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 Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
 

ICT STAKEHOLDERS POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

January 20, 2010 
 

Crowne Plaza, Little Rock, AR 
 

-Minutes- 
 

Agenda Item 1- Administrative Items 
 
SPP Chair, Bruce Rew, called the meeting to order at 8:00 a.m. There were 48 in attendance 
and 3 participating by teleconference. 
 
Agenda Item 2- Agenda Review 
 
Bruce Rew reviewed the agenda which was posted prior to the meeting on the SPP website and 
at the meeting. The ICT Regulatory update was moved from the 5th item to the 11th item with no 
objections. No other changes or additions to the agenda were presented. 
 
Agenda Item 3- Approval of October 2009 Minutes  
 
The meeting minutes from the October 21, 2009 SPC meeting were presented. Dave Wilson, 
Arkansas Cities, proposed the acceptance of the minutes with the following addition under 
Agenda Item 9- OETF Report: 
 
Bruce Rew reported to the SPC today that the MOPC had given the go ahead to work on the 
OETF TRAAC proposal and a subcommittee of a representative of AEP (Richard Ross), 
Nebraska Public Power (Paul Malone) and Empire District (Barry Warren) were going to give 
SPP staff guidance. 

Jennifer Vosburg, NRG, seconded. The minutes with the addition were approved unanimously 
by the SPC. 
 
Agenda Item 4- ICT Staff Report – Stakeholder Survey Results and ICT Roster  
 
Tony Green, SPP, presented the 2009 Annual Stakeholder Survey Results. Results were 
communicated for the Tariff Administration, Reliability Coordination, Transmission Planning and 
Studies, Weekly Procurement, and Stakeholder Process areas of the ICT. The survey tracked 
the ICT’s performance in process effectiveness and improvement, as well as customer service 
satisfaction and improvement. Customer service efforts showed improvement in all areas, with 
the WPP process having the most improvement. However, the ICT needs to concentrate on 
improvements in customer satisfaction for Reliability Coordination and the effectiveness of the 
LTTIWG and NTTIWG stakeholder groups. 
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Bruce Rew then gave a presentation showing the roster and roles of the SPP employees 
involved in the ICT. The presentation gave a brief explanation of each department’s duties and 
the roles of their employees, and included the personnel in Reliability Coordination, Planning, 
Tariff Administration, and the Weekly Procurement Process. 
 
Becky Turner, Entegra, asked how the number of employees assigned to the ICT and its tasks 
compares to the number assigned to the RTO. Bruce Rew stated it was difficult to make a 
determination as the tasks can function differently in the RTO than in the ICT, and it wouldn’t be 
an “apples to apples” comparison.  
 
Jennifer Vosburg stated that although this was good information, the stakeholders were looking 
more for a description on the time spent on the ICT tasks versus the time spent on RTO tasks 
by the SPP employees, in specific the time the ICT Director spends on each entity. Bruce Rew 
answered that the majority of the ICT staff’s primary responsibility is on the ICT. Ms. Vosburg 
also stated a concern that with turnover within the ICT positions in SPP that the ICT is losing 
expertise to the RTO, which puts the ICT in a negative position within the learning curve with 
new, less experienced SPP employees. Mr. Rew suggested that although there has been 
turnover within the ICT, it is not extraordinary to the turnover rate for all of SPP, and that he 
recognizes the stakeholders concern but there are several employees in each ICT department 
that were there during the formation of the ICT.  All of the existing ICT management has been 
present since the ICT start up although some were not in a management role initially. 
 
Gary Newell, LVS, LEPA, MEAM, MDEA, referenced a previous manpower presentation from 
Debbie James, SPP, that shows SPP experiencing rapid employee growth in its current 
structure, but then at the same time an “Enhanced ICT” is being possibly planned. Mr. Newell is 
concerned how SPP going to address both these actions so that the ICT is still kept with priority 
for personnel. Mr. Rew replied that the ICT is currently fully staffed and that recruitment of 
quality employees is a priority for SPP, with over 40 new staff on schedule to be hired in 2010. 
 
Mr. Rew also discussed the date for the 2nd 2010 ICT SPC meeting. It was confirmed and 
agreed that the ICT Working Group and SPC meetings would be held May 10-11, 2010, at 
Baton Rouge, LA. The ICT would continue the effort to coordinate the ICT SPC meeting with the 
ERSC meeting. 
 
 
 
Agenda Item 6- LTTIWG Report 
 
Jody Holland, SPP, delivered the LTTIWG report. The first part of the report addressed two 
action items from the October 21, 2009 ICT SPC meeting. The first action item stated that SPP 
will determine if using an objective-based study approach is within Tariff guidelines. Mr. 
Holland’s response was that SPP can use an objective-based study approach such as 
POR/POD, and will discuss the methodology change starting at the beginning of the 2010 cycle 
for these studies, with specific focus on ESRPP. 
 
The second action item stated that the ICT will determine if the RMR displacement study 
qualifies as an Attachment K required study. The ICT’s response to the action item is that SPP 
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will agree to perform an RMR displacement study under the Attachment K guidelines outside of 
the specified free economic studies process, and will try to perform the study by the end of the 
year.  
 
Mr. Holland then presented the LTTIWG report. There was a review of the meetings from 
December 8, 2009 and January 19, 2010. Mr. Holland delivered updates on the 2010 Base 
Plan, the BCCO (LTF), the ISTEP, and the ESRPP. In the BCCO (LTF) update, the LTTIWG 
considered four options, with advantages and disadvantages for each option, to recommend to 
the SPC. The LTTIWG voted unanimously to continue with Options 1 and 2 and to no longer 
consider options 3 and 4, and the LTTIWG will present a final recommendation on those within 
the next few months. Becky Turner inquired as to who would be providing Option 2. Mr. Holland 
replied that SPP staff will provide that analysis. 
 
In the ISTEP update, the 5 projects were listed and the studies for each were presented, with an 
economic summary provided. A question was asked as to why Project 4 had increased 
Congestion Costs. Mr. Holland explained that the study is looking to improve the transmission 
on a need basis, and for this particular project the ICT couldn’t find a solution for transmission 
service to relieve the congestion. Gary Newell asked, in particular for Project 5, if the congestion 
cost for the project is specific to Entergy. If it was, there seemed to be a mismatch in benefit to 
cost. The rate impact cost for the project will go to all customers, but the benefit will go to the 
customer who buys energy from Entergy, and the customer who buys energy from someone 
else will pay the cost but not receive the benefit. Mr. Holland stated that these studies are a step 
1 analysis in the process. A step 2 analysis based on these findings can reveal the details Mr. 
Newell is looking for, and that can be performed by anyone. Dr. Keith Berry, Arkansas Public 
Service Commission, stated that the [possible] benefits for non-Entergy customers are not 
reflected in the Economic Summary of the report. Mr. Holland agreed. Todd Pedersen, West 
Memphis Utility Commission, stated if Projects 1 and 2 are not in the Base Plan, then they 
should not be reflected in the rates. Mr. Holland agreed with Mr. Pedersen. 
 
Becky Turner inquired if SPP was relying on OASIS Entergy postings for the limiting elements 
used in the study. Mr. Holland replied that the limiting elements analysis was determined from 
last year’s top 15 and then the next 15 elements. Ms. Turner then asked for Project 1 if there 
were thermal elements that were limiting. Mr. Holland stated that there were, and these 
elements were built 30 or more years ago without the thought of future needs at that time. Ms. 
Turner also asked if it was the responsibility of the ICT to do further analysis. Mr. Holland 
commented that the ICT works with Entergy on the analysis done, but that Entergy does the 
“heavy lifting” portion of the analysis with SPP’s input. Henry Thompson, HHTJRINC, inquired 
on how SPP determines heat rates (ISES) on non-Entergy units. Mr. Holland stated that SPP 
uses an independent software, ABB Gridview, that gives heat rate data for both Entergy and 
non-Entergy units. 
 
David Cheshire, ExxonMobil, commented that if there may be a cost/benefits flaw in the ISTEP 
process since the process is just looking at Entergy components and no other participants. Mr. 
Cheshire asked if this process were to happen in the RTO, would the RTO look at all the 
customers that are involved. Bruce Rew responded that the RTO looks at the entire footprint 
and the customers within the footprint for decisions to be made that are similar to this process. 
Mr. Cheshire stated if another party other than Entergy were to come in to the process, then 
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some of the projects in the process could become economically feasible. Mr. Holland 
commented that is possible, and reiterated his comments from prior in the report that this study 
is an ICT level 1 study and can be used by other parties for further analysis. 
 
 
Agenda Item 7- NTTIWG report 
 
Jodi Woods, SPP, presented the NTTIWG report. The presentation contained a summary on the 
2009 AFC flowgate analysis, OATI issues and updates from the conversion this year, and 
previous action items. Jeff Price, Wright & Talisman on behalf of the ICT, addressed the 
planned filing regarding the curtailment of NN6 service during a TLR. Mr. Price stated that the 
ICT was renewing its commitment to have this issue presented to FERC as soon as possible 
and would explore with Entergy all options available to implement the agreed-upon business 
practice prior to the summer of 2010. 
 
Jennifer Vosburg commented that this was the same conversation the ICT had with the 
stakeholders last year, and yet the date for this filing continues to keep slipping. Ms. Vosburg 
questioned why this issue was included with a larger filing and it would be unacceptable to go 
through another peak season without this filing. Mark McCulla commented he was not familiar 
with this issue. Ms. Vosburg further commented that this course is not acceptable and the ICT 
should address this issue as soon as possible. Mr. Price agreed with Ms. Vosburg’s statement 
that this issue should be brought to the Commission’s attention. Becky Turner added that the 
NN6 issue goes beyond reliability and in a broader sense can make customers more 
advantaged or more disadvantaged depending on their circumstance. 
 
Action Item- Ongoing updates of a frequency of no less than weekly should be sent to the 
Stakeholders on the NN6 filing issue until it is complete. 
 
Agenda Item 8- WPPIWG Report 
 
Antoine Lucas delivered the WPPIWG report. In his report he provided a summary of the WPP 
quarterly report, including a brief summary of the WPP performance metrics.  Mr. Lucas also 
reported that the WPP Quarterly Report included the reporting of a miscalculation of a WPP 
Participating Network Customer’s hourly flexibility profile that occurred during a number of WPP 
operating weeks.  Mr. Lucas also provided an update on the WPPIWG action item for the ICT to 
investigate the inclusion of off-peak offers in the WPP.  The ICT has agreed to conduct further 
testing on expanding the on-peak offer period and to report the results of this testing to the 
WPPIWG once testing is completed. Mr. Lucas also provided an update on the WPP 
AGC/Operating Reserves process.  The ICT has presented all proposals to improve the WPP 
AGC/Operating Reserves offer process that were evaluated and ultimately rejected by the ICT 
and Entergy.  Mr. Lucas stated that the WPPIWG had been encouraged to develop and submit 
more proposals to be evaluated to determine a solution to the issue.  
 
Bill Booth, City of New Orleans, inquired as to what was the total effect due to the miscalculation 
of the hourly flexibility requirement. Mr. Lucas responded that while some WPP post analysis 
was done to identify the miscalculation, post analysis was not done to quantify the total effect of 
the miscalculation.  Mr. Lucas went on to state that the total effect, specific to the miscalculation 
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only, would be difficult to calculate as a number of WPP software changes have been made 
from the time the miscalculation occurred and was corrected. 
 
Agenda Item 9- OETF Report 
 
Dowell Hudson presented the OETF report. The report gave an overall view of the formation 
and actions of the OETF up to this point, which included the design of a two phase approach by 
the Task Force to develop a “one-stop shop” (TRAAC proposal) for Entergy and SPP in Phase 
One, then find resolutions for LT operations & planning and further continue the customer 
focused one-stop shop with initiatives developed through Seams Agreements in Phase Two. Mr. 
Hudson then presented the current activity for the TRAAC proposal which included the next 
steps to be performed by SPP and Entergy prior to February 1st, 2010, and reporting to the ICT 
SPC in the May meeting.  
 
Bill Booth asked if Mr. Hudson could explain further the characteristics of one-stop shopping. 
Mr. Hudson gave a brief overview of the one stop shopping concept as it applies in SPP. Mr. 
Booth commented that this concept is similar to MISO/PJM seams agreement. Mr. Booth also 
asked if the TRAAC proposal would develop to a single Transmission request from a single 
OASIS. Mark McCulla commented there are ranges of one-stop shopping that can be 
considered, where the TRAAC is more of an advocate rather than a single OASIS for a single 
Transmission Request. Mr. Hudson stated the TRAAC Phase I proposal is not developed to any 
code specific requirement, but is designed within known compliance requirements. A comment 
was made that this proposal focuses on long term service; will there be any effect on short term 
service. Mr. Hudson replied that the TRACC development was intended for long term 
transmission service and is not focused on short term service. 
 
David Cheshire inquired if there had been further activity since the Rate Pancaking Task Force 
(RPTF). Bruce Rew replied that no additional action has been taken since the RPTF last met 
and produced these tasks. Mr. Hudson commented that any further tasks are out of scope at 
this time. Bill Booth commented that since CRA completed its study, and that the RPTF study 
had completed, what were the next steps for those studies. Bruce Rew stated the parties will 
review the merits of the studies, and determine if any action should be taken. Mark McCulla 
added that this is an area Entergy is to consider the options for enhancements to the ICT or 
being a part of the RTO. George Heintzen, Conway Corporation, stated that the decision for 
Entergy in an Enhanced ICT or going to the RTO could take years to accomplish so it is 
important for the work on the TRAAC proposal to continue. 
 
 
Agenda Item 10- Users Group Report 
 
Tim Phillips, SPP, presented the User’s Group report.  No discussion was brought by the 
Stakeholders. 
 
Agenda Item 5- ICT Regulatory Update 
 
Ben Bright, SPP, and Jeff Price gave a review of the regulatory updates. Mr. Bright discussed 
the developments for the Entergy-Regional State Committee (ERSC). Mr. Bright reported that 
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the new RFP for the vendors to perform the cost benefit analysis has been posted as of today, 
January 20, 2010 on the government website FBO.gov under the FERC division. FERC will be 
making the vendor selections with written proposals due February 3, 2010 and in person 
interviews later in February. Jennifer Vosburg inquired if the names of the vendors being 
considered would be released. Mr. Bright state that further information for those vendors should 
be addressed with Patrick Clary, FERC. Kip Fox, AEP, asked if the ERSC was 100% funded by 
Entergy. Mr. Bright replied that Entergy was funding the ERSC. Jennifer Vosburg asked if this 
cost was being passed through. Glen Bernstein, Entergy, stated the cost would be passed 
through via the Tariff guidelines.  
 
Jeff Price also gave a brief report on a specific issue brought by an Entergy stakeholder 
concerning OASIS automation software and the timing of the release of capacity on the original 
path of a redirected transmission service reservation (TSR).  Mr. Price indicated that certain pre-
Order No. 890 case law seemed to indicate that capacity on the original path should not be 
released until the redirected transmission service became unconditional for preemption 
purposes.  However, he also indicated that Order No. 890 and the adoption of the NAESB 
OASIS standards did not address this issue while adopting standards that seemed to indicate 
that capacity on the original path should be released (and thus the rights on the original path 
extinguished) at the time a redirected TSR was confirmed.  Both the pre-OATI and OATI OASIS 
Automation software packages were designed to implement this second approach; thus, 
additional software requirements would be needed to add the functionality to track the many 
iterations that could result from postponing the release of capacity to the 
conditional/unconditional deadline.  Additionally, allowing Redirected TSRs to in effect hold 
transmission capacity on two paths for lengthy periods of time could unnecessarily limit the 
amount of transmission service available to other transmission customers.  Finally, Mr. Price 
indicated that, while Entergy and the ICT were continuing to evaluate this issue, no changes to 
the software to modify the current approach were planned in the near-term. . 
 
Becky Turner asked if the ICT intended to coordinate ERSC dates with the RFP requirement 
dates. Ben Bright commented that the ICT would be coordinating those dates. Todd Pedersen 
asked if there would still be a summit meeting in New Orleans. Mr. Bright replied that was 
correct. 
 
Agenda Item 11- Action Items Review 
 
The following action items were noted from the meeting: 

1. Ongoing updates of a frequency of no less than weekly should be sent to Stakeholders 
on the NN6 filing issue until it is complete. 

 
Agenda Item 13- Adjournment 
 
Meeting adjourned at approximately 11:55 a.m. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Bruce Rew, Secretary 
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Relationship-Based  •  Member-Driven  •  Independence Through Diversity 

Evolutionary vs. Revolutionary  •  Reliability & Economics Inseparable 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
ICT STAKEHOLDERS POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING 

January 20, 2010 
Crown Plaza, Little Rock, AR 

 
•  D R A F T  A G E N D A  •  

8:00 a.m. – Noon 
 
1. Introductions and roll call........................................................................................................ Bruce Rew 

2. Review of meeting agenda ................................................................................................................... All 

3. Approval of October 2009 minutes and conference calls..................................................................... All 

4. ICT Staff report ...................................................................................................................... Bruce Rew 

a. Stakeholder Survey Results .............................................................................. Tony Green 

5. ICT Regulatory update .........................................................................................................ICT/Entergy 

6. LTTIWG ............................................................................................................................... Jody Holland 

7. NTTIWG Report .................................................................................................................... Jodi Woods 

8. WPPIWG Report ............................................................................................................... Antoine Lucas 

9. OETF Report ....................................................................................................................Dowell Hudson 

10. Users Group report ................................................................................................................Tim Phillips 

11. Action Items review ............................................................................................................................. All 

12. Adjournment ........................................................................................................................... Bruce Rew 
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Changes to October 21, 2009 Meeting minutes 
 
Dave Wilson, Arkansas Cities: 
 
Suggested changes to minutes for tomorrow previously provided: 
 
I would merely repeat what you said during the OETF report portion of the meeting. Dowell said 
no one had contacted him from the MOPC (what the minutes said he said). You then said that 
you attended the MOPC meeting and that a MOPC subcommittee would consider that  TRAAC 
agreement. I reported same day of the SPC meeting to my clients the following: 
 
 
Bruce Rew reported to the SPC today that the MOPC had given the go ahead to work on the 
OETF TRAAC proposal, and a subcommittee of a representative of AEP (Richard Ross), 
Nebraska Public Power (Paul Malone) and Empire District (Barry Warren) were going to give 
SPP staff guidance. 
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 Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
 

ICT STAKEHOLDERS POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

October 21, 2009 
 

Sheraton North, Houston, TX 
 

-Minutes- 
 

Agenda Item 1- Administrative Items 
 
SPP Chair, Bruce Rew, called the meeting to order at 8:00 a.m. There were 21 in attendance 
and 3 participating by teleconference. 
 
Agenda Item 2- Agenda Review 
 
Bruce Rew reviewed the agenda which was posted prior to the meeting on the SPP website and 
at the meeting. No additions or changes to the agenda were presented. 
 
Agenda Item 3- Approval of July 2009 Minutes and Conference Calls 
 
The meeting minutes from the July 23, 2009 SPC meeting, along with minutes from conference 
calls on August 7, August 13, and October 6, 2009 were approved by the SPC (Rick Henley, 
CWL Jonesboro, so moved; Becky Turner, Entegra, second) 
 
Agenda Item 4- ICT Staff Report and Other Items 
 
Bruce Rew introduced Tony Green, SPP, who announced the Stakeholder Survey will begin 
November 30, 2009. Mr. Rew requested everyone to respond to the survey as participation was 
significantly lower last year and Stakeholder’s feedback would be greatly appreciated. 
 
Robert Mechler, RRI Energy, requested that the next ICT SPC meetings have better internet 
connections for the Stakeholders which would allow information to be shared easier and make 
for better meetings. Becky Turner and Jennifer Vosburg, NRG, concurred with Mr. Mechler. 
 
Action Item- Determine if improvements can be made to the SPC meetings by providing 
internet access and/or WebEx or similar vehicle for the participants both onsite and 
teleconferencing. 
 
Agenda Item 5- ICT Regulatory Update 
 
Jeff Price, Wright & Talisman, presented the regulatory update. Mr. Price provided an overview 
from the October 13, 2009 meeting of the Entergy Regional State Committee (ERSC). This 
overview included discussion from the meeting regarding the budget for the ERSC and the 
authority of the ERSC.  Mr. Price also provided an update on the status of the Request For 
Proposals (RFP) associated with the Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) being performed to study 
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Entergy’s potential membership in the SPP RTO.  Mr. Price announced that the RFP was 
provided to candidates on October 20, 2009 and had been posted to the SPP website. Becky 
Turner asked if a list of vendors for the CBA has been posted or made publicly available.  Mr. 
Rew responded that the ICT would review whether this list was public and respond to Ms. 
Turner’s request. David Cheshire, Exxon Mobil, asked if the CBA scope assumptions had been 
approved. Dr. Keith Berry, Arkansas Public Service Commission, commented. Mr. Price stated 
that, while the scope of the CBA has generally been agreed to by the ESRC, the more detailed 
assumptions and modeling data are still subject to further discussion and development. Jennifer 
Vosburg stated the assumptions for the CBA need to be determined soon before a vendor was 
chosen in order to not slow down the process. Because the first status report for the CBA was 
due March 12, 2010, the ICT agreed to work with the ERSC to form a task force to discuss and 
finalize the assumptions as soon as possible. 
 
 
Next, there was discussion concerning upcoming SPC meeting dates and times. George 
Heintzen, Conway Corporation, suggested that there should be coordination between the ERSC 
meetings and the SPC meetings. Bruce Rew agreed that it was the ICT’s intent to coordinate 
those meetings. Dr. Keith Berry suggested the ERSC meeting be held after the SPC meeting. 
Mr. Rew also asked the stakeholders if the current format of having the Working Group 
meetings prior to the SPC meeting was still sufficient. The stakeholder group concurred. 
 
With that suggestion in mind, discussion was held to determine the SPC meeting schedule for 
2010. The following schedule for SPC meetings was agreed to, with dates and location: 
 
January 19-20   Little Rock, AR 
April TBD   Baton Rouge, LA 
July 20-21   Houston, TX 
October 19-20   Austin, TX 
 
Action Item- Determine the dates of the April SPC meeting in Baton Rouge, LA. 
 
Agenda Item 6- LTTIWG Report 
 
Jody Holland, SPP, delivered the LTTIWG report. The first part of the report gave outlines of the 
Limiting Elements, ESRPP, ISTEP, and 2010 Base Plan presentations from the LTTIWG 
meeting on October 20, 2009. Robert Mechler asked if there was a further breakdown of the 
numbers presented. Mr. Holland said the final report will contain those numbers. Becky Turner 
asked if the reports included the limiting facilities, and Mr. Holland stated he would research and 
respond. Ms. Turner suggested that for the studies, a better process may be to have an 
objective for the study, then pick the projects that meet that objective. Mr. Holland 
acknowledged the idea, but the Tariff would need to be researched to determine if that 
approach was possible. 
 
Action Item- SPP will determine if using an objective-based study approach is within Tariff 
guidelines. 
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Roberto Paliza, Paliza Consulting, stated his concern from the LTTIWG meeting, that the Base 
Plan is a 3 year term, not longer (10 year). His point is that a project can turn into a reliability 
upgrade which changes the cost allocation. Becky Turner indicated that her opinion was that the 
Tariff did not limit base Plan studies to 3 years, only the cost allocations were limited to 3 years. 
Mr. Holland agreed with that position. Mr. Paliza asked if the task force mentioned in the 
LTTIWG meeting was going to be formed. Mr. Holland confirmed that the LTTIWG will form a 
task force to address the 3 year term for Base Plan issue. 
 
 
The second part of the LTTIWG discussed in detail the RMR Displacement Study 
recommendation. Jody Holland reviewed the recommendation that was discussed and 
approved in the LTTIWG meeting. Ronnie Frizzell, AECC, made a motion that the SPC approve 
the recommendation. Becky Turner seconded the motion. David Cheshire then held discussion 
that the study should be done in 2010, and as such should be one of the five free studies for 
that year. Mr. Holland reiterated the recommendation states the study will begin in 2010. 
Roberto Paliza supported Mr. Chesire’s position on the study being one of the five free studies. 
Mr. Frizzell accepted a friendly amendment to his motion that the RMR Study be one of the five 
free studies for 2010. 
 
Gary Newell, LVS, LEPA, MEAM, MDEA, asked how we determine which RMRs to study. Is it 
all RMR units, or how would the units be chosen? Roberto Paliza stated that determination 
should be part of the scope of the study. Robert Mechler asked if the LTTIWG would be the 
entity that chooses the five free projects. Becky Turner brought to the discussion that per 
Attachment K of the Tariff, the ICT should be required to do the RMR study and therefore it is 
not pertinent to determine if this needs to be one of the designated five free studies. Mr. Mechler 
agreed with Ms. Turner’s comments. Jody Holland commented that how the load pockets are to 
be determined and what is designated as an RMR needs to be discussed. Mark McCulla, 
Entergy, stated that for this study we should be clear on both what an RMR is and any 
assumptions on bid prices. 
 
Becky Turner reiterated her position after Jody Holland’s and Marc McCulla’s comments. Rick 
Henley commented that the RMR study shouldn’t be one of the five free studies for 2010. Ms. 
Turner stated she wants the ICT to make a determination to decide if the RMR Study is the 
responsibility of the ICT to perform due to requirements of Attachment K. David Cheshire 
commented that regardless of the outcome of Ms. Turner’s request, this study needs to be done 
in 2010 without delays.  
 
Jody Holland commented that “potential economic upgrades” drives this study and makes it 
determinable as one of the five free studies performed by the ICT. Becky Turner disagreed with 
Mr. Holland’s comments. Gary Newell and Marc McCulla commented on economic upgrades 
based on TLR’s. David Cheshire stated that other “gray areas” exists for the study and that 
environmental issues could also be a factor. Dave Wilson, Arkansas Cities, questioned if the 
study is too broad, and whether Entergy could come back and say no to the study. Bruce Rew 
stated that yes, Entergy could say no to the study, but that the ICT makes the final 
determination if the study should be performed. Jeff Price further added if the study is related to 
the Tariff, then Entergy has the final decision as it is their Tariff. 
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Bruce Rew called the question to bring the motion to a vote. The specific recommendation: 
 
The Long Term Transmission Issues Working Group recommends that the ICT perform an 
economic/transmission study to determine the set of transmission upgrades needed to 
significantly reduce or eliminate the use of Reliability Must Run (RMR) units while providing net 
savings to customers.  The load pockets and specific units to be studied will be identified in the 
scope of the study. The study will be performed and funded as one of the five free studies for 
2010 under Section 14.5 Attachment K. 
 
A roll call vote was taken. The motion passed 14 Yeas, 8 Nays.  
 
Action Item- ICT will determine if the RMR displacement study qualifies as an Attachment K 
required study.  
 
Agenda Item 7- NTTIWG report 
 
Dowell Hudson, SPP, presented the NTTIWG report. Discussion centered on the OATI OASIS 
software. Gary Newell commented that OATI is developing the interface with Analyzer, but how 
will OATI keep a common interface with its other clients with customized changes. Mr. Hudson 
responded that OATI does upgrade releases to its software that includes changes from clients. 
OATI has agreed that the interface is a good upgrade and will include it in a future release but 
that it did not make the November 2010 release. Roberto Paliza commented that in his 
discussions with several users of the OATI software that there are questions on the Analyzer 
and Flowgates and the communication of those issues. Mr. Hudson stated those are concerns 
they have addressed with OATI and there is a list of issues that is being reviewed with the 
vendor and those will be improved soon. 
 
Don Shipley, SPP, spoke briefly on internal Non-firm Service Curtailment. This is still a priority 
and will be addressed as soon as possible. 
 
Agenda Item 8- WPPIWG Report 
 
Bruce Rew delivered the WPPIWG report. The first part of the presentation provided the results 
of the WPP for the quarter as presented in the WPP Quarterly Report filed with FERC.  Dr. Keith 
Berry , in response to slide 6 of the WPP presentation, asked for more detail regarding “the 
weakness” in the WPP logic and how this weakness affected the WPP results. Mr. Rew 
responded that additional details were unable to be publicly announced at this time because 
doing so could bring about strategic bidding to take advantage of this weakness.  
 
Roberto Paliza next commented on the difference between projected savings and actual 
savings and asked if the ICT could perform an analysis to determine the percentage of 
projected savings that are realized by Entergy into actual savings. Mr. Rew responded that 
there are multiple variables that could affect any calculation of actual savings and it would be 
difficult to produce t that type of comparison due to those variables.  
 
David Cheshire inquired whether the statistics for displaced legacy oil and gas units were 
reported in the presentation, and whether the ICT had analyzed the oil and gas savings.  Gary 

14 of 161



 
 

 

5 

 

Newell also commented on this reporting metric and commented on the increased usage of oil 
and gas generation based on a year to year comparison. Alan Ralston, Entergy, commented 
that a year to year comparison may not be applicable due to the many factors that contribute to 
the usage of a particular unit.  As a specific example, the significant hurricane activity from 2008 
during the applicable time frame skewed any comparison of generation output from 2008 to the 
current year. Mr. Newell further commented that the projected savings seemed to rely on one 
week of service during the reporting period. Mr. Ralston also stated that procurement separate 
from the WPP process can also be included in the reported savings. 
 
The second part of the presentation covered the ICT WPP Transparency Position Statement. 
Roberto Paliza had several comments on this subject, and was disappointed in the way the ICT 
addressed this issue. Mr. Paliza disagreed with many aspects of the ICT’s response including 
the ICT’s description of FERC’s approval of the current level of WPP transparency and the ICT’s 
rejection of the comparison to AFC data.  Additionally, Mr. Paliza understood the ICT’s “strategic 
bidding” concern to essentially be a concern over the existence of vertical market power in the 
WPP. Thus, Mr. Paliza commented that he would have liked the ICT response to include a 
statement that a market monitor needs to be established for the WPP to address this market 
concern.  Dowell Hudson responded that the ICT is not mandated as a market monitor by 
FERC, and Bruce Rew stated that it is clear that the ICT’s role in the WPP is oversight and 
administration, not to act as a market monitor.  Further, Mr. Rew stated that the WPP is not 
recognized as a market by FERC.  Finally, Mr. Price stated that the ICT’s response was 
properly limited to the specific recommendation made by stakeholders and that a response to a 
stakeholder recommendation was not the appropriate forum for that type of statement. 
 
Becky Turner requested that the ICT discuss the next steps for the transparency 
recommendation. Mr. Paliza also inquired about the process for the stakeholders to make a 
proposal for a Market Monitor. Mr. Rew responded that he didn’t have any suggestions other 
than those already available, and that neither the ICT nor Entergy stakeholders have the 
unilateral authority to expand the ICT’s scope. 
 
Agenda Item 9- OETF Report 
 
Dowell Hudson gave a review of the OETF report. Mr. Hudson stated the TRAAC (Transmission 
Request Advocacy Assistance and Coordination) proposal was scheduled for review by the 
MOPC. Mr. Hudson reported that he had not received any formal communication from Entergy 
nor SPP on the proposal and he would work with both Entergy and SPP members in organizing 
the comments and future activities concerning the OETF proposal. No discussion was brought 
by the Stakeholders. 
 
 
Added by unanimous vote on January 20, 2010: 

Bruce Rew reported to the SPC today that the MOPC had given the go ahead to work on the 
OETF TRAAC proposal and a subcommittee of a representative of AEP (Richard Ross), 
Nebraska Public Power (Paul Malone) and Empire District (Barry Warren) were going to give 
SPP staff guidance. 
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Agenda Item 10- Users Group Report 
 
Tim Phillips, SPP, presented the User’s Group report.  No discussion was brought by the 
Stakeholders. 
 
Agenda Item 11- Action Items Review 
 
The following action items were noted from the meeting. 

1. SPP to determine if improvements can be made to the SPC meetings by providing 
internet access and/or WebEx or similar vehicle for the participants both onsite and 
teleconferencing. 

2. Stakeholders to determine the dates of the April SPC meeting in Baton Rouge, LA. 
3. SPP will determine if using an objective-based study approach is within Tariff guidelines. 
4. ICT will determine if the RMR displacement study qualifies as an Attachment K required 

study.  
5. SPP to deliver an ICT roster in SPP, including employee roles and contact information. 

 
Agenda Item 13- Adjournment 
 
Meeting adjourned at approximately 11:50 a.m. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
Bruce Rew, Secretary 
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2009 ICT Annual Stakeholder Survey

January 20, 2010
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ICT Stakeholder SurveyICT Stakeholder Survey

• ICT Survey launched November 30, 2009.

• A total of 153 invitations to the survey were 
sent to stakeholders.

17 Stakeholders responded.

This was the same number of respondents as the 2008 p
Survey.

SPP.org 3
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Fi i f i

Survey Contents

• Five  main areas of concentration:

Tariff Administration

Reliability

Transmission Planning and Studies

Weekly Procurement Process

Stakeholder Process

SPP.org 4
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Survey Contents

F i f it i ithi hFour main performance criteria within each area:
Process effectiveness

Process improvement

Customer Service satisfaction

C t S i i tCustomer Service improvement

SPP.org 5
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2009 ICT Stakeholder Survey Results
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2008 vs. 2009008 s 009

The Customer Satisfaction Summaries show improvement in the accuracy, 
responsiveness, and resolution of issues for most areas. 

Reliability Coordination showed a loss in customer satisfaction 
compared to 2008.

WPP had the greatest gain in customer satisfaction from 2008.

SPP.org 18
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2008 vs. 2009008 s 009

Customer Service efforts have shown improvement in all areas (numbers are 
based on a scale from 1 to 4)based on a scale from 1 to 4).

All areas are at the Somewhat Improved or greater level.

WPP has shown the most improvement from 2008.   

SPP.org 19
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Summary
• Participation same as 2008, but only 17 

respondents would like more input fromrespondents, would like more input from 
Stakeholders.

S ti t i f 2007• Scores continue to improve from 2007.

• Focus areas for improvement from comments 
dand survey:

Reliability Coordination efforts

LTTIWG,NTTIWG, short term planning efforts

Continue WPP improvement efforts

SPP.org

Ease of communication and timely meeting material
20
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Business Analyst- EngineeringBusiness Analyst Engineering
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ICT Employee Roster and Roles
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ICT Functions in SPPICT Functions in SPP

• The ICT functions in SPP are divided into four 
ddepartments

ICT Reliability Coordination

ICT Planning

ICT Tariff Administration

Weekly Procurement Process

SPP.org 3
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O d f h R li bili

ICT Reliability Coordination

• Operates and performs the Reliability 
Coordination function and Next Day planning 
and analysis.and analysis.

• NERC Certified Reliability Coordinator.

• Organizes and follows NERC recognized and 
approved ICT Reliability Plan.

• Entergy footprint is the Balancing Authority 
included in the Real-Time and Next Day 
analysis

SPP.org 4
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• Three groups of employees
ICT Reliability Coordination

Operators

These are the Reliability Coordinator Operators that are on the 
floor 24/7 managing the Balancing Authority grid operations.

Engineers

Th i i t ff i ibl f th l i ti iti tThe engineering staff is responsible for the planning activities to 
support the ICT Reliability Plan both in Real-Time and Next Day.

Business Analysis and Management

Support the activities of the operations and engineer staff; 
handles administration and reporting duties.

SPP.org 5
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• Operations Staff
ICT Reliability Coordination

Brian Strickland Senior Day Operator
Dewayne Wood Senior Operator
Garry Lehmkuhl Senior OperatorGarry Lehmkuhl Senior Operator
Heath Martin Senior Operator
Mark Kingan Senior Operator
Monte Grist Senior OperatorMonte Grist Senior Operator
Wayne Johnson Operator III

SPP.org 6
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• Engineering Staff
ICT Reliability Coordination

Gene Jack Engineer II

Temper Williams Engineer I

Jason Tanner Engineer II

SPP.org 7
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• Business Analysis and Management
ICT Reliability Coordination

Kathy Jones Senior Business Analyst

Don Shipley Manager, Reliability Coordination 

Jason Davis Supervisor, Real Time & Current Day Engineering

SPP.org 8
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ICT Pl i i h i i

ICT Planning

• ICT Planning carries out the transmission 
system expansion and reliability planning of 
the Entergy OATT, specifically Attachments D,the Entergy OATT, specifically Attachments D, 
K, S, and T.

• This covers the activities in the areas ofThis covers the activities in the areas of 
Transmission Service, Base Plan, and 
Generation Interconnect.

• Develops study methods and models to 
support the planning activities.

SPP.org 9
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• ICT Planning carries an Engineering staff and a Business 
Analysis staff

ICT Planning

Analysis staff

Engineer staff

Transmission Service- performs long-term transmission service studiesTransmission Service performs long term transmission service studies 
using MUST and P/SSE software, applies Entergy OATT Attachment D, 
develops reports and model data, and communicates with customers 
and with Entergy (primarily ETS and TPD personnel).

Generation Interconnect- performs generation interconnection studies 
(feasibility and system impact studies), applies Entergy OATT 
Attachment N, developing and posting reports and model data, and 
communicates with customers and with Entergy (primarily ETS and TPD 
personnel).

Model Development- performs long-term powerflow model development 
using P/SSE, applies Entergy OATT Attachment K, and communicates 
primarily with model development engineer at Entergy

SPP.org 10
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Engineer staff

ICT Planning

Base Plan- performs Reliability Assessment, Construction Plan 
Evaluation and develops Base Plan in annual cycles; applies Entergy 
OATT Attachment K; and communicates with customers and with 
Entergy (primarily Local Area Planners and Supervisors).

Economic Studies- performs economic studies including multiple sets of 
‘five free’ studies for intra-system, regional, and interregional processes 
as well as customer requested economic studies; uses MUST and P/SSE 
software; applies Entergy OATT Attachment K; and communicates withsoftware; applies Entergy OATT Attachment K; and communicates with 
customers and with Entergy.
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Business Analysis staff

ICT Planning

Transmission Service- performs technical and clerical administration of 
Long-term Transmission Service Queue process including System 
Impact Study and Facilities Study Agreements; manages study 
assignments; works with consultants; develops and posts reports; 
tracks customer billing; communicates with customers and with 
Entergy.

Generation Interconnection Analyst- performs technical and clerical 
administration of Generation Interconnection Request Queue processadministration of Generation Interconnection Request Queue process 
including Feasibility Study, System Impact Study, and Facilities Study 
Agreements; manages study assignment; works with consultants; 
develops and posts reports; tracks customer billing; communicates with 
customers and with Entergycustomers and with Entergy.
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• Engineering Staff
ICT Planning

Daniel Epperson Engineer I
Eric Burkey Engineer I
Brandon Hentschel Engineer II
James Lyle Engineer II
Timothy Miller Engineer II
Harvey Scribner Lead Engineer
Steve Purdy Lead Engineer
Eddie Filat Senior Engineer
Jody Holland Manager, ICT Planning
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• Business Analysis Staff
ICT Planning

Brad Finkbeiner Business Analyst II

English Cook Business Analyst IIIEnglish Cook Business Analyst III

SPP.org 14
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• ICT Tariff Administration performs several functions in relation to 
multiple aspects of Entergy’s OATT. These duties include:

ICT Tariff Administration

multiple aspects of Entergy s OATT. These duties include:

Oversee the provision of transmission service for Entergy and provide TA 
functions to evaluate all transmission service requests (TSR) on a non-
discriminatory basis consistent with the TSR Processing Criteria and y g
Transmission Study Criteria. 

The ongoing analysis of AFC models and AFC software errors.

Ensure compliance of the AFC process with Entergy’s Attachment CEnsure compliance of the AFC process with Entergy s Attachment C

Develop and maintain Processes and Procedures to ensure compliance with 
Entergy’s OATT and Business practices

Address customer concerns through IssueTrak and other means ofAddress customer concerns through IssueTrak and other means of 
communication

Oversight of the Entergy AFC software, i.e. webTrans, webOASIS, RFCalc
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• ICT Tariff Administration contains three groups of employees

ICT Tariff Administration

Tariff Operators
7/24 coverage of real-time operations of the Tariff Administration Desk

Responsible for the granting and denying of Transmission Service Requests (TSR)

Follow documented procedures for TSR processing, reporting, postings, etc.

Engineers
Oversight of AFC modelsOversight of AFC models

7/24 support of real-time ICT TA desk

Respond to customers regarding all issues related to the operation of the Entergy 
OATT, Business Practices, OASIS, AFC calculations and software

Development of required Processes and Procedures related to TA operations

Support stakeholder processes for meeting, communication and evaluations of 
AFC methodology
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Business Analysis and Management

ICT Tariff Administration

Support the activities of the operations and engineer staff

Maintain all required processes and procedures for the operations of the 
ICT TA desk

Handles administrative and reporting duties for the group

Oversight of TSR processing and related business practices and 
standards

SPP.org 17
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• Tariff Operations Staff
ICT Tariff Administration

David Parker Lead Tariff Operator
Bill Bauman Sr. Tariff Operator
Glenn Bethea Sr. Tariff Operator
Derek Delaney Sr. Tariff Operator
Brian Myhand Sr. Tariff Operatory p
Ed McGhee Tariff Operator II
Johnny Peterson Tariff Operator II
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• Engineering Staff
ICT Tariff Administration

Katie Klotz Engineer I

Scott Brown Engineer I

Timothy Phillips Sr. Engineer y p g
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• Business Analysis and Management Staff
ICT Tariff Administration

Kimberly Gorter Business Analyst II

Julie Davis Business Analyst IIIJulie Davis Business Analyst III

Jodi Woods Supervisor Tariff Administration

Dowell Hudson Manager ICT Tariff AdministrationDowell Hudson Manager, ICT Tariff Administration
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• The ICT oversees the WPP as it is operated by Entergy, in 
d ith Att h t V t E t ’ OATT S ifi d ti

Weekly Procurement Process (WPP)

accordance with Attachment V to Entergy’s OATT. Specific duties 
include:

Oversee the testing and implementation of the WPP software and processes. 

Participate in the design of and upgrades to the SCUC software.

Approve network transmission service for the Third Party Offers selected in 
the WPP.the WPP. 

Independently analyze the results of the WPP and for any constraint 
violations, determine if system reliability is compromised, transmission 
loading relief events would be significantly increased or if the tradeoff 
between exceeding the soft constraint and denying service in the WPP is not 
reasonable.

Implement a stakeholder process to address WPP concerns. 

SPP.org 21
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• WPP has an engineering staff and a manager of the 
WPP

Weekly Procurement Process (WPP)

WPP process

Engineers

Support the ICT oversight functions of the WPP to ensure 
transmission service is granted or denied pursuant to the 
protocols of Attachment V of Entergy’s OATT.

WPP manager

Manage the review and analysis of WPP data and operational 
decisions for compliance with Attachment V of Entergy’s OATTdecisions for compliance with Attachment V of Entergy s OATT.

Develop proposals to improve the effectiveness of the WPP.

Manage stakeholder concerns to appropriately address

SPP.org 22
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• WPP Staff
Weekly Procurement Process (WPP)

Nick Parker Engineer II
Joe Byers Engineer II
Ryan Jones Engineer I
Antoine Lucas Manager, WPP

SPP.org 23
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Bruce Rew
Vice President, EngineeringVice President, Engineering
501-614-3214
brew@spp.org
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ICT SPC 2010 Meeting Dates

January 20, 2010
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ICT Working Groups/SPC Meeting DatesICT Working Groups/SPC Meeting Dates

• January 19-20, 2010 Little Rock, AR 

• May 10-11, 2010 Baton Rouge, LA

• July 20 21 2010 Houston TX• July 20-21, 2010 Houston, TX

• October 19-20, 2010 Austin, TX

Working Groups will meet the first day

SPC meetings 8:00 a.m.- 12:00 p.m.

ERSC meetings to follow SPC meeting 1:00 p.m. – 4:00 p.m.

SPP.org 3
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Action items

SPC Meeting – Little Rock, AR 
January 20, 2010January 20, 2010
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From 10/20/2009 SPC Meeting minutes

• Jody Holland SPP delivered the LTTIWG report The• Jody Holland, SPP, delivered the LTTIWG report. The 
first part of the report gave outlines of the Limiting 
Elements, ESRPP, ISTEP, and 2010 Base Plan 
presentations from the LTTIWG meeting on October 20, 
2009 R b t M hl k d if th f th2009. Robert Mechler asked if there was a further 
breakdown of the numbers presented. Mr. Holland said 
the final report will contain those numbers. Becky 
Turner asked if the reports included the limiting g
facilities, and Mr. Holland stated he would research and 
respond. Ms. Turner suggested that for the studies, a 
better process may be to have an objective for the 
study, then pick the projects that meet that objective. y, p p j j
Mr. Holland acknowledged the idea, but the Tariff would 
need to be researched to determine if that approach 
was possible.
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Action item and determination

A i I SPP ill d i if i• Action Item- SPP will determine if using an 
objective-based study approach is within Tariff 
guidelines.guidelines.

• Determination- SPP can use an objective-
based study approach such as POR/PODbased study approach such as POR/POD

• Discuss methodology change at beginning of 2010 
cycle for these studies, with focus on ESRPP

SPP.org 3
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From 10/20/2009 SPC Meeting minutes

B R ll d th ti t b i th ti t• Bruce Rew called the question to bring the motion to a 
vote. The specific recommendation:  The Long Term 
Transmission Issues Working Group recommends that 
the ICT perform an economic/transmission study tothe ICT perform an economic/transmission study to 
determine the set of transmission upgrades needed to 
significantly reduce or eliminate the use of Reliability 
Must Run (RMR) units while providing net savings to 
customers. The load pockets and specific units to be 
studied will be identified in the scope of the study. The 
study will be performed and funded as one of the five 
free studies for 2010 under Section 14 5 Attachment Kfree studies for 2010 under Section 14.5 Attachment K.  
A roll call vote was taken. The motion passed 14 Yeas, 
8 Nays.
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Action item and determination

A i I ICT ill d i if h RMR• Action Item- ICT will determine if the RMR 
displacement study qualifies as an Attachment 
K required study.K required study.

• Determination- SPP agrees to perform an RMR 
displacement studydisplacement study

• Outside of specific free economic studies process

• Study will not be charged to stakeholders• Study will not be charged to stakeholders
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Jody Holland
Manager, ICT PlanningManager, ICT Planning
501-614-3315
jholland@spp.org
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LTTIWG Report

SPC Meeting – Little Rock, AR 
January 20, 2010January 20, 2010
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Since 10/20/2009 SPC Meeting

• LTTIWG meeting 12/8/09 by netconference

• LTTIWG meeting 1/19/10 in Little Rock
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LTTIWG meetings

12/8/09 di i• 12/8/09 discussion:

• ESRPP update

• SIRPP update

• ERSC update

• BCCO (LTF) update

• Base Plan update
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LTTIWG meetings

1/19/10 di i• 1/19/10 discussion:

• 2010  Base Plan

• BCCO (LTF) update

• 2009 ISTEP

• ESRPP update

SPP.org 4
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2010 Base Plan
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Activities Since Posting of October Draft Activities Since Posting of October Draft 
Base Plan

C l t d l i f t j t ( 4 10)• Completed analysis of out-year projects (years 4-10).

• Reviewed and resolved outstanding issues from Draft.

• Posted Entergy’s Final Construction Plan on 12/17/2009.

• Reviewed Final Construction Plan and made final 
revisions to Base Plan as neededrevisions to Base Plan as needed.

• Posted final Base Plan on OASIS on 01/12/2010.

• 2010 Base Plan is now in effect for cost allocation 
purposes.
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2010 Base Plan Scope2010 Base Plan Scope

Ten Year Span for Reliability Projects• Ten-Year Span for Reliability Projects
• 2010 & 2014 Summer & Winter Models were used to flag potential 

problems in years 1-5 (NERC “near-term”). Drill- down to 
year/season to identify projects needed within the 3- year cost-y y p j y
allocation period.

• 2018 Summer model was used to identify projects for years 6-10 
(NERC “longer-term”).

• Attachment T cost-allocation principles still apply to projects 
beyond the 3-year window.

• Load-Related and Asset Management projects are included 
as Base Plan projects under Attachment Tas Base Plan projects under Attachment T.

• Supplemental and other projects are listed for information 
only.
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Reliability ProjectsReliability Projects

• 96 Reliability Projects (some include multiple elements)• 96 Reliability Projects (some include multiple elements)
• 65 Inside the 3-Year Window for Base Plan cost allocation

1. 38 Approved Construction Plan
2 25 Proposed & In-Target Construction Plan2. 25 Proposed & In-Target Construction Plan

3. 2 Non-Construction Plan, ICT Identified Projects

• 31 Outside the 3-Year Window, therefore no Base Plan cost allocation

• 53 Carried over from 2009 Base Plan
• 45 inside 3-year window

• 8 outside 3-year window

• 43 Newly identified in the 2010 Base Plany
• 20 inside 3-year window

• 23 outside 3-year window
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Next Steps

J• January: 

• Post background information (idevs, etc.).

• Draft Differences Report for FERC

• February LTTIWG: Review draft scope for the 
2010 Reliability Assessment

• March 2010: Begin 2010 Reliability 
Assessment leading to the 2011 Base Plan
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B(CCO) LTF Update
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BackgroundBackground
• The BLTF was formed to address cost allocation for BCCOs† in years 

beyond the current ICT Base Plan

• The BLTF met 3 times and decided to propose 4 options to the 
LTTIWG in the order of most to least effective

• The BLTF wrote a narrative document containing what it believes to 
be the advantages and disadvantages of each option.be the advantages and disadvantages of each option.
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Option 1Option 1
Extend the ICT Base Plan horizon from 3 years to 10 years in 
Entergy’s Attachment T
• Advantages

• Provides Transmission Customers with assurance that 
BCCOs in years 4-10 will be mitigated

• Requires few implementation challenges.  The Base Plan 
process can be easily adapted from a 3 year to a 10 year 
horizon

Di d t• Disadvantages

• Requires changes to the Entergy Tariff

• Increases the management challenge by more than doubling 
h d b h B Plthe years covered by the Base Plan

• Could increases the number of upgrades that Entergy will 
have to fund in the rate base
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Option 2Option 2
Adopt the SPP RTO methodology of not assigning BCCOs to 
TSR or GIR customers  (Option 1 Plus)
• Advantages

• Provides Transmission Customers with assurance that 
BCCOs in years 4-10 will be mitigated

• The Base Plan process can be easily adapted from a 3 year 
to a 10 year horizon

• Adds the ability to re-evaluate BCCOs throughout the year as 
T i i S i i fi dTransmission Service is confirmed 

• Changes treatment of manual operating guides for TSRs

• Disadvantages

• Requires changes to the Entergy Tariff

• Increases the management challenge by more than doubling 
the years covered by the Base Plan
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Option 3Option 3
Utilize the ICT’s calculation for MW Capacity Created
• Advantagesg

• Involves an easy implementation 

• Requires no changes to the Entergy Tariff

• Disadvantages

• Lacks treatment of Network Service due to AND pricing 

SPP.org 1414
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Option 4Option 4
Wait for the revised NERC TPL standards  
• Advantagesg

• Proposes changes that could possibly resolve all BCCOs 

• Disadvantages

• Delays action until the standard’s approval by the FERC

• Includes uncertainty as the standard’s content could change 
before approval

• Requires clarification regarding the mitigation of BCCOs in 
years 4-10
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LTTIWG notification to SPCLTTIWG notification to SPC

• LTTIWG voted unanimously toy

• Continue research and development of Options 1 and 2

• Drop Options 3 and 4 

• LTTIWG expects to present a recommendation concerning 
Option 1, Option 2, or both in the next few months
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ISTEP Update
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ISTEP 2009 Projects

1.South Central Arkansas/Northeast Louisiana 
constraint to address North to South flows

ISTEP 2009 Projects

constraint – to address North to South flows

2.Central Arkansas constraint – to address South to 
North flowsNorth flows

3.Lake Charles 230 kV Loop (relieve 138 kV Flowgate 
NELLC NELLCB)NELLC_NELLCB)

4.Baton Rouge/South MS constraint – to address 
Central to South flowsCentral to South flows

5.Jackson Area 
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Gridview Model

U 201 C• Uses 2017 Case

• Includes Approved & Proposed Construction 
Plan upgrades (2009-2011 Final Rev 2)

• Fuel Prices obtained from DOE

• Revised Entergy Generation and flowgate  
information

• Apply upgrades from thermal analysis to the 
“change case” of the economic analysis
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Southcentral AR / Northeast LA Constraint Southcentral AR / Northeast LA Constraint 
Upgrades in the Change Case

T i l Li iti E i t U d• Terminal Limiting Equipment Upgrades:
• Sheridan-Eldorado 500kV from 1732 to 2546 MVA 

• White Bluff – Sheridan 500 kV from 1732 to 2546 MVA 

• Mabelvale – Sheridan500 kV from 1732 to 2546 MVA 

• Sheridan - Magnet Cove 500kV from 1732 to 2546 MVA

• Magnet Cove – Hot Springs EHV 500kV from 1732 to 2546 MVAMagnet Cove Hot Springs EHV 500kV from 1732 to 2546 MVA

SPP.org 2020
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Preliminary Cost Estimate
Limiting Element Listing Limiting Element Listing 
Project 1: Southcentral AR / Northeast LA Constraint
Description Line 

Rating
1st Limiting Element ICT Cost Estimate* 2nd Limiting 

Element
ICT Cost 
Estimate*

Sheridan – El Dorado 
500 FTLO 

Hot Springs – Etta 500

SHRELD HSPET(FG2

1732MV
A 
(2000A)

Sheridan CT ratio 
~2000A

El Dorado switch & 
line trap all ~2000A 

Replace CT $225,000    
Replace Switch & Line 
Trap $700,000

($925,000) (+433MVA)

Sheridan 4 sw. 
~2500A 
Sheridan line 
trap ~2500A 

Replace 4 
Switches and Line 
Trap ($1,300,000) 
(+381MVA)

_ (
)Description Line 

Rating
1st Limiting Element ICT Cost Estimate*

White Bluff – Sheridan 
500 FTLO               
Sheridan Mabelvale

1732MV
A 
(2000A)

CT @ Sheridan 
~2000A 

Upgrade CT $225,000 
(+433MVA)

2nd Limiting 
Element

ICT Cost 
Estimate*

5 Switches @ 
White Bluff 
~2500A

Replace 5 
Switches 
$1 000 000Sheridan – Mabelvale 

500

WHBSHE_MABEL 
(FG3)

(2000A) ~2500A                                                     $1,000,000 
(+381MVA)

Description Line 
Rating

1st Limiting Element ICT Cost Estimate*

M b l l Sh id 1732MV M b l 4 S it h R l 4 S it h d

2nd Limiting 
Element

ICT Cost 
Estimate*

Sheridan Line Replace 4 
Mabelvale – Sheridan 
500 FTLO           White 
Bluff – Sheridan 500

MABSHE_WBSH 
(FG4)

1732MV
A 
(2000A)

Mabevale 4 Switches 
& Line Trap--2000A  

Replace 4 Switches and 
Line Trap $500,000

($1,300,000)  
(+433MVA)

trap ~2500A 
Sheridan 4 
Switches  
~2500A 

Switches and Line 
Trap ($1,300,000)   
(+381MVA)

SPP.org 2121

* costs for upgrades to substation bus, and/or breaker relaying, and/or line relaying are 
not included in the above estimates.  If required, additional costs will apply.
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Central AR Constraint Central AR Constraint 
Upgrades in the Change Case

• Terminal Limiting Equipment Upgrades:
• Mabelvale – Sheridan 500 kV from 1732 to 2546 MVA 

SPP.org 2222
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Preliminary Cost Estimate
Limiting Element Listing 
Project 2: Central Arkansas Constraintj

Description Line Rating 1st Limiting Element ICT Cost Estimate*

Sheridan – Mabelvale 500 1732MVA (2000A) Mabelvale 5 Switches & Line Replace 5 Switches & Line 
$FTLO White Bluff – Keo 500

SHRMAB_KEO (FG1)

Trap—2000A Trap $1,500,000

(+433MVA)

2nd Limiting Element ICT Cost Estimate*

Sh id 4 S it h & Li R l 4 S it h & LiSheridan 4 Switches & Line 
Trap ~2500A 

Replace 4 Switches & Line 
Trap $1,300,000

(+381MVA)

* costs for upgrades to substation bus, and/or breaker relaying, and/or line 
relaying are not included in the above estimates.  If required, additional costs 
will apply.

SPP.org 2323
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Lake Charles 230kV Loop Lake Charles 230kV Loop 
Upgrades in the Change Case
•

•Terminal Equipment Limiting Upgrades:

• Nelson-Lake Charles Bulk Ckt #1 from 159 to 382 MVA

ckt 1

SPP.org 2424
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Preliminary Cost Estimate
Limiting Element Listing 
Project 3: Lake Charles 230kV Loopj p

Description Line Rating Limiting Element ICT Cost Estimate*

Nelson-Lake Charles Bulk 
138kV #1 FTLO Nelson-

159MVA (665A) Nelson

S it h CT & Li T

Replace Switch, CT, & Line 
Trap138kV #1 FTLO Nelson

Lake Charles Bulk 138kV #2

(NELLC_NELLCB)

Switch, CT, & Line Trap –
1200A

Trap 

$87,500

(382MVA)~1600A

Lake Charles Bulk Replace Breaker, Switch, CT, 
& Line TrapBreaker, Switch, CT, & Line 

Trap – 1200A

& Line Trap 

$222,500

(382MVA)~1600A

Nelson-Lake Charles ckt 1 Rebuild Transmission Line 
11 54 milesTransmission Line – 665A 11.54 miles 

$6,231,600

(382MVA)~1600A
* costs for upgrades to substation bus, and/or breaker relaying, and/or line 

l i t i l d d i th b ti t If i d dditi l t

SPP.org 2525

relaying are not included in the above estimates.  If required, additional costs 
will apply.
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Project 4  

Transfers from Jackson and Sterlington Area to Amite South

j
Central to South Flows
Baton Rouge/South Mississippi

Transfers from Jackson and Sterlington Area to Amite South 

• Affected Flowgates & Limiting Elements
1. BROOKHAVEN-MALLILIEU 115 FTLO FRANKLIN-BOGALUSA 500

2. Florence – Florence SS – Star 115kV

3. Big Cajun – Addis 230kV

U d t i t f bilit• Upgrades to increase transfer capability
1. New 500/230kV Substation on the Daniel – McKnight 500kV Line 

2. Amite – Bogalusa 115kV: Increase operating voltage from 115kV to 230kV 

A. Tie the Amite – Chicken Farm 115kV to the 230kV bus at Amite

B. Tie the Franklinton – Bogalusa 115kV to the 230kV bus at Bogalusa

3. Upgrade Florence – Florence SS – Star 115kV

SPP.org 262626

3. Upgrade Florence Florence SS Star 115kV

• Transfer increase of 400MW Central to South with upgrades 
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Project 4  j
Central to South Flows
Baton Rouge/South Mississippi

Description Existing  
Line Rating

New Line 
Rating

Upgrade Description ICT Cost Estimate

Big Cajun – Addis 230kV (566MVA ) 
~1421A

(685MVA)
~1719A

Upgrade Transmission Line 
around the Wilbert

$682,465
1421A 1719A around the Wilbert 

Substation Included in Entergy 
2010-2012 Construction 
Plan (Approved)

Florence – Florence SS - Star 115kV (161MVA) ( 260MVA) Upgrade Transmission Line 
7 miles

$5,000,000

~805A ~1305A 7 miles 
Included in Entergy 
2010-2012 Construction 
Plan (Approved)

SPP.org 27272727
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Project 4  j
Central to South Flows
Baton Rouge/South Mississippi

Description Existing  New Line Upgrade Description ICT Cost p g
Line Rating Rating

pg p
Estimate

New 500/230kV Tap N/A 1200MVA Tap the Daniel – McKnight 500kV Line.

Create a New 500/230kV Substation 
with a 500/230kV Transformer

$32,000,000

Amite – New 230kV Bus – Chicken 
Farm 230kV

(159MVA)
~798A

(883MVA) 
~2217A

Loop in and out  Amite – Chicken Farm 
115kV to the new 230kV Bus.  Move the 
Amite – Chicken Farm Line from the 
115kV side of Amite to the 230kV Side

$10,000,000

115kV side of Amite to the 230kV Side.  
Upgrade the Amite – New230kV –
Chicken Farm to 230kV and Upgrade 
Conductor.

Convert Chicken Farm – Bogalusa 
115kV to 230kV operation

(159MVA ) 
~798A

(570MVA) 
~1431A

Convert Chicken Farm – Bogalusa 
115kV to 230kV and upgrade

$35,000,000
115kV to 230kV operation ~798A ~1431A 115kV to 230kV and upgrade 

Conductor. 

Move the Franklinton – Bogalusa 115kV 
line from the 115kV side of Bogalusa to 
the 230kV side.

SPP.org 28282828
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Project 5: Jackson Area 
Preliminary Cost Estimate
Limiting Element Listing g g

Description Existing 
Line 

Rating

New Line 
Rating

Upgraded  Element ICT Cost Estimate

Rating

McAdams 500/230 ftlo

McAdams-Lakeover 
500

(MCADXF LAKOV)

560MA 1175MVA Add 2ND McAdams 
Autotransformer

Move Autotransformer from 
Hartburg, expand McAdams 
substation

$15,000,000(MCADXF_LAKOV) $ , ,

Included in Entergy 2010-
2012 Construction Plan

McAdams-Pickens 463MVA 883MVA Upgrade Transmission Rebuild Transmission LineMcAdams Pickens 
230kV

Transmission Line

463MVA 883MVA Upgrade Transmission 
Line

Rebuild Transmission Line

16.3 miles

$20,375,000

Included in Entergy 2010-
2012 Construction Plan

SPP.org 292929

2012 Construction Plan
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Economic Summary

Option Case
Upgrade Cost 

Estimate 
Annual Total 

Congestion Cost 

Annual 
Congestion 

Cost Reduction 
From Base 

$ M$ $

Base 2017 Base Case 523.3 M

Project 1 SC Ark - NE LA 6 1 M 522 3 M 1 0 M6.1 M 522.3 M 1.0 M

Project 2 Cent Ark
2.8 M 523.3 M 0

Project 3 Lake Charles
0.2 M 522.8 M 0.5 M

Project 4
Baton Rouge/S. Miss 82.6 M 578.0 M - 54.7 M

Project 5
Jackson Area 35.3 M 401.8 M 121.5 M

SPP.org 30
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What's next?

P ISTEP 2009 R b l F b• Post ISTEP 2009 Report by early February 

• Kick Off ISTEP 2010 
• Ask for 2010 ISTEP Projects at the February LTTIWG

SPP.org 31
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ESRPP Update

SPP.org 32
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Selected ESRPP Study ProjectsSelected ESRPP Study Projects

1 Turk-McNeil 345 kV1. Turk-McNeil 345 kV

2. Spadra-Russellville 161 kV

3. Turk-Fulton-El Dorado 345 kV 

4. Messick 500/230 kV Autotransformeress c 500/ 30 utot a s o e

• Evaluate Messick 500/230kV Project to see if it alleviates the 
Mt. Olive – Hartburg 500kV Flowgate

5. Flint Creek-Chamber Spr-Fort Smith-ANO 345 kV

SPP.org 3333
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Regional Study Overview MapRegional Study Overview Map

5 2

1

3

4345 kV

161 kV

SPP.org 3434
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ProgressProgress
• Updated the MDWG model

• Current Entergy Generation and Loads

• Topology updates

• Entergy Construction Plan (2009 – 2011)

• Completed FCITC Analyses and Reviewing Results

• Joint Effort Review (ICT, RTO, Entergy)

• Working on Draft ReportWorking on Draft Report

SPP.org 3535
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ESRPP MilestonesESRPP Milestones
• February 19, 2010: Post ESRPP 2009 Step 1 High Level 

Analysis Report

• Stakeholder Input

• February 25, 2010 9:30-11:30a.m. CST: ESRPP Meeting (3rd

Meeting of cycle) (Tentative)

• Web Conference

f S S• Present results from the ESRPP 2009 Step 1 High Level Analysis 
Results

• March 2010: ESRPP Meeting (1st Meeting of cycle)g ( g y )

• Select 2009 ESRPP Step 2 (Detailed Studies)

• Select 2010 ESRPP Step 1 (High level Studies)

SPP.org 3636
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Jody Holland
Manager, ICT PlanningManager, ICT Planning
501-614-3315
jholland@spp.org

SPP.org 37
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NTTIWG Update

January 20, 2010
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2009 AFC Flowgate Analysis2009 AFC Flowgate Analysis
• A flowgate analysis was performed by Northbridge to determine if 

updates were needed to the Entergy list of AFC Flowgatesupdates were needed to the Entergy list of AFC Flowgates

36 Flowgates were identified as meeting the criteria for removal

35 Flowgates were identified as needing to be added to the list35 Flowgates were identified as needing to be added to the list 
of Entergy AFC Flowgates

» Of these 35, 9 were requested to be added by TVA

• There were inquiries from stakeholders on some additions and 
removals.  These will be researched and information provided back 
to the NTTIWG

• The list of changes will be posted to the Entergy OASIS

• These changes are expected to be implemented in March

SPP.org 3

g p p
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OATI Issues

• Incorrect Modeling of Recalls

OATI Issues

Introduced with conversion to OATI

Identified on December 18th, Software updated on December 
22nd22nd

Resulted in capacity being credited back to thermal flowgates 
and creating large amounts of AFC available over the actual 
AFC amount

• Preemption Issues
Some lower priority requests not recognized as available for p y q g
preemption and some higher priority requests not recognized 
as qualifying for the preemption process

Software updated January 18th

SPP.org 4
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OATI IssuesOATI Issues

• Non-Sale of Non-Firm during TLR or other reliability 
reasons

OATI software allows for this process

ICT working with Entergy to finalize a procedure

Customer will see that their TSR was Refused due to TLR or 
li bilitreliability reason

ICT will update procedure to reflect changes for OATI software 
and re-circulate to NTTIWGa d e c cu ate to G

SPP.org 5
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Previous Action ItemsPrevious Action Items

• Collect comments and prepare a formal 
d i f h i l i f T i irecommendation for the inclusion of Transmission 

Upgrades in the AFC models
ICT will circulate by Thursday January 21stICT will circulate by Thursday, January 21st

• ICT to participate in SERC meetings with Entergy
ICT to begin participation in February

• Report on filing regarding the curtailment of NN6 
service during a TLRservice during a TLR

SPP.org 6
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Jodi Woods
Supervisor, Tariff SupportSupervisor, Tariff Support
501-614-3282
jwoods@spp.org
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ICT Regulatory UpdateICT Regulatory Update

January 20, 2010
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Project Summary
• E-RSC Update

• Entergy CBA Update

SPP.org 3
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E-RSC Update
• October 12, 2009  - New Orleans

Proposed E-RSC structure

Articles of Incorporationp

By-Laws

Budget

Roles and Authority  (Entergy)

SPP.org 4
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E-RSC Update
• December 16, 2009 - Teleconference

Finalized E-RSC Structure

Approved E-RSC By-Laws

Elected Officers

Chairman Paul Suskie (President)

Commissioner Jimmy Field (Vice – President)

Commissioner Ken Anderson (Secretary)

Approved Budget for 2010pp g

Update on Agreements

SPP and E-RSC

SPP.org

Entergy and SPP
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E-RSC Update

J 6 2010 T l f• January 6, 2010 – Teleconference

Approval of Agreements

E-RSC and SPP Service Agreement

Entergy and SPP 

ICT Agreement Amendments to address E-RSC Services and 
Expenses

SPP.org
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Entergy CBA Update

R t f P l I d O t b 20 2009• Request for Proposal Issued - October 20, 2009
Drafted with input from:

E-RSC Member and Staff

FERC

EntergyEntergy

SPP 

Initial modeling work begun g g

Initial study assumptions drafted

Scheduled to select a Study Consultant in mid-January

SPP.org
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Entergy CBA Update

C S D l d• Current Status: Delayed

Procedural issue regarding FERC and Federal 
Procurement LawsProcurement Laws

• Next Steps: TBD

SPP.org
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Discussion or Questions?Discussion or Questions?

SPP.org 9
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OETF Report

Past, Present and Future
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ICT OETF Schedule From 2007 to 2010ICT OETF Schedule From 2007 to 2010

O i i ll d i 200 l k b• Originally created in 2007 to look at a number 
of ‘efficiency’ items that FERC outlined in its 
approval of the ICT or were of interest of theapproval of the ICT or were of interest of the 
ICT Stakeholders.

Inconsistent Load Flow Models

Lack of Synchronism in Study and Reservation 
Procedure

Identifying Generation Re-dispatch Alternatives

Unnecessary Transactional Cost for Customers

SPP.org 3
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ICT OETF Schedule From 2007 to 2010ICT OETF Schedule From 2007 to 2010

ICT SPC d h OETF d dd h• ICT SPC and the OETF agreed to address the 
issue of Rate Pancaking between SPP and 
Entergy prior to addressing issues assigned toEntergy prior to addressing issues assigned to 
OETF.

• In 2009 OETF was re-formed to address theIn 2009 OETF was re formed to address the 
issues of a ‘One Stop Shopping’ between SPP 
and Entergy.

Provide transmission customer with a single decision 
regarding the acceptance of denial of transmission 
service across both Entergy and SPP systems

SPP.org

service across both Entergy and SPP systems 

4
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Operating Efficiency Task Force

J l 2 d OETF f ll• July 2nd OETF conf call

Review of OETF 04/04/07 document

Discussion on the SPP-Entergy Seams Agreement

Scheduled face to face meeting on July 14, 2009

• July 14th OETF Meeting

Update on Entergy-SPP Seams Agreementp gy g

Scope Document developed

Phase I and II

SPP.org 5
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Operating Efficiency Task Force

J l 23 d SPC M i• July 23rd SPC Meeting

Two Phase Approach presented

Phase One 

Define initiatives for 2009 implementation 

Develop customer focused process One Stop ShopDevelop customer-focused process – One Stop Shop 
Entergy/SPP

Phase Two

Resolutions for LT operations & planning issues

Continue the customer-focused One Stop Shop with initiatives 
developed through Seams Agreements

SPP.org 6
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Operating Efficiency Task Force

A h OETF M i• August  5th  OETF Meeting

Phase One discussed and focus on product

Draft MOU TRAAC document completed

• September 3rd OETF Conf Call

Discussion on Draft MOU

• September 18th OETF MeetingSeptember 18 OETF  Meeting

MOU developed into formal TRAAC Proposal

SPP.org 7
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Operating Efficiency Task Force

O b 6 h S i l SPC C f C ll• October 6th Special SPC Conf Call

SPC approved TRAAC Proposal 

Sent to SPP and Entergy for review/response

• October 13th MOPC

notification of TRAAC issue

• October 21st SPC MeetingOctober 21 SPC Meeting

Reported results of 10-6 conf call

TRAAC Proposal to be reviewed by SPP MOPC

SPP.org

TRAAC Proposal to be reviewed by SPP MOPC 
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Operating Efficiency Task Force

• November 18th Conf Call with MOPC members• November 18 Conf Call with MOPC members

Conf call with Carl Monroe, Richard Ross, Keith Sugg, 
Bary Warren, Ricky Bittley y

• January 20th SPC Meeting Update

Entergy has held discussions with SPP and both haveEntergy has held discussions with SPP and both have 
questions that need to be addressed by OETF

Target is for Questions to be completed by Feb 1st

• SPP and Entergy Responses

Update in May SPC meeting

SPP.org

Update in May SPC meeting 
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Operating Efficiency Task Force

C l Ph O i 2010• Complete Phase One in 2010

• Phase Two future efforts

Address resources and efforts required 

Resolutions for LT operations & planning issues

Continue the customer-focused One Stop Shop with 
initiatives developed through Seams Agreements

R iReview scope  

SPP.org 10
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QUESTIONS

??

SPP.org 11
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”) 
INDEPENDENT COORDINATOR OF TRANSMISSION (“ICT”) FOR ENTERGY 

THIRD QUARTER 2009 ASSESSMENT 
Report to the Entergy Users Group 

December 16, 2009 
 

Background 
The ICT conducts a quarterly assessment of the Entergy Available Flowgate Capability (“AFC”) data 
retention processes. The most recent assessment was performed on December 16, 2009.  Conducting 
the assessment on behalf of the ICT: 

Joe Codemo, SPP IT Risk Mitigation Coordinator 
Tim Phillips, Chair of the Entergy Users Group 
Erin Jester, SPP Process Integrity and Internal Audit 
 

Representing Entergy: 

Tim Angel, Supervisor, System Hardware Support 
David Stacks, Sr. Associate System Analyst, System Management 
Adam Tucker, Sr. Associate System Analyst, System Management 
Connie Wells, Sr. Staff Analyst, Transmission Compliance (on telephone) 
Ryan Plaisance, Supervisor of Market Systems Support (on telephone) 
 
 

Assessment 
The ICT examined the regular AFC and Weekly Procurement Process (WPP) data retention processes 
and investigated the FERC Lost, Inaccurate or Mishandled submissions submitted since the last 
assessment.  The ICT also reviewed the pending recommendations and issues from the August 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 data loss.  On November 
12, 2009 the ICT requested Entergy make certain information available in advance of the scheduled 
assessment for inspection and sample selection; this advance request list (“ARL”) is included as 
Attachment A of this report.  Other than the spreadsheet used to track tape errors and process 
documentation, Entergy was unable to provide the requested information in advance.  However, during 
the December 16 on-site assessment, Entergy explained that this was due to an ongoing, unrelated 
FERC audit and continued resource constraints. 

Upon arrival onsite, December 16, 2009, the ICT requested Entergy make the following available for 
inspection: 

1. Evidence to verify EMS full and incremental backup processes were performed. 
a) Weekly full image backup logs for the dates 8/8 – 8/9/2009, 8/29 – 8/30/2009, and 

10/24 – 10/25/2009. 
b) Daily incremental backup logs for the dates 8/11/2009, 9/16/2009, and 10/20/2009. 
c) Logs from the restoration testing of the above full and incremental backups. 
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d) Transmittal documentation from both Information Vaulting Service (“IVS”) and 
Entergy to substantiate tapes created for above backups were sent offsite. 

2. Evidence to verify AFC and WPP data archive backup processes were performed. 
a) Remedy service requests from archive cycles performed during the period. 
b) Archive backup logs from archive cycles performed during the period. 
c) Veritas backup logs for the same. 
d) Evidence current plus three months AFC data is stored on the EMS and previous 13 

months AFC data is stored on the online file server. 
3. Evidence to verify AFC and WPP archive restoration processes were performed. 

a) Veritas logs from the restoration testing of archive cycles performed during the 
period. 

b) Evidence additional disk space is in place. 
4. Evidence of checksum comparison to ensure backup process produced no discrepancies. 
5. Evidence that the daily verification of Open Access Same Time Information System 

(“OASIS”) Automation process logs was performed for the dates 8/2/2009, 8/6/2009, 
8/28/2009, 9/7/2009, and 9/26/2009.  *Note – As of 9/28/2009 this process is now hosted by 
OATI; Entergy staff are no longer involved in the daily verification of OASIS Automation 
process logs. 

6. Evidence of action taken to resolve the issue of AFC data reaching end of life (5 year 
retention) but collocated on backup archive tapes with High Data Rate (“HDR”) data that has 
25 year retention. 

7. Root cause analysis of the August 5, 2009 FERC filing. 
 

Of the listed information, evidence for the following was not available for review: daily incremental backup 
logs and restoration testing logs for August 11, 2009 and AFC and WPP archive backup and restoration 
processes.   

Summary of Procedures, Findings and Recommendations 
 
Finding: EMS weekly full and daily incremental backup and restoration processes were inspected for the 
sampled dates.  With the exception of one day, the inspection of backup and restoration logs confirmed 
that the data files were being properly backed up and test restored.  In relation to the exception noted, the 
ICT found that the daily incremental backup was not performed on Tuesday, August 11, 2009.  Daily 
incremental backups are scheduled to automatically run Tuesday through Friday at any time during a 3 
hour window from 2 – 5 a. m.  The incremental backup failure occurred because a failed weekly backup, 
scheduled for August 7, 2009 failed to run because the scheduled window closed while the job was 
waiting in the queue; this failure was caused by either a tape/hardware malfunction or system load at the 
time.  The weekly full backup for August 7, 2009 was manually started the following Monday on August 
10, 2009 and completed on August 11, 2009.  However, the incremental backup for August 11, 2009 did 
not run because the full backup was still running during the incremental start window; the incremental 
window closed prior to the weekly full backup completing.  Only one backup can run at a time and once 
the window is missed, the backup has failed.  This backup failure was unseen until discovered during the 
assessment because the incremental backup verification step was not performed as required by 
Entergy’s “EMS System Management; TSEMS AFC Backup Verification Procedure”.  Entergy will 
complete a noncompliance report as required in Appendix A of the abovementioned procedure.   
 
Examination of the 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. 
 
Recommendation:  The ICT recommends Entergy create formal daily checklists related to the 
performance of backups which require sign-off to ensure critical process steps are not omitted.   
 
Action Item:  The ICT will follow up to ensure the noncompliance report has been completed. 
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Finding:  Due to current workload and resource constraints, Entergy continues to be behind in AFC and 
WPP data archive and restoration backup processes, though all data is stored on disk. The AFC and 
WPP data archive backup process was not performed due to insufficient tape capacity.  Because the 
archive backup process was not performed, the restoration backup processes were not performed for the 
period.  As of December 16, 2009 archive and restoration backups were performed through July 2009. 
 
An inspection of the July 2009 archive backup and restoration logs confirmed that the AFC data files were 
being properly backed up to archive and test restored.  An examination of the checksum process logs 
determined that all files archived for the month of July 2009 were successfully transferred from the 
Energy Management System (“EMS”) to online file storage.   

The archive process is completed in a two phased process facilitated and documented in Remedy, a third 
party application utilized to track incident response.  The first phase involves a corporate external review 
and archive-to-tape process.  The second phase, created three months later, seeks deletion approval and 
then deletes the archived files from disk to compete the archive process. Both phases are documented in 
Remedy in two separate incident tickets.  The ICT reviewed the July 2009 Remedy incident ticket and 
found the corporate external review and archive-to-tape process to be complete.  The second Remedy 
incident ticket to obtain deletion approval and actually delete the archive was not complete as of the 
assessment date.  
 
Entergy is currently developing a gap plan in an effort to become and remain current on AFC and WPP 
data archive backup and restoration processes.  A gap, as defined by Entergy, is a large population of 
records that cannot be resolved/maintained within the timing of Annual Records Maintenance (10/31), or 
due to budget constraints.  The gap plan to copy data to tapes for archiving will be implemented in 
January 2010 to remediate; 

• EMS alarm logs data from July 2009 to current. 
• Historic transmission system data capture by the EMS and Stored in a program named HDR 

which includes required data for NERC Reliability Coordination (“RC”) standards – frequency, 
Area Control Error (“ACE”), extended ACE, and scheduled and Actual RC change which is kept 
on a two (2) second basis from July to current. 

• EMS based power flow models and data inputs used to calculate AFC values for the operating 
and planning horizons from June to current. 

• AFC related data that is posted on OAISIS and used to explain the reasons for service denials.  
Includes participation factor and response factor data, the “Big File”, “Master List of Flowgates”, 
and sink definitions from March to current. 

Until this plan is implemented, Entergy has suspended performance of the archive and removal 
processes.  
 
Recommendation:  Current staffing appears to be overloaded given workload required from various 
other projects such as CIP and Host Plan projects.  Entergy should provide more resources to the team 
responsible for the maintenance of this critical data and make a concerted effort to become current.   

Action Item:  The ICT will follow up to ensure the gap plan is complete and in place to ensure Entergy 
does not continue to fall behind on data backups.  Review progress periodically. 
 
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. 

Follow-up Reviews of Findings Noted During Previous Assessments  
 
Additional Disk Space 
The ICT previously found that on occasion, the restoration testing would suspend due to lack of available 
disk space.  The suspension was being detected properly by the Entergy staff who then freed up space 
and manually resumed the job.  During the August 2008 assessment, the ICT recommended 
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configuration of additional disk space on the restoration test environment.  As of this assessment date, 
the additional disk space has been installed.   

HDR/AFC end-of-life 
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 data for the same time period with a 25 year retention schedule.  Entergy is currently 
finalizing processes to resolve this issue and permit the end-of-life data to be expunged.  The archived 
data will likely be reloaded to temporary space and then just the HDR data re-archived.  Entergy is also 
evaluating options for separating the AFC and HDR archive data going forward. 

Action Item:  The ICT will continue to follow-up to ensure processes are complete and in place to 
adequately address this issue in a timely manner.  

Network Operations Manager 
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.  As part of the assessment, the ICT confirmed that tape errors were being tracked 
as recommended using a combination of Remedy and an Excel spreadsheet.  No tapes experienced 
multiple failures during the review period, thus no tapes were removed from the library.  The ICT was also 
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 2010.  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.  This migration should be complete within 
the first quarter of 2010. 

Recommendation:  Complete the Veritas Version 6 upgrade. 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 in August 2008.  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. 

FERC Filings 

Filings made by Entergy to FERC since the August 2009 assessment was discussed in some depth. 

August 5, 2009 filing:  One issue was reported: 

AFC Data File Inputs  
On July 22, 2009, Entergy discovered that certain resyncs of RFCALC used incomplete input data. 
Certain files are routinely copied from the primary EMS servers, typically at the System Operations Center 
(SOC), in Pine Bluff, to the secondary EMS servers typically at the Backup SOC (Backup), in West 
Monroe, to maintain operational readiness. This function is transferable between both center locations, so 
that when the Pine Bluff center is the primary center, data files are copied to the Backup Center, and vice 
versa when the West Monroe site is active as the primary center. 
  
On July 21, a copy function erroneously started to copy these files from the secondary EMS servers to 
the primary EMS servers while simultaneously attempting to copy the same files from the primary EMS 
servers to the secondary EMS servers. This appears to have resulted in corruption of some of the files 
utilized by RFCALC to calculate AFC. In particular, RFCALC intermittently utilized incomplete Unit 
Commitment, Load Forecast and Outage data to resync the Operating and Planning Horizons on July 21 
and July 22, 2009. Use of these corrupted files affected RFCALC resyncs for the Operating Horizon from 
6:20 PM until 7:20 PM on July 21 and from 9:20 PM to 4:20 AM on July 22. However, the Planning 
Horizon was only affected from 1:40 AM on July 21 to 4:40 AM on July 22. A temporary work around was 
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implemented at approximately 3:30 AM on July 22 with normal operations commencing by 10:10 AM that 
day. 

Entergy has stated that this was due to human error and a software fix will be implemented to prevent this 
in the future. 
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Attachment A: Advanced Request List (August 1 – October 31) 

1. Current policy and procedure documents specific to: 
a. Electronic data backup, including verification of backup process completion, media 

rotation, media handling, identification of tape contents, and handling failures of the 
process. 

b. Electronic data restoration, including periodic restoration testing of the backup media 
and handling failures of the process, and ensuring obsolete data is promptly deleted from 
the restoration test server.   

c. Restoring archived AFC data, including ensuring archived AFC data can be restored 
from backup media  following a technology (hardware of software) upgrade. 

d. Data retention, specifically any data whose retention is required by FERC including AFC 
data and its deriving components. 

e. Backup media storage, including storage environments, offsite storage, media 
inventory, media tracking, and disposition of media upon end of life.   

f. Removal of OASIS posting data older than three months is promptly deleted from the 
ET.Com website to prevent OASIS posting failures due to insufficient disk space. 

g. Requests for AFC data, specifically responding to requests for AFC data. 
2. Weekly EMS FULL and Daily INCREMENTAL backup processes.   

a. Evidence showing frequency of scheduled backups; documentation from backup 
management software displaying frequency of back up jobs; backup schedule/backup 
reports. 

b. System generated list of all full and incremental backups performed during the period. 
3. AFC and WPP data archive backup processes  

a. Evidence showing frequency of scheduled backups; documentation from backup 
management software displaying frequency of back up jobs; backup schedule/backup 
reports. 

b. List of all Remedy service requests related to AFC and WPP data archive/removal for the 
period. 

c. System generated list of AFC and WPP archive backups performed during the period. 
d. Evidence of any action taken to resolve the issue of AFC data reaching end of life (5 year 

retention) but collocated on backup archive tapes with HDR data that has 25-year 
retention.  If this is still an open issue please provide explanation of what the remediation 
plan is; what options have been evaluated for separating the AFC and HDR archive data 
going forward (how will this be fixed going forward)?   

4. AFC and WPP archive restoration process  
a. Veritas logs for the restoration to TSDSEMSA. 
b. Evidence that the restored file checksums were compared against the backup list 

checksums. 
c. Evidence that obsolete data was deleted in a timely manner from the restoration test 

server. 
d. Evidence that additional disk space has been added on the restoration environment.  If 

this has not yet been completed please provide explanation of why and when you expect 
to have this complete. 

5. Backup process tape errors 
a. A list of problems encountered (errors) during the backup process for the period August 1 

– October 31.  
6. IVS transmittals for the full and incremental tapes created above. 
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a. Transmittal documentation from both IVS and Entergy to substantiate that the tapes 
created above were sent to offsite storage. 

7. Evidence of current plus three months AFC data are stored on the TSEMS systems (Energy 
Management System (EMS). 

a. (Tsems_hdr_afc) In backing up AFC data from EMS and transferring to file server 
how do you verify that all of the data from the month has been moved from the test 
restoration folder to the AFC archive folder? 

8. Evidence minimum of 13 months AFC data (current plus previous 12 months) are stored on the 
TSDSEMS systems (the online file server).  If current plus previous 12 months data are not stored on 
the TSDSEMS systems please provide explanation of why and when you expect to be current. 

9. Evidence the daily verification of OASIS Automation process logs was performed for the period 
through OATI taking over.  Please explain any known discrepancies in the log.  Specific sample 
dates will be provided during WebEx. 

10. Spreadsheet used to track tape errors for the period. 
11. Root cause analysis of the August FERC filing. 

 

142 of 161



Entergy Users Group
Report to the ICT Stakeholders Policy Committee

SPP.org 1

y
January 20, 2010

143 of 161



AFC and WPP Data Backup
• Quarterly Assessment was performed 12/16/2009 for the period 

A h h O b 2009August through October 2009

• Originally scheduled for mid November, but delayed due to 
Entergy’s FERC Audit

• Sampled evidence of the full and incremental backup 
processes

• Sampled evidence of the test restoration process• Sampled evidence of the test restoration process

• Sampled the OASIS Automation log check evidence (Note: As 
of 9/28/09 this process is hosted by OATI.  Entergy staff are no 
longer involved in the daily verification of the OASISlonger involved in the daily verification of the OASIS 
Automation process logs)

• Sampled the AFC and WPP archive backup and restoration 
processes

SPP.org 2
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AFC and WPP-AFC Data Backup

• FindingsFindings
• Entergy continues to be behind on the archiving and restoration 

backup process.  July 2009 was the last month to be archived.  Entergy 
is developing a gap plan to become and remain current in the backup 
process.

• One notable exception was found:One notable exception was found:
• Evidence of the August 11th daily incremental backup logs and restoration 

testing logs were not available.  The August 11th incremental backup did not 
h d l d d t l f ll b k th t ioccur as scheduled due to a manual full backup process that was running 

during the incremental backup window.  ICT recommends a formal daily 
checklist related to the performance of the backup process

SPP.org 3

145 of 161



AFC and WPP-AFC Data Backup

• Two carryover issues:Two carryover issues:

• Recommendation to implement Network 
Operations Manager (NOM) not completedOperations Manager (NOM) not completed

• 08/2008: ICT recommended the use of NOM to track media errors as well as alert staff in real 
time when an error occurs.

• NOM is still pending installation and is expected to be in place by EOY 2010• NOM is still pending installation and is expected to be in place by EOY 2010.

• In the interim, Entergy will upgrade to Veritas Version 6 within Q1 of 2010.  This software will 
be able to notify staff of real time errors during the backup process.

• Entergy has installed the additional disk space 
required for restoration testing

SPP.org 4
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FERC Filings

A t 5 2009 AFC D t Fil I t• August 5, 2009: AFC Data File Inputs
• On July 22, 2009, Entergy discovered that an erroneous 

copy function had corrupted RFCALC input data.

• Entergy implemented a manual workaround and 
resolved the issue on the same day the error wasresolved the issue on the same day the error was 
discovered.

• Entergy is working on a software revision to prevent gy g p
this in the future

SPP.org 5
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Questions?Questions?

SPP.org 6

148 of 161



Tim Phillips
Chair, Entergy User GroupChair, Entergy User Group
501-614-3562
tphillips@spp.org
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WPP Quarterly Report

• The ICT filed the third WPP Quarterly Report with FERCThe ICT filed the third WPP Quarterly Report with FERC 
on December 15, 2009 for the period September 
through November 2009.

• WPP metrics included in the report were:
• The number of merchant generators participating each week and the 

corresponding MWs committed in the WPP.

• A historical comparison of Entergy’s legacy units pre-WPP and post-
WPP.

• Historic “baseline” study of cost savings from Entergy’s WeeklyHistoric baseline  study of cost savings from Entergy s Weekly 
RFP.

• A description of the operational adjustments that Entergy and the 
ICT had to make with respect to soft constraints.

SPP.org 3

• Estimated WPP savings.
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WPP Quarterly Report (cont.)

• The ICT does not endorse all of the metrics as 
meaningful measurement tools for assessing the 
WPP’s performance.

• The ICT believes that historical comparisons are• The ICT believes that historical comparisons are 
inherently unreliable because they often do not account 
for variations from one period to the next.

Th ICT b li th t t i ti d di tl t th d t• The ICT believes that metrics tied directly to the data 
inputs and results of the WPP model are the most valid 
for estimating cost savings and other WPP benefits.

SPP.org 4
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WPP Quarterly Report (cont.)

• Third quarter estimated savings were approximately q g pp y
$950K, total estimated savings approximately $10.5 
million.

• Decreased number of participating generators, third-p p g g
party supplier offers submitted and accepted, and 
amount of energy forecasted to be purchased through 
the WPP.

• The ICT attributed the reduction in the level of accepted 
third-party supplier offers and savings to extremely low 
loads and fuel prices.

• The report acknowledges modest WPP benefits despite 
extreme conditions experienced during the quarter.

SPP.org 5
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WPP Quarterly Report (cont.)

• SPP reported that a permanent software fix had been• SPP reported that a permanent software fix had been 
implemented for the potential weakness in the WPP 
logic that was reported in the last quarterly report.  

• As a result the interim process implemented to address• As a result, the interim process implemented to address 
the potential WPP logic issue has been discontinued.

• Entergy committed to perform more analysis before 
making a determination as to whether disclosing moremaking a determination as to whether disclosing more 
details of the WPP logic weakness would adversely 
impact the process. 

SPP.org
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WPP Quarterly Report (cont.)

• SPP reported a miscalculation of the hourly flexibility• SPP reported a miscalculation of the hourly flexibility 
requirement beginning the WPP Operating Week of 
June 20, 2009.  

• The miscalculation resulted in the hourly flexibility• The miscalculation resulted in the hourly flexibility 
requirement being set 600MWs higher than intended.

• The issue was resolved beginning the WPP Operating 
Week of October 10 2009Week of October 10, 2009.

SPP.org
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Inclusion of Off-Peak Offers in the WPP
• During pre-WPP testing offers were simulated with 

24 hour availability (i e both on peak and off peak24-hour availability (i.e., both on-peak and off-peak 
hours).  That testing showed that the inclusion of 
off-peak offers caused SCUC Model problems and 
increased infeasible WPP results. Therefore,increased infeasible WPP results.  Therefore, 
Entergy and the ICT agreed to remove off-peak 
offers from the WPP.

• Stakeholders have asked the ICT to report back on• Stakeholders have asked the ICT to report back on 
the steps being taken to include off-peak offers into 
the WPP in the future. 

• The ICT agreed to conduct more testing around the 
concept of expanding the on-peak offer period.

SPP.org 8
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Inclusion of Off-Peak Offers in the WPP Inclusion of Off-Peak Offers in the WPP 
(cont.)

Th ICT h d t d l t t k ff• The ICT has conducted several tests on-peak offer 
period expanded from hours ending 7-22 to hours 
ending 6-23.

• The ICT reported that preliminary test results were 
inconclusive, but more testing would be done over a 
more diverse set of load shapes and system 
conditionsconditions.

• The results of this analysis will be presented to the 
WPPIWG once completed.

SPP.org 9
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AGC/Operating Reserves Process

• Currently third-party suppliers with AGC/Operating y p y pp p g
Reserves capability must qualify for delivery outside 
the WPP.

• Either the third-party supplier must have Network• Either the third-party supplier must have Network 
Resource Interconnection Service (NRIS) or the PNC 
must obtain transmission service by submitting a TSR 
on behalf of the third-party supplier into the AFC p y pp
process.

• This requirement is necessary since the load flow used 
in the WPP only represents the MWs of energy flowingin the WPP only represents the MWs of energy flowing 
from the unit and does not account for the transmission 
system impact of providing AGC/Operating Reserves.

SPP.org 10
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AGC/Operating Reserves Process

• After developing and evaluating several proposals, p g g p p ,
Entergy and the ICT were unable to adopt a proposal 
that would be an improvement over the existing 
process.

• The failed AGC/Operating Reserves proposals 
developed and evaluated by Entergy and the ICT were 
presented to the WPPIWG.p

• Entergy and the ICT have solicited new proposals from 
stakeholders based on this information.

SPP.org 11
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Antoine Lucas
Manager, WPPManager, WPP
501-614-3382
alucas@spp.org
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