 
CAIR while most of SPP (OK, KS, and NE) will be outside of CAIR and only subject to Title IV SO2 regulations.     
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Table 19: Allowance Prices for 2010 (CAIR Scenario) 

Pollutant
Allowance 

Prices 
($/ton)

SO2 (none-CAIR State) 757.61
SO2 (CAIR State) 1515.22
NOx 1771.08
CO2 (RGGI) 2.94  

B.9 EXTERNAL REGION SUPPLY 

CRA explicitly models the US portion of the Eastern Interconnect and the Canadian provinces 
of Ontario, Manitoba and Saskatchewan. Regions outside this study area are modeled as 
either supply profiles or scheduled interchanges. CRA uses historic flows, combined with 
expectations of future conditions in these areas to project quantities and prices of power 
exchanged with the model footprint. In this analysis, flows from New Brunswick to New 
England, and from Hydro Quebec to Ontario are modeled as scheduled flows, based on 12 
months of historical data. Flows from Hydro Quebec to New York and New England are 
modeled as price sensitive supply curves.  

The DC ties with the WECC and ERCOT interconnections are modeled as price sensitive 
supply curves. CRA uses historical electricity prices and gas prices near these DC ties to 
calculate implied market heat rates11 for on-peak and off-peak periods, and for summer and 
winter. These heat rates are multiplied by the appropriate forecast gas price in each scenario, 
to arrive at a price points for each DC tie. The tie is then modeled as follows: 

• When the locational price at the DC tie is within ± $2.50/MWh of the corresponding 
price point, zero flow is assumed on the tie.  

• At locational prices that are between $2.50/MWh and $7.50/MWh above the price 
point, the tie is modeled as importing power into the Eastern Interconnect at half its 
capacity.  

• At locational prices that are greater than $7.50/MWh above the price point, the tie is 
modeled as importing power into the Eastern Interconnect at full capacity.  

• At locational prices that are between $2.50/MWh and $7.50/MWh below the price 
point, the tie is modeled as exporting power from the Eastern Interconnect at half its 
capacity.  

• At locational prices that are greater than $7.50/MWh below the price point, the tie is 
modeled as exporting power from the Eastern Interconnect at full capacity.  

                                                 

11  Implied market heat rate is calculated as electricity prices ($/MWh) divided by natural gas prices ($/MMBtu) and thus 
assumes natural gas to be the marginal fuel. Thus if electricity prices were $72/MWh and natural gas prices were 
$9/MMBtu, the implied heat rate would be 8000 Btu/kWh.   
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B.10 DISPATCHABLE DEMAND (INTERRUPTIBLE LOAD) 

The presence of demand response is important to energy and installed capacity prices. The 
value of energy to interruptible loads caps the energy prices, and the capacity of interruptible 
load effectively replaces installed reserves and lowers the capacity value. CRA uses values 
for interruptible load, and demand side management reduction in peak for Florida from the 
NERC ES&D database. This interruptible load is spread among load areas based on their 
load share of the total system load. The dispatchable demand is implemented as generators 
with a dispatch price of $600/MWh for the first block (50% of area dispatchable demand) and 
$800/MWh for the second block. These units rarely run, as the high prices they require 
indicate a supply shortfall and prompt economic new entry. Thus they play an insignificant 
role in the energy market, but they play an important role in the capacity market. If these 
loads can truly be interrupted during peak hours, they will be paid the capacity market-
clearing price. Thus they have strong incentives to make themselves available during peak 
hours. When interruptible demand is included in the calculation of the required reserve 
margin, it reduces the requirement of installed capacity and thus reduces new entry and helps 
increase energy prices, consistent with market behavior. 

B.11  MARKET MODEL ASSUMPTIONS 

Marginal Cost Bidding. All generation units are assumed to bid marginal cost (opportunity 
cost of fuel plus non-fuel VOM plus opportunity cost of tradable emissions permits). To the 
extent that markets are not perfectly competitive, the modeling results will reflect the lower 
bound on prices expected in the actual markets.  

Operating Reserves Requirement (spinning and standby). Operating reserves are based on 
requirements instituted by each reliability region. These requirements are based on the loss 
of the largest single generator, or the largest single generator and half the second largest 
generator, or a percentage of peak demand. The spinning reserves market affects energy 
prices, since units that spin cannot produce electricity under normal conditions. Energy prices 
are higher when reserves markets are modeled.  

In modeling supply for operating reserves, the spinning and quick start capabilities of 
generating units are specified on a unit type basis. For spinning reserves, the maximum level 
of spinning reserve capability of a thermal unit is set as a lesser of the unit’s ramp rate (in 
MW/min) times 10 and its capacity above minimum block. Assumed ramp rates are: 10 
MW/min for combine cycle units, 6 MW/min for gas and oil steam units, 3 MW/min for coal 
units. For hydro plants, spinning reserve capability is set on a monthly basis at 50% of the 
difference between plant’s capacity in that month and its average for that month hourly 
output.  No spinning capability was assigned to nuclear generators.  

Reserve requirements for SPP was calculated as the sum of 100% of largest contingency 
and 50% of second largest contingency, with at least 50% of this requirement carried by 
spinning units and the balance by quick start units. Reserve requirements for Entergy was 
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calculated as 3% of the Entergy load, with at least 65% of this requirement carried by 
spinning units and the balance by quick start units. 

Transmission Losses. Transmission losses are modeled at marginal rates over the entire 
Eastern Interconnection. 

B.12 SEAMS CHARGES AND TRANSMISSION (WHEELING) RATES 

Seams charges are “per MWh” charges for moving energy from one control area to another in 
an electric system. In MAPS, seams charges are applied to net interregional power flows and 
are used by the optimization engine in determining the most economically efficient dispatch of 
generating resources to meet load in each model hour. Seams charges are considered for 
both commitment and dispatch of generating units; however, the rates between any two 
areas may be different for commitment than for dispatch. The seams charge, modeled for 
dispatch include both the actual wheeling rates defined in transmission tariffs, and a second 
value, which is referred to as friction, representing the hurdles caused by market in-
efficiencies.  

Table 20 gives an overview of the seams charges between SPP, Entergy and other 
neighboring control areas used for this study. Note that in the No Pancaking case, the 
wheeling rate portion of the seams charge will be eliminated but the friction portion remains.  

An additional commitment hurdle rate of $5/MWh was included for IPPs in the Entergy region 
to reflect the likely dispatch of these units under the Entergy market in 2010. Similarly an 
additional commitment hurdle rate of $2/MWh was included for IPPs in the SPP region, given 
the existing energy balancing market.  
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Table 20: Seams Charges 

Commit- Wheel- Fric- Commit- Wheel- Fric-
From To ment ing tion* Total ment ing tion* Total

SPP** SPP** 3 0 1 1 3 0 1 1
SPP** Entergy 10 2 3 5 8 0 3 3
SPP** Cleco 10 2 1 3 10 2 1 3
SPP All Other 10 2 5 7 10 2 5 7
Entergy SPP** 10 3 3 6 7 0 3 3
Entergy Cleco 10 3 3 6 10 3 3 6
Entergy All Other 10 3 5 8 10 3 5 8
Entergy LAFA/LEPA 10 3 3 6 10 0 3 3
LAFA/LEPA Cleco 10 2 1 3 10 2 1 3
LAFA/LEPA Entergy 10 2 3 5 10 0 3 3
Cleco SPP** 10 2 1 3 10 2 1 3
Cleco Entergy 10 2 3 5 10 2 3 5
Cleco LAFA/LEPA 10 2 1 3 10 2 1 3

MISO SPP 10 3 3 6 10 3 3 6
MISO PJM 10 0 2 2 10 0 2 2
MISO All Other 10 3 3 6 10 3 3 6
PJM MISO 10 0 2 2 10 0 2 2
PJM Other 10 2 3 5 10 2 3 5
AECI All 10 2 5 7 10 2 5 7
LG&E All 10 1 5 6 10 1 5 6
TVA All 10 2 5 7 10 2 5 7
MEC All 10 3 5 8 10 3 5 8
All Other All Other 10 2 5 7 10 2 5 7

Notes:
SPP** excludes Cleco, LAFA and LEPA
$3 dispatch friction hurdle for flows out of active managed markets
Non market areas not expected to be as efficient hence higher dispatch friction hurdle of $5
SPP intra-pool dispatch friction set at $1 given balancing market
PJM to/from MISO friction set at $2 given extensive seams management process

Dispatch Dispatch

Pancaking No Pancaking

 

 

B.13 FUEL PRICES 

GE-MAPS uses a monthly fuel price for each thermal unit. The fundamental assumption of 
behavior in competitive markets is that generators will bid their marginal cost into the energy 
market. The marginal cost for a gas plant is the opportunity cost of fuel purchased (in addition 
to non-fuel variable O&M and environmental adders), or the spot price of gas at the location 
closest to the plant. CRA therefore uses forecasts of spot prices at regional hubs, and refines 
these on the basis of historical differentials between price points and their associated hubs. 
For fuel oil CRA uses estimates of the price delivered to generators on a regional basis.  

The coal price forecast are developed by the CRA NEEM model, which is described in a 
following section. Table 21 and Table 22 show the NEEM produced coal prices for plants 
larger than 200MW in the SPP/Entergy footprint. 
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Nuclear plants are assumed to run whenever available, so nuclear fuel prices do not impact 
commitment and dispatch decisions in the market simulation model. CRA therefore does not 
do a detailed analysis of nuclear fuel prices. 

Specific oil and gas price forecasts proposed to be used in this study are provided in the next 
section. They take into account NYMEX futures prices from October 9, 2008. CRA is aware 
that fuel prices have recently fluctuated significantly; fuel price sensitivity analyses would be a 
possible additional sensitivity study.  

Table 21: Coal Prices for Entergy Units (200MW<) 

Unit Name Area Summer 
Capacity (MW)

Fuel Price 
($/MMBtu)

Big Cajun 2 #1              Entergy                 575 2.11$       
Big Cajun 2 #2              Entergy                 580 2.11$       
Big Cajun 2 #3              Entergy                 575 2.11$       
Thomas Hill 2               Entergy                 303 2.01$       
Thomas Hill 3               Entergy                 630 1.79$       
Independence 1              Entergy                 836 2.08$       
Independence 2              Entergy                 842 2.08$       
Roy L. Nelson 6 (Coal)      Entergy                 550 2.09$       
New Madrid 1                Entergy                 600 1.84$       
New Madrid 2                Entergy                 600 2.08$       
Plum Point Energy (LS Power) Entergy                 665 2.99$       
White Bluff 1               Entergy                 815 2.09$       
White Bluff 2               Entergy                 844 2.09$        
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Table 22: Coal Prices for SPP Units (200MW<) 

Unit Name Area Summer 
Capacity (MW)

Fuel Price 
($/MMBtu)

Dolet Hills                 CENTRAL LA ELEC CO      650 1.08$       
Flint Creek                 Southwestern Electric Po 528 2.18$       
Gentleman 1                 Nebraska Pub Power      665 1.39$       
Gentleman 2                 Nebraska Pub Power      700 1.39$       
GRDA 1                      GRAND RIVER DAM AUTH    490 2.03$       
GRDA 2                      GRAND RIVER DAM AUTH    520 2.04$       
Pirkey                      PUB SERV CO OF OKLA     580 1.12$       
Harrington 1                SOUTHWESTERN PSC        346 1.94$       
Harrington 2                SOUTHWESTERN PSC        360 2.85$       
Harrington 3                SOUTHWESTERN PSC        360 1.94$       
Hawthorn 5                  KANSAS CITY P&L CO      565 1.48$       
Holcomb                     SUNFLOWER ELEC PWR      360 1.75$       
Hugo                        WESTERN FARMERS ELEC    450 1.81$       
Iatan                       KANSAS CITY P&L CO      670 1.64$       
Iatan 2                     EMPIRE DIST ELEC CO     850 1.64$       
Lacygne 1                   KANSAS CITY P&L CO      688 1.57$       
Lacygne 2                   KANSAS CITY P&L CO      674 1.56$       
Lawrence EC 5               KANSAS GAS & ELEC CO    388 1.64$       
Muskogee 4                  OKLAHOMA G&E CO         508 1.96$       
Muskogee 5                  OKLAHOMA G&E CO         508 1.96$       
Muskogee 6                  OKLAHOMA G&E CO         508 1.96$       
Nearman Creek               KANSAS CITY- KS PUB     235 1.62$       
Nebraska City               Omaha Pub Power         632 1.65$       
Nebraska City Station 2     Omaha Pub Power         663 1.65$       
North Omaha 5               Omaha Pub Power         224 1.72$       
Northeastern 3              PUB SERV CO OF OKLA     475 1.83$       
Northeastern 4              PUB SERV CO OF OKLA     470 1.83$       
Oklaunion                   PUB SERV CO OF OKLA     690 1.89$       
J. W. Turk                  Southwestern Electric Po 600 2.36$       
Roademacher 2               CENTRAL LA ELEC CO      523 2.45$       
Rodemacher 5                CENTRAL LA ELEC CO      600 2.45$       
Sikeston                    SOUTHWES POWER ADM      233 1.97$       
Sooner 1                    OKLAHOMA G&E CO         510 1.92$       
Sooner 2                    OKLAHOMA G&E CO         510 1.92$       
Southwest Power St. ST2     SPRINGFIELD- MO         300 2.99$       
Tolk 1                      SOUTHWESTERN PSC        540 2.39$       
Tolk 2                      SOUTHWESTERN PSC        540 2.39$       
Welsh 1                     PUB SERV CO OF OKLA     528 2.56$       
Welsh 2                     PUB SERV CO OF OKLA     528 2.56$       
Welsh 3                     PUB SERV CO OF OKLA     528 2.56$        

 

B.14 NATURAL GAS AND FUEL OIL PRICE FORECAST 

B.14.1  Natural Gas Forecast 

Principal Drivers: The principal drivers are the projected prices for natural gas at Henry Hub. 
Base Case Forecast:  For 2010, the Base Case forecast is set equal to NYMEX futures prices 
for natural gas at Henry Hub as of the closing of Oct 9, 2008.12

                                                 

12  Given the recent fluctuation in fuel prices, CRA reviewed the prior 60 days of natural gas price data as of October 31, 
2008.  October 9th was then chosen as it was the closest to the past 60 day average as of October 31, 2008. 
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Regional Prices:  CRA forecasts natural gas prices on a regional basis following major 
pipeline traded pricing points. Regional forecasts are derived by adding two factors, the basis 
differential by region and local delivery charge by state, to the Henry Hub gas price.  

Basis Differentials by Region: CRA recognizes multiple pricing points within each census 
region, all of which are actual pipeline trading points surveyed and reported by Platt’s Gas 
Daily. Some of these pricing points coincide with the NYMEX Clearport hubs, which include 
Henry Hub. For the other points, CRA uses a regression model to one or several NYMEX 
Clearport hubs, calibrated with historical data, to derive a forecast. The NYMEX Clearport 
hub futures settlement data are only available for a short period, typically between 12 and 24 
months. Within this time frame, CRA derives monthly differentials to these hubs using 
NYMEX data. Beyond this period, CRA scales the basis differentials in proportion to the 
Henry Hub forecast. Forecast prices at each hub are derived using the Henry Hub forecast 
and the scaled basis differential for that hub. The pricing points used and their relation to the 
NYMEX Clearport futures are shown in Table 23. 

Local Delivery Charges: Burner tip prices for natural gas are the sum of the basis differentials 
by region as derived above and a local component that captures pipeline lateral charges 
and/or charges to local distribution companies. CRA estimates this local component at 
$0.07/MMBtu for all units. For older units CRA estimates extra LDC charges derived from 
AGA statistics.  

Seasonal Pattern: Natural gas prices are varied seasonally based on NYMEX futures data in 
the near term. In the long term, the seasonal pattern for the last available year is repeated for 
each year.  

Natural gas forecast prices for states within the SPP/Entergy footprint is shown in Table 24. 

Table 23: NYMEX Clearport Hubs used for Natural Gas Forecast 

 Region States Natural Gas Pricing Point Weights Deriving Source - Summer (NYMEX Clearport hubs)
Eastern New York NY (East) Transco Zone 6 (NYC) 1 Direct NYMEX Clearport Hub

Dominion (Appalachia) 0.5 Direct NYMEX Clearport Hub
Iroquois 0.5 Regressed to Michigan and Transco Zone 6 NYC
Tennessee Zone 6 0.5 Direct NYMEX Clearport Hub
Dracut 0.5 Regressed to Texas Eastern Zone M 3 and Transco Zone 6 NYC
Columbia Gas Appalachia 0.25 Direct NYMEX Clearport Hub
Leidy Hub 0.25 Regressed to Transco Zone 6 NYC
Dominion (Appalachia) 0.5 Direct NYMEX Clearport Hub

Southern New England CT, MA, RI Algonquin City Gates 1 Regressed to Transco Zone 6 NYC
Tennessee Zone 6 0.5 Regressed to Texas Eastern Zone M 3 and Transco Zone 6 NYC
Dracut 0.5 Regressed to Dominion (Appalachia) 

Iowa-Missouri-Nebraska IA, MO, NE Ventura 1 Direct NYMEX Clearport Hub
Florida FL Florida CityGate 1 Direct NYMEX Clearport Hub

Mid-Continent KS, OK NGPL Mid-Continent Basis 1 Direct NYMEX Clearport Hub
Chicago Basis 0.5 Direct NYMEX Clearport Hub
Michigan Basis 0.5 Direct NYMEX Clearport Hub

Ontario-East ON (East) Niagara 1 Regressed to Dominion (Appalachia) and Michigan Basis
Ontario-West ON (West) Dawn, Ontario 1 Regressed to Michigan Basis

Texas Eastern Zone M-3 0.167 Direct NYMEX Clearport Hub
Transco Zone 6 Non-NYC 0.167 Regressed to Transco Zone 6 NYC
Transco Zone 4 0.167 Regressed to Transco Zone 3
Texas Eastern Zone M-1 0.167 Regressed to East LA Basis
Florida Gas Mobile Bay 0.333 Regressed to Transco Zone 3

South Atlantic South AL, AR, LA, MS, TN Henry Hub 1 Direct NYMEX Clearport Hub

Northern New England

Midwest

South Atlantic East

NY (West)

MD, NJ, PA (East)

KY, OH, PA (West), WV

ME, NH, VT

IL, IN, MI, MN, ND, SD, WI

DC, DE, GA, NC, SC, VA

Western New York

PJM

Appalachia
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Table 24: Natural Gas Prices for 2010 (2007$/MMBtu) 

Month KS LA OK KS LA OK
Jan 7.63$   8.43$  7.63$   7.93$ 8.52$    7.86$  
Feb 7.61$   8.41$  7.61$   7.91$ 8.50$    7.84$  
Mar 7.41$   8.21$  7.41$   7.70$ 8.30$    7.64$  
Apr 6.76$   7.52$  6.76$   7.06$ 7.60$    6.99$  
May 6.71$   7.47$  6.71$   7.01$ 7.55$    6.94$  
Jun 6.78$   7.54$  6.78$   7.08$ 7.62$    7.01$  
Jul 6.86$   7.61$  6.86$   7.16$ 7.70$    7.09$  
Aug 6.93$   7.68$  6.93$   7.22$ 7.76$    7.16$  
Sep 6.94$   7.69$  6.94$   7.24$ 7.78$    7.17$  
Oct 7.01$   7.76$  7.01$   7.30$ 7.84$    7.24$  
Nov 7.38$   7.99$  7.38$   7.68$ 8.07$    7.61$  
Dec 7.66$   8.27$  7.66$   7.96$ 8.35$    7.89$  
Annual 
Av erage  $   7.14  $ 7.88  $  7.14  $ 7.44  $   7.97  $ 7.37 

Newer Units (no LDC) Older Units (with LDC)

 

B.14.2  Fuel Oil Price Forecast 

Principal Drivers: The principal drivers underlying this forecast are the projected price for light 
sweet crude oil at Cushing, Oklahoma.  

Base Case Forecast:  For 2010, the Base Case forecast is derived from the NYMEX futures 
prices for light sweet crude oil as of the closing of Oct 9, 2008.   

Regional Prices: CRA forecasts prices for fuel oil #2 and #6 by US census region. This 
forecast is prepared in two steps. First CRA uses a regression model calibrated on historical 
data to derive prices for fuel oil #2 and #6 at New York Harbor from the forecast of crude oil 
prices. Second, we apply historical basis multipliers for each census regions against the mid-
Atlantic Census region (includes New York Harbor) 

Seasonal Pattern: Both fuel oil #2 and fuel oil #6 prices are varied monthly based on NYMEX 
futures data in the near term, and based on historical monthly patterns in the longer term.  

Fuel oil forecast prices for states within the SPP/Entergy footprint is shown in Table 25. 
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Table 25: Fuel Oil Prices (2007$/MMBtu) 

Month KS LA OK KS LA OK
Jan 18.41$ 18.13$ 18.13$ 8.30$ 10.56$ 10.56$ 
Feb 18.43$ 18.15$ 18.15$ 8.31$ 10.57$ 10.57$ 
Mar 18.46$ 18.18$ 18.18$ 8.32$ 10.59$ 10.59$ 
Apr 18.48$ 18.20$ 18.20$ 8.33$ 10.60$ 10.60$ 
May 18.49$ 18.21$ 18.21$ 8.34$ 10.61$ 10.61$ 
Jun 18.51$ 18.22$ 18.22$ 8.34$ 10.62$ 10.62$ 
Jul 18.52$ 18.24$ 18.24$ 8.35$ 10.63$ 10.63$ 
Aug 18.53$ 18.24$ 18.24$ 8.35$ 10.63$ 10.63$ 
Sep 18.53$ 18.25$ 18.25$ 8.36$ 10.63$ 10.63$ 
Oct 18.53$ 18.24$ 18.24$ 8.36$ 10.63$ 10.63$ 
Nov 18.52$ 18.23$ 18.23$ 8.35$ 10.63$ 10.63$ 
Dec 18.51$ 18.23$ 18.23$ 8.35$ 10.62$ 10.62$ 
Annual 
Average  $ 18.49  $ 18.21  $ 18.21  $ 8.34  $ 10.61  $ 10.61 

FO6 (State)FO2 (State)

 

B.15 NEEM FORECAST 

Output from CRA’s North American Electricity and Environment Model (NEEM) is used to 
populate the MAPS model’s with plant-specific coal price inputs.  The NEEM model is a long-
term planning model that optimizes fuel and environmental compliance decisions based on 
the environmental scenario considered.  Given that coal-fired generation is the target of many 
pending and proposed environmental initiatives, the future coal selection at generating 
stations and quantity of coal consumed nationally is heavily dependent on the scenario 
modeled and the resultant retrofit decisions, generation levels and new capacity additions.  
The quantities of coal consumed, by region, are likely to shift over time in response to 
environmental considerations and that shift will, in-turn, affect coal pricing and fuel choice at 
generation stations across the United States. 

The NEEM model itself is supported by 21 individual supply curves spread across major US 
coal producing regions and the primary international production areas exporting to the United 
States.  These curves are built up from mine level data on production costs and annual 
production capability.  Each curve shifts over time as a result of the interaction between three 
effects – resource depletion, new mine development/expansion and changes in mine costs.   

Resource depletion and expansion is done at the mine level, changing the shape of each coal 
type’s supply curve over time.  For example, lower cost mines may be depleted over time with 
expansion occurring at the higher end of the cost curve.  Such a pattern of depletion and 
expansion would result in an increase in the weighted average coal costs for a given coal 
type.  Resource depletion is a significant consideration for Central Appalachian production 
areas and low Btu Northern Appalachian coals where the total available resources decline 
over time in the NEEM inputs.  The most significant production expansion capability is in 
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Northern Appalachian and Illinois Basin high sulfur coals, the Powder River Basin (PRB) and 
imports. 

Changes in mine costs are applied at the supply curve level, allowing for parallel shifts in the 
costs for each coal type over time.  The changes in cost can be viewed as a function of a 
number of underlying components such as mine productivity and changes in labor or 
materials and supplies costs.  The supply curve structure allows for changes in the relative 
costs for coal by coal type and region.  Costs do not change at the individual mine level.  
Thus, the costs for coals of a given type exhibit the same pattern of price changes over time.   

Table 26 includes the quality parameters associated with each of the 21 coals included in the 
NEEM model.  The NEEM model allows coal-burning units to select a coal based on its 
quality profile and the delivered price.  As demand for a given coal type increase or 
decreases, its FOB mine price rises or falls consistent with the underlying supply curve.  
NEEM optimizes coal selection by plant based on power demand and all environmental 
constraints. 

Table 26: Coal Quality Parameters 

Table APP-1 - Coal Quality Parameters 
 SO2 Hg MMBtu 
Description (lbs./MMBtu) (lbs./TBtu) (per Ton) 
Northern Appalachia High Btu Low Sulfur  2.47 9.9 25.7 
Northern Appalachia High Btu High Sulfur  3.95 11.2 25.8 
Northern Appalachia Low Btu Low Sulfur  1.72 14.6 24.2 
Northern Appalachia Low Btu High Sulfur  3.42 19.5 23.6 
Central Appalachia Compliance  1.12 5.4 25.5 
Central Appalachia High Btu Non-Compliance  1.5 7.4 25.3 
Central Appalachia Low Btu Non-Compliance  1.8 8.5 24.1 
Southern Appalachia  1.97 8 24.4 
Illinois Basin - ILBS Hi (High sulfur) 5.2 6.3 22.8 
Illinois Basin - ILBS Med (Medium sulfur) 2.8 6.5 22.8 
Illinois Basin - ILBS Hi (Low sulfur) 1.7 4.5 22.8 
Central Basin  4.82 21.4 24.2 
Lignite  2.62 12.8 13.5 
Montana Powder River Basin  1.19 5.2 18.1 
Northern (WY) Powder River Basin  0.89 7.1 16.8 
Central (WY) Powder River Basin  0.75 5.4 17.1 
Southern (WY) Powder River  0.65 5.8 17.7 
Rocky Mountain Colorado  0.93 3.5 22.9 
Rocky Mountain Utah  1.04 4 23.1 
Four Corners  1.44 6.1 19.3 
Import 0.98 5.2 24 

 

B.15.1 Transportation Matrices 

Not all plants are allowed to select from the full range of coals available in the model.  
Limitations on coal selection are a function of coal rank (bituminous, subbituminous, lignite) – 
NEEM requires a capital cost to change from bituminous to subbituminous.  Limitations are 
also a function of transportation access.  Coal selection is regulated within the model through 
a set of plant-specific coal transportation cost matrices that match plants to coals.  The 
matrices are mode specific, barge, rail, truck and mixed mode.  The plant/coal-type entries 
are populated based on the following methodology: 
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For plants that have selected a given coal in the past, the transportation cost matrix is 
populated using actual transportation costs for that coal/plant/mode combination. 

If a plant has not purchased a given coal in the past but has the physical capability to 
transport and burn the coal, the transport cost is estimated based on the weighted average 
delivery cost for the coal-type/NERC region/transport mode combination. 

In some limited cases, when no regional data exists, CRA estimated a delivery cost for 
coal/plant combinations.  These cases include increasing the eastern access of PRB and 
some additional penetration of Illinois Basin coal into the southeast.  These cost estimates 
were developed based on the $/ton-mile cost of long-haul shipments of the coal in question 
and the distance between the plant and the producing region. 

Aside from the PRB and Illinois exceptions noted above, if there is no history of a coal being 
consumed in a given NERC region, the plants in that NERC region are not allowed to select 
that coal. 

Figure 1: Key Producing Regions in the United States 

Northern, 
Central and 
Southern 

Appalachian
Production 

Areas

Illinois Basin

Central
Basin

Lignites

North, 
Central and 
South WY 

PRB

Western 
Bituminous: 

Four 
Corners & 
Rocky Mtn

Montana 
PRB

Northern, 
Central and 
Southern 

Appalachian
Production 

Areas

Illinois Basin

Central
Basin

Lignites

North, 
Central and 
South WY 

PRB

Western 
Bituminous: 

Four 
Corners & 
Rocky Mtn

Montana 
PRB

B.15.2 NEEM Output 

The output from the NEEM model is a revised set of coal choices by the plants in the model, 
a schedule of environmental retrofit decisions, prices for environmental allowances and a 
plant-specific delivered coal price for each NEEM unit.  Due to the dynamics of the NEEM 
solution - a multi-year cost optimization given changes in domestic environmental policy – the 
coals assigned to individual units and used for MAPS inputs may change versus history. 

CRA has put the NEEM outputs through an extensive review to ensure that the aggregate 
coal consumption comports with EIA projections on production capability by coal producing 
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region, historic production levels by coal type and to ensure that the annual changes in coal 
production by region are feasible.  Several input variables, however, have an influence the 
NEEM solution.  Principal among them is the coal availability and pricing/cost in the PRB.  
The PRB is not constrained by the amount of coal in the ground, but other constraints limit 
the growth in PRB production and the overall level of production achieved from the basin.  Air 
permit capacity sets a theoretical limit on the amount of coal that can be produced from each 
of the four PRB regions included. 

Table 27: PRB Air Permit Limits    

Region Tons (millions)
Montana 77.0
North Gillette 122.9
South Gillette 168.0
Wright Area 327.0
Total 694.9
Total WY 617.9

Table APP-2: PRB Air Permit Limits

 

While the air permit considerations may limit the ultimate production out of the basin, these 
limits have been raised in the past and recent production levels have not come close to 
challenging these limits.  Once production begins to approach the limits, the limits may be 
expanded or alternatives such as increased paving of roads in the region may be considered 
to alleviate air quality concerns. 

Year to year production in the PRB has achieved a 5.5% CAGR between 1989 and 2005.  In 
order to maintain production growth at that rate, substantial infrastructure investment will be 
required to improve transport access.  Production increases will require WY PRB mining 
activity further to the west, accessing deeper portions of the Wyodak-Anderson coal zone.  In 
addition, federal bonus bids have been steadily increasing since 1998.  All of these factors 
will put pressure on PRB production costs relative to today. 

The Montana PRB’s production has been relatively static at between 35 and 40 MM tpy over 
the period due in large measure to sodium levels, transportation access and onerous 
production tax rates versus the Wyoming PRB.  To the extent that Montana production 
continues to remain static, there will be limits on the ultimate production from the basin as a 
whole.  Assumptions about the available capacity, and cost of coal out of the PRB have a 
tremendous influence on the overall coal balance and coal selection in NEEM.   
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ATTACHMENT T
RECOVERY OF NEW FACILITIES COSTS

AND PLANNING REDISPATCH COSTS FOR
LONG-TERM SERVICES

Attachment T Annotation 
Presented to ICT Long-Term Transmission Issues Working Group

March 17, 2009

1. DEFINITIONS AND GENERAL CLASSIFICATION OF TRANSMISSION 
INVESTMENTS

1.1. Definitions

1.1.1 Base Plan Upgrades and Supplemental Upgrades  Transmission upgrades are 
classified as:  (a) Base Plan Upgrades; or (b) Supplemental Upgrades.  Base Plan Upgrades 
are those upgrades included in the ICT’s Base Plan.  Supplemental Upgrades are all 
upgrades not included in the ICT’s Base Plan.

What is the classification of upgrades for facilities on which TLR have been invoked multiple 
times and long-term service has been a result of it.  

Base Plan Upgrades are those upgrades included in the ICT’s Base Plan.  Supplemental 
Upgrades are all upgrades not included in the ICT’s Base Plan.  The number of TLRs that may or 
may not be invoked on a facility does not affect that facility's status as a Base Plan Upgrade or a 
Supplemental Upgrade.

1.1.2 Exempt Transmission Capacity  Transmission capacity associated with upgraded 
transmission facilities, transmission service over which is exempt from congestion charges.

1.1.3 Financial Payment  Financial Payment shall mean the dollar amount calculated 
pursuant to Section 4.3 and paid to a customer that is deemed to have funded a 
Supplemental Upgrade when a portion of that upgrade is used to subsequently grant service 
to another customer.

1.2. Base Plan Upgrades  Base Plan Upgrades will consist of the following categories of 
investment:

1.2.1. Investments necessary to maintain long-term firm transmission service 
commitments under Long Term Firm Point-to-Point Service.  

1.2.2. Investments necessary to maintain Network Integration Transmission Service 
commitments. 

1.2.2.1. This includes investments necessary to serve forecasted load growth reliably 
within the Entergy Transmission System, including new Points of Delivery.



Please provide a detailed explanation of load growth.  For example, if a new Power Purchase 
Agreement is needed to be added to a customer designated resource to provide for normal load 
growth, will this be included without requiring costly upgrades?  Would upgrades be required 
if the Power Purchase Agreement included capacity of a generator if the generator was 
already integrated into the system?  If it wasn’t?  

Load growth, as determined by the ICT, is an increase in energy demand from new or existing 
customers within the boundaries of the Entergy System.  Existing generation resources with an 
agreement to be integrated at a NRIS service level will retain that service level for the term of the 
agreement.  Transmission upgrades designed to maintain that status due to load growth shall be 
treated as Base Plan Upgrades.  

If a generator is interconnected to Entergy’s System at an ERIS level, and wishes to enter into a 
purchase power agreement with a network customer, and that transaction requires upgrades, 
those upgrades would be the responsibility of the party requesting transmission service for that 
transaction.  

1.2.2.2. However, the Base Plan will assume that designated future Network 
Resources have already been physically integrated at either the NRIS or 
NITS level, depending on the designating customer’s specification.  
Upgrades necessary to initially integrate a generator at either the NRIS or 
NITS level are covered under Supplemental Upgrades below.

1.2.3. Investments necessary to maintain the applicable level of integration of generators 
that have already been qualified at the NRIS or NITS level.

1.2.4. Investments required to maintain standards of safety and reliability applicable to the 
Entergy region.  This includes investments to change-out, replace or repair 
transmission facilities, where such investments are necessary to maintain firm 
transmission service commitments.

1.2.5. Investments required to maintain firm transmission service commitments where the 
ability to honor such commitments has been degraded due to events that are beyond 
the control of the Transmission Provider.  Such events include, but are not limited 
to, a change in reliability standards or increased loop flow from neighboring 
regions.  

1.3. Supplemental Upgrades  

Supplemental Upgrades will consist of the following categories of investment:

1.3.1. Investments necessary to interconnect new generators to the Transmission System 
at the Energy Resource Interconnection Service (ERIS) level, or to increase or 
change the operating characteristics of an existing generator. 

Please provide additional explanation of what “increase or change in the operating 
characteristics of an existing generator” means.  Could changing operating characteristics be 



due to transmission constraints?  Does this mean increases in capacity will only be included?  
For example, would taking 10MW from an existing capacity of 100MW be considered 
“changing the operating characteristics” if the generator already had 100MW accounted for, 
or would this involve adding additional capacity to cause the capacity to increase to a total of 
110 MW?

The tariff language “increase or change the operating characteristics of an existing generator” 
can mean, but is not limited to, a change in the MW output, MVAR output, fault current 
contribution, transient response, fault impedance, or any other operating characteristic of the 
generator.  Any upgrades required to accommodate new facilities or upgraded facilities resulting 
in changes in their operating characteristics will be treated as a Supplemental Upgrades.  

1.3.2. Investments necessary to qualify a generator at the NRIS level, upon the request of 
the generator or a Network Customer. 

1.3.3. Investments required to designate a generator as a Network Resource at the NITS 
level, upon the request of a Network Customer. 

1.3.4. Investments required to provide new or expanded Firm PTP Transmission Service.

1.3.5. Investments designed to reduce congestion within the Transmission System, 
meaning investments that are intended to reduce the delivered price of power for 
particular loads.

1.3.6. Investments designed to increase transfer capability across, out of or into the 
Transmission System. 

1.3.7. Investments designed to serve load on the Transmission System at a higher level of 
reliability than is required under the standards specified in Attachment K.

2. COST RECOVERY FOR UPGRADE COSTS

2.1. Base Plan Upgrades  The cost of Base Plan Upgrades will be recoverable through the 
Transmission Provider’s transmission rates, including PTP and NITS rates under the 
Tariff, bundled retail rates, and rates charged to grandfathered customers.  

2.2. Supplemental Upgrades  

2.2.1. Supplemental Upgrades for PTP Transmission Service  The costs of Supplemental 
Upgrades that are required to grant PTP Transmission Service will be recoverable 
under FERC’s “higher of” pricing policy.  The Transmission Customer requesting 
the service will be charged the higher of:  (i) the applicable PTP rate recoverable 
over the requested term of service, factoring the cost of the upgrade into the rate; or 
(ii) the incremental cost of the upgrade plus any financial compensation payments 
due to other Transmission Customers under the provisions described in Section 4.3 
below.  In the event that the Transmission Customer requesting the service is 
charged the applicable PTP rate, the Transmission Customer will not be deemed to 
have individually funded a Supplemental Upgrade and will not be entitled to 



compensation under Section 4.3 below.  The cost of Supplemental Upgrades for 
which the customer is charged the applicable PTP rate shall be recoverable through 
the Transmission Provider’s transmission rates, including PTP and NITS rates 
under the Tariff, bundled retail rates, and rates charged to grandfathered customers.  

As with investments required for NITS service, it would be helpful to have examples of how 
this section would be applied in a real world scenario.  It appears that this section operates 
differently from Section 2.2.3, (Supplemental Upgrades for NITS).  If this is the case, please 
provide an explanation as to why Supplemental Upgrades for NITS are treated differently 
than Supplemental Upgrades for PTP.  Also, what is the determining factor between (i)(the 
applicable PTP rate recoverable over the requested term of service, factoring the cost of the 
upgrade into the rate,), and (ii) (the incremental cost of the upgrade plus any financial 
compensation payments due to other Transmission customers under the provisions described 
in Section 4.3 below).  Examples and further explanation of this section would also be helpful, 
including how this section operates differently from Section 2.2.3.

PTP Transmission rates, as displayed on OASIS, are billed to the requesting/confirming PTP 
Transmission Customer (with the upgrade factored into the rate) if they are higher than the 
incremental cost of the upgrade plus financial payments due to other FFR holders for facilities 
which in whole or part accommodate the service.  That comparison can be made because PTP 
service is charged based on the transmission reservation.  NITS customers are charged a portion 
of the Network Transmission Service Revenue Requirement in effect for the month billed, 
proportionate to that customer’s Load Ratio Share (See Attachment H of the Entergy Open 
Access Transmission Tariff (OATT) for more detail.)  Unlike PTP service, it is not possible to 
compare the costs of an upgrade to the load ratio share allocation to network customers.  

2.2.2. Supplemental Upgrades for Interconnection Service  The cost of Supplemental 
Upgrades required to accommodate requests for ERIS or NRIS will be recovered 
from the Interconnection Customer.  The Interconnection Customer will be charged 
the cost of the upgrade plus any financial compensation payments due to other 
customers under the provisions described in Section 4.3 below.

2.2.3. Supplemental Upgrades for NITS  The cost of Supplemental Upgrades required to 
accommodate Network Customer service requests, including designation of new 
NITS Network Resources will be recovered from the requesting Network Customer. 
The Network Customer will be charged the cost of the upgrade plus any financial 
compensation payments due to other customers under the provisions described in 
Section 4.3 below.

2.2.4. Other Supplemental Upgrades  The cost of all other Supplemental Upgrades will be 
recovered from the requesting customer. The requesting customer will be charged 
the cost of the upgrade plus any financial compensation payments due to other 
customers under the provisions described in Section 4.3 below.

It would be helpful if there was a comprehensive (though not exclusive) list of what would 
constitute “Other Supplemental Upgrades”, including examples and further explanation.



It is impossible to anticipate every possible upgrade or modification necessary to accommodate a 
Transmission or generation Interconnection Customer’s needs.  By definition, any upgrade that is 
not in the ICT Base Plan is a Supplemental Upgrade.  Section 2.2.4 serves to identify any 
upgrades that may not be explicitly captured by previous sections in Attachment T.

2.3. O&M Expenses For Base Plan and Supplemental Upgrades  All operating and 
maintenance (O&M) expenses associated with Base Plan and Supplemental Upgrades 
will be included in the Transmission Provider’s transmission revenue requirement, 
including the calculation of its OATT rates and the development of its bundled retail rates 
and rates under appropriate grandfathered agreements.  There will be no direct 
assignment or incremental rate treatment of these expenses.

2.4. Comparability  The provisions of this Attachment T will apply to the Transmission 
Provider and its affiliates, including requests for transmission service on behalf of the 
Transmission Provider’s bundled retail load, and requests for PTP Transmission Service 
into, out of, or across the Transmission System by the Transmission Provider’s affiliates 
or its wholesale merchant function.  Any Supplemental Upgrades that are funded by the 
Transmission Provider on behalf of its bundled retail load will be eligible for recovery 
through Entergy’s bundled retail rates and will not be recovered through Entergy’s Tariff 
rates.  Recovery of the cost of Supplemental Upgrades from grandfathered agreement 
customers will be governed by the particular provisions of each such agreement.  

3. PROCESS FOR IDENTIFYING UPGRADES 

3.1. Identification of Supplemental Upgrades  Supplemental Upgrades will be identified 
through the processes described in:  (i) Sections 13 and 14 of Attachment K; (ii) the PTP 
and NITS provisions of the Tariff and the Transmission Service Protocol; and (iii) the 
LGIP and LGIA provisions of Attachments N and O and the Interconnection Service 
Protocol.

Who can propose and fund an upgrade (Transmission Customers, investor, generation owner, 
etc)

Any Transmission, Interconnection, or Network Customer may fund upgrades.  

Do proposed upgrades need to be associated with transmission or interconnection service or 
designation of network resources?   

Upgrades will be associated with Interconnection Service (NRIS or ERIS), or Long-Term 
Transmission Service, including upgrades necessary for designation of network resources.  

3.2. Determination of Base Plan and Supplemental Upgrades  The ICT will assess whether a 
proposed upgrade should be considered a Base Plan Upgrade or Supplemental Upgrade.  
For purposes of this Section 3.2, the ICT will consider only upgrades in the then-current 
Base Plan for which construction is to be initiated within the next 3 years.  



The ICT Base Plan only covers a 3-year time period.  How are upgrades for time periods 
beyond the ICT Base Plan time period- classified?  This is especially important for long-term 
service which typically spans beyond 3 years.

Base Plan Upgrades are those upgrades included in the ICT’s Base Plan.   Supplemental 
Upgrades are all upgrades not included in the ICT’s Base Plan.  Therefore, upgrades that address 
issues that arise in time periods beyond the ICT Base Plan are classified as Supplemental 
Upgrades.

3.2.1. If the ICT determines that a proposed upgrade or set of upgrades is already in the 
Base Plan or will completely eliminate the need for a Base Plan Upgrade, then the 
proposed upgrade will not be treated as a Supplemental Upgrade and the cost will 
be recovered under Section 2.1 above. 

How is the owner of a supplemental upgrade which mitigates a base-case overload 
compensated?  How is compensation calculated (base case overloads tend to get worse in the 
long-term horizon)?  

If the ICT determines that a proposed upgrade or set of upgrades is already in the Base Plan or 
will completely eliminate the need for a Base Plan Upgrade, then the proposed upgrade will not 
be treated as a Supplemental Upgrade and the cost will be recovered as a Base Plan Upgrade.  

If the ICT determines that a proposed upgrade will materially decrease the cost of a Base Plan 
Upgrade, then the amount by which the Base Plan cost is decreased will be recovered under 
Section 2.1 above, and the remainder of the cost of the proposed upgrades will be recovered as a 
Supplemental Upgrade.  Compensation Calculations can be found in Section 4 of Attachment T.  

3.2.2. If the ICT determines that a proposed upgrade will materially decrease the cost of a 
Base Plan Upgrade, then the amount by which the Base Plan cost is decreased will 
be recovered under Section 2.1 above, and the remainder of the cost of the proposed 
upgrades will be recovered as a Supplemental Upgrade under Section 2.2 above.  

3.2.3. If the ICT determines that a proposed upgrade represents an acceleration of a Base 
Plan Upgrade, then the cost of accelerating the Base Plan Upgrade will be 
recovered as a Supplemental Upgrade under Section 2.2 above. 

3.3. Finality of ICT Determinations; Survival Rights  The ICT’s determinations on cost 
allocation of any upgrade will be final once such determination is made and any 
necessary contractual arrangements are accepted by FERC.  If this Attachment is 
subsequently altered or terminated, any customer that was previously assigned the costs 
of a Supplemental Upgrade will continue to be responsible for those costs and will 
continue to receive the rights set forth in Section 4 hereof associated with such upgrade. 



4. RIGHTS ASSOCIATED WITH SUPPLEMENTAL UPGRADES

4.1. Congestion Protection  When a customer uses the capacity created by a Supplemental 
Upgrade that it funded, the customer shall not be charged congestion for its use of that 
capacity.

What kind of congestion does a supplemental upgrade protect against (real-time, WPP, AFC)?  
Please clarify section 4.1  

The protection applies to any congestion costs that otherwise would be allocated to the 
customer's scheduled or reserved transmission service.  The only exception would be to the 
extent that reliability redispatch charges are allocated to all network customers.  Redispatch 
charges due to reliability needs are not hedged by supplemental upgrades.
  

4.2. Curtailment Priority  A customer who obtains transmission service by funding a 
Supplemental Upgrade will receive firm service, subject to the same curtailment priority 
as other firm service under the Tariff.  NRIS or ERIS status obtained through 
Supplemental Upgrades does not provide transmission service.  Transmission service 
from an NRIS resource to a designating Network Customer does not require additional 
Supplemental Upgrades and is firm service.

4.3.  Financial Compensation for Long Term Service Sold to Other Customers 

How are supplemental upgrades protected against potential factors which may consume spare 
capacity:  loop flow, base-case overloads, change in generation dispatch, flows below the 3% 
cutoff…etc.?

Compensation for Supplemental Capacity used by any particular transaction triggers payment 
when 3% (TDF/OTDF) of that that transaction impacts the upgraded element.  Further, the 
supplemental capacity on that element must be available, meaning, un-used by other transactions 
that may be below the 3% threshold.  Changes in generation dispatch may affect the loading on 
upgraded elements; loop flow has the potential for the same impact.  

4.3.1. General Principle  A customer funding a Supplemental Upgrade will receive a 
Financial Payment if (a) additional Long-Term PTP Transmission Service or the 
designation of a Long-Term Network Resource (i.e., the designation of a Network 
Resource for a period of at least one year) or NRIS or ERIS status is subsequently 
granted to another customer using the facility that was created or expanded by the 
funding customer’s Supplemental Upgrade or (b) the ICT determines that such 
Supplemental Upgrade is necessary to serve forecasted load growth reliably in the 
next calendar year.  The designation of a Network Resource on a short-term basis 
(i.e., for a period of less than one year) using a prior Supplemental Upgrade will not 
qualify as a “Long-Term Network Resource” under this Attachment and does not 
entitle the original funding party to a financial compensation payment.  



4.3.1.1.The right to compensation is limited to the capacity created by the 
Supplemental Upgrade, as represented in the base case model of the 
Transmission System as developed by the ICT pursuant to Attachment K, less 
any deductions for Financial Payments already received as specified in 
Sections 4.3.3.1, 4.3.3.2, and 4.3.3.3. 

4.3.1.2.A customer that has funded a Supplemental Upgrade in order to qualify a 
generating resource at the NITS, NRIS or ERIS level will receive an equivalent 
financial compensation payment if that same customer obtains Long-Term PTP 
Transmission Service out of the generating resource and that PTP Service uses 
transmission capacity that was originally funded through the Supplemental 
Upgrade.  

Please confirm that supplemental upgrades capacity to be compensated by third parties is the 
capacity used under post contingency conditions (this is normally the most constrained case) 
as opposed to the capacity used under pre-contingency conditions.  

The premise of the question is incorrect.  The “3% threshold” is triggered if 3% of the 
transaction flows over the element in either the pre-contingency case OR the post contingency 
case, whichever is higher.  

Point-to-Point transactions will generate a financial payment if the accommodation of that 
reservation was dependent upon the presence of a supplemental upgrade.  

Specifically:  

The pre-contingent or post-contingent flows associated with the service have at least a 3% 
TDF/OTDF respectively over the previously upgraded facility;

The capacity associated with the previously funded supplemental upgrade is not fully utilized 
prior to consideration of the requested service; and

The increase in flows associated with the request (or all new transmission granted in association 
with WPP) could not be accommodated reliably (in whole or in part) absent the previously 
funded Supplemental Upgrade.

4.3.2. Evaluation of Requests for Long Term Service and Load Growth  

4.3.2.1.All requests for new Long-Term Network Resource designation, NRIS status, 
or Long Term PTP service will be evaluated by the ICT during the SIS process 
(or during the deliverability study for NRIS requests) to determine whether the 
granting of such service is dependent on any Supplemental Upgrades that were 
previously funded by another customer.  A request will be deemed to be 
dependent on a prior Supplemental Upgrade if the load flow modeling of the 
request demonstrates that:  (i) the pre-contingent or post-contingent flows 
associated with the request have at least a 3% TDF/OTDF respectively over 
the previously upgraded facility; (ii) the capacity associated with the 



previously funded Supplemental Upgrade is not fully utilized prior to 
consideration of the requested service; and (iii) the increase in flows associated 
with the request could not be accommodated reliably (in whole or in part) 
absent the previously funded Supplemental Upgrade.  Previously funded 
Supplemental Upgrades that consist of acceleration of Base Plan Upgrades 
under Section 3.2.3 above will be considered in this section only during the 
period of the acceleration.

Providing an example of how this section would be applied in a real world scenario would be 
helpful.

Example:  Customer A funds a 100MW upgrade to element XYZ.  As per Attachment T, the 
funding customer has financial rights to 100MW of that element.  A subsequent Transmission 
Customer B requests 50MW of Long Term PTP Transmission Service.  This service impacts the 
loading of element XYZ by 10 MW on a post-contingency basis (20% of the 50MW transaction).  
Assume, for the sake of this example, that the capacity created by the Supplemental Upgrade is 
not fully utilized at the time of confirmation and that, absent this upgrade, the service could not 
have been granted.  Accordingly, Customer A, who funded this upgrade, will receive financial 
compensation for the 10 MW of capacity used for Long Term service by Customer B.  The 
payment will be determined by the per-MW cost of creating that capacity.  The Long-Term PTP 
Transmission Customer B acquires the rights to 10 MW of the supplemental capacity on that 
element in exchange for the financial compensation.  

4.3.2.2.As part of the ICT’s development of the Base Plan, the ICT will determine 
whether any Supplemental Upgrades that were previously funded by a 
customer are necessary to serve forecasted load growth reliably in the next 
calendar year.  Load growth will be deemed to be dependent on a prior 
Supplemental Upgrade if the load flow modeling of the load growth 
demonstrates that:  (i) the pre-contingent or post-contingent flows associated 
with the load growth have at least a 3% TDF/OTDF respectively over the 
previously upgraded facility; (ii) the capacity associated with the previously 
funded Supplemental Upgrade is not fully utilized prior to consideration of the 
load growth; and (iii) the increase in flows associated with the load growth 
could not be accommodated reliably (in whole or in part) absent the previously 
funded Supplemental Upgrade.  Previously funded Supplemental Upgrades 
that consist of acceleration of Base Plan Upgrades under Section 3.2.3 above 
will be considered in this section only during the period of the acceleration.

4.3.3. Granting of Long Term Service Dependent on Prior Supplemental Upgrades

4.3.3.1. NRIS or Long-Term Network Resource Status  If it is determined that the 
grant of any Long Term Network Resource designation or NRIS request is 
dependent on previously funded Supplemental Upgrades, then the requesting 
customer will be offered such service/status based on the charge further 
described in Section 4.3.5.2, below, as well as the funding of any additional 
Supplemental Upgrades that may be required.  If the requesting customer 
confirms the service on the terms offered, then the financial compensation 



payment will be paid to the party(ies) previously funding the applicable 
Supplemental Upgrades.  Thereafter, the requesting customer will be deemed 
to have funded the portion of the Supplemental Upgrade for which it made 
payments, and the original funding customer will no longer be deemed to have 
funded said portion.

4.3.3.2. Long-Term PTP Service  If the grant of new Long-Term PTP Transmission 
Service is dependent on any previously funded Supplemental Upgrades, then 
the requesting PTP customer will be offered such service only if the customer 
agrees to pay the higher of: (i) the applicable PTP rate under the Tariff; or (ii) 
a rate based on the sum of the cost of the annual applicable financial 
compensation payments further described in Section 4.3.5.3 below, and the 
cost of any new Supplemental Upgrades that may be required.  If the 
requesting customer confirms the service, then the customer(s) funding the 
prior Supplemental Upgrades will be paid an amount based on the applicable 
financial compensation payments.  If the requesting customer and the 
customer funding the prior Supplemental Upgrade are the same customer, 
then the customer will pay an amount equal to the charge for the new PTP 
Transmission Service, minus the amount due to it as a financial compensation 
payment.  The balance of the revenues collected by the Transmission Provider
from the requesting PTP customer will be accounted for as follows:

4.3.3.2.1. If the requesting customer is paying the applicable PTP rate under the 
Tariff, the balance of the PTP revenues from that customer (net of 
financial compensation paid to the customer who upgraded the 
facility) will be treated as Long-Term PTP revenues. 

4.3.3.2.2. If the requesting customer is paying a rate based on the sum of the 
applicable financial compensation payments, plus the cost of required 
new Supplemental Upgrades (if any), then the balance of the PTP 
revenues from that customer (net of financial compensation paid to the 
customer who upgraded the facility) shall be retained by the 
Transmission Provider as compensation for the additional 
Supplemental Upgrades.  Thereafter, the requesting customer will be 
deemed to have funded the portion of the Supplemental Upgrade for 
which it made the financial payment, and the original funding 
customer will no longer be deemed to have funded said portion.  

Providing an example of how this section would be applied in a real world scenario would be 
helpful.

Customer A holds rights to 100 MW on an element from previously funding an upgrade that 
created this capacity.  Customer B confirms a request that has a 110 MW impact on the element 
that Customer A upgraded, and requires additional upgrades.   The sum of the applicable 
financial compensation payments that Customer B owes A, plus the cost of the new 
Supplemental Upgrades required to accommodate B’s service is higher than the tariff rate, and, 
accordingly, is the sum charged to Customer B.  From this sum, Customer A is granted a 



financial payment for its Supplemental Upgrade capacity.  Customer B now holds the rights to 
Customer A’s capacity.    

4.3.4. Treatment of Load Growth  If it is determined by the ICT that a previously funded 
Supplemental Upgrade is necessary to serve forecasted load growth reliably in the 
next calendar year, then the financial compensation payment described in Section 
4.3.5.4 will be paid to the party(ies) previously funding the Supplemental Upgrade.  
Such payments will be considered payments for Base Plan Upgrades, and will be 
recoverable through the Transmission Provider’s transmission rates, including PTP 
and NITS rates under the Tariff, bundled retail rates, and rates charged to 
grandfathered customers.  Thereafter, the original funding customer will no longer 
be deemed to have funded the portion of the Supplemental Upgrade for which it 
received payments under this Section.

It is not completely clear how a customer that funded a Supplemental Upgrade would be 
compensated under this scenario.  Is the customer compensated solely pursuant to Section 
4.3.5.4?  Would Section 4.3.5.4 cover the entire cost the customer paid in funding the 
Supplemental Upgrade? More explanation for this section is needed including examples of 
how a customer would be compensated.  

The funding customer is compensated as load growth is predicted to utilize capacity created by a 
Supplemental Upgrade, in accordance with Section 4.3.5.4, similar to the way the funding 
customer would be reimbursed by another long term transmission customer that uses some of the 
FFR capacity built by the funding customer.  The Transmission Customer is compensated based 
upon the forecasted load growth use of the capacity based on the unitized cost of construction of 
each MW of capacity, plus any appropriate inflation or adders.  For example, Customer A creates 
100 MW of additional capacity with a Supplemental Upgrade costing $5,000,000.  The unitized 
price is $50,000/MW (to be adjusted for inflation for the first 5 years). The ICT projects that 20 
MW of the 100 MW of capacity created by a Supplemental Upgrade is unused by the customer 
and will be used by load growth in the next calendar year.  Entergy will reimburse Customer A 
$1,000,000 (adjusted for inflation in the first 5 years) for the 20 MW of capacity Entergy uses for 
load growth.  Customer A, having been reimbursed for 20 MW of capacity it funded, now owns 
FFR rights for only 80 MW of capacity.

In section 4.3.4, why has compensation for load growth been limited to the next calendar 
year?  It seems that as long as reliability of the system for next year or beyond is dependent on 
a supplemental upgrade, there should be a compensation for it.  Please clarify.  

The premise of the question seems to be that compensation for the capacity is only for one year.  
In fact, the reimbursement is a full reimbursement for perpetual relinquishment of FFR rights for 
capacity that is now to be used for native load growth.  See the numerical example above.

4.3.5. Rate For Long Term Service and Load Growth Dependent on Previously Funded 
Supplemental Upgrades



4.3.5.1. Unit Rate  For each previously funded Supplemental Upgrade described in 
Section 4.3.1 above, the $/MW unit rate for purposes of financial 
compensation shall be calculated as the funded cost of the Supplemental 
Upgrade (plus any applicable tax gross-ups) divided by the MW of capacity 
created by the Supplemental Upgrade on the upgraded element, where such 
MW of capacity is determined by the ICT.  Such unit rate will escalate at the 
rate of inflation for each of the first five years after the Supplemental Upgrade 
is placed in service, and not escalate further after the sixth year of service.  

Providing an example of how this section would be applied in a real world scenario would be 
helpful.

If the funded cost of a supplemental Upgrade was $5,000,000 and created 100 MW of additional 
capacity, the unit rate for purposes of financial compensation will be $50,000/MW in year 0.  
Years 1-5 will increase at the rate of a publicly recognized inflation index.  Subsequent years 
will not increase regardless of inflation.  For example, if inflation for years 1-5 were 2% as 
indicated by the index; the unit rate for purposes of financial compensation will be $50,000/MW, 
$51,000/MW, $52,020/MW, $53,060.40/MW, and $54,121.61/MW for years 1-5, respectively.  

4.3.5.2. Charge for Service for Long-Term Network Resource or NRIS  Any customer 
whose request for Long-Term Network Resource or NRIS status depends on a 
previously funded Supplemental Upgrade shall be responsible for a one-time 
financial compensation payment to the Transmission Provider, which the 
Transmission Provider will pay to the party funding the prior Supplemental 
Upgrade, as per section 4.3.3.1 above.  The amount owed will be the product 
of the unit rate for that prior Supplemental Upgrade in the year that the new 
service request begins, times the MWs of capacity associated with the prior 
Supplemental Upgrade that were used to grant the new service request (as 
calculated by the ICT in the load flow study referenced in Section 4.3.2.)  

Providing an example of how this section would be applied in a real world scenario would be 
helpful.

Customer A funds a Supplemental Upgrade that yields 100 MW of additional capacity on an 
element.  The funded cost is $5,000,000.  The unit rate is $50,000/MW (see above.)  In year one, 
Customer B wishes to designate a long term network resource.  After study, it is found that this 
service utilizes 90 MW of the Customer A’s capacity, and satisfies the requirements for a 
financial payment.  The unit rate, after one year of inflation at 2%, is $51,000/MW.  The one-
time payment is $4,590,000 ($51,000 * 90MW).  Customer B now has rights to 90 MW of the 
capacity, and will receive financial payments in accordance with Attachment T for that capacity, 
when appropriate.

4.3.5.3. Charge for Long Term PTP Service  Any customer whose request for Long 
Term PTP service depends on a previously funded Supplemental Upgrade 
may be responsible for annual financial compensation payment to the 
Transmission Provider, which the Transmission Provider will pay to the 



customer funding the prior Supplemental Upgrade, under the “higher of” 
calculation in Section 2.2.1 above. The rate for such payments will be a 
levelized annual payment over the term of the requested PTP service, 
calculated to equal the product of the unit rate for the prior Supplemental 
Upgrade in the year that the new PTP service request begins, times the MW of 
capacity in the facility associated with the prior Supplemental Upgrade that 
was used to grant the new PTP service request (as calculated in the load flow 
study referenced in Section 4.3.2.)  

4.3.5.4. Charge Associated with Load Growth  When load growth depends on a 
previously funded Supplemental Upgrade, the Transmission Provider shall be 
responsible for a one-time financial compensation payment to the party 
funding the prior Supplemental Upgrade, as per section 4.3.4 above.  The 
amount owed will be the product of the unit rate for that prior Supplemental 
Upgrade in the year that load growth is expected, times the MWs of capacity 
associated with the prior Supplemental Upgrade that will be used for the load 
growth (as calculated by the ICT in the load flow study referenced in Section 
4.3.2).  The payment due date shall be determined by the ICT, and shall be 
due during the calendar year of the expected load growth.

Providing an example of how this section would be applied in a real world scenario would be 
helpful.  Will there be a true up utilized if, for instance, the calculation of the MWs of capacity 
associated with the prior Supplemental Upgrade calculates out to less than the actual cost paid 
by the customer for the Supplemental Upgrade?  Further explanations and examples would be 
helpful for this section.  

Customer A funds a Supplemental Upgrade that yields 100 MW of additional capacity on an 
element.  The funded cost is $5,000,000.  The unit rate is $50,000/MW (see above.)  In year one, 
the ICT determines that load growth will utilize 90 MW of the Customer A’s capacity, and 
satisfies the requirements for a financial payment.  The unit rate, after one year of inflation at 
2%, is $51,000/MW.  The one-time payment from Entergy to funding Customer A is $4,590,000 
($51,000 * 90MW).  FFR rights to 90MW of the capacity are now retired as to Customer A.

There will be no “true-up.”  The unit rate is determined by the funded cost, and has a provision 
for inflation.  Note there is no provision for deflation.  The unit rate can never be less than what 
was previously determined by the ICT.  

4.4. Financial Compensation for Short Term PTP Service Sold to Other Customers 

4.4.1. General Principle  A customer funding a Supplemental Upgrade will receive a 
Financial Payment if additional Short-Term PTP Transmission Service is 
subsequently granted to another customer using the facility that was created or 
expanded by the funding customer’s Supplemental Upgrade.  The designation of a 
Network Resource on a short-term basis (i.e., for a period of less than one year) 
using a prior Supplemental Upgrade does not entitle the original funding party to a 
financial compensation payment under this Section 4.4.



Why is short-term designation of network resources treated differently than short-term PTP in 
regards to supplemental upgrades compensation?  Please explain reasoning for statement in 
Section 4.4.1.

No incremental revenue is collected on behalf of the Transmission Provider for short term 
designation of Network Resources.  Short term Point to Point Transmission Service generates 
additional revenue, which will be distributed to those who fund Supplemental upgrades in 
accordance with Attachment T.

4.4.1.1. The right to compensation is limited to the capacity created by the 
Supplemental Upgrade, as represented in the base case model of the 
Transmission System developed by the ICT pursuant to Attachment K and as 
adjusted in accordance with Section 4.4.1.2.  

4.4.1.2. To calculate the capacity of a transmission upgrade for which a funding 
customer is entitled to financial compensation under this Section 4.4, the 
capacity of the upgrade determined in accordance with Section 4.4.1.1 shall be 
reduced in accordance with this Section 4.4.1.2.  First, the capacity of the 
upgrade determined in accordance with Section 4.4.1.1 shall be reduced based 
on the ratio of (a) the dollar amount of the transmission credits received by the 
customer associated with the transmission upgrade (excluding any interest 
included in such credits) to (b) the dollar amount of the costs of the 
transmission upgrade initially funded by the customer.  The amount of
transmission capacity then shall be reduced, not below zero, to reflect any 
Financial Payments already received as specified in Sections 4.3.

Providing an example of how the preceding two sections would be applied in a real world 
scenario would be helpful.  Also, further explanation would be helpful which could show the 
calculations.  Also, could the capacity be less than what the customer uses?  Would it utilize a 
gross amount?

Example illustrating Section 4.4.1.1:  Customer A requests 200MW of transmission service, and 
an existing element is constrained to prevent the granting of Customer A’s transmission service 
request.  Customer A funds a 100MW upgrade on the limiting element, costing $5,000,000, 
20MW of which is used in granting Customer A’s transmission service request.  For the duration 
of Customer A’s transmission service, Customer A has right to compensation for the remaining 
80MW of capacity it added to the element.  At the end of Customer A’s transmission service, 
Customer A will have compensation rights for the full 100MW of capacity it funded on that 
element, until it is reimbursed for any or all of that capacity by other long term transmission 
customers, or by Entergy.

Example illustrating Section 4.4.1.2:  Customer A requests 200MW of transmission service, and 
an existing element is constrained to prevent the granting of Customer A’s transmission service 
request.  Customer A funds a 100MW upgrade on the limiting element, costing $5,000,000, 
20MW of which is used in granting Customer A’s transmission service request.  However, 
previous tariff provisions granted Customer A $2,000,000 in transmission credits (40% of the 
original cost).  Customer A now has compensation rights in 60% of the capacity it created with 



the supplemental upgrade, or 60MW.  For the duration of Customer A’s transmission service, 
20MW of that capacity is used by Customer A and Customer A has compensation rights in the 
remaining 40MW.  At the end of Customer A’s transmission service, Customer A will have 
compensation rights for 60MW of capacity it funded on that element, until it is reimbursed for 
any or all of that capacity by other long term transmission customers, or by Entergy.

4.4.2. Evaluation of Short Term PTP Service Confirmed Through the AFC Process  All 
new Short Term PTP service confirmed through the AFC process will be evaluated 
by the ICT to determine whether the granting of such service was dependent on any 
Supplemental Upgrades that were previously funded by another customer.  A 
request will be deemed to be dependent on a prior Supplemental Upgrade if the load 
flow modeling of the request demonstrates that:  (i) the pre-contingent or post-
contingent flows associated with the service have at least a 3% TDF/OTDF 
respectively over the previously upgraded facility; (ii) the capacity associated with 
the previously funded Supplemental Upgrade is not fully utilized prior to 
consideration of the requested service; and (iii) the increase in flows associated with 
the request could not be accommodated reliably (in whole or in part) absent the 
previously funded Supplemental Upgrade. 

4.4.2.1. The evaluation under Section 4.4.2 shall be based on the AFC load flow 
model and response factors calculated using that model at the time of the 
service request.

4.4.2.2. Previously funded Supplemental Upgrades that consist of acceleration of Base 
Plan Upgrades under Section 3.2.3 above will be considered in Section 4.4.2 
only during the period of the acceleration.

4.4.3. Granting of Short Term PTP Service Dependent on Prior Supplemental Upgrades  
Requests for Short Term PTP Service will be granted or denied in accordance with 
the AFC process.

4.4.4. Rate For Short Term PTP Service Dependent on Previously Funded Supplemental 
Upgrades  The rate for Short Term PTP Service dependent on previously funded 
Supplemental Upgrades will be determined in accordance with Schedule 7 or 
Schedule 8 of the OATT, as applicable.

How is spare capacity of supplemental upgrades protected in the AFC process where dispatch 
and topology changes altering flows on the transmission system occur frequently?

Spare capacity may be consumed or relieved by redispatch, counterflows, topology changes, or 
other system conditions as they manifest within the AFC horizon.  However, payment is 
generated at the time the service is confirmed, protecting the customer from any system changes 
affecting the model from the time of confirmation until the end of that reservation.  



4.4.5. Allocation of Revenues Collected by the Transmission Provider Associated With 
Short Term PTP Service Confirmed Through the AFC Process and That is
Dependent on Previously Funded Supplemental Upgrades

4.4.5.1. When the ICT determines in accordance with Section 4.4.2 that a confirmed 
Short Term PTP service depends on a previously funded Supplemental 
Upgrade, the Transmission Provider shall pay to the party funding the prior 
Supplemental Upgrade an amount equal to (a) the revenues received by the 
Transmission Provider for the Short Term PTP service times (b) the ratio of 
(i) the MWs of capacity associated with the prior Supplemental Upgrade that 
were used, at the expected system peak hour during the term of the service, to 
grant the new Short Term PTP service (as calculated by the ICT in the load 
flow study referenced in Section 4.4.2.1 and subject to Section 4.4.1.1) to (ii) 
the capacity (MWs) of the Short Term PTP service.

4.4.5.2. If the total payments calculated under Section 4.4.5.1 associated with a Short 
Term PTP service exceed the revenues received by the Transmission Provider 
for that service, the payment to each party shall by reduced pro rata by 
multiplying the payment to the party calculated in accordance with Section 
4.4.5.1 for the Short Term PTP service times the ratio of (a) the revenues 
received by the Transmission Provider for the Short Term PTP service to (b) 
the total payments calculated under Section 4.4.6.1 associated with the 
service.

4.5. Preservation of Rights if the ICT Ceases to Function  In the event the ICT ceases to 
function, a customer that funds a Supplemental Upgrade shall maintain the same (a) 
protections against congestion, (b) curtailment priorities, and (c) rights to financial 
payments, as those provided in this Section 4.  To preserve such rights, Entergy shall:

4.5.1. take all steps reasonably necessary to implement, within six months of the date that 
the ICT Agreement terminates, a replacement entity to apply congestion hedges and 
financial rights;

4.5.2. pursuant to the terms of the ICT Agreement, request that the ICT continue to apply 
congestion hedges and financial rights until a replacement entity is implemented; 
and

4.5.3. in the event a replacement entity is not put into effect before the Transition 
Assistance Period under the ICT Agreement ends, negotiate in good faith for the 
ICT to continue to apply congestion hedges and financial rights under substantially 
the same terms and conditions as those provided under the ICT Agreement and until 
such time as a replacement entity is installed.

5. TREATMENT OF PREVIOUSLY INCURRED INTERCONNECTION COSTS

5.1. General Approach  The ICT will conduct a one-time analysis of prior interconnection 
costs on the Transmission System, for purposes of determining the correct cost allocation 
for such investments.  This analysis will be conducted after the ICT completes its first 
summer Base Case Model for the Transmission System as described in Attachment K.  



The analysis will cover all interconnection-related facilities constructed by Entergy over 
the period from January 1, 1997 through the effective date of this Attachment, excluding 
facilities the cost of which has already been fully credited back to the interconnecting 
generator.  The ICT will conduct an independent review of each such facility and make 
an independent determination of whether the upgrade is properly classified as a Base Plan 
or Supplemental Upgrade, using the procedure outlined in this section.  The ICT’s 
findings will be used to determine the prospective cost allocation of such investments. 

5.2. Classification of Interconnection Facilities  Interconnection-related facilities fall into one 
of three categories:  (i) direct interconnection facilities, which are facilities necessary to 
interconnect the generator to the grid and as further specified in Section 5.2.1; (ii) 
required upgrade facilities, which are facilities required to maintain system reliability 
while accommodating the interconnection of the generator; and (iii) optional upgrade 
facilities, which are facilities that the generator elected to fund to alleviate congestion and 
thereby increase its output.  The ICT shall determine the classification of a particular 
facility as direct interconnection, required upgrade or optional upgrade.  Where an 
interconnection customer funded multiple upgrades, for purposes of determining whether 
a facility has been fully credited, credits received will be attributed first to optional 
upgrades, then to required upgrades, then to direct interconnection facilities.

5.2.1. Direct Interconnection Facilities  

5.2.1.1. For direct interconnection facilities, the ICT will determine, based on the 
current transmission system configuration, whether the interconnection 
facility is: (a) a green-field facility, meaning a substation, line or other facility 
that connects the generator to the Entergy transmission system, was 
constructed at the time of the generator interconnection, and does not connect 
to any distribution circuits or load-serving facilities; (b) a green-field facility 
that connects the interconnecting generator and connects to distribution 
circuits or load-serving facilities; (c) an existing facility that was expanded in 
its pre-existing configuration to accommodate the interconnecting generator 
with (i) no additional nodal capacity or (ii) additional nodal capacity; or (d) an 
existing facility that was reconfigured as part of an expansion to accommodate 
the interconnecting generator.

5.2.1.2. All direct interconnection facilities determined by the ICT to be in category 
(a) or (c)(i) above will be deemed by the ICT not to be needed in order for the 
Entergy Transmission System to meet applicable reliability standards as 
specified in Attachment K, and therefore classified as Supplemental 
Upgrades.  For facilities that the ICT determines are in categories (b), (c) (ii) 
or (d) above, the ICT will perform a further analysis to determine whether the 
facilities are properly classified as Base Plan or Supplemental Upgrades.  This 
analysis is described below in Section 5.3.

5.2.2. Required Upgrade Facilities  For required network upgrades, the ICT will review 
the current transmission system configuration to determine: (a) whether the upgrade 
would be required for short circuit and/or stability protection, absent the 
interconnecting generator; or (b) whether the upgrade would be required for 
additional current capability, absent the interconnecting generator.  To the extent 



the ICT can determine that the facility would not be required for such purposes 
absent the interconnecting generator, the facility will be classified by the ICT to be 
a Supplemental Upgrade.  To the extent the ICT cannot make such a determination 
using the procedures under this Section 5.2.2, it will perform a further analysis as 
described below in Section 5.3.  

5.2.3. Optional Upgrade Facilities  For all optional upgrades, the ICT will perform the 
analysis described in Section 5.3.

5.3. Analysis of  Reliability Impact of Prior Investments  To the extent the ICT needs to 
perform further analysis to determine whether an upgrade is properly classified as a Base 
Plan or Supplemental Upgrade, it will do so by determining whether the upgrade is 
currently required in order for the Transmission System to meet applicable planning and 
reliability criteria as specified in Attachment K.  It will make such determination by 
reference to the most recent Base Case Model that it prepares for the Transmission 
System in accordance with Attachment K.  Using that Base Case Model of the 
Transmission System, it will determine whether applicable planning and reliability 
criteria could be met in the absence of the upgrade in question. To the extent that it 
determines that applicable planning and reliability criteria could be met in the absence of 
the upgrade in question, it will classify that upgrade as a Supplemental Upgrade.  To the 
extent that it determines that applicable planning and reliability criteria could not be met 
in the absence of the upgrade in question, it will classify that upgrade as a Base Plan 
Upgrade.

5.3.1. Queue Order  The ICT will identify each upgrade for which the cost of the upgrade 
has not been fully credited back to the interconnecting generator. The ICT will 
determine the queue order of the upgrades based on the effective date of the 
applicable IOA. To the extent that facilities have the same IOA effective date, the 
queue order will be determined based on the in-service date of the upgrade. 

5.3.2. Removal of Upgrades from Base Case Model  The ICT will remove all upgrades 
identified in Section 5.3.1 from the specified Base Case Model and determine 
whether there were any overloads on the Transmission System that were not present 
in the specified Base Case Model or that were more severe than the specified Base 
Case Model.   If there are no overloads that are created or made more severe by the 
removal of the identified upgrades, then no further analysis will be performed, and 
none of the identified upgrades will be deemed to have been needed for reliable 
service on the Transmission System, and thus none will be deemed to be properly 
classified as Base Plan.  If there are new or more severe overloads that appear upon 
the removal of the identified upgrades, then the ICT will proceed to step 5.3.3.

It would be helpful if further explanation could be given to what would constitute “more 
severe” in reference to overloads in this section.  Is there a defined formula as to what would 
constitute a more severe overload that is being utilized?  Also, providing an example of how 
this section would be applied in a real world scenario would be helpful.

“More severe” simply means the line is projected to “carry more current under the same 
contingency.”  If a line overloads under a certain contingency by 5% of its nominal rating with 
all previously-funded upgrades in the system, but the same line overloads by 10% of its nominal 



rating with all previously-funded upgrades removed from the model, the overload would be 
deemed “more severe.” For the purposes of this section of Attachment T, “more severe,” as 
determined by the ICT, may mean a pre- or post-contingent overload that has been exacerbated 
by the absence of a previously-funded upgrade.  

Example:  After removing all previously-funded upgrades, the ICT runs a load flow model and 
checks to see if any overloads are created or made more severe without the previously-funded 
upgrades.  If there are no overloads or no overloads made more severe by the absence of the 
previously-funded upgrades, the analysis would stop.  If there are overloads created or made 
more severe by the absence of the previously-funded upgrades, the ICT will continue its analysis 
with step 5.3.3.

5.3.3. Return to Base Case Model Individually in Queue Order  The ICT will put each 
upgrade identified in 5.3.1 back into the system configuration in the base case 
model, individually in queue order.  For each identified upgrade, the ICT will 
determine whether returning the upgrade to the system configuration in the base 
case model results in a material reduction of base case overloads. The ICT will be 
responsible for the determination of materiality.  If the ICT finds that returning the 
upgrade to the system configuration results in a material reduction in base case 
overloads in this analysis, then the ICT will deem the upgrade to be needed for 
reliable service and thus properly classified as Base Plan.  If the ICT finds that 
returning the upgrade to the system configuration does not result in a material 
reduction in base case overloads in this analysis, then the ICT will deem the 
upgrade to not be needed for reliable service, and thus properly classified as 
Supplemental. Once an upgrade has been evaluated under the methodology outlined 
in this section, it will stay in the system configuration for purposes of evaluating the 
next upgrade in the queue order.

It would be helpful if there was some further explanation as to what would constitute 
“material reduction in base case overloads.”  Does the ICT utilize any parameters in defining 
what would constitute a “material reduction?”  If so, this should be included in an annotated 
version of Attachment T.

As noted above, the ICT will be responsible for determining materiality.  Factors could include 
pre/post contingent percentage loading levels, overloads, etc.  

5.4. Evaluation of Other Prior Investments  In addition to the investments identified in Section 
5.1, the ICT may evaluate other prior investments on the Transmission System made 
during the same time frame as those considered in Section 5.1 to determine if they are 
properly classified as Base Plan or Supplemental Upgrades, including upgrades 
constructed to serve Native Load customers. 

5.5. Cost allocation  After the ICT determines whether an upgrade should be classified as 
Supplemental or Base Plan, the ICT will so inform the customer funding the upgrade and 
the Transmission Provider.  The Transmission Provider will file with the FERC any 



necessary amendments to the applicable IOA to implement the ICT’s cost allocation 
determination, seeking cessation of outstanding credits or reimbursement of the customer 
for any uncredited balance, as applicable.  Any payment obligations and terminations of 
credits under this Section 5.5 will become effective on the date the FERC allows such 
amendments to go into effect, provided that such effective date shall not be prior to the 
implementation date of the software necessary to provide compensation for Short-Term 
PTP Transmission Service in accordance with Section 4.4 of this Attachment T.  Upon 
such effective date, any amounts reimbursed to customers for upgrades determined to be 
Base Plan will be eligible for inclusion in the Transmission Provider’s retail and 
wholesale transmission rates.

5.6. Stakeholder Participation  The ICT will develop appropriate procedures for consulting 
with individual generation owners during this process, to ensure that the ICT has the 
benefit of the generator’s view of its interconnection upgrades and cost assignments, and 
to ensure that the generator understands the analytical process undertaken by the ICT with 
respect to that generator’s upgrades.



6. PLANNING REDISPATCH

6.1. Charges for planning redispatch provided in accordance with Attachment D of the Tariff 
shall be calculated in accordance with this Section 6.  

6.2. A long-term firm PTP Customer will have the option of paying (a) the higher of (i) actual 
incremental costs of redispatch or (ii) the applicable embedded cost transmission charge 
on file with the Commission or (b) a fixed charge for redispatch to be negotiated by the 
Transmission Provider and the Transmission Customer and subject to a cap representing 
the total fixed and variable costs of the resources expected to provide the service.  Such 
election shall be made at the time the PTP Customer enters into a Service Agreement or 
requests the filing of an unexecuted Service Agreement, and shall apply during the entire 
term of the service.

6.3. If the PTP Customer selects a fixed charge for redispatch, (a) to the extent that the 
overload necessitating the redispatch existed in the Base Case Model before the proposed 
transfer was simulated and was only exacerbated by the transfer, the Customer shall be 
responsible for redispatch costs sufficient to mitigate the incremental portion of the 
overload attributable to the proposed transfer and (b) such charge shall be renegotiated by 
the Transmission Provider and the Transmission Customer at the time any reassessments 
are performed in accordance with Attachment D of the Tariff, provided that the rate shall 
be subject to a cap representing the total fixed and variable costs of the resources 
expected to provide the service.

6.4. If the PTP Customer selects the higher of incremental cost or the embedded-cost charge, 
the Transmission Provider shall calculate the costs of redispatch monthly and charge the 
higher of redispatch or the embedded cost charge each month.  The PTP Customer shall 
not be charged the costs of redispatch to the extent the PTP service is provided by using 
the Customer's Exempt Transmission Capacity.

In section 6.4, clarify that customer will be charged the embedded cost charge until the WPP is 
operational. 

The customer will be charged the embedded cost charge if there is no redispatch charge with 
which to be compared. 

6.5. Payments for redispatch under this Section 6, which shall be made to the Entergy 
Operating Companies, shall be considered reimbursements for fuel or purchased power 
expenses. 
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ATTACHMENT 8 



 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
INDEPENDENT COORDINATOR OF TRANSMISSION (ICT) FOR ENTERGY 

Report to the Entergy Users Group 
May 13, 2009 

 

Background 
The ICT conducts a quarterly assessment of the Entergy AFC data retention processes. The most recent 
assessment was performed on May 13, 2009.  Conducting the assessment on behalf of the ICT: 

Joe Codemo, IT Risk Mitigation Coordinator 
Erin Jester, Internal Auditor 
Ty Mitchell, Chair of the Entergy Users Group 
 

Representing Entergy: 

Tim Angel - Supervisor, System Hardware Support 
David Stacks - Sr. Associate System Analyst, System Management 
Vinit Gupta - Supervisor, Supervisor, EMS Applications 
Connie Wells - Sr. Staff Analyst, Transmission Compliance (on phone) 
Christin Scallion – System Analyst III 
Sandeep Bokar  - Sr. Engineer 
Eric Pounders – Sr. System Analyst, DBA team lead (on phone)  
 

Assessment 
The ICT examined both the regular AFC data retention process and the processes surrounding the 
Weekly Procurement Process (WPP).  The ICT investigated the FERC Lost, Inaccurate, or Mishandled 
Data submissions submitted since the last assessment.  The ICT also reviewed the pending 
recommendations and issues from the February 2009 assessment.  A discussion of the assessment 
follows: 
 
AFC and WPP-AFC Data Retention Process 

The ICT performed a random sampling of compliance with key process controls to provide reasonable 
assurance that the AFC and WPP-AFC data retention processes will prevent further data loss.  On May 8, 
2009 Entergy was requested to make the following information available for inspection: 

• Weekly full image backup logs for the dates 2/14-15/2009, 3/21-22/2009, and 4/18-19/2009. 
• Daily incremental backup logs for the dates 2/24/2009, 3/19/2009, and 4/3/2009. 
• Logs from the restoration testing of the above full and incremental backups. 
• Remedy service request for the April 2009 archive cycle. 
• Archive backup logs for the April 2009 archive cycle. 
• Logs from the restoration testing of the April 2009 archive cycle. 
• Evidence that the checksum comparison step of the backup process produced no discrepancies. 
• Transmittal documentation demonstrating backup tapes created for the above were sent to offsite 

storage. 
• Evidence that the current plus three months AFC data is stored on the Energy Management System 

(EMS) and that current plus 12 months AFC data is stored on the online file server. 
• Evidence that the daily verification of OASIS Automation process logs was performed for the dates 

2/24/2009, 3/19/2009, and 4/4/2009. 



 

Upon arrival on-site, all requested documentation was available except for the April 2009 archive cycle.  
Due to current workload, Entergy is 1 month behind on backups, however all data is stored on disk.  In 
respect to this, February 2009 was used for testing.  Entergy expects to be up to date by the next 
assessment in August 2009.  An inspection of the backup and restoration logs confirmed that the AFC 
data files were being properly backed up and test restored.  An examination of the checksum process 
logs determined that all files archived for the month of February 2009 were successfully transferred from 
the EMS to online file storage.  The archive process has been split into two Remedy tickets.  The first 
ticket performs the archive-to-tape and corporate external review process.  The second ticket, created 
three months later, seeks deletion approval and then deletes the archived files from disk to compete the 
archive process.  The ICT reviewed the February 2009 Remedy ticket and found the ticket was opened 
April 7, 2009, and is pending deletion approval.  Examination of the Information Vaulting Service (IVS) 
transmittal documentation and an examination of the restoration testing logs confirmed that the second 
(offsite) copies of the backup tapes were properly sent offsite for storage. 

Entergy acknowledged during the November 2008 assessment that certain AFC data is reaching end-of-
life (older than five years) and no longer needs to be retained.  This data resides on archive tapes that 
also contain HDR (Historical Data Recorder) data for the same time period with a 25 year retention 
schedule.  Entergy is still evaluating how to resolve this issue and permit the end-of-life AFC data to be 
expunged.  The archived data will likely need to be reloaded to temporary space with only the HDR data 
re-archived.  This will become an issue in late 2009 when the first AFC data reaches its end of life.  
Entergy is also evaluating options for separating the AFC and HDR archive data going forward. 

During the August 2008 assessment, the ICT recommended that Entergy use the Network Operations 
Manager software currently being rolled out to track media errors as well as alert support staff in real time 
when an error occurs.  The ICT was advised that the Network Operations Manager software was still 
pending installation due to higher priority tasks and is expected to be installed by the end of 2009.  In the 
interim, the migration to Veritas Version 6 provides e-mail notifications of problems encountered during 
the backup process, resolving the immediate need for the Network Operations Manager software. 

Recommendation:  Complete the installation of the Network Operations Manager software and use it to 
track media errors as well as alert support staff in real time when an error occurs, as originally 
recommended during the August 2008 assessment.  The ICT recognizes that installing the Network 
Operations Manager software is lower in priority than other time-critical tasks and recommends the task 
be completed as soon as practical. 

The ICT previously found that on occasion, the restoration testing would suspend due to lack of available 
disk space.  The suspension was detected properly by the Entergy staff that then freed up space and 
manually resumed the job.  During the August 2008 assessment, the ICT recommended configuration of 
additional disk space on the restoration test environment.  As of this assessment date, the additional disk 
space was in the process of being ordered.  Entergy has also assigned additional system administration 
staff to ensure obsolete data is promptly deleted from the restoration test server.  This additional staff also 
ensures that the OASIS posting data older than three months is promptly deleted from the ET.COM web 
site to prevent OASIS posting failures due to insufficient disk space. 

Recommendation:  Add more disk space to the restoration test environment as originally recommended 
August 2008.  In the interim, the ICT will continue to continuously monitor disk space.  Tim Angel has 
taken the task of obtaining the extra disk space. 

The previous action item related to a permanent Oracle backup solution has been closed.  All Oracle 
databases are being backed up using Veritas software including the production WPP data. 

Action Item:  The ICT will inquire with the WPP group to ascertain the data backup and retention 
requirements for the development and QA environments. 



 

The ICT examination of the OASIS Automation log verification process confirmed that Entergy is properly 
verifying the presence of the OASIS Automation process log files. 

In summary, the ICT does not have any exceptions to report with regular AFC or WPP-AFC backup 
processes.   

FERC Filings 

Filings made by Entergy to FERC since the February 2009 assessment were discussed in some depth. 

March 17, 2009 filing:  One issue was reported: 

• State Estimator Savecase.  On March 3, 2009 at approximately 2:25AM, while attempting to retrieve 
a historical ‘savecase’ into a study application, a Transmission Operator inadvertently retrieved the 
‘savecase’ into State Estimator, which RFCALC utilizes to calculate AFC values.  The ‘savecase’ 
data was corrected at approximately 3:10 AM and RFCALC ran with the correct information at 4:15 
AM.  During the period that the incorrect ‘savecase’ was in place, five TSRs were processed.  The 
TSRs were all confirmed. 

 
To prevent a reoccurrence, the Transmission Operator was provided with further training on April 30.  
Additionally, the ability to retrieve a ‘savecase’ into State Estimator was removed from Transmission 
Operators.  This change is detailed in Remedy Change Request 14781 

 
April 15, 2009 filing:  Two issues were reported: 

• UC Stack File.  On April 1, 2009 the ICT reported to Entergy that it appeared that RFCALC was not 
modeling the reservation stack files supplied by Entergy System Planning Operations (SPO).  SPO 
began supplying generation dispatch in a UC and a Stack File on February 2, 2009.  Subsequent to 
a detailed review, it was determined that the system configuration required for RFCALC to recognize 
and process the reservation stack file was incorrect.  The system configuration was corrected on 
April 1, 2009. 

 
The fix, detailed in Remedy Incident ticket 402150, required a change to a system environment 
variable.  This change allowed the system to properly process the files. 
 

• Incorrect Modeling of Certain Long Term Reservations.  On April 2, 2009 it was discovered that 
certain long term reservations were being incorrectly modeled in the Planning Horizon.  Certain long 
term reservations may have been modeled at a capacity less than the granted MW capacity if the 
source generator for the reservation had a non-zero dispatch in the SPO unit commitment file.  
Subsequently it was determined that this issue may have existed since the implementation of Phase 
I of the negative generation enhancement of RFCALC in May 2007.  A permanent software fix has 
been provided by Areva and is being tested. 

 
Entergy believes this issue was not caught in testing due to the vendor not having a complete 
understanding of the business requirement.  A test has been created for this situation to ensure it 
does not reoccur.  The change is detailed in Remedy Change Request 14787. 

 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT 9 



 

 

Entergy Services, Inc. 
Mail Unit L-ENT-24A 
639 Loyola Avenue 
New Orleans, LA  70113 
Tel   504-576-4993 
Fax  504-576-5123 
e-Mail  gpierc2@entergy.com 
 

  

Greg Pierce 
Director Transmission Compliance 
 

 
March 17, 2009 
 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC FILING 
 
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C.  20426 
 
Re: Entergy Services, Inc.; Docket No. ER05-1065-000 

Report of AFC-Related Errors 
 
 
Dear Secretary Bose: 
 
Pursuant to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (“Commission”) April 24, 2006 Order in 
Entergy Services, Inc., 115 FERC ¶ 61,095 (2006) (“April 24 Order”), Entergy Services, Inc., acting as 
agent for the Entergy Operating Companies,1 hereby notifies the Commission it has recently become 
aware of the following AFC-related error. 
 
In the April 24 Order, the Commission conditionally accepted Entergy’s proposal to establish an 
Independent Coordinator of Transmission (“ICT”) for the Entergy System.  As the Commission is 
aware, the Southwest Power Pool, Inc. acts as Entergy’s ICT.  In the April 24 Order, the Commission 
imposed an obligation for Entergy to “notify the Commission, the ICT and the Users Group within 15 
days if Entergy discovers that it has lost data, or reported inaccurate data, or otherwise believes that it 
has mismanaged data.”  See April 24 Order at P 110.  Accordingly, Entergy submits the following 
explanation of recently discovered issue involving inaccurate outage data in RFCALC. 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1  The Entergy Operating Companies include:  Entergy Arkansas, Inc., Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, LLC, Entergy 

Louisiana, LLC, Entergy Mississippi, Inc., Entergy New Orleans, Inc., and Entergy Texas, Inc.  The Entergy 
Operating Companies and Entergy Services, Inc. are referred to collectively herein as “Entergy.” 



Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
 
Page 2 

State Estimator Savecase 
 
On March 3, 2009 at approximately 2:25 AM, while attempting to retrieve a historical “savecase” into 
a study application, a Transmission Operator inadvertently retrieved the “savecase” into State 
Estimator, which RFCALC utilizes to calculate AFC values.  The “savecase” data was corrected at 
approximately 3:10 AM and RFCALC ran with the correct information at 4:15AM. 
 
During the period that the incorrect “savecase” was in place, five TSRs were processed.  The TSRs  
were all confirmed.   
 
In the event that further information is needed, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
/s/Gregory D. Pierce 
Gregory D. Pierce 
Director, Transmission Compliance 
 
 
cc:  Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
 ICT Users Group 
 Service List; Docket No. ER05-1065-000

 2



 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 I hereby certify that I have this 17th day of March, 2009, served the foregoing document 

upon the Southwest Power Pool, Inc., the ICT Users Group, and each person designated on the 

official service list compiled by the Secretary in this proceeding. 

 
 /s/ Nicole A. Livaccari   
Nicole A. Livaccari 
Mail Unit L-ENT-24A 
New Orleans, LA 70113 
Tel:  (504) 576-4296 
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Entergy Services, Inc. 
Mail Unit L-ENT-24A 
639 Loyola Avenue 
New Orleans, LA  70113 
Tel   504-576-4993 
Fax  504-576-5123 
e-Mail  gpierc2@entergy.com 
 

  

Greg Pierce 
Director Transmission Compliance 
 

 
April 15, 2009 
 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC FILING 
 
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C.  20426 
 
Re: Entergy Services, Inc.; Docket No. ER05-1065-000 

Report of AFC-Related Errors 
 
 
Dear Secretary Bose: 
 
Pursuant to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (“Commission”) April 24, 2006 Order in 
Entergy Services, Inc., 115 FERC ¶ 61,095 (2006) (“April 24 Order”), Entergy Services, Inc., acting as 
agent for the Entergy Operating Companies,1 hereby notifies the Commission it has recently become 
aware of the following AFC-related errors. 
 
In the April 24 Order, the Commission conditionally accepted Entergy’s proposal to establish an 
Independent Coordinator of Transmission (“ICT”) for the Entergy System.  As the Commission is 
aware, the Southwest Power Pool, Inc. acts as Entergy’s ICT.  In the April 24 Order, the Commission 
imposed an obligation for Entergy to “notify the Commission, the ICT and the Users Group within 15 
days if Entergy discovers that it has lost data, or reported inaccurate data, or otherwise believes that it 
has mismanaged data.”  See April 24 Order at P 110.  Accordingly, Entergy submits the following 
explanation of recently discovered issues involving mismanagement of Unit Commitment (UC) data in 
RFCALC. 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1  The Entergy Operating Companies include:  Entergy Arkansas, Inc., Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, LLC, Entergy 

Louisiana, LLC, Entergy Mississippi, Inc., Entergy New Orleans, Inc., and Entergy Texas, Inc.  The Entergy 
Operating Companies and Entergy Services, Inc. are referred to collectively herein as “Entergy.” 



Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
April 15, 2009 
Page 2 

UC Stack File 
 
On April 1, 2009 the ICT reported to Entergy that it appeared that RFCALC was not modeling the 
reservation stack file supplied by Entergy System Planning Operations (SPO).  SPO began supplying 
generation dispatch in a UC and a Stack File on February 2, 2009. 
 
Subsequent to a detailed review, it was determined that the system configuration required for RFCALC 
to recognize and process the reservation stack file was incorrect.  The system configuration was 
corrected on April 1, 2009. 
 
Incorrect Modeling of Certain Long Term Reservations  
 
On April 2, 2009, it was discovered that certain long term reservations were being incorrectly modeled 
in the Planning Horizon.  Certain long term reservations may have been modeled at a capacity less than 
the granted MW capacity if the source generator for the reservation had a non zero dispatch in the SPO 
unit commitment file.  
 
Subsequently it was determined that this issue may have existed since the implementation of Phase I of 
the negative generation enhancement of RFCALC in May 2007.  A permanent software fix has been 
provided by AREVA and is being tested. 
 
In the event that further information is needed, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
/s/Gregory D. Pierce 
Gregory D. Pierce 
Director, Transmission Compliance 
 
 
cc:  Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
 ICT Users Group 
 Service List; Docket No. ER05-1065-000

 2



 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 I hereby certify that I have this 15th day of April, 2009, served the foregoing document 

upon the Southwest Power Pool, Inc., the ICT Users Group, and each person designated on the 

official service list compiled by the Secretary in this proceeding. 

 
 /s/ Nicole A. Livaccari   
Nicole A. Livaccari 
Mail Unit L-ENT-24A 
New Orleans, LA 70113 
Tel:  (504) 576-4296 
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