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Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 5, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Working Group 
proposal. If you oppose the proposed recommendation, please explain your opposition and offer an alternative, if applicable. This 
should be sent by email to Ben Bright, on behalf of the E-RSC, at bbright@spp.org.  
 
Please provide the following information with your response: 
 


Stakeholder Entity:  Arkansas Cities (AC):  Conway Corporation, West Memphis Utilities, City of Osceola, City of Benton, City of 


Prescott, Hope Water and Light Commission 


Stakeholder contact: Zachary David Wilson    


Contact address:  P.O. Box 5578     


    North Little Rock, AR 72119   


Contact phone:  501-376-4090     


Contact email:  zdwpa@cei.net ______   


 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
1.  3-YEAR PLANNING VS. 10-YEAR 


PLANNING: The E-RSC Working Group 
(“E-RSC WG”) recommends that Entergy 
adopt a 10-year transmission planning 
model and eliminate disparities between 
the ICT Base Plan and Entergy 
Construction Plan.  Note:  The LPSC 
reserves its right to further analyze 
moving from 3 year planning to 10 year 
planning models.  At this time the LPSC 
does not fully support this item. 


 YES 
High 
Priority 


AC continue to support a 10-year planning 
period as in initial comments to the E-RSC. 
However, AC strongly oppose TSR’s being 
granted within years 6 t0 10 of the proposed 
10-year planning period. Additionally, AC 
would propose a five year Entergy 
Construction Plan which would be utilized 
as the ICT Base Plan and meet FERC 
requirements for rollover rights for 
transmission service. Consequently, due to 
the ambiguities in the staff proposal, AC are 
forced to oppose this recommendation as 
drafted. 


Attachment K et al 
as needed 



mailto:bbright@spp.org





E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL   


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
2.  DETERMINATION OF MARKET 


SENSITIVE AND CONFIDENTIAL 


INFORMATION: The ICT, working with 
Entergy, shall develop a standardized list 
of all data items, including those used to 
develop dispatch scenarios, to respond to 
transmission service requests, and for 
modeling of the Entergy System.  
Entergy shall identify the appropriate 
treatment for each data item as: (1) CEII, 
(2) Highly Sensitive Market Competitive 
for the Entergy footprint, or (3) public. 


YES 
Low 
Priority 


  NO 


3.  TLR ANALYSIS FOR TRANSMISSION 


UPGRADES: The ICT shall identify 
upgrades that would prevent recurrence 
of common TLR-5 events. Re-dispatch 
cost effects from TLRs will not be 
addressed here but may be addressed by 
the E-RSC at a later time if Entergy does 
not join SPP as a Transmission Owner. 


YES 
High 
Priority 


  Attachment J et al 
as needed 


4.  IDENTIFICATION OF RMR UNITS 


AND REMEDIES: The ICT shall undertake 
a comprehensive analysis of 
transmission upgrades that would 
mitigate the operation of uneconomic 
RMR generation in the Entergy footprint. 
[The WG understands that a current 
effort to conduct such a study by the ICT 
is in the early stages.] 


YES, AS 
MODIFIED 
High 
Priority 


 AC assert that a study should address any 
unit that operation is required to prevent 
transmission overloads.  Once these 
upgrades are identified, they should be 
included in the proposed Five Year 
Construction Plan. 


Attachment S et al 
as needed 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL   


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
5.  TLR DATA ANALYSIS AND 


REPORTING: The ICT shall provide non-
classified information from operator 
logs, NNL responsibility, and 
identification of re-dispatch when 
reporting TLR-5 events. Interested 
stakeholders should propose exactly 
what information is needed. 


YES, AS 
MODIFIED 
Low 
Priority 


 To provide transparency in TLR-5 events a 
snapshot of the system when the TLR-5 has 
occurred and immediately after corrective 
action should be made. The snapshots 
would include, but not be limited to, 
individual generation levels, substation 
loads, transaction details, transmission and 
element configuration, among other things, 
sufficient for a stakeholder to simulate the 
before and after conditions in a loadflow. 


Attachment J et al 
as needed 


6.  CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY: The 
ICT shall prepare a quarterly tracking 
report, based on informational input 
from Entergy, on progress and status of 
implementing the approved Construction 
Plan.  In the report, the ICT shall 
comment on the reasonableness and 
appropriateness of any variances from 
the Construction Plan (including 
completion schedules).  For each 
variation, Entergy shall provide a 
detailed explanation and mitigation plan. 


YES, AS 
MODIFIED 
High 
Priority 


 For this to be truly effective, a Five Year 
Construction Plan needs to be adopted. 


Attachments K and 
S et al as needed 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL   


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
7.  SEAMS AGREEMENT/ONE-STOP 


SHOPPING/ELIMINATION OF RATE 


PANCAKING: The SPP, ICT and Entergy 
shall continue with current activities 
concerning the development of a Seams 
Agreement and One Stop Shopping 
initiative.  Regarding de-pancaking of 
rates, Entergy shall provide estimates of 
customer retail rate impacts for each 
Operating Company from the 
elimination of rate pancaking between 
the SPP and Entergy grids using the 
2009 CRA study. 


 YES 
High 
Priority 


The recommendation from the SPC on the 
TRAAC and  RATE DE Pan Caking need to 
be completed. Current Seams draft does not 
adequately address problems of 
harmonizing two tariffs, two study processes 
and the problem of SPP/ETR delaying 
dealing with these issues. On important 
issues on One Stop Shop and Rate De Pan 
Caking, ETR and SPP in 3/1/10 APSC 
filing’s cover pleading  § 3, page 10 rejects E-
RSC staff recommendation sua sponte at 
lines 4-11. Consequently AC are compelled 
to oppose this recommendation based solely 
on ETR/SPP failure to act and follow staff’s 
concern. 


 To be determined 


8.  ELIMINATION OF BASE CASE 


OVERLOADS: The Base Case Overload 
Task Force shall provide its 
recommendations (including any 
implementation time line) to the E-RSC 
for evaluation.  Moving to a Ten Year 
Base Plan in conjunction with 
implementing Task Force 
recommendations should mitigate or 
eliminate Base Case Overloads. 


YES, AS 
MODIFIED 
High 
Priority 


 The assumption of a Five Year Construction 
Plan discussed in 1 and 6, elimination of any 
unit operation to prevent transmission 
overloads discussed in 3, and elimination of 
common TLR-5 problems also discussed in 
3 will significantly reduce the Base Case 
Overloads.  However all overloads in the 
proposed Five Year Construction Plan 
should be addressed and upgrades to 
eliminate included in the Construction Plan. 
In addition, there are only two explanations 
for Base Case Overloads: 1) The resources, 
loads and/or transmission elements are not 
modeled correctly or 2) The transmission 
system is not adequate to serve native loads 
and approved transmission service requests. 


 Attachment K and 
Business Practices 
et al as needed 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL   


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
9.  ATC/AFC CALCULATIONS: 
Enhance the ICT’s authority to validate 
ATC and AFC calculations for processing 
transmission service requests.  This 
enhanced authority would cover all data 
inputs, models utilized and results. 


YES 
High 
Priority 


  Attachment C and S 
et al as needed  


     
 
 








Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 5, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Working Group 
proposal. If you oppose the proposed recommendation, please explain your opposition and offer an alternative, if applicable. This 
should be sent by email to Ben Bright, on behalf of the E-RSC, at bbright@spp.org.  
 
Please provide the following information with your response: 
 


Stakeholder Entity:  City of Osceola (Osceola)    


Stakeholder contact: Henry Thompson     


Contact address:  141 Pretti Point     


    Hot Springs, AR 71913    


Contact phone:  501-617-1702      


Contact email:  henrythomspon@cablelynx.com   


 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
1.  3-YEAR PLANNING VS. 10-YEAR 


PLANNING: The E-RSC Working Group 
(“E-RSC WG”) recommends that Entergy 
adopt a 10-year transmission planning 
model and eliminate disparities between 
the ICT Base Plan and Entergy 
Construction Plan.  Note:  The LPSC 
reserves its right to further analyze 
moving from 3 year planning to 10 year 
planning models.  At this time the LPSC 
does not fully support this item. 


 YES 
High 
Priority 


Osceola continues to support a 10-year 
planning period as in initial comments to 
the E-RSC. However, Osceola strongly 
opposes TSR’s being granted within years 6 
to 10 of the proposed 10-year planning 
period. Additionally, Osceola would propose 
a five year Entergy Construction Plan which 
would be utilized as the ICT Base Plan and 
meet FERC requirements for rollover rights 
for transmission service. Consequently, due 
to the ambiguities in the staff proposal, 
Osceola is forced to oppose this 
recommendation as drafted. 


Attachment K et al 
as needed 



mailto:bbright@spp.org





E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL   


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
2.  DETERMINATION OF MARKET 


SENSITIVE AND CONFIDENTIAL 


INFORMATION: The ICT, working with 
Entergy, shall develop a standardized list 
of all data items, including those used to 
develop dispatch scenarios, to respond to 
transmission service requests, and for 
modeling of the Entergy System.  
Entergy shall identify the appropriate 
treatment for each data item as: (1) CEII, 
(2) Highly Sensitive Market Competitive 
for the Entergy footprint, or (3) public. 


YES 
Low 
Priority 


  NO 
 


3.  TLR ANALYSIS FOR TRANSMISSION 


UPGRADES: The ICT shall identify 
upgrades that would prevent recurrence 
of common TLR-5 events. Re-dispatch 
cost effects from TLRs will not be 
addressed here but may be addressed by 
the E-RSC at a later time if Entergy does 
not join SPP as a Transmission Owner. 


YES 
High 
Priority 


  Attachment J et al 
as needed 


4.  IDENTIFICATION OF RMR UNITS 


AND REMEDIES: The ICT shall undertake 
a comprehensive analysis of 
transmission upgrades that would 
mitigate the operation of uneconomic 
RMR generation in the Entergy footprint. 
[The WG understands that a current 
effort to conduct such a study by the ICT 
is in the early stages.] 


YES, AS 
MODIFIED 
High 
Priority 


 Osceola asserts that a study should address 
any unit that operation is required to 
prevent transmission overloads.  Once these 
upgrades are identified, they should be 
included in the proposed Five Year 
Construction Plan. 


Attachment S et al 
as needed 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL   


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
5.  TLR DATA ANALYSIS AND 


REPORTING: The ICT shall provide non-
classified information from operator 
logs, NNL responsibility, and 
identification of re-dispatch when 
reporting TLR-5 events. Interested 
stakeholders should propose exactly 
what information is needed. 


YES, AS 
MODIFIED 
Low 
Priority 


 To provide transparency in TLR-5 events a 
snapshot of the system when the TLR-5 has 
occurred and immediately after corrective 
action should be made. The snapshots 
would include, but not be limited to, 
individual generation levels, substation 
loads, transaction details, transmission and 
element configuration among other things 
sufficient for a stakeholder to simulate the 
before and after conditions in a loadflow. 


Attachment J et al 
as needed 


6.  CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY: The 
ICT shall prepare a quarterly tracking 
report, based on informational input 
from Entergy, on progress and status of 
implementing the approved Construction 
Plan.  In the report, the ICT shall 
comment on the reasonableness and 
appropriateness of any variances from 
the Construction Plan (including 
completion schedules).  For each 
variation, Entergy shall provide a 
detailed explanation and mitigation plan. 


YES, AS 
MODIFIED 
High 
Priority 


 For this to be truly effective, a Five Year 
Construction Plan needs to be adopted. 


Attachments K and 
S et al as needed 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL   


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
7.  SEAMS AGREEMENT/ONE-STOP 


SHOPPING/ELIMINATION OF RATE 


PANCAKING: The SPP, ICT and Entergy 
shall continue with current activities 
concerning the development of a Seams 
Agreement and One Stop Shopping 
initiative.  Regarding de-pancaking of 
rates, Entergy shall provide estimates of 
customer retail rate impacts for each 
Operating Company from the 
elimination of rate pancaking between 
the SPP and Entergy grids using the 
2009 CRA study. 


 YES 
High 
Priority 


The recommendation from the SPC on the 
TRAAC and Rate De Pan Caking needs to be 
completed. Current Seams draft does not 
adequately address problems of 
harmonizing two tariffs, two study processes 
and the problem of SPP/ETR delaying 
dealing with these issues. On important 
issues on One Stop Shop and Rate De Pan 
Caking, ETR and SPP in 3/1/10 APSC 
filing’s cover pleading § 3, page 10 rejects E-
RSC staff recommendation sua sponte at 
line 4-11. Consequently Osceola is compelled 
to oppose this recommendation based solely 
on ETR/SPP failure to act and follow staff’s 
concerns. 


To be determined 


8.  ELIMINATION OF BASE CASE 


OVERLOADS: The Base Case Overload 
Task Force shall provide its 
recommendations (including any 
implementation time line) to the E-RSC 
for evaluation.  Moving to a Ten Year 
Base Plan in conjunction with 
implementing Task Force 
recommendations should mitigate or 
eliminate Base Case Overloads. 


YES, AS 
MODIFIED 
High 
Priority 


 The assumption of a Five Year Construction 
Plan discussed in 1 and 6, elimination of any 
unit operation to prevent transmission 
overloads discussed in 3, and elimination of 
common TLR-5 problems also discussed in 
3 will significantly reduce the Base Case 
Overloads.  However all overloads in the 
proposed Five Year Construction Plan 
should be addressed and upgrades to 
eliminate included in the Construction Plan. 
In addition, there are only two explanations 
for Base Case Overloads: 1) The resources, 
loads and/or transmission elements are not 
modeled correctly or 2) The transmission 
system is not adequate to serve native loads 
and approved transmission service requests. 


Attachment K and 
Business Practices 
et al as needed 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL   


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
9.  ATC/AFC CALCULATIONS: 
Enhance the ICT’s authority to validate 
ATC and AFC calculations for processing 
transmission service requests.  This 
enhanced authority would cover all data 
inputs, models utilized and results. 


YES 
High 
Priority 


  Attachment C and S 
et al as needed 


     
 
 








Draft 
3/4/2010 


 
EPSA Comments on the Staff Working Group Proposed Enhancements 


 
The Electric Power Supply Association1 (EPSA) strongly supports the important 
collaborative effort initiated by Entergy’s retail regulators and the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (FERC) at the June 2009 Charleston, South Carolina 
conference, furthered by the creation of the Entergy Regional State Committee 
(ERSC).  The next step is for ERSC and FERC to move forward with the Cost 
Benefit Analysis (CBA) to assess whether Entergy should join SPP as a full 
member or continue to operate with a substantially enhanced Independent 
Coordinator of Transmission (ICT).  This collaboration should serve as a needed 
and important step in improving transmission infrastructure and open access 
service in the Entergy region.   
 
Background 
EPSA has been an active participant in the ICT’s formation and continued 
operations and has expressed serious and ongoing concerns about the 
implementation of the numerous programs administered by the ICT in the 
Entergy region.  Transmission market power concerns will only be addressed in 
the Entergy region through an independent entity that has adequate authority.  
Additionally, it is only through such an entity that truly competitive wholesale 
power markets can be established, enabling efficient dispatch of available 
generation through much needed transmission improvements to the Entergy 
system. In order to offer and support competitive opportunities for supply, 
Entergy’s transmission system must keep pace with load growth and offer all 
suppliers non-discriminatory access to the system.  To date, the ICT under its 
agreement with Entergy has not been able to ensure competitive opportunities 
for non-affiliated suppliers.  EPSA views this not as an indictment of SPP as the 
ICT, but rather as the failure of the current agreement and its implementation.  
While the ICT has improved transparency and stakeholder participation in the 
very important area of long-term transmission planning, problems persist on the 
Entergy system.  Therefore, ICT enhancements and Entergy tariff changes are 
still needed at a minimum until there is full resolution and implemtation of the 
concerns the CBA will address.  While stakeholders are participating in the CBA 
process, the status quo remains, which is unacceptable.  The entity controlling 
transmission in the Entergy region must have the authority to facilitate true open 
access and ensure adequate infrastructure.   


                                                 
1
 EPSA is the national trade association representing competitive power suppliers, including 


generators and marketers.  These suppliers, who account for 40 percent of the installed 
generating capacity in the United States, provide reliable and competitively priced electricity from 
environmentally responsible facilities.  EPSA seeks to bring the benefits of competition to all 
power customers.  The comments contained in this filing represent the position of EPSA as an 
organization, but not necessarily the views of any particular member with respect to any issue. 
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Prior to FERC’s approval of the ICT, EPSA advocated that Entergy should be 
part of SPP as a Regional Transmission Organization (RTO).  The CBA should 
provide the necessary information to support a decision one way or the other –  
whether Entergy should join the SPP RTO or seek to substantially improve the 
ICT agreement.  Regardless of that decision, the ERSC process has identified 
many changes that can be made today – either to Entergy’s tariffs or the ICT 
arrangement  – that are necessary pending completion of the CBA and 
implementation of resultant next steps regarding operation of Entergy’s 
transmission.    
 
Comments 
EPSA is supportive of the proposed Staff Working Group’s (SWG) list of 
proposed enhancements provided to stakeholders on February 26.  Certainly, the 
list outlines the minimum requirements to improve Entergy’s tariff and increase 
the authority of the ICT.  EPSA is also very supportive of moving forward with 
most if not all of the remaining list of proposed Attachment 2 enhancements.   
 
Competitive suppliers appreciate the inclusive manner in which Entergy’s 
regulators and FERC have proceeded to study the Entergy system and applaud 
the steps taken to date.  Undertaking the CBA in a transparent manner that 
includes the input of stakeholders will best ensure the possibility of an 
open,transmission system in the Entergy region.  While EPSA will participate in 
the CBA model and study development, there are some issues and questions 
regarding stakeholder involvement in the original proposal that have not been 
addressed thus far.  EPSA recognizes that with the issues regarding the Third 
Party Consultant (TPC) and formation of the ERSC stakeholder process issues 
were lesser priorities.  However, it is now appropriate to revisit these process 
issues as the TPC begins to work increasingly with stakeholders.  In that context, 
EPSA here provides suggestions and questions, initially submitted to SPP in 
October of 2009 that are still relevant today.   
 
Stakeholder Input and the Feedback Loop 
The plan contemplates that the TPC will meet with stakeholders on a bi-monthly 
basis.  The proposed plan also states that the TPC will provide the ERSC and 
FERC with a bi-monthly report.  EPSA suggests that the plan should include how 
report issuance and feedback sessions will be sequenced so that stakeholders 
can understand how and when their feedback will be processed.  Stakeholders 
assume that they will be able to provide the TPC feedback at the bi-monthly 
meetings and would hope that they too would be able to receive the TPC’s bi-
monthly report being shared with the ERSC and FERC.  Regardless of whether 
or not the report can be shared with stakeholders, at a minimum its production 
should be timed so that it can be included on the agenda of the bi-monthly 
TPC/stakeholders meetings.    
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The proposal, while open to stakeholder engagement, does not spell out how 
stakeholders’ input will be handled in the CBA process.  Consequently, 
competitive suppliers wonder if something more formal has been contemplated 
that would provide a more defined feedback loop.  Such feedback would ensure 
that the input and reasoning for acting or not acting on comments is transparent.  
EPSA understands that all stakeholder suggestions cannot be acted on, however 
obtaining the answers and reasoning associated with such decisions will be an 
important part of the necessary feedback loop so that stakeholders can 
adequately contribute to the CBA process.  Therefore, more detail in general on 
the stakeholder feedback process would enhance the CBA. 
 
During Phase II, Develop Study Scope, stakeholder feedback is contemplated 
and the report mentions that it is through the feedback that the TPC will be able 
to assess if “items are addressed appropriately.”  The proposal states that when 
Phase III, Setup, is completed there will be a report and presentation for 
stakeholders.  Given the importance of Phase III at its completion, there should 
be a stakeholder feedback window prior to beginning Phase IV.  EPSA suggests 
that the CBA plan include how stakeholder feedback will be handled at the end of 
Phase III as well. 
 
Phase IV of the proposal, Technical Studies, suggests that the TPC and SPP will 
make decisions regarding transmission addition scenario studies.  The proposal 
goes on to say that stakeholders’ input will be needed on a host of policy issues, 
“(e.g. fuel price forecasts, projected level of wind generation, renewable 
standards, transmission cost allocation methodologies, etc.).”  Thus the proposal 
seems to suggest that competitive suppliers can provide input on various policy 
issues but may not be able to comment on the transmission projects and how 
they are categorized.  While stakeholders’ input on the policy issues identified in 
the Technical Studies phase will be valuable, that input will be equally valuable 
on the analysis of transmission projects and their integration.  Consequently, 
stakeholders’ input should be considered for the analysis of transmission projects 
in Phase IV of the plan. 
 
Summary 
EPSA appreciates the ERSC providing stakeholders with the opportunity to 
provide comments on the proposed enhancements to the ICT.   At a minimum 
the ERSC should move all the proposed SWG items to implementation.  In 
addition, now that the TPC will be moving forward with the CBA, the ERSC and 
FERC need to ensure that stakeholders’ engagement in the process is structured 
in a way that can best utilize stakeholder contributions.  The CBA process would 
therefore benefit from clarifying and memorializing the suggestions herein on 
stakeholder feedback channels, now that the CBA plan is being implemented. 
Doing so will ensure more opportunities for open stakeholder participation 
leading to a more transparent and successful result.  EPSA is encouraged by 
initiation of the CBA by regulators and looks forward to seeing viable, non-
discriminatory competitive markets established in the Entergy Region. 








E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT 


PROPOSAL 
 
 
Stakeholder Entity:  Entergy Services, Inc., on behalf of the Entergy Operating 


Companies 
 
Stakeholder contact: Kimberly H. Despeaux 


Contact address:  Entergy Services, Inc. 
Mail Unit L-ENT-26E 
639 Loyola Avenue 
New Orleans, LA 70113 


Contact phone:  (504) 576-4267 


Contact email:  kdespea@entergy.com       


 
Before turning to the specific recommendations made by the E-RSC Working 


Group (“E-RSC WG”), Entergy Services, Inc. (“Entergy”) offers initial comments that 
frame Entergy’s comments below. 


 
In E-RSC meetings to date, there has been substantial discussion of potential 


modifications to the current Independent Coordinator of Transmission (“ICT”) structure 
that would result in the transfer of certain decisional authority to the E-RSC.   Those 
changes would give the E-RSC authority, upon a unanimous vote, to direct Entergy to 
(a) make a filing pursuant to Section 205 of the Federal Power Act to change the way 
transmission upgrade costs are allocated under Entergy’s Open Access Transmission 
Tariff (“OATT”) and (b) add specific projects to Entergy’s Construction Plan.  In 
comments submitted with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) on 
November 17, 2009 (in Docket No. ER09-555-000) and comments submitted to the ICT 
on December 4, 2009, consistent with prior E-RSC discussions, Entergy identified these 
structural modifications in comments addressing possible enhancements to the current 
ICT structure. Entergy has explained that, depending on the details of the proposals, 
Entergy supports implementing these structural modifications to the ICT/Entergy 
Regional State Committee (“E-RSC”) structure for the so-called ICT extension period.1


 
   


On February 26, 2010, the E-RSC WG issued an initial list of proposed 
modifications to the current ICT structure.  That list does not include the proposals to 
provide the E-RSC with decisional authority.  Those proposals instead were left to a 
“secondary list.”   Energy does not agree with that decision. 


 
First, approvals of one or more retail jurisdictions would be required before the 


proposals to provide the E-RSC with decisional authority could be implemented.  Filings 
with those retail jurisdictions would need to be made before filings with FERC are made 
to implement the OATT modifications that would be required to implement these 
proposals.2


                                                   
1  Entergy has explained that timely cost recovery at each retail jurisdiction of 


transmission investments costs is essential, and that it has or is in the process of 
pursuing timely cost recovery mechanisms at each of its jurisdictions.    


   The FERC filing for the ICT extension period must be made in September 


2  The proposed changes filed with FERC would be conditioned upon applicable 
approval by the retail regulators. 
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PROPOSAL 
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2010.   Given this timing, and given the prior discussions about E-RSC decisional 
authority, the two proposals discussed above should be high priority matters for 
resolution.  Moving ahead now on these structural modifications can help ensure that 
requisite retail commission approvals can be sought and obtained in a timely manner, 
and the enhanced E-RSC authority can be proposed in the FERC filing for the ICT 
extension period.   


 
Second, as Entergy will discuss in more detail at the March 18, 2010 E-RSC 


meeting, Entergy has analyzed all of the stakeholder recommendations regarding ICT 
modifications (and thus also the recommendations considered and proposed by the E-
RSC WG).  The ICT already has the authority that would be required to implement some 
of those recommendations.  Each of the remaining recommendations falls into one of 
three categories:  (a) changes that the E-RSC could direct, assuming that the structural 
modifications described above are implemented to provide the E-RSC with certain 
decisional authority; (b) changes that would in effect make the ICT the transmission 
provider under Entergy’s OATT, which Entergy has previously indicated it is willing to 
consider as a possible longer-term change to the ICT structure if Entergy does not join 
the Southwest Power Pool Regional Transmission Organization (“SPP RTO”); and (c) 
recommendations that do not fall into the other categories and that Entergy does not 
support.   


 
Two of the E-RSC WG’s recommendations (Recommendation Numbers 1 and 8) 


fall into category (a)--recommendations that would alter the current cost allocation 
structure or add transmission projects to the Construction Plan.3


 


  Debating these 
recommendations before reaching agreement on the scope of the E-RSC’s authority and 
the manner in which it will be exercised would be “putting the cart before the horse.”  
That is, Recommendation Number 1--which relates directly to cost allocation--would be 
better discussed once consensus has been reached on the E-RSC’s cost allocation 
authority.  The same is true for the recommendation to eliminate base case contingency 
overloads.  To the extent any base case contingency overloads remain in the models used 
to grant transmission service after Entergy implements its 2010 – 2012 Construction 
Plan, the addition of projects to eliminate those overloads would constitute an addition 
to the Construction Plan.  Any discussion of recommendations associated with base case 
contingency overloads would be better deferred until after the E-RSC’s authority to add 
projects to the Construction Plan is finalized.   


Third, Recommendation Number 1, if adopted, would shift significant risks and 
potentially significant costs to the Entergy Operating Companies’ retail customers.  Such 
a recommendation should be discussed fully on the merits.  Those discussions should 
include a complete analysis of the risks and costs that may be shifted to Entergy’s retail 
customers and other possible alternative structures if the pricing under Entergy’s OATT 
is to be changed.  Entergy believes that deciding the scope of the E-RSC’s authority 
regarding cost allocation, and the manner in which that authority would be exercised,  


                                                   
3  As Entergy discusses below, a change in the Base Plan from three years to ten 


years (Recommendation Number 1) would, at its core, be a change in cost 
allocation under the OATT. 
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prior to the detailed discussions of Recommendation Number 1 would be the better 
approach both with regard to procedure and with regard to substance. 


Entergy’s recommendation thus is that the E-RSC immediately take up the two E-
RSC structural recommendations described above.  If those recommendations are 
adopted and approved, and if the E-RSC ultimately determines that a change in cost 
allocation should be implemented, the E-RSC would then direct Entergy to make a 
Section 205 filing to implement the change. 
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PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS 
SUPPORT OPPOSE 


IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMEND


ATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
1. 3-YEAR PLANNING 


VS. 10-YEAR 


PLANNING:  
The E-RSC Working 
Group (“E-RSC WG”) 
recommends  
that Entergy adopt a 
10-year transmission 
planning model and 
eliminate disparities 
between the ICT Base 
Plan and Entergy 
Construction Plan.   
Note:  The LPSC 
reserves its right to 
further analyze moving 
from 3 year planning to 
10 year planning 
models.  At this time 
the LPSC does not fully 
support this item. 


 Entergy provides 
an alternative 
proposal in the 
attachment 
hereto. 


Entergy notes that this really is 
two distinct proposals:  To 
expand the Base Plan and 
Construction Plan to ten years 
and to eliminate disparities 
between the Base Plan and 
Construction Plan. 
As Entergy explains in the 
attachment, Entergy proposes 
to modify the OATT to provide 
the E-RSC, upon unanimous 
vote, the ability to require 
Entergy to file with FERC 
proposed modifications to the 
cost allocation policy currently 
included in the OATT.  
Entergy believes that this 
recommendation from the E-
RSC WG should be considered 
in that context, and be 
informed by an analysis of all 
elements related to this issue, 
including the costs to retail 
customers.     


Changes to the 
OATT would be 
required to 
implement the E-
RSC WG’s 
proposal or 
Entergy’s 
proposal. 
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PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMEND


ATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
2.  DETERMINATION OF 


MARKET SENSITIVE AND 


CONFIDENTIAL 


INFORMATION: The ICT, 
working with Entergy, 
shall develop a 
standardized list of all data 
items, including those 
used to develop dispatch 
scenarios, to respond to 
transmission service 
requests, and for modeling 
of the Entergy System.  
Entergy shall identify the 
appropriate treatment for 
each data item as: (1) 
CEII, (2) Highly Sensitive 
Market Competitive for 
the Entergy footprint, or 
(3) public. 


Entergy supports this 
recommendation, subject to the 
following: 


• A list of all data items and 
classifications of all 
transmission customer 
data should be developed 
in addition to such a list 
for Entergy data.   


• The lists and 
classifications should be 
subject to change so that 
new factual 
circumstances and new 
information can be 
readily addressed. 


• Sufficient time to develop 
the lists and 
classifications should be 
established. 


• The second classification 
should be “Confidential 
Information,” as that 
term is defined in the 
Entergy OATT, rather 
than “Highly Sensitive 
Market Competitive.” 


  No. 
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PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMEND


ATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
3.  TLR ANALYSIS FOR 


TRANSMISSION 


UPGRADES: The ICT shall 
identify upgrades that 
would prevent recurrence 
of common TLR-5 events. 
Re-dispatch cost effects 
from TLRs will not be 
addressed here but may be 
addressed by the E-RSC at 
a later time if Entergy does 
not join SPP as a 
Transmission Owner. 


Entergy does not oppose the 
ICT’s performance of “screening 
studies,” in accordance with the 
current terms of Attachment K 
to Entergy’s OATT, to identify 
potential upgrades that would 
prevent the recurrence of 
common Transmission Loading 
Relief (“TLR”)-5 events.  Each 
interested party then would be 
responsible for performing its 
own detailed study of the 
potential benefits to it.  See 
attached comments. 


  No.  See 
attachment 
hereto. 


4.  IDENTIFICATION OF 


RMR UNITS AND 


REMEDIES: The ICT shall 
undertake a 
comprehensive analysis of 
transmission upgrades 
that would mitigate the 
operation of uneconomic 
RMR generation in the 
Entergy footprint. [The 
WG understands that a 
current effort to conduct 
such a study by the ICT is 
in the early stages.] 


Entergy does not oppose the 
ICT’s performance of screening 
studies, in accordance with the 
current terms of Attachment K 
to Entergy’s OATT, to identify 
potential upgrades that would 
mitigate Reliability Must Run 
(“RMR”) generation in the 
Entergy footprint.  Each 
interested party then would be 
responsible for performing its 
own detailed study of the 
potential benefits to it.  See 
attached comments. 


  No.  See 
attachment 
hereto. 
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PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMEND


ATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
5.  TLR DATA ANALYSIS 


AND REPORTING: The ICT 
shall provide non-
classified information 
from operator logs, NNL 
responsibility, and 
identification of re-
dispatch when reporting 
TLR-5 events. Interested 
stakeholders should 
propose exactly what 
information is needed. 


TLR data and analyses already 
are included in information 
submitted to the North 
American Electric Reliability 
Corporation (“NERC”) and 
posted on Entergy’s OASIS.  
Entergy believes that the current 
availability of such data should 
be considered before this 
recommendation is acted upon.  
If additional data is to be 
provided, only non-confidential 
information should be provided 
to stakeholders.  Further, a list 
of any additional items to be 
provided should be agreed to by 
interested stakeholders, the ICT, 
and Entergy.   
 
Entergy is willing to work with 
parties to identify the data that 
currently is available and to 
determine whether additional 
data should be provided to 
stakeholders. 


  No. 
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PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMEND


ATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
6.  CONSTRUCTION 


AUTHORITY: The ICT 
shall prepare a quarterly 
tracking report, based on 
informational input from 
Entergy, on progress and 
status of implementing the 
approved Construction 
Plan.  In the report, the 
ICT shall comment on the 
reasonableness and 
appropriateness of any 
variances from the 
Construction Plan 
(including completion 
schedules).  For each 
variation, Entergy shall 
provide a detailed 
explanation and 
mitigation plan. 


 Entergy provides 
an alternative 
proposal in the 
attachment 
hereto. 


As Entergy explains in the 
attachment, Entergy proposes 
to provide additional 
information regarding the 
status of transmission 
upgrades, and to provide such 
information on a more 
frequent basis. 


No. 
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PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMEND


ATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
7.  SEAMS 


AGREEMENT/ONE-STOP 


SHOPPING/ELIMINATION 


OF RATE PANCAKING: The 
SPP, ICT and Entergy shall 
continue with current 
activities concerning the 
development of a Seams 
Agreement and One Stop 
Shopping initiative.  
Regarding de-pancaking of 
rates, Entergy shall 
provide estimates of 
customer retail rate 
impacts for each 
Operating Company from 
the elimination of rate 
pancaking between the 
SPP and Entergy grids 
using the 2009 CRA study. 


Entergy supports this 
recommendation, subject to the 
comments attached hereto. 


  
 


Yes. 
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PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMEND


ATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
8.  ELIMINATION OF BASE 


CASE CONTINGENCY 


OVERLOADS: The Base 
case contingency overload 
Task Force shall provide 
its recommendations 
(including any 
implementation time line) 
to the E-RSC for 
evaluation.  Moving to a 
Ten Year Base Plan in 
conjunction with 
implementing Task Force 
recommendations should 
mitigate or eliminate Base 
case contingency 
overloads. 


Entergy has no objection to the 
BCCO LTTIWG Task Force 
providing recommendations to 
the E-RSC for evaluation.  
However, Entergy does not 
agree to any specific 
recommendation. 


Entergy opposes 
the E-RSC WG’s 
recommendation 
to the extent it 
provides for the 
addition of 
transmission 
upgrades at this 
time. 


A potential  modification to 
the ICT structure that has 
been discussed at some length 
would permit the E-RSC to 
add projects to the 
Construction Plan.  That 
potential modification should 
be addressed before this  
recommendation is considered 
further.  If the E-RSC is 
provided such authority, the 
E-RSC would be able to 
require that Entergy include 
facilities in the Construction 
Plan if needed to eliminate a 
base case contingency 
overload.  In making any such 
determination, the E-RSC 
would be able to consider the 
recommendations of the BCCO 
LTTIWG Task Force (among 
other inputs). 


An amendment to 
the OATT would 
be required to 
provide the 
additional 
authority to the  
E-RSC. 
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PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMEND


ATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
9.  ATC/AFC 


CALCULATIONS: 
Enhance the ICT’s 
authority to validate ATC 
and AFC calculations for 
processing transmission 
service requests.  This 
enhanced authority would 
cover all data inputs, 
models utilized and 
results. 


For the reasons discussed in the 
comments section, Entergy 
neither supports nor opposes 
this recommendation. 


For the reasons 
discussed in the 
comments 
section, Entergy 
neither supports 
nor opposes this 
recommendation. 


The ICT already has authority 
to validate Available Flowgate 
Capability and Available 
Transfer Capability 
calculations for processing 
transmission service requests.  
This authority already covers 
all data inputs, models 
utilized, and results.  If 
providing the ICT with 
additional authority would 
result in the ICT being deemed 
the transmission provider 
under Entergy’s OATT, this 
recommendation should be 
considered as a longer-term 
amendment to the ICT 
structure. 
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Attachment to Entergy Comments 
 


Recommendation Number One:  Transmission Planning Models 


The E-RSC WG recommends that “Entergy adopt a 10-year transmission 
planning model and eliminate disparities between the ICT’s Base Plan and Entergy’s 
Construction Plan.”  The E-RSC WG states that “[c]urrent 3 year planning models are 
not sufficient for planning or cost allocation purposes for [a] system of this size” and is 
“[n]ot consistent with the 5 year duration requirement for rollovers.”  The Louisiana 
Public Service Commission, however, may further analyze this issue, and “does not fully 
support this item.”   


As Entergy will explain, Entergy already plans its transmission system on a ten 
year basis.  The E-RSC WG’s proposal to “adopt a 10-year transmission planning model” 
thus is an economic issue, not a reliability issue.  Because that proposal would result in a 
significant shift in costs and risks to Entergy’s native load customers, a full analysis of 
those costs and risks, as well as other relevant factors, should be undertaken before such 
a proposal (or any alternative to the current pricing structure under Entergy’s OATT) 
was adopted.    


With regard to the proposed elimination of the differences between the Base Plan 
and the Construction Plan, those differences already have been eliminated.  Entergy also 
discusses that recommendation below. 


A. Extending the Time of the Base and Construction Plans 


Entergy’s transmission organization already plans its transmission system on a 
ten year basis.  Specifically, the Entergy transmission system is evaluated every year for 
both time horizons mandated by NERC Reliability Standards:  (a) the near-term 
planning horizon, covering years one through five, and (b) the longer-term planning 
horizon, covering years six through ten.  Entergy’s transmission organization 
determines whether transmission upgrades or other mitigation measures are needed in 
order to continue to reliably serve the Entergy Operating Companies’ native load 
customers, the network loads (including forecasted network loads) of the network 
customers under Entergy’s OATT, and other existing firm transmission service 
customers for the entire ten year planning horizon.  This includes planning to ensure 
that customers’ rollover rights will be accommodated, i.e., the system is planned to 
ensure that rollover rights can be satisfied in accordance with the terms of Entergy’s 
OATT.1


Due to the uncertainty associated with loads and resources, Entergy only includes 
in its Construction Plan projects that have a construction start date within the next three 
years.  However, as FERC has recognized in approving the three year term of the 
Construction Plan, the fact that projects outside of the three year time horizon are not 
included in the Construction Plan does not change the fact that Entergy’s transmission 


  


                                                   
1  It thus is not true that Entergy’s transmission planning is inconsistent with the 


five year duration requirement for rolling-over transmission service under the 
OATT. 
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planning covers a ten year period.  E.g. Entergy Servs., Inc., 129 FERC ¶ 61,219 at P 15 
(2009).  Indeed, Entergy’s transmission planning process has been reviewed by the 
SERC Reliability Corporation on a number of occasions and found to be fully compliant.  
It would not have been found adequate if Entergy did not plan its transmission system 
on a ten year basis.   


Because Entergy already utilizes ten year models for transmission planning, and 
thus no change is required for that purpose, Entergy understands this recommendation 
to be a proposal to increase to ten years the term of the Base Plan developed by the ICT 
and the Construction Plan developed by Entergy.  It is important to understand that, for 
the reasons just discussed, such a recommendation has nothing to do with reliability.  It 
instead  relates only to cost allocation.  Further, as Entergy will explain, requiring 
Entergy to commit to a ten year Construction Plan and the ICT to a ten year Base Plan 
likely could lead to the construction of transmission facilities that are not necessary for 
reliability, with the allocation of the significant majority of the costs (approximately 85 
percent) of those facilities allocated to Entergy’s retail customers. 


If the E-RSC WG’s recommendation were implemented, requests for new 
transmission service under Entergy’s OATT would be analyzed assuming that 
transmission upgrades included in the Base and Construction Plans will be constructed, 
even if those upgrades are not identified for construction until the outer years (e.g., year 
seven) of the plans.   If a new long-term transmission service request was dependent on 
an upgrade included in the outer years, that request would be approved and, because the 
upgrade would be included in the Base Plan, the costs of the upgrade would be rolled in 
to base transmission rates.  That would be true even if later it was determined that due 
to changed circumstances the upgrade in fact would not have been constructed but for 
the new transmission service.  Such changes are a common occurrence; projects that are 
identified in the outer years of transmission plans often later are changed or cancelled 
due to changes in system conditions.   


The following example is illustrative of the potential magnitude of the E-RSC 
WG’s proposed change to Entergy’s OATT.   


Prior to 2005, Entergy identified a potential need for a second 500 kV line 
crossing the Atchafalaya River Basin in south Louisiana, paralleling the existing Webre - 
Richard (now Wells) 500 kV line.  The estimated cost of that project was $229 million, 
the construction start date was outside of the three year Construction Plan and Base 
Plan horizon, and the projected in-service date was well beyond that horizon.  
Subsequently, various parties, including Entergy, added numerous resources within the 
West of the Atchafalaya Basin load pocket (WOTAB).  The addition of these resources 
within the proper locations (i.e., near the load) eliminated the need to build the second 
500 kV line.   


Several System Impact Studies for transmission service requests submitted prior 
to the addition of the resources noted above showed that the services requested could 
not be granted without the second 500 kV line.  Under the current pricing structure, the 
line would not be included in the Base Plan.  Thus, had the customers confirmed the 
services, the costs of the line would have been allocated directly to those customers.  In 
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return, those customers would have received the transmission services they requested 
plus the financial rights specified in Attachment T to Entergy’s OATT.  Ultimately, no 
transmission customer committed to funding the upgrade, as it was not economic to do 
so (the costs of the upgrade exceeded the potential benefits).  The results of the System 
Impact Studies provided proper price signals to the customers to look at more economic 
options in better locations.   


Under the E-RSC WG’s recommendation, on the other hand, a transmission 
customer would not have been directly allocated the costs of the second 500 kV line 
because the line would be included in the ICT’s Base Plan.  That customer thus would 
not have received the proper price signals provided under the current pricing structure, 
and would have been more likely to confirm the transmission service.  If that were to 
occur, the transmission upgrade would have been constructed, even though it in fact was 
not economic.  Further, approximately 85 percent of the costs--approximately $195 
million--would have been paid by Entergy’s retail customers, even though due to 
changes in system conditions the line would not have been constructed absent the 
customer’s transmission service, i.e., the customer would have been the sole cause of the 
costs.     


This recommendation thus has serious implications, as significant risks and 
potentially significant costs would be shifted to the Operating Companies’ retail 
customers if it were adopted.  Such a recommendation deserves a full discussion on the 
merits, including a complete analysis of the risks and costs that may be shifted to 
Entergy’s retail customers, before being acted upon.  Further, if a change to the current 
pricing structure is to be adopted, possible alternative structures that do not shift all the 
risks and costs to Entergy’s retail customers should be considered. 


As noted above, one potential modification that has been discussed is to provide 
the E-RSC with the authority to require Entergy to make a filing with FERC to change 
the way transmission upgrade costs are allocated under Entergy’s OATT.  Entergy 
believes that the E-RSC-WG’s recommendation to change cost allocation should be 
considered in that context, i.e., after a final decision regarding such E-RSC authority is 
made.  The E-RSC then could consider a number of factors before deciding on cost 
allocation, most importantly the expected effects on retail customers.  The E-RSC also 
could consider additional issues that would arise with changes to cost allocation.  For 
example, to implement the E-RSC WG’s recommendation, ten year resource plans will 
be needed from all users of the transmission grid.   


B.  Entergy’s Construction Plan and the ICT’s Base Plan Conform 


Footnote B (“Note B”) included in NERC Reliability Standard TPL-002 currently 
gives a transmission planner the discretion to allow for limited interruptions of firm 
load in certain circumstances.  In other words, instead of building additional 
transmission facilities to ensure that load interruption would not occur following a 
contingency event, the current standard allows a transmission provider to plan for a 
limited firm load interruption in the event the contingency occurs, so long as the system 
is stable and the limits are within applicable ratings post contingency. 
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During the 2009 planning cycle, Entergy changed the application of its planning 
criteria to eliminate the use of Note B.  Entergy’s transmission planners no longer 
employ a probabilistic approach to planning, but instead implement a purely 
deterministic approach consistent with what is proposed in the pending revision to the 
TPL standards.  The change resulted in a substantial increase in planned transmission 
projects included in Entergy’s Final 2010 – 2012 Construction Plan. 


 
As the Differences Report filed by the ICT with FERC on February 17, 2010 in 


Docket No. ER05-1065-000 (the “Differences Report”) shows, Entergy’s Construction 
Plan now conforms to the ICT’s Base Plan.  In that filing, the ICT explained that two 
projects in the Base Plan are not currently included in the Construction Plan.  
Differences Report at 2.  As the ICT explained: 


 
The system conditions that prompted the inclusion of these projects in the 
ICT Base Plan were identified by both Entergy and the ICT.  Entergy 
included the Bogue Chitto project in its Construction Plan in order to 
address these system conditions. Following discussions between Entergy 
and the ICT, Entergy concluded that refinements to the scope of the Bogue 
Chitto project are necessary. While it is anticipated the Bogue Chitto 
project could adequately address the System conditions, Entergy is 
evaluating whether the two projects identified by the ICT are the more 
appropriate projects to pursue at this time. Because of this, the ICT has 
elected to carry over the two projects listed below from the previous 2009 
Base Plan until such time as a determination has been made whether to 
proceed with the revised Bogue Chitto project scope or the two projects 
listed below.  Should the Bogue Chitto project included in Entergy’s 
Construction Plan prove infeasible, Entergy’s Construction Plan will be 
amended to either include the two projects or provide an equally effective 
solution. 


Id. at 6.  These differences since have been resolved, and Entergy has asked the ICT to 
issue an addendum or notice regarding this resolution.2


 
 


 


                                                   
2  There also are eight projects in Entergy’s Construction Plan that are not included 


in the ICT’s Base Plan.  However, Entergy does not believe that difference is the 
subject of the E-RSC WG’s recommendation.  When a facility included in the 
Construction Plan is not also included in the Base Plan, that only means that the 
ICT has not determined that the facility is needed for reliability.  The facility thus 
is considered economic and is classified as a Supplemental Upgrade.  As the ICT 
explained in the Differences Report, “The classification of a project as a 
Supplemental Upgrade is not an indication that it (1) lacks merit, (2) does not 
meet with the ICT’s approval, or (3) otherwise is inappropriate. Rather, 
classification as a Supplemental Upgrade only reflects the ICT’s determination 
that a project is not required to meet Entergy’s Planning Criteria or the ICT’s 
planning criteria enhancements.”  Differences Report at 8. 
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Recommendation Number 3:  Transmission Loading Relief Analysis 


 Under Recommendation Number 3, the ICT would “identify upgrades that would 
prevent recurrence of common TLR-5 events.”3


 
   


Entergy does not oppose the ICT undertaking an analysis to identify transmission 
upgrades that could help eliminate common TLR-5 events.  Indeed, Entergy believes 
that the ICT already has the authority to undertake such an analysis.  Under Section 14.1 
of Attachment K to Entergy’s OATT, the ICT is to “identify potential economic upgrades 
on the Transmission System, including upgrades to existing facilities as well as 
construction of new facilities.”  Section 14.3 of Attachment K further provides as follows: 


 
The ICT will identify such upgrades based on screening criteria, which 
may include considerations such as frequent transmission loading relief 
events, frequently constrained flowgates in the Available Flowgate 
Capability process or the Weekly Procurement Process (WPP), flowgates 
with high congestion costs as identified in the WPP process, and 
commonly invoked must-run operating guides. 
 
After the ICT performs this “screening study,” a party may perform its own 


detailed analysis of the potential savings to it from a potential upgrade identified by the 
ICT, and that party or a group of parties may choose to fund the upgrade based on their 
own economic analyses (see Section 14.6.1 of Attachment K to Entergy’s OATT).  Each 
party is in the best position to determine its potential economic benefits from a 
transmission upgrade identified by the ICT in accordance with Section 14.3 of 
Attachment K.  Further, as noted above, a potential modification to the ICT structure 
that has been discussed at some length would permit the E-RSC to add projects to the 
Construction Plan.  If that proposal is adopted, the ICT’s screening studies would be one 
piece of data the E-RSC could consider when it determines whether to require changes 
to the Construction Plan. 


 
 


Recommendation Number 4:  Identification of RMR Units and Remedies 
 
 Under Recommendation Number 4, the ICT would “undertake a comprehensive 
analysis of transmission upgrades that would mitigate the operation of uneconomic 
RMR generation in the Entergy footprint.”  Entergy does not oppose the ICT 
undertaking an analysis to identify transmission upgrades that could help eliminate 
transmission operating guides or must run requirements.   Again, Entergy believes that 
the ICT already has the authority to undertake such an analysis pursuant to Section 14.1 
of Attachment K.  Further each affected party would, after the ICT finishes its screening 
study identifying potential transmission projects and the costs thereof, calculate the 


                                                   
3  For the period June through August 2009, 79 percent of the TLR-5 events on the 


Entergy transmission system were related to two flowgates in the Acadiana Load 
Pocket.  Upgrades designed to address those events already have been identified 
and are being constructed. 
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benefits to that party of the potential project and determine whether the benefits exceed 
the costs that party would have to pay for the project.  Each party will take into account 
all of the factors relevant to it, e.g., that party’s flexible capability needs, resource 
procurement decisions, and gas availability.  That party or a group of parties may choose 
to fund the upgrade based on their own economic analyses.  Finally, the ICT’s screening 
studies could be one piece of data the E-RSC could consider when it determines whether 
to require changes to the Construction Plan if additional decisional authority is 
transferred to the E-RSC. 
 


 
Recommendation Number 6:  Progress and Status of Implementing the 
Approved Construction Plan 


Entergy currently provides to the ICT, and the ICT posts on OASIS, a spreadsheet 
detailing the projects in the approved Construction Plan.  The data fields in that 
spreadsheet are as follows: 


 
• Project Driver   
• Project Name  
• Legal Entity 
• Current Projected In-Service Date 
• Funding Comments 
• Project Status 
• Other Comments 


  
Entergy updates the spreadsheet at least annually, and as the need arises. 
  


To satisfy the underlying intent of the E-RSC WG’s recommendation, Entergy 
proposes to enhance the information that it provides and the frequency the information 
is updated.  With regard to the information provided, Entergy proposes to expand the 
spreadsheet to include the following additional fields: 
  


• Project Status  
• Rationale for Project Status Change (as appropriate) 
• Mitigation Plan (if needed)4


 
 


With regard to the frequency of updates, Entergy proposes to update the spreadsheet 
quarterly to coincide with the ICT’s quarterly modeling updates, and as the need arises.  


                                                   
4  Taken literally, this recommendation appears to require a mitigation plan for any 


variation from the Construction Plan.  Entergy assumes that the intent of this 
recommendation was to require a mitigation plan only where necessary.   To the 
extent this assumption is incorrect, Entergy does not support that aspect of the 
recommendation.  There are valid reasons for changes in the Construction Plan 
(e.g., changes in project schedules due to right of way proceedings) that cannot be 
mitigated.   
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These enhancements would provide the ICT with timely information that affects how it 
evaluates transmission service studies.  The revised posting process also would provide 
stakeholders with the information that is the subject of this recommendation. 
 
 Entergy does not support the E-RSC WG’s recommendation to the extent it 
provides for the ICT to prepare quarterly tracking reports.  Particularly with the changes 
proposed above, there is no basis or need for the additional burden that would be placed 
on the ICT through such a requirement.  The ICT would, however, have the option of 
notifying interested regulators at any time if the ICT has comments regarding 
implementation of the approved Construction Plan. 
 
 
Recommendation Number 7:  Seams Agreement/One-Stop 
Shopping/Elimination of Rate Pancaking 
 


Entergy commits to continue to work on a seams agreement with the SPP RTO 
that will address the matters Entergy has identified in filings made with the Arkansas 
Public Service Commission. 
 


Stakeholders already have proposed one-stop shopping through the ICT 
stakeholder process.  That initiative is being addressed in the Operating Efficiency Task 
Force (“OETF”) led by the ICT.  Given that it already has started its work on this issue, 
Entergy agrees that the OETF should finalize its recommendations for further 
discussion between stakeholders, Entergy, and the ICT. 
 
 Entergy believes that the elimination of rate pancaking should be analyzed 
further for possible implementation as part of potential longer-term amendments to the 
ICT structure (i.e., if Entergy does not choose to join the SPP RTO).  However, as 
addressed below, Entergy does not believe that the study performed by Charles River 
Associates  (“CRA”), as published on March 23 2009, should be used to estimate the 
retail rate impacts that would result from de-pancaking.   
 


The CRA report first calculates a total production cost and purchased energy cost 
savings of $9 million per year for the Entergy region (including avoided charges under 
the SPP RTO’s OATT).  CRA then “scaled” those savings down to $7.3 million per year, 
to correct for differences in transaction levels predicted by CRA’s model and actual 
historical production costs.  The study also assumes a $2.9 million loss in point-to-point 
transmission (“PTP”) service revenues under the Entergy OATT, resulting in CRA’s 
estimated net benefit to load in the Entergy region of $4.4 million.  However, Entergy 
performed a separate calculation of the expected decrease in PTP transmission revenues 
under the Entergy OATT that would result from de-pancaking.   Under Entergy’s 
calculation, PTP revenues would decrease by $13 million per year, not the 
approximately $3 million calculated by CRA.  Using the unadjusted production cost 
savings from the CRA report, the result would be a net loss to the Entergy region of 
approximately $4 million per year, not a net gain of approximately $4 million.  Entergy 
also identified a number of issues in the modeling approach used by CRA to calculate 
the expected change in production costs, further placing CRA’s calculations in question.  
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It is Entergy’s understanding that CRA agreed with Entergy’s approach to calculating 
lost PTP transmission revenues, at least in concept, and that CRA would further analyze 
that issue (and the calculation of lost revenues that would result under the SPP RTO 
OATT).  Entergy also understands that CRA agreed with certain issues raised by Entergy 
regarding the “scaling” of the production cost savings.  However, Entergy is not aware of 
whether or not CRA performed additional analyses. 
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Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 5, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Working Group 
proposal. If you oppose the proposed recommendation, please explain your opposition and offer an alternative, if applicable. This 
should be sent by email to Ben Bright, on behalf of the E-RSC, at bbright@spp.org.  
 
Please provide the following information with your response: 
 


Stakeholder Entity:  NRG Energy, Inc. /Louisiana Generating LLC 


Stakeholder contact:  Jennifer Vosburg    


Contact address:   112 Telly St.      


     New Roads, LA    


Contact phone:   225-618-4489    


Contact email:   jennifer.vosburg@nrgenergy.com  


 
 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
1.  3-YEAR PLANNING VS. 10-YEAR 


PLANNING: The E-RSC Working 
Group (“E-RSC WG”) recommends 
that Entergy adopt a 10-year 
transmission planning model and 
eliminate disparities between the 
ICT Base Plan and Entergy 
Construction Plan.  Note:  The LPSC 
reserves its right to further analyze 
moving from 3 year planning to 10 
year planning models.  At this time 
the LPSC does not fully support this 
item. 


Conditional 
support 


 Cost differences between a 3 year and 10 
year planning process should be 
considered.  A 10 year planning process 
has the potential to increase costs to 
network and long term transmission 
customers.  


 



mailto:bbright@spp.org
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
2.  DETERMINATION OF MARKET 


SENSITIVE AND CONFIDENTIAL 


INFORMATION: The ICT, working 
with Entergy, shall develop a 
standardized list of all data items, 
including those used to develop 
dispatch scenarios, to respond to 
transmission service requests, and 
for modeling of the Entergy System.  
Entergy shall identify the 
appropriate treatment for each data 
item as: (1) CEII, (2) Highly 
Sensitive Market Competitive for 
the Entergy footprint, or (3) public. 


Support.  
Additionally, 
ERSC needs 
to provide 
objective 
determination 
of whether  
Highly 
Sensitive 
Market 
Competitive  
or other non-
CEII 
confidential  
information 
should be 
treated as 
confidential.  
If so, a  
mechanism 
needs to be 
developed for 
limited 
disclosures of 
such 
information 
with 
appropriate 
protections. 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
3.  TLR ANALYSIS FOR 


TRANSMISSION UPGRADES: The 
ICT shall identify upgrades that 
would prevent recurrence of 
common TLR-5 events. Re-dispatch 
cost effects from TLRs will not be 
addressed here but may be 
addressed by the E-RSC at a later 
time if Entergy does not join SPP as 
a Transmission Owner. 


Support the 
first sentence. 


Oppose the 
second 
sentence. 


The current TLR situation creates serious 
reliability and planning problems for the 
existing transmission customers.  The 
vast majority of these issues can be 
resolved via redispatch, as such, an 
equitable redispatch plan that follows the 
OATT needs to be implemented ASAP.  
The immediate focus should be to 
address the re-dispatch.  Economic 
redispatch must be implemented while 
the longer term upgrade identification 
process is implemented.   The TLR-5 
situation is dire and creates significant 
planning process challenges.   As part of 
this enhancement, the ERSC must look at 
the continued selling of transmission 
(firm and non-firm) over overloading 
flowgates.  


 


4.  IDENTIFICATION OF RMR UNITS 


AND REMEDIES: The ICT shall 
undertake a comprehensive analysis 
of transmission upgrades that would 
mitigate the operation of 
uneconomic RMR generation in the 
Entergy footprint. [The WG 
understands that a current effort to 
conduct such a study by the ICT is in 
the early stages.] 


Conditionally  
support as 
there is a 
separate 
process 
underway by 
the ICT.    
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
5.  TLR DATA ANALYSIS AND 


REPORTING: The ICT shall provide 
non-classified information from 
operator logs, NNL responsibility, 
and identification of re-dispatch 
when reporting TLR-5 events. 
Interested stakeholders should 
propose exactly what information is 
needed. 


Support and  
should 
include at a 
minimum a 
historical 
review of all 
transmission 
sold over the 
affected 
flowgate in 
the week 
preceding the 
TLR.   The 
oversell of 
transmission 
is a 
significant 
cause of TLR-
5 events.  
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
6.  CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY: 
The ICT shall prepare a quarterly 
tracking report, based on 
informational input from Entergy, 
on progress and status of 
implementing the approved 
Construction Plan.  In the report, 
the ICT shall comment on the 
reasonableness and appropriateness 
of any variances from the 
Construction Plan (including 
completion schedules).  For each 
variation, Entergy shall provide a 
detailed explanation and mitigation 
plan. 


 Oppose It is questionable if the ICT has the 
technical skill and experience to provide 
this service in house.  The benefits from 
this enhancement do not outweigh the 
anticipated additional ICT cost and 
overhead to provide this service.    


 


7.  SEAMS AGREEMENT/ONE-STOP 


SHOPPING/ELIMINATION OF RATE 


PANCAKING: The SPP, ICT and 
Entergy shall continue with current 
activities concerning the 
development of a Seams Agreement 
and One Stop Shopping initiative.  
Regarding de-pancaking of rates, 
Entergy shall provide estimates of 
customer retail rate impacts for each 
Operating Company from the 
elimination of rate pancaking 
between the SPP and Entergy grids 
using the 2009 CRA study. 


Support the 
elimination of 
rate 
pancaking 


Conditionally 
oppose the 
seams 
agreement 
without 
protection 


Given SPP’s extended time frame for 
performing long term transmission 
studies, we would not support a process 
that decreases the responsiveness of the 
Entergy planning process.  Relative to 
Entergy, SPP’s lack of transparency in the 
AFC process would need to be eliminated 
to effectively seam the transmission 
systems.  


 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
8.  ELIMINATION OF BASE CASE 


OVERLOADS: The Base Case 
Overload Task Force shall provide 
its recommendations (including any 
implementation time line) to the E-
RSC for evaluation.  Moving to a Ten 
Year Base Plan in conjunction with 
implementing Task Force 
recommendations should mitigate 
or eliminate Base Case Overloads. 


Support the 
elimination of 
base case 
overloads but 
need a 
mechanism to 
verify costs 
burden to 
existing long 
term 
transmission 
customers is 
equitable. 


   


9.  ATC/AFC CALCULATIONS: 
Enhance the ICT’s authority to 
validate ATC and AFC calculations 
for processing transmission service 
requests.  This enhanced authority 
would cover all data inputs, models 
utilized and results. 


 Conditionally 
oppose 


Support increase in the ICT authority, 
however the scope of this proposal must 
be clarified.  


 


 
 








Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 5, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Working Group 
proposal. If you oppose the proposed recommendation, please explain your opposition and offer an alternative, if applicable. This 
should be sent by email to Ben Bright, on behalf of the E-RSC, at bbright@spp.org.  
 
Please provide the following information with your response: 
 


Stakeholder Entity:  City of Prescott (Prescott)    


Stakeholder contact: Henry Thompson     


Contact address:  141 Pretti Point     


    Hot Springs, AR 71913    


Contact phone:  501-617-1702      


Contact email:  henrythompson@cablelynx.com   


 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
1.  3-YEAR PLANNING VS. 10-YEAR 


PLANNING: The E-RSC Working Group 
(“E-RSC WG”) recommends that Entergy 
adopt a 10-year transmission planning 
model and eliminate disparities between 
the ICT Base Plan and Entergy 
Construction Plan.  Note:  The LPSC 
reserves its right to further analyze 
moving from 3 year planning to 10 year 
planning models.  At this time the LPSC 
does not fully support this item. 


 YES 
High 
Priority 


Prescott continues to support a 10-year 
planning period as in initial comments to 
the E-RSC. However, Prescott strongly 
opposes TSR’s being granted within years 6 
to 10 of the proposed 10-year planning 
period. Additionally, Prescott would propose 
a five year Entergy Construction Plan which 
would be utilized as the ICT Base Plan and 
meet FERC requirements for rollover rights 
for transmission service. Consequently, due 
to the ambiguities in the staff proposal, 
Prescott is forced to oppose this 
recommendation as drafted. 


NO 
(Reviewing) 



mailto:bbright@spp.org
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
2.  DETERMINATION OF MARKET 


SENSITIVE AND CONFIDENTIAL 


INFORMATION: The ICT, working with 
Entergy, shall develop a standardized list 
of all data items, including those used to 
develop dispatch scenarios, to respond to 
transmission service requests, and for 
modeling of the Entergy System.  
Entergy shall identify the appropriate 
treatment for each data item as: (1) CEII, 
(2) Highly Sensitive Market Competitive 
for the Entergy footprint, or (3) public. 


YES 
Low 
Priority 


  NO 


3.  TLR ANALYSIS FOR TRANSMISSION 


UPGRADES: The ICT shall identify 
upgrades that would prevent recurrence 
of common TLR-5 events. Re-dispatch 
cost effects from TLRs will not be 
addressed here but may be addressed by 
the E-RSC at a later time if Entergy does 
not join SPP as a Transmission Owner. 


YES 
High 
Priority 


  Attachment J et al 
as needed 


4.  IDENTIFICATION OF RMR UNITS 


AND REMEDIES: The ICT shall undertake 
a comprehensive analysis of 
transmission upgrades that would 
mitigate the operation of uneconomic 
RMR generation in the Entergy footprint. 
[The WG understands that a current 
effort to conduct such a study by the ICT 
is in the early stages.] 


YES, AS 
MODIFIED 
High 
Priority 


 Prescott asserts that a study should address 
any unit that operation is required to 
prevent transmission overloads.  Once these 
upgrades are identified, they should be 
included in the proposed Five Year 
Construction Plan. 


Attachment S et al 
as needed 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL   


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
5.  TLR DATA ANALYSIS AND 


REPORTING: The ICT shall provide non-
classified information from operator 
logs, NNL responsibility, and 
identification of re-dispatch when 
reporting TLR-5 events. Interested 
stakeholders should propose exactly 
what information is needed. 


YES, AS 
MODIFIED 
Low 
Priority 


 To provide transparency in TLR-5 events a 
snapshot of the system when the TLR-5 has 
occurred and immediately after corrective 
action should be made. The snapshots 
would include, but not be limited to, 
individual generation levels, substation 
loads, transaction details, transmission and 
element configuration, among other things, 
sufficient for a stakeholder to simulate the 
before and after conditions in a loadflow. 


Attachment J et al 
as needed 


6.  CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY: The 
ICT shall prepare a quarterly tracking 
report, based on informational input 
from Entergy, on progress and status of 
implementing the approved Construction 
Plan.  In the report, the ICT shall 
comment on the reasonableness and 
appropriateness of any variances from 
the Construction Plan (including 
completion schedules).  For each 
variation, Entergy shall provide a 
detailed explanation and mitigation plan. 


YES, AS 
MODIFIED 
High 
Priority 


 For this to be truly effective, a Five Year 
Construction Plan needs to be adopted. 


Attachments K and 
S et al as needed 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
7.  SEAMS AGREEMENT/ONE-STOP 


SHOPPING/ELIMINATION OF RATE 


PANCAKING: The SPP, ICT and Entergy 
shall continue with current activities 
concerning the development of a Seams 
Agreement and One Stop Shopping 
initiative.  Regarding de-pancaking of 
rates, Entergy shall provide estimates of 
customer retail rate impacts for each 
Operating Company from the 
elimination of rate pancaking between 
the SPP and Entergy grids using the 
2009 CRA study. 


 YES 
High 
Priority 


The recommendation from the SPC on the 
TRAAC and Rate De Pan Caking need to be 
completed. Current Seams draft does not 
adequately address problems of 
harmonizing two tariffs, two study processes 
and the problem of SPP/ETR delaying 
dealing with these issues. On important 
issues on One Stop Shop and Rate De Pan 
Caking, ETR and SPP in 3/1/10 APSC 
filing’s cover pleading § 3, page 10 rejects E-
RSC staff recommendation sua sponte at 
lines 4-11. Consequently Prescott is 
compelled to oppose this recommendation 
based solely on ETR/SPP failure to act and 
follow staff’s concerns. 


To be determined 


8.  ELIMINATION OF BASE CASE 


OVERLOADS: The Base Case Overload 
Task Force shall provide its 
recommendations (including any 
implementation time line) to the E-RSC 
for evaluation.  Moving to a Ten Year 
Base Plan in conjunction with 
implementing Task Force 
recommendations should mitigate or 
eliminate Base Case Overloads. 


YES, AS 
MODIFIED 
High 
Priority 


 The assumption of a Five Year Construction 
Plan discussed in 1 and 6, elimination of any 
unit operation to prevent transmission 
overloads discussed in 3, and elimination of 
common TLR-5 problems also discussed in 
3 will significantly reduce the Base Case 
Overloads.  However all overloads in the 
proposed Five Year Construction Plan 
should be addressed and upgrades to 
eliminate included in the Construction Plan. 
In addition, there are only two explanations 
for Base Case Overloads: 1) The resources, 
loads and/or transmission elements are not 
modeled correctly or 2) The transmission 
system is not adequate to serve native loads 
and approved transmission service requests. 


Attachment K and 
Business Practices 
et al as needed 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
9.  ATC/AFC CALCULATIONS: 
Enhance the ICT’s authority to validate 
ATC and AFC calculations for processing 
transmission service requests.  This 
enhanced authority would cover all data 
inputs, models utilized and results. 


YES 
High 
Priority 


  Attachments C and 
S et al as needed 


     
 
 








Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 5, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Working Group 
proposal. If you oppose the proposed recommendation, please explain your opposition and offer an alternative, if applicable. This 
should be sent by email to Ben Bright, on behalf of the E-RSC, at bbright@spp.org.  
 
Please provide the following information with your response: 
 


Stakeholder Entity:  West Memphis Utilities Commission (WMUC) 


Stakeholder contact: Todd Pedersen     


Contact address:  P.O. Box 1868     


    West Memphis, AR 72303    


Contact phone:  870-735-3355     


Contact email:  tpedersen@ci.west-memphis.ar.us  


 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
1.  3-YEAR PLANNING VS. 10-YEAR 


PLANNING: The E-RSC Working Group 
(“E-RSC WG”) recommends that Entergy 
adopt a 10-year transmission planning 
model and eliminate disparities between 
the ICT Base Plan and Entergy 
Construction Plan.  Note:  The LPSC 
reserves its right to further analyze 
moving from 3 year planning to 10 year 
planning models.  At this time the LPSC 
does not fully support this item. 


 YES 
High 
Priority 


WMUC continues to support a 10-year 
planning period as in initial comments to 
the E-RSC. However, WMUC strongly 
opposes TSR’s being granted within years 6 
to 10 of the 10-year planning period. 
Additionally, WMUC would propose a five 
year Entergy Construction Plan which would 
be utilized as the ICT Base Plan and meet 
FERC requirements for rollover rights for 
transmission service. Consequently, due to 
the ambiguities in the staff proposal, WMUC 
is forced to oppose this recommendation as 
drafted. 


Attachment K et al 
as needed 



mailto:bbright@spp.org
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
2.  DETERMINATION OF MARKET 


SENSITIVE AND CONFIDENTIAL 


INFORMATION: The ICT, working with 
Entergy, shall develop a standardized list 
of all data items, including those used to 
develop dispatch scenarios, to respond to 
transmission service requests, and for 
modeling of the Entergy System.  
Entergy shall identify the appropriate 
treatment for each data item as: (1) CEII, 
(2) Highly Sensitive Market Competitive 
for the Entergy footprint, or (3) public. 


YES 
Low 
Priority 


  NO 
 


3.  TLR ANALYSIS FOR TRANSMISSION 


UPGRADES: The ICT shall identify 
upgrades that would prevent recurrence 
of common TLR-5 events. Re-dispatch 
cost effects from TLRs will not be 
addressed here but may be addressed by 
the E-RSC at a later time if Entergy does 
not join SPP as a Transmission Owner. 


YES 
High 
Priority 


  Attachment J et al 
as needed 


4.  IDENTIFICATION OF RMR UNITS 


AND REMEDIES: The ICT shall undertake 
a comprehensive analysis of 
transmission upgrades that would 
mitigate the operation of uneconomic 
RMR generation in the Entergy footprint. 
[The WG understands that a current 
effort to conduct such a study by the ICT 
is in the early stages.] 


YES, AS 
MODIFIED 
High 
Priority 


 WMUC asserts that a study should address 
any unit that operation is required to 
prevent transmission overloads.  Once these 
upgrades are identified, they should be 
included in the proposed Five Year 
Construction Plan. 


Attachment S et al 
as needed 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
5.  TLR DATA ANALYSIS AND 


REPORTING: The ICT shall provide non-
classified information from operator 
logs, NNL responsibility, and 
identification of re-dispatch when 
reporting TLR-5 events. Interested 
stakeholders should propose exactly 
what information is needed. 


YES, AS 
MODIFIED 
Low 
Priority 


 To provide transparency in TLR-5 events a 
snapshot of the system when the TLR-5 has 
occurred and immediately after corrective 
action should be made. The snapshots 
would include, but not be limited to, 
individual generation levels, substation 
loads, transaction details, transmission and 
element configuration among other things 
sufficient for a stakeholder to simulate the 
before and after conditions in a loadflow. 


Attachment J et al 
as needed 


6.  CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY: The 
ICT shall prepare a quarterly tracking 
report, based on informational input 
from Entergy, on progress and status of 
implementing the approved Construction 
Plan.  In the report, the ICT shall 
comment on the reasonableness and 
appropriateness of any variances from 
the Construction Plan (including 
completion schedules).  For each 
variation, Entergy shall provide a 
detailed explanation and mitigation plan. 


YES, AS 
MODIFIED 
High 
Priority 


 For this to be truly effective, a Five Year 
Construction Plan needs to be adopted. 


Attachments K and 
S et al as needed 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
7.  SEAMS AGREEMENT/ONE-STOP 


SHOPPING/ELIMINATION OF RATE 


PANCAKING: The SPP, ICT and Entergy 
shall continue with current activities 
concerning the development of a Seams 
Agreement and One Stop Shopping 
initiative.  Regarding de-pancaking of 
rates, Entergy shall provide estimates of 
customer retail rate impacts for each 
Operating Company from the 
elimination of rate pancaking between 
the SPP and Entergy grids using the 
2009 CRA study. 


 YES 
High 
Priority 


The recommendation from the SPC on the 
TRAAC and Rate De Pan Caking needs to be 
completed. Current Seams draft does not 
adequately address problems of 
harmonizing two tariffs, two study processes 
and the problem of SPP/ETR delaying 
dealing with these issues. On important 
issues on One Stop Shop and Rate De Pan 
Caking, ETR and SPP in 3/1/10 APSC 
filing’s cover pleading § 3, page 10 rejects E-
RSC staff recommendation sua sponte at 
lines 4-11. Consequently WMUC is 
compelled to oppose this recommendation 
based solely on ETR/SPP failure to act and 
follow staff’s concerns. 


To be determined 


8.  ELIMINATION OF BASE CASE 


OVERLOADS: The Base Case Overload 
Task Force shall provide its 
recommendations (including any 
implementation time line) to the E-RSC 
for evaluation.  Moving to a Ten Year 
Base Plan in conjunction with 
implementing Task Force 
recommendations should mitigate or 
eliminate Base Case Overloads. 


YES, AS 
MODIFIED 
High 
Priority 


 The assumption of a Five Year Construction 
Plan discussed in 1 and 6, elimination of any 
unit operation to prevent transmission 
overloads discussed in 3, and elimination of 
common TLR-5 problems also discussed in 
3 will significantly reduce the Base Case 
Overloads.  However all overloads in the 
proposed Five Year Construction Plan 
should be addressed and upgrades to 
eliminate included in the Construction Plan. 
In addition, there are only two explanations 
for Base Case Overloads: 1) The resources, 
loads and/or transmission elements are not 
modeled correctly or 2) The transmission 
system is not adequate to serve native loads 
and approved transmission service requests. 


Attachment K and 
Business Practices 
et al as needed 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL   


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
9.  ATC/AFC CALCULATIONS: 
Enhance the ICT’s authority to validate 
ATC and AFC calculations for processing 
transmission service requests.  This 
enhanced authority would cover all data 
inputs, models utilized and results. 


YES 
High 
Priority 


  Attachments C and 
S et al as needed 


     
 
 








E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 5, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Working Group 
proposal. If you oppose the proposed recommendation, please explain your opposition and offer an alternative, if applicable. This 
should be sent by email to Ben Bright, on behalf of the E-RSC, at bbright@spp.org.  
 
Please provide the following information with your response: 
 


Stakeholder Entity:  Union Power Partners, L.P. 


Stakeholder contact: Rebecca Turner 


Contact address:  100 South Ashley Drive, Suite 1400  


    Tampa, Florida  33602 


Contact phone:  813-301-4925 (Work), 813-326-3474 (Cell) 


Contact email:  rturner@entegrapower.com 



mailto:bbright@spp.org





E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
CLARIFICATION 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
1.  3-YEAR PLANNING VS. 10-YEAR 


PLANNING: The E-RSC Working Group 
(“E-RSC WG”) recommends that 
Entergy adopt a 10-year transmission 
planning model and eliminate 
disparities between the ICT Base Plan 
and Entergy Construction Plan.  Note:  
The LPSC reserves its right to further 
analyze moving from 3 year planning to 
10 year planning models.  At this time 
the LPSC does not fully support this 
item. 


UPP supports with the 
clarification stated to 
the right. 


UPP supports a 10-year transmission 
planning model that eliminates the disparities 
between the ICT Base Plan and the Energy 
Construction Plan.  The 10-year transmission 
plan should be the ICT’s 10-year Base Plan, 
which will eliminate the disparities created by 
Entergy’s Construction Plan (which is limited 
to 3-years and relies on non-transparent 
criteria).  Adoption of a 10-year transmission 
plan alone is not enough.  Section 3.2 of 
Attachment T to Entergy’s OATT, must be 
amended to require the ICT to consider 
upgrades in the 10-year Base Plan in assessing 
if an upgrade is considered Base Plan or 
Supplemental.  Without this modification to 
Entergy’s Attachment T, the ICT will continue 
to classify upgrades based on Entergy’s 3-year 
Construction Plan window.   


 


Yes.  An amendment to 
Attachment T, Section 
3.2 of Entergy’s OATT, 
to reflect a 10-year Base 
Plan in classifying 
transmission upgrades.   
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
CLARIFICATION 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
2.  DETERMINATION OF MARKET 


SENSITIVE AND CONFIDENTIAL 


INFORMATION: The ICT, working with 
Entergy, shall develop a standardized 
list of all data items, including those 
used to develop dispatch scenarios, to 
respond to transmission service 
requests, and for modeling of the 
Entergy System.  Entergy shall identify 
the appropriate treatment for each data 
item as: (1) CEII, (2) Highly Sensitive 
Market Competitive for the Entergy 
footprint, or (3) public. 


UPP supports with the 
clarification stated to 
the right. 


To ensure transparency regarding Entergy’s 
initial and on-going designation of sensitive 
and confidential information, Entergy’s 
Attachment K, Section 9 of its OATT should 
be amended to include the standardized list 
contemplated in this ICT enhancement.  Any 
subsequent change to the initial list will 
require a FERC 205 filing allowing interested 
parties to express objections or concerns with 
any proposed changes.   


Yes.   Attachment K, 
Section 9 of Entergy’s 
OATT.   


3.  TLR ANALYSIS FOR TRANSMISSION 


UPGRADES: The ICT shall identify 
upgrades that would prevent recurrence 
of common TLR-5 events. Re-dispatch 
cost effects from TLRs will not be 
addressed here but may be addressed 
by the E-RSC at a later time if Entergy 
does not join SPP as a Transmission 
Owner. 


Yes.   No.  Attachment K, 
Section 14.2 and 14.3 
directs the ICT to 
identify upgrades other 
than those identified in 
the Base Plan using a 
number of screening 
criteria, including 
frequent transmission 
loading relief events.      
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
CLARIFICATION 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
4.  IDENTIFICATION OF RMR UNITS 


AND REMEDIES: The ICT shall 
undertake a comprehensive analysis of 
transmission upgrades that would 
mitigate the operation of uneconomic 
RMR generation in the Entergy 
footprint. [The WG understands that a 
current effort to conduct such a study 
by the ICT is in the early stages.] 


UPP supports with the 
clarification stated to 
the right. 


UPP supports a comprehensive, detailed 
study that evaluates the RMR needs of the 
Entergy system and identifies transmission 
upgrades to significantly reduce or eliminate 
the need for RMR generation.  However, the 
ICT’s RMR study will be governed by the 
provisions of Attachment K of Entergy’s 
OATT.  Past study work completed by the ICT 
based on the requirements of Attachment K 
have consisted of high level screens.  A high 
level screening study will not provide the level 
of detail necessary to reach any meaningful 
conclusions to support an Entergy RMR exit 
strategy.   Consequently, to ensure that 
sufficient manpower is available with the 
expertise required to complete a rigorous 
RMR assessment of Entergy’s system, UPP 
believes that an independent 3rd party 
consultant should be retained for this 
analysis, with the ICT providing oversight and 
guidance as appropriate.     


No.   Attachment K, 
Section 14.2 and 14.3 of 
Entergy’s OATT directs 
the ICT to identify 
upgrades other than 
those in the Base Plan 
using a number of 
screening criteria, such 
as commonly invoked 
must-run operating 
guides.  Nothing in 
Entergy’s OATT 
precludes the ICT from 
completing rigorous, 
detailed transmission 
studies, nor does it 
preclude the ICT from 
engaging an 
independent 3rd party 
for this purpose.   


5.  TLR DATA ANALYSIS AND 


REPORTING: The ICT shall provide 
non-classified information from 
operator logs, NNL responsibility, and 
identification of re-dispatch when 
reporting TLR-5 events. Interested 
stakeholders should propose exactly 
what information is needed. 


UPP supports with 
comment stated to the 
right.   


UPP assumes that this information will be 
electronically posted in a public location such 
as Entergy’s OASIS.   


No.   
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
CLARIFICATION 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
6.  CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY: The 
ICT shall prepare a quarterly tracking 
report, based on informational input 
from Entergy, on progress and status of 
implementing the approved 
Construction Plan.  In the report, the 
ICT shall comment on the 
reasonableness and appropriateness of 
any variances from the Construction 
Plan (including completion schedules).  
For each variation, Entergy shall 
provide a detailed explanation and 
mitigation plan. 


UPP supports with 
comment stated to the 
right.   


UPP assumes that this information will be 
electronically posted in a public location such 
as Entergy’s OASIS.   


No.  


7.  SEAMS AGREEMENT/ONE-STOP 


SHOPPING/ELIMINATION OF RATE 


PANCAKING: The SPP, ICT and Entergy 
shall continue with current activities 
concerning the development of a Seams 
Agreement and One Stop Shopping 
initiative.  Regarding de-pancaking of 
rates, Entergy shall provide estimates of 
customer retail rate impacts for each 
Operating Company from the 
elimination of rate pancaking between 
the SPP and Entergy grids using the 
2009 CRA study. 


UPP supports with the 
clarification stated to 
the right. 


The 2009 CRA study work is a good starting 
point to evaluate benefits of eliminating rate 
pancaking between Entergy and SPP.  
However, UPP understands that Entergy did 
not provide CRA with detailed information on 
its generating fleet or the RMR requirements 
of its system.  Absent this detail, the CRA 
study may not accurately represent the true 
savings that may be achievable.  Entergy 
should be required to provide all information 
needed by CRA to complete the 
comprehensive FERC sponsored CBA of 
Entergy integrating into SPP.   Results of the 
CBA should be used to augment the 2009 
CRA study work.   


Yes.   
 
Amendments 
addressing submittal 
and processing of  
transmission service 
requests together with 
rate revisions will be 
required. 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
CLARIFICATION 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
8.  ELIMINATION OF BASE CASE 


OVERLOADS: The Base Case Overload 
Task Force shall provide its 
recommendations (including any 
implementation time line) to the E-RSC 
for evaluation.  Moving to a Ten Year 
Base Plan in conjunction with 
implementing Task Force 
recommendations should mitigate or 
eliminate Base Case Overloads. 


Yes, with the comment 
stated to the right  


UPP assumes that the 10-year Base Plan is 
adopted as the 10-year transmission plan and 
the amendment to Section 3.2 of Attachment 
T to Entergy’s OATT is made as discussed in 
response to Proposed Enhancement 1, and 
adopted recommendations from the Base 
Case Overload Task Force would be in 
addition to the Proposed Enhancement 1.   


Yes.  
 
See proposed 
amendment to OATT set 
forth in response to 
Proposed Enhancement 
1, above. 


9.  ATC/AFC CALCULATIONS: 
Enhance the ICT’s authority to validate 
ATC and AFC calculations for 
processing transmission service 
requests.  This enhanced authority 
would cover all data inputs, models 
utilized and results. 


Yes, with the 
clarification stated to 
the right. 


The ICT should house and maintain all 
models used to assess transmission service 
availability.  In addition, the ICT should be 
responsible for prioritizing and managing all 
modifications by Entergy and/or a 3rd party 
contractor to address errors or improvements 
to Entergy’s OASIS software and transmission 
service models.    


Yes. 
 
Amendments to 
Attachments C, D, and S 
of the OATT may be 
required to clearly 
transfer these 
responsibilities to the 
ICT. 


 
 








E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 5, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Working Group 
proposal. If you oppose the proposed recommendation, please explain your opposition and offer an alternative, if applicable. This 
should be sent by email to Ben Bright, on behalf of the E-RSC, at bbright@spp.org.  
 
Please provide the following information with your response: 
 


Stakeholder Entity:   KGen Power      


Stakeholder contact:  Tina Lee      


Contact address:   1330 Post Oak Blvd., Suite 1500      


     Houston, TX 77056      


Contact phone:   713-979-1923 (ofc) / 713-249-3215 (cell)      


Contact email:   tlee@kgenpower.com      


 
 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
1.  3-YEAR PLANNING VS. 10-YEAR 


PLANNING: The E-RSC Working Group 
(“E-RSC WG”) recommends that 
Entergy adopt a 10-year transmission 
planning model and eliminate 
disparities between the ICT Base Plan 
and Entergy Construction Plan.  Note:  
The LPSC reserves its right to further 
analyze moving from 3 year planning to 
10 year planning models.  At this time 
the LPSC does not fully support this 
item. 


 
X 


 Clarification: However, we would like to clarify that 
the main issue is that Entergy and the ICT do not 
include reliability upgrades for years 4 through 10 in 
the models used to evaluate Transmission Service 
Requests (TSRs). By doing so, financial 
responsibility for these reliability upgrades get 
assigned to transmission customers whose TSRs 
impact pre-existing overloaded facilities. Thus, the 
recommendation is for Entergy and the ICT to 
include reliability upgrades for years 4 through 10, 
in addition to reliability upgrades for years 1 
through 3, in the transmission service models. 


Yes 



mailto:bbright@spp.org
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
2.  DETERMINATION OF MARKET 


SENSITIVE AND CONFIDENTIAL 


INFORMATION: The ICT, working with 
Entergy, shall develop a standardized 
list of all data items, including those 
used to develop dispatch scenarios, to 
respond to transmission service 
requests, and for modeling of the 
Entergy System.  Entergy shall identify 
the appropriate treatment for each data 
item as: (1) CEII, (2) Highly Sensitive 
Market Competitive for the Entergy 
footprint, or (3) public. 


 
X 


 Clarification: However, we would like to clarify that 
the main issue is that there is no process in place to 
provide transmission customers or their consultants 
with access to market sensitive data used in Entergy 
economic studies such the ISTEP projects. As a 
result, transmission customers cannot validate 
models and assumptions used in these economic 
studies and are unable to perform their own 
evaluation of the projects. 


Maybe 


3.  TLR ANALYSIS FOR TRANSMISSION 


UPGRADES: The ICT shall identify 
upgrades that would prevent recurrence 
of common TLR-5 events. Re-dispatch 
cost effects from TLRs will not be 
addressed here but may be addressed by 
the E-RSC at a later time if Entergy does 
not join SPP as a Transmission Owner. 


 
X 


 We would like to add Local Area Procedures (LAPs) 
that curtail firm service on a recurring basis to this 
recommendation. LAPs are only used to curtail 
internal transactions while TLRs are used to 
curtailed transactions crossing control area 
boundaries. 


No 


4.  IDENTIFICATION OF RMR UNITS 


AND REMEDIES: The ICT shall 
undertake a comprehensive analysis of 
transmission upgrades that would 
mitigate the operation of uneconomic 
RMR generation in the Entergy 
footprint. [The WG understands that a 
current effort to conduct such a study by 
the ICT is in the early stages.] 


 
X 


 We would like to emphasize that it is very important 
that the ICT performs a comprehensive and detailed 
analysis of RMR unit displacement instead of a 
high-level analysis, i.e. “screening” study, which the 
ICT has been doing for the ISTEP projects and 
others.   


No 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
5.  TLR DATA ANALYSIS AND 


REPORTING: The ICT shall provide non-
classified information from operator 
logs, NNL responsibility, and 
identification of re-dispatch when 
reporting TLR-5 events. Interested 
stakeholders should propose exactly 
what information is needed. 


 
X 


 We would like to add Local Area Procedures (LAPs) 
to the data analysis and reporting. LAPs are only 
used to curtail internal transactions while TLRs are 
used to curtailed transactions crossing control area 
boundaries. 


No.  This is already 
required by NERC for 
TLRs. 


6.  CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY: The 
ICT shall prepare a quarterly tracking 
report, based on informational input 
from Entergy, on progress and status of 
implementing the approved 
Construction Plan.  In the report, the 
ICT shall comment on the 
reasonableness and appropriateness of 
any variances from the Construction 
Plan (including completion schedules).  
For each variation, Entergy shall provide 
a detailed explanation and mitigation 
plan. 


 
X 


 We would like to add responsibility for the ICT to 
determine when Construction Plan upgrades are to 
be included in the AFC models. Entergy’s existing 
practice is to include upgrades in the AFC models 
only when upgrades are in-service.  The ICT 
NTTIWG has proposed that transmission upgrades 
scheduled to go into service within the next month 
to be included in the AFC models so that 
transmission service can be sold prospectively.  
Entergy has yet to respond to this recommendation. 


No 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
7.  SEAMS AGREEMENT/ONE-STOP 


SHOPPING/ELIMINATION OF RATE 


PANCAKING: The SPP, ICT and Entergy 
shall continue with current activities 
concerning the development of a Seams 
Agreement and One Stop Shopping 
initiative.  Regarding de-pancaking of 
rates, Entergy shall provide estimates of 
customer retail rate impacts for each 
Operating Company from the 
elimination of rate pancaking between 
the SPP and Entergy grids using the 
2009 CRA study. 


 
X 


  Yes 


8.  ELIMINATION OF BASE CASE 


OVERLOADS: The Base Case Overload 
Task Force shall provide its 
recommendations (including any 
implementation time line) to the E-RSC 
for evaluation.  Moving to a Ten Year 
Base Plan in conjunction with 
implementing Task Force 
recommendations should mitigate or 
eliminate Base Case Overloads. 


 
X 


  Yes 


9.  ATC/AFC CALCULATIONS: 
Enhance the ICT’s authority to validate 
ATC and AFC calculations for processing 
transmission service requests.  This 
enhanced authority would cover all data 
inputs, models utilized and results. 


 
X 


 We would like to add responsibility for the ICT to 
perform inter-regional AFC coordination with 
Entergy neighboring Transmission Providers. A 
plan and timetable to achieve full AFC coordination 
with neighboring entities should be developed by 
the ICT and presented to the ERSC for approval. 


Yes 


 
 








E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 5, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Working Group 
proposal. If you oppose the proposed recommendation, please explain your opposition and offer an alternative, if applicable. This 
should be sent by email to Ben Bright, on behalf of the E-RSC, at bbright@spp.org.  
 
Please provide the following information with your response: 
 


Stakeholder Entity:   Southwest Power Pool, Inc.      


Stakeholder contact:  Bruce Rew      


Contact address:   415 N. McKinley      


     Little Rock, AR 72205      


Contact phone:   501-614-3214 (ofc) / 501-350-6221 (cell)      


Contact email:   brew@spp.org      


 
 


PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS 
SUPPORT OPPOSE 


IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 



mailto:bbright@spp.org
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PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS 
SUPPORT OPPOSE 


IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
1.  3-YEAR PLANNING VS. 


10-YEAR PLANNING: The 
E-RSC Working Group 
(“E-RSC WG”) 
recommends that Entergy 
adopt a 10-year 
transmission planning 
model and eliminate 
disparities between the 
ICT Base Plan and 
Entergy Construction 
Plan.  Note:  The LPSC 
reserves its right to 
further analyze moving 
from 3 year planning to 
10 year planning models.  
At this time the LPSC 
does not fully support 
this item. 


 
X 


 SPP as the ICT would support moving to 10 year planning models for 
Entergy and the ICT.  In addition to the extended models and as the 
regular practice of SPP under its OATT,  SPP would also support 
mandating a four year commitment to the Entergy construction plan, 
requiring all 10 year upgrades be used in Transmission Service 
Request and Generation Interconnection Studies as already 
committed projects.  SPP would also be supportive of requiring all 
Operating Guides be included in the Base Plan in Transmission 
Service Request and Generation Interconnection studies.  This also is 
a regular practice of SPP under its OATT. 
 


Note:  Implementation of 10 year planning models would require SPP 
and Entergy to modify the recently filed seams agreement. 


Yes 
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PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS 
SUPPORT OPPOSE 


IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
2.  DETERMINATION OF 


MARKET SENSITIVE AND 


CONFIDENTIAL 


INFORMATION: The ICT, 
working with Entergy, 
shall develop a 
standardized list of all 
data items, including 
those used to develop 
dispatch scenarios, to 
respond to transmission 
service requests, and for 
modeling of the Entergy 
System.  Entergy shall 
identify the appropriate 
treatment for each data 
item as: (1) CEII, (2) 
Highly Sensitive Market 
Competitive for the 
Entergy footprint, or (3) 
public. 


 
X 


 SPP as the ICT would support an analysis by the ICT and Entergy that 
would define confidential information and further classified by 
Critical Energy Infrastructure Information and Highly Sensitive 
(market competitive). 
 
 


No 
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PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS 
SUPPORT OPPOSE 


IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
3.  TLR ANALYSIS FOR 


TRANSMISSION 


UPGRADES: The ICT shall 
identify upgrades that 
would prevent recurrence 
of common TLR-5 events. 
Re-dispatch cost effects 
from TLRs will not be 
addressed here but may 
be addressed by the E-
RSC at a later time if 
Entergy does not join SPP 
as a Transmission Owner. 


 
X 


 The ISTEP report includes analysis of transmission expansion to 
relieve constraints that have been associated with TLR.  SPP as the 
ICT would modify the ISTEP study to include identification of cost-
effective solution for each of the top 10 facilities that have 
experienced TLR level 5 events in the past 3 years.  SPP would also 
support an E-RSC request to the ICT Stakeholder Policy Committee to 
develop a cost-allocation proposal on how to compensate for re-
dispatch costs and present to the E-RSC for consideration. 
 


The ICT would agree to provide information, as required by the E-
RSC, in a dedicated report based on analysis of most TLR’d flowgates. 


No 


4.  IDENTIFICATION OF 


RMR UNITS AND 


REMEDIES: The ICT shall 
undertake a 
comprehensive analysis 
of transmission upgrades 
that would mitigate the 
operation of uneconomic 
RMR generation in the 
Entergy footprint. [The 
WG understands that a 
current effort to conduct 
such a study by the ICT is 
in the early stages.] 


 
X 


 At the request of the ICT stakeholders, the ICT has already started a 
study to look at RMR displacement but cannot identify the specific 
RMR units being studied, as the unit identification and the RMR 
requirements are confidential.  Review by a select group from the E-
RSC would require confidentiality agreements, but would be 
supported.  Once this study is complete, the results will be published 
by the ICT and reviewed with the E-RSC. 
 


No 
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PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS 
SUPPORT OPPOSE 


IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
5.  TLR DATA ANALYSIS 


AND REPORTING: The 
ICT shall provide non-
classified information 
from operator logs, NNL 
responsibility, and 
identification of re-
dispatch when reporting 
TLR-5 events. Interested 
stakeholders should 
propose exactly what 
information is needed. 


 
X 


 
X 


SPP as the ICT regularly reports information pertaining to TLR 5 
events as required by NERC and in compliance with NERC reliability 
standards.   SPP would support a request by the E-RSC to the ICT 
Stakeholder Policy Group to develop a list of additional information 
along with the benefit that information would provide.  SPP can then 
determine its capability to supply the requested additional 
information. 
 
Some requested information, such as operator logs, would considered 
proprietary in nature and SPP would not support providing this 
information. 
 


No 
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PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS 
SUPPORT OPPOSE 


IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
6.  CONSTRUCTION 


AUTHORITY: The ICT 
shall prepare a quarterly 
tracking report, based on 
informational input from 
Entergy, on progress and 
status of implementing 
the approved 
Construction Plan.  In the 
report, the ICT shall 
comment on the 
reasonableness and 
appropriateness of any 
variances from the 
Construction Plan 
(including completion 
schedules).  For each 
variation, Entergy shall 
provide a detailed 
explanation and 
mitigation plan. 


 
X 


 SPP as the ICT would support a requirement to regularly report on 
progress and status of implementing the approved Construction Plan.  
The ICT recommends that if this is approved that Entergy be the 
responsible party for providing the quarterly report.   The ICT would 
review and post these quarterly reports on the ICT and Entergy 
OASIS web sites.   
 


No 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS 
SUPPORT OPPOSE 


IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
7.  SEAMS 


AGREEMENT/ONE-STOP 


SHOPPING/ELIMINATION 


OF RATE PANCAKING: 
The SPP, ICT and Entergy 
shall continue with 
current activities 
concerning the 
development of a Seams 
Agreement and One Stop 
Shopping initiative.  
Regarding de-pancaking 
of rates, Entergy shall 
provide estimates of 
customer retail rate 
impacts for each 
Operating Company from 
the elimination of rate 
pancaking between the 
SPP and Entergy grids 
using the 2009 CRA 
study. 


 
X 


 SPP continues to pursue a comprehensive seams agreement with 
Entergy and evaluate One-Stop Shopping details with Entergy, its 
Stakeholders and the SPP members.  Note that SPP in the Arkansas 
Public Service Commission Docket No. 08-136-U, Order #10 and 
subsequent Docket No. 10-011-U, Order #2, will provide required 
detailed reporting and documentation to the Arkansas Public Service 
Commission.  Under this new Order “EAI and SPP are ordered to file 
a seams agreement reflecting whatever issues have been agreed upon 
when they file their compliance report for the month of February 
2010, which is due on March I, 2010. In addition, EAI and SPP are to 
provide a detailed status report regarding the progress to date on all 
remaining issues and what needs to be done to complete work on 
these issues.” 
 
In order for SPP to enter into an agreement for rate de-pancaking 
with Entergy, an agreement of the SPP organization including the 
members, RSC, and Board of Directors will be required.  SPP would 
propose that if the E-RSC agrees to pursue this, the E-RSC work with 
the RSC to propose the policy for rate de-pancaking between SPP and 
Entergy. 
 


Yes 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS 
SUPPORT OPPOSE 


IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
8.  ELIMINATION OF 


BASE CASE OVERLOADS: 


The Base Case Overload 
Task Force shall provide 
its recommendations 
(including any 
implementation time 
line) to the E-RSC for 
evaluation.  Moving to a 
Ten Year Base Plan in 
conjunction with 
implementing Task Force 
recommendations should 
mitigate or eliminate 
Base Case Overloads. 


 
X 


 SPP as the ICT prepared on 12/06/07 an analysis 
(http://www.spp.org/publications/ICT_Opinion_BCCO_Recommendation.pdf) of 
the BCCO Task Force’s recommendations. As this analysis is dated 
and as some of the issues identified in the recommendations are 
covered in these proposals the ICT provides the following comments: 
 
On item a), Entergy has committed to constructing facilities to 
remove a majority of the Note B issues as identified by the ICT and 
also to use a pending NERC TPL standard in planning its system in 
the future. 
 
On items b) & c), Proposal 1 above covers the recommendations. 
 
On item d), the response is still appropriate. 
 
On item e), the response is still appropriate, unless the E-RSC would 
like to explore re-dispatch cost allocation as in Proposal 5 above.  
 
On item f), the response is still appropriate. 
 


Yes 



http://www.spp.org/publications/ICT_Opinion_BCCO_Recommendation.pdf
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PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS 
SUPPORT OPPOSE 


IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
9.  ATC/AFC 


CALCULATIONS: 
Enhance the ICT’s 
authority to validate ATC 
and AFC calculations for 
processing transmission 
service requests.  This 
enhanced authority 
would cover all data 
inputs, models utilized 
and results. 


 
X 


 
X 


The AFC process is separated into three horizons.  The Operating and 
Planning horizons are automated processes that include the current hour 
through the next 31 days.  The Study Horizon is an offline process that starts 
at the end of the planning horizon and continues through the next 18 
months.  SPP would need to analyze whether it would be feasible for the ICT 
to take over the full function of AFC calculations for the Study Horizon 
process.    SPP would need to perform its independent assessment and 
verification of the related processes, tasks, and resources necessary to 
support and maintain this function as proposed and expected.  Due to the 
systems and staff required for the Operating/Planning Horizon processes, it 
is not timely for the ICT to take over this automated function.  There are a 
large number of differences in the SPP and Entergy AFC processes and the 
systems cannot be combined to handle both processes.  While the E-RSC 
and FERC are pursuing the results of the Entergy CBA it would not be 
prudent for the ICT to take on these functions.  In the interim, more 
authority over the process for testing and approval of software changes in 
these horizons would be an improvement.  The ICT having an approval role 
in the vendor management area and more authority in determining priority 
of software/application changes would lead to increased coordination and 
improvements in the AFC process. Also, there needs to be an analysis of the 
processes and maintenance of the RFCALC engine that drives the AFC 
calculations to determine the level of control or oversight that the ICT would 
need to ensure the ability to improve the full functionality of AFC 
calculations are under the management/oversight of the ICT. It would also 
be feasible for the ICT to have the same authority involving the OATI 
webTrans and WebOASIS software for Entergy.  This would include 
interface and oversight of the vendor management of that product.  Until 
the ICT could have additional conversations with the E-RSC and Entergy to 
define the specific tasks associated with the functions and fully assess the 
risks of compliance the ICT would not be able to speculate the resources 
needed to fulfill these additional obligations outside the Study Horizon 
process.  
 
 


Yes 
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E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 5, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Working Group 
proposal. If you oppose the proposed recommendation, please explain your opposition and offer an alternative, if applicable. This 
should be sent by email to Ben Bright, on behalf of the E-RSC, at bbright@spp.org.  
 
Please provide the following information with your response: 
 


Stakeholder Entity:  Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation 


Stakeholder contact: Ricky Bittle 


Contact address:  1 Cooperative Way 


    Little Rock, AR  72209 


Contact phone:  501-570-2404 


Contact email:  rbittle@aecc.com 


 
 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
1.  3-YEAR PLANNING VS. 10-YEAR 


PLANNING: The E-RSC Working Group 
(“E-RSC WG”) recommends that 
Entergy adopt a 10-year transmission 
planning model and eliminate 
disparities between the ICT Base Plan 
and Entergy Construction Plan.  Note:  
The LPSC reserves its right to further 
analyze moving from 3 year planning to 
10 year planning models.  At this time 
the LPSC does not fully support this 
item. 


Yes  Entergy’s current planning criteria provides 
for a ten year assessment of transmission. 
Eliminating the difference in the Base Plan 
and the Construction Plan would be useful 
as long as the movement is to the 
independently developed plan. 


 



mailto:bbright@spp.org





E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
2.  DETERMINATION OF MARKET 


SENSITIVE AND CONFIDENTIAL 


INFORMATION: The ICT, working with 
Entergy, shall develop a standardized 
list of all data items, including those 
used to develop dispatch scenarios, to 
respond to transmission service 
requests, and for modeling of the 
Entergy System.  Entergy shall identify 
the appropriate treatment for each data 
item as: (1) CEII, (2) Highly Sensitive 
Market Competitive for the Entergy 
footprint, or (3) public. 


  Without knowing the impact on small 
entities ability to access information it is 
not clear that this would be of benefit. 
The results should not be one that 
eliminates the ability of small entities to 
review the data because they cannot meet 
the separation of functions requirements.  
This should not eliminate management 
employees that supervise both 
transmission planning and marketing 
functions in small companies. 


 


3.  TLR ANALYSIS FOR TRANSMISSION 


UPGRADES: The ICT shall identify 
upgrades that would prevent recurrence 
of common TLR-5 events. Re-dispatch 
cost effects from TLRs will not be 
addressed here but may be addressed by 
the E-RSC at a later time if Entergy does 
not join SPP as a Transmission Owner. 


Yes  This should also include Local Area 
Problems (LAP) that prevent the use of the 
most economical generation. 


 


4.  IDENTIFICATION OF RMR UNITS 


AND REMEDIES: The ICT shall 
undertake a comprehensive analysis of 
transmission upgrades that would 
mitigate the operation of uneconomic 
RMR generation in the Entergy 
footprint. [The WG understands that a 
current effort to conduct such a study by 
the ICT is in the early stages.] 


Yes  This should also identify the cost of actually 
running RMR units as a comparison to the 
cost of additional transmission.  If running 
the units is more economical, the cost 
should become a transmission cost to be 
passed on in the transmission rate. 


 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
5.  TLR DATA ANALYSIS AND 


REPORTING: The ICT shall provide non-
classified information from operator 
logs, NNL responsibility, and 
identification of re-dispatch when 
reporting TLR-5 events. Interested 
stakeholders should propose exactly 
what information is needed. 


Yes  This process should also identify LAP that 
prevent the use of the most economical 
generation. 


 


6.  CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY: The 
ICT shall prepare a quarterly tracking 
report, based on informational input 
from Entergy, on progress and status of 
implementing the approved 
Construction Plan.  In the report, the 
ICT shall comment on the 
reasonableness and appropriateness of 
any variances from the Construction 
Plan (including completion schedules).  
For each variation, Entergy shall provide 
a detailed explanation and mitigation 
plan. 


Yes    
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
7.  SEAMS AGREEMENT/ONE-STOP 


SHOPPING/ELIMINATION OF RATE 


PANCAKING: The SPP, ICT and Entergy 
shall continue with current activities 
concerning the development of a Seams 
Agreement and One Stop Shopping 
initiative.  Regarding de-pancaking of 
rates, Entergy shall provide estimates of 
customer retail rate impacts for each 
Operating Company from the 
elimination of rate pancaking between 
the SPP and Entergy grids using the 
2009 CRA study. 


Yes  There should be some way to coordinate 
the granting of transmission service 
involving both entities.  A requestor of 
transmission service should not be required 
to commit to service on one system without 
knowing if it will receive the needed service 
on both systems.   


 


8.  ELIMINATION OF BASE CASE 


OVERLOADS: The Base Case Overload 
Task Force shall provide its 
recommendations (including any 
implementation time line) to the E-RSC 
for evaluation.  Moving to a Ten Year 
Base Plan in conjunction with 
implementing Task Force 
recommendations should mitigate or 
eliminate Base Case Overloads. 


Yes  Base case overloads reflect a weakness in 
the transmission system that should be 
corrected and paid for by all entities 
receiving transmission service. 


 


9.  ATC/AFC CALCULATIONS: 
Enhance the ICT’s authority to validate 
ATC and AFC calculations for processing 
transmission service requests.  This 
enhanced authority would cover all data 
inputs, models utilized and results. 


Yes    


 
 








E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 5, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Working Group 
proposal. If you oppose the proposed recommendation, please explain your opposition and offer an alternative, if applicable. This 
should be sent by email to Ben Bright, on behalf of the E-RSC, at bbright@spp.org.  
 
Please provide the following information with your response: 
 


Stakeholder Entity:  Calpine Corporation  


Stakeholder contact: William Taylor III 


Contact address:  717 Texas, Suite 1000 


    Houston, Texas 77002 


Contact phone:  (713) 830-8821 


Contact email:  wtaylor@calpine.com 


 
 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
1.  3-YEAR PLANNING VS. 10-YEAR 


PLANNING: The E-RSC Working 
Group (“E-RSC WG”) recommends 
that Entergy adopt a 10-year 
transmission planning model and 
eliminate disparities between the 
ICT Base Plan and Entergy 
Construction Plan.  Note:  The LPSC 
reserves its right to further analyze 
moving from 3 year planning to 10 
year planning models.  At this time 
the LPSC does not fully support this 
item. 


Calpine supports 
the E-RSC WG 
recommendation. 


   


Calpine Corporation Response 
March 5, 2010  



mailto:bbright@spp.org





E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 


2.  DETERMINATION OF MARKET 


SENSITIVE AND CONFIDENTIAL 


INFORMATION: The ICT, working 
with Entergy, shall develop a 
standardized list of all data items, 
including those used to develop 
dispatch scenarios, to respond to 
transmission service requests, and 
for modeling of the Entergy System.  
Entergy shall identify the 
appropriate treatment for each data 
item as: (1) CEII, (2) Highly 
Sensitive Market Competitive for the 
Entergy footprint, or (3) public. 


Calpine supports.    


3.  TLR ANALYSIS FOR 


TRANSMISSION UPGRADES: The ICT 
shall identify upgrades that would 
prevent recurrence of common TLR-
5 events. Re-dispatch cost effects 
from TLRs will not be addressed 
here but may be addressed by the E-
RSC at a later time if Entergy does 
not join SPP as a Transmission 
Owner. 


Calpine supports.    


Calpine Corporation Response 
March 5, 2010  
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IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 


4.  IDENTIFICATION OF RMR UNITS 


AND REMEDIES: The ICT shall 
undertake a comprehensive analysis 
of transmission upgrades that would 
mitigate the operation of 
uneconomic RMR generation in the 
Entergy footprint. [The WG 
understands that a current effort to 
conduct such a study by the ICT is in 
the early stages.] 


Calpine supports.    


5.  TLR DATA ANALYSIS AND 


REPORTING: The ICT shall provide 
non-classified information from 
operator logs, NNL responsibility, 
and identification of re-dispatch 
when reporting TLR-5 events. 
Interested stakeholders should 
propose exactly what information is 
needed. 


Calpine supports.    


Calpine Corporation Response 
March 5, 2010  







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 


6.  CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY: 
The ICT shall prepare a quarterly 
tracking report, based on 
informational input from Entergy, 
on progress and status of 
implementing the approved 
Construction Plan.  In the report, the 
ICT shall comment on the 
reasonableness and appropriateness 
of any variances from the 
Construction Plan (including 
completion schedules).  For each 
variation, Entergy shall provide a 
detailed explanation and mitigation 
plan. 


Calpine supports. 
However, 
Calpine does not 
support this 
recommendation 
in lieu of a grant 
of authority, at 
least, to the E-
RSC to direct 
construction of 
appropriate 
transmission 
projects. 


   


7.  SEAMS AGREEMENT/ONE-STOP 


SHOPPING/ELIMINATION OF RATE 


PANCAKING: The SPP, ICT and 
Entergy shall continue with current 
activities concerning the 
development of a Seams Agreement 
and One Stop Shopping initiative.  
Regarding de-pancaking of rates, 
Entergy shall provide estimates of 
customer retail rate impacts for each 
Operating Company from the 
elimination of rate pancaking 
between the SPP and Entergy grids 
using the 2009 CRA study. 


Calpine supports.    


Calpine Corporation Response 
March 5, 2010  







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


Calpine Corporation Response 
March 5, 2010  


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
8.  ELIMINATION OF BASE CASE 


OVERLOADS: The Base Case 
Overload Task Force shall provide its 
recommendations (including any 
implementation time line) to the E-
RSC for evaluation.  Moving to a Ten 
Year Base Plan in conjunction with 
implementing Task Force 
recommendations should mitigate or 
eliminate Base Case Overloads. 


Calpine supports.    


9.  ATC/AFC CALCULATIONS: 
Enhance the ICT’s authority to 
validate ATC and AFC calculations 
for processing transmission service 
requests.  This enhanced authority 
would cover all data inputs, models 
utilized and results. 


Calpine supports.    


 
Note: Calpine Corporation also joins in the comments to be filed by the Joint Stakeholders Group on these E-RSC Staff Working 
Group’s recommendations. 
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Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 5, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Working Group 
proposal. If you oppose the proposed recommendation, please explain your opposition and offer an alternative, if applicable. This 
should be sent by email to Ben Bright, on behalf of the E-RSC, at bbright@spp.org.  
 
Please provide the following information with your response: 
 


Stakeholder Entity:   Cleco Power     


Stakeholder contact:  Terry Whitmore    


Contact address:   2180 St. Landry Hwy    


     St. Landry, La, 71367   


Contact phone:   318-838-3317    


Contact email:   Terry.Whitmore@cleco.com  


 
 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
1.  3-YEAR PLANNING VS. 10-YEAR 


PLANNING: The E-RSC Working Group 
(“E-RSC WG”) recommends that 
Entergy adopt a 10-year transmission 
planning model and eliminate 
disparities between the ICT Base Plan 
and Entergy Construction Plan.  Note:  
The LPSC reserves its right to further 
analyze moving from 3 year planning to 
10 year planning models.  At this time 
the LPSC does not fully support this 
item. 


  
 
 
 


 
 


Cleco cannot support this enhancement 
due to lack of detail as to how the 10 year 
construction plan projects will be 
incorporated in the long term planning 
models.   


 



mailto:bbright@spp.org
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
2.  DETERMINATION OF MARKET 


SENSITIVE AND CONFIDENTIAL 


INFORMATION: The ICT, working with 
Entergy, shall develop a standardized 
list of all data items, including those 
used to develop dispatch scenarios, to 
respond to transmission service 
requests, and for modeling of the 
Entergy System.  Entergy shall identify 
the appropriate treatment for each data 
item as: (1) CEII, (2) Highly Sensitive 
Market Competitive for the Entergy 
footprint, or (3) public. 


 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 


   


3.  TLR ANALYSIS FOR TRANSMISSION 


UPGRADES: The ICT shall identify 
upgrades that would prevent recurrence 
of common TLR-5 events. Re-dispatch 
cost effects from TLRs will not be 
addressed here but may be addressed by 
the E-RSC at a later time if Entergy does 
not join SPP as a Transmission Owner. 


 
 
 


 
 


   


4.  IDENTIFICATION OF RMR UNITS 


AND REMEDIES: The ICT shall 
undertake a comprehensive analysis of 
transmission upgrades that would 
mitigate the operation of uneconomic 
RMR generation in the Entergy 
footprint. [The WG understands that a 
current effort to conduct such a study by 
the ICT is in the early stages.] 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
5.  TLR DATA ANALYSIS AND 


REPORTING: The ICT shall provide non-
classified information from operator 
logs, NNL responsibility, and 
identification of re-dispatch when 
reporting TLR-5 events. Interested 
stakeholders should propose exactly 
what information is needed. 


 
 
 


 
 


   


6.  CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY: The 
ICT shall prepare a quarterly tracking 
report, based on informational input 
from Entergy, on progress and status of 
implementing the approved 
Construction Plan.  In the report, the 
ICT shall comment on the 
reasonableness and appropriateness of 
any variances from the Construction 
Plan (including completion schedules).  
For each variation, Entergy shall provide 
a detailed explanation and mitigation 
plan. 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
7.  SEAMS AGREEMENT/ONE-STOP 


SHOPPING/ELIMINATION OF RATE 


PANCAKING: The SPP, ICT and Entergy 
shall continue with current activities 
concerning the development of a Seams 
Agreement and One Stop Shopping 
initiative.  Regarding de-pancaking of 
rates, Entergy shall provide estimates of 
customer retail rate impacts for each 
Operating Company from the 
elimination of rate pancaking between 
the SPP and Entergy grids using the 
2009 CRA study. 


 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 


   


8.  ELIMINATION OF BASE CASE 


OVERLOADS: The Base Case Overload 
Task Force shall provide its 
recommendations (including any 
implementation time line) to the E-RSC 
for evaluation.  Moving to a Ten Year 
Base Plan in conjunction with 
implementing Task Force 
recommendations should mitigate or 
eliminate Base Case Overloads. 


 
 
 
 


 
 


   


9.  ATC/AFC CALCULATIONS: 
Enhance the ICT’s authority to validate 
ATC and AFC calculations for processing 
transmission service requests.  This 
enhanced authority would cover all data 
inputs, models utilized and results. 


 
 


 
 


   


 
 








Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 5, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Working Group 
proposal. If you oppose the proposed recommendation, please explain your opposition and offer an alternative, if applicable. This 
should be sent by email to Ben Bright, on behalf of the E-RSC, at bbright@spp.org.  
 
Please provide the following information with your response: 
 


Stakeholder Entity:  Conway Corporation (CC)_   


Stakeholder contact: Richie Arnold and George Heintzen  


Contact address:  P.O. Box 99__     


    Conway, AR 72033_    


Contact phone:  501-450-6020   501-450-6019   


Contact email:  Richie.arnold@conwaycorp.com___  


 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
1.  3-YEAR PLANNING VS. 10-YEAR 


PLANNING: The E-RSC Working Group 
(“E-RSC WG”) recommends that Entergy 
adopt a 10-year transmission planning 
model and eliminate disparities between 
the ICT Base Plan and Entergy 
Construction Plan.  Note:  The LPSC 
reserves its right to further analyze 
moving from 3 year planning to 10 year 
planning models.  At this time the LPSC 
does not fully support this item. 


 YES 
High 
Priority 


CC continues to support a 10-year planning 
period as in initial comments to the E-RSC. 
However, CC strongly opposes TSR’s being 
granted within years 6 to 10 of the proposed 
10-year planning period. Additionally, CC 
would propose a five year Entergy 
Construction Plan which would be utilized 
as the ICT Base Plan and meet FERC 
requirements for rollover rights for 
transmission service. Consequently, due to 
the ambiguities in the staff proposal, CC is 
forced to oppose this recommendation as 
drafted. 


Attachment K et al 
as needed 



mailto:bbright@spp.org





E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL   


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
2.  DETERMINATION OF MARKET 


SENSITIVE AND CONFIDENTIAL 


INFORMATION: The ICT, working with 
Entergy, shall develop a standardized list 
of all data items, including those used to 
develop dispatch scenarios, to respond to 
transmission service requests, and for 
modeling of the Entergy System.  
Entergy shall identify the appropriate 
treatment for each data item as: (1) CEII, 
(2) Highly Sensitive Market Competitive 
for the Entergy footprint, or (3) public. 


YES 
Low 
Priority 


  NO 
 


3.  TLR ANALYSIS FOR TRANSMISSION 


UPGRADES: The ICT shall identify 
upgrades that would prevent recurrence 
of common TLR-5 events. Re-dispatch 
cost effects from TLRs will not be 
addressed here but may be addressed by 
the E-RSC at a later time if Entergy does 
not join SPP as a Transmission Owner. 


YES 
High 
Priority 


  Attachment J et al 
as needed 


4.  IDENTIFICATION OF RMR UNITS 


AND REMEDIES: The ICT shall undertake 
a comprehensive analysis of 
transmission upgrades that would 
mitigate the operation of uneconomic 
RMR generation in the Entergy footprint. 
[The WG understands that a current 
effort to conduct such a study by the ICT 
is in the early stages.] 


YES, AS 
MODIFIED 
High 
Priority 


 CC asserts that a study should address any 
unit that operation is required to prevent 
transmission overloads.  Once these 
upgrades are identified, they should be 
included in the proposed Five Year 
Construction Plan. 


Attachment S et al 
as needed 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL   


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
5.  TLR DATA ANALYSIS AND 


REPORTING: The ICT shall provide non-
classified information from operator 
logs, NNL responsibility, and 
identification of re-dispatch when 
reporting TLR-5 events. Interested 
stakeholders should propose exactly 
what information is needed. 


YES, AS 
MODIFIED 
Low 
Priority 


 To provide transparency in TLR-5 events a 
snapshot of the system when the TLR-5 has 
occurred and immediately after corrective 
action should be made. The snapshots 
would include, but not be limited to, 
individual generation levels, substation 
loads, transaction details, transmission and 
element configuration among other things 
sufficient for a stakeholder to simulate the 
before and after conditions in a loadflow. 


Attachment J et al 
as needed 


6.  CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY: The 
ICT shall prepare a quarterly tracking 
report, based on informational input 
from Entergy, on progress and status of 
implementing the approved Construction 
Plan.  In the report, the ICT shall 
comment on the reasonableness and 
appropriateness of any variances from 
the Construction Plan (including 
completion schedules).  For each 
variation, Entergy shall provide a 
detailed explanation and mitigation plan. 


YES, AS 
MODIFIED 
High 
Priority 


 For this to be truly effective, a Five Year 
Construction Plan needs to be adopted. 


Attachments K and 
S et al as needed 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL   


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
7.  SEAMS AGREEMENT/ONE-STOP 


SHOPPING/ELIMINATION OF RATE 


PANCAKING: The SPP, ICT and Entergy 
shall continue with current activities 
concerning the development of a Seams 
Agreement and One Stop Shopping 
initiative.  Regarding de-pancaking of 
rates, Entergy shall provide estimates of 
customer retail rate impacts for each 
Operating Company from the 
elimination of rate pancaking between 
the SPP and Entergy grids using the 
2009 CRA study. 


 YES 
High 
Priority 


The recommendation from the SPC on the 
TRAAC and Rate De Pan Caking needs to be 
completed. Current Seams draft does not 
adequately address problems of 
harmonizing two tariffs, two study processes 
and the problem of SPP/ETR delaying 
dealing with these issues. On important 
issues on One Stop Shop and Rate De Pan 
Caking, ETR and SPP in 3/1/10 APSC 
filing’s cover pleading § 3, page 10 rejects E-
RSC staff recommendation sua sponte at 
line 4-11. Consequently CC is compelled to 
oppose this recommendation based solely 
on ETR/SPP failure to act and follow staff’s 
concerns. 


To be determined 


8.  ELIMINATION OF BASE CASE 


OVERLOADS: The Base Case Overload 
Task Force shall provide its 
recommendations (including any 
implementation time line) to the E-RSC 
for evaluation.  Moving to a Ten Year 
Base Plan in conjunction with 
implementing Task Force 
recommendations should mitigate or 
eliminate Base Case Overloads. 


YES, AS 
MODIFIED 
High 
Priority 


 The assumption of a Five Year Construction 
Plan discussed in 1 and 6, elimination of any 
unit operation to prevent transmission 
overloads discussed in 3, and elimination of 
common TLR-5 problems also discussed in 
3 will significantly reduce the Base Case 
Overloads.  However all overloads in the 
proposed Five Year Construction Plan 
should be addressed and upgrades to 
eliminate included in the Construction Plan. 
In addition, there are only two explanations 
for Base Case Overloads: 1) The resources, 
loads and/or transmission elements are not 
modeled correctly or 2) The transmission 
system is not adequate to serve native loads 
and approved transmission service requests. 


 Attachment K and 
Business Practices 
et al as needed 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL   


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
9.  ATC/AFC CALCULATIONS: 
Enhance the ICT’s authority to validate 
ATC and AFC calculations for processing 
transmission service requests.  This 
enhanced authority would cover all data 
inputs, models utilized and results. 


YES 
High 
Priority 


  Attachments C and 
S et al as needed 


     
 
 








E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 5, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Working Group 
proposal. If you oppose the proposed recommendation, please explain your opposition and offer an alternative, if applicable. This 
should be sent by email to Ben Bright, on behalf of the E-RSC, at bbright@spp.org.  
 
Please provide the following information with your response: 
 


Stakeholder Entity:   EPSA       


Stakeholder contact:  Jack Cashin       


Contact address:   1401 New York Avenue      


     Washington DC 20005      


Contact phone:   202-349-0155      


Contact email:   jcashin@epsa.org      


 
 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
1.  3-YEAR PLANNING VS. 10-YEAR 


PLANNING: The E-RSC Working Group 
(“E-RSC WG”) recommends that 
Entergy adopt a 10-year transmission 
planning model and eliminate 
disparities between the ICT Base Plan 
and Entergy Construction Plan.  Note:  
The LPSC reserves its right to further 
analyze moving from 3 year planning to 
10 year planning models.  At this time 
the LPSC does not fully support this 
item. 


Yes   Yes 



mailto:bbright@spp.org





E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
2.  DETERMINATION OF MARKET 


SENSITIVE AND CONFIDENTIAL 


INFORMATION: The ICT, working with 
Entergy, shall develop a standardized 
list of all data items, including those 
used to develop dispatch scenarios, to 
respond to transmission service 
requests, and for modeling of the 
Entergy System.  Entergy shall identify 
the appropriate treatment for each data 
item as: (1) CEII, (2) Highly Sensitive 
Market Competitive for the Entergy 
footprint, or (3) public. 


Yes   Yes 


3.  TLR ANALYSIS FOR TRANSMISSION 


UPGRADES: The ICT shall identify 
upgrades that would prevent recurrence 
of common TLR-5 events. Re-dispatch 
cost effects from TLRs will not be 
addressed here but may be addressed by 
the E-RSC at a later time if Entergy does 
not join SPP as a Transmission Owner. 


Yes   Yes 


4.  IDENTIFICATION OF RMR UNITS 


AND REMEDIES: The ICT shall 
undertake a comprehensive analysis of 
transmission upgrades that would 
mitigate the operation of uneconomic 
RMR generation in the Entergy 
footprint. [The WG understands that a 
current effort to conduct such a study by 
the ICT is in the early stages.] 


Yes   Yes 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
5.  TLR DATA ANALYSIS AND 


REPORTING: The ICT shall provide non-
classified information from operator 
logs, NNL responsibility, and 
identification of re-dispatch when 
reporting TLR-5 events. Interested 
stakeholders should propose exactly 
what information is needed. 


Yes   Yes 


6.  CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY: The 
ICT shall prepare a quarterly tracking 
report, based on informational input 
from Entergy, on progress and status of 
implementing the approved 
Construction Plan.  In the report, the 
ICT shall comment on the 
reasonableness and appropriateness of 
any variances from the Construction 
Plan (including completion schedules).  
For each variation, Entergy shall provide 
a detailed explanation and mitigation 
plan. 


Yes   Yes 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
7.  SEAMS AGREEMENT/ONE-STOP 


SHOPPING/ELIMINATION OF RATE 


PANCAKING: The SPP, ICT and Entergy 
shall continue with current activities 
concerning the development of a Seams 
Agreement and One Stop Shopping 
initiative.  Regarding de-pancaking of 
rates, Entergy shall provide estimates of 
customer retail rate impacts for each 
Operating Company from the 
elimination of rate pancaking between 
the SPP and Entergy grids using the 
2009 CRA study. 


Yes   Yes 


8.  ELIMINATION OF BASE CASE 


OVERLOADS: The Base Case Overload 
Task Force shall provide its 
recommendations (including any 
implementation time line) to the E-RSC 
for evaluation.  Moving to a Ten Year 
Base Plan in conjunction with 
implementing Task Force 
recommendations should mitigate or 
eliminate Base Case Overloads. 


Yes   Yes 


9.  ATC/AFC CALCULATIONS: 
Enhance the ICT’s authority to validate 
ATC and AFC calculations for processing 
transmission service requests.  This 
enhanced authority would cover all data 
inputs, models utilized and results. 


Yes   Yes 


 
 








E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 5, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Working Group 
proposal. If you oppose the proposed recommendation, please explain your opposition and offer an alternative, if applicable. This 
should be sent by email to Ben Bright, on behalf of the E-RSC, at bbright@spp.org.  
 
Please provide the following information with your response: 
 


Stakeholder Entity:    A OEP - SWEPC    


Stakeholder contact:   Kip Fox       


Contact address:    1201 Elm St Suite 800  


      Dallas, TX 75250   


Contact phone:    214-777-1063   


Contact email:    kmfox@aep.com   


 
 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
1.  3-YEAR PLANNING VS. 10-YEAR 


PLANNING: The E-RSC Working Group 
(“E-RSC WG”) recommends that 
Entergy adopt a 10-year transmission 
planning model and eliminate 
disparities between the ICT Base Plan 
and Entergy Construction Plan.  Note:  
The LPSC reserves its right to further 
analyze moving from 3 year planning to 
10 year planning models.  At this time 
the LPSC does not fully support this 
item. 


Yes, pending 
the results of 
the LPSC’s 
analysis. AEP 
would 
encourage the 
LPSC to also 
evaluate the 
benefits of a 
20 year 
planning 
horizon as 
well.  


  Yes, Attachment K 
section 6 may require 
language stating that 
the disparities between 
the ICT Base Plan and 
Entergy Construction 
Plan be identified and 
explanation of how 
those disparities are 
resolved.  



mailto:bbright@spp.org





E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
2.  DETERMINATION OF MARKET 


SENSITIVE AND CONFIDENTIAL 


INFORMATION: The ICT, working with 
Entergy, shall develop a standardized 
list of all data items, including those 
used to develop dispatch scenarios, to 
respond to transmission service 
requests, and for modeling of the 
Entergy System.  Entergy shall identify 
the appropriate treatment for each data 
item as: (1) CEII, (2) Highly Sensitive 
Market Competitive for the Entergy 
footprint, or (3) public. 


Yes   No 


3.  TLR ANALYSIS FOR TRANSMISSION 


UPGRADES: The ICT shall identify 
upgrades that would prevent recurrence 
of common TLR-5 events. Re-dispatch 
cost effects from TLRs will not be 
addressed here but may be addressed by 
the E-RSC at a later time if Entergy does 
not join SPP as a Transmission Owner. 


Yes  In Support of Yes: This analysis should also 
consider identifying upgrades that would 
prevent the repeated denial of common 
requests for transmission service.  AEP 
believes that the 10 year planning horizon 
would benefit in clarifying those upgrades 
which will reduce TLR-5 events. 


No 


4.  IDENTIFICATION OF RMR UNITS 


AND REMEDIES: The ICT shall 
undertake a comprehensive analysis of 
transmission upgrades that would 
mitigate the operation of uneconomic 
RMR generation in the Entergy 
footprint. [The WG understands that a 
current effort to conduct such a study by 
the ICT is in the early stages.] 


Yes  In Support of Yes: AEP supports reviewing 
the cost of RMR unit dispatch verses 
building additional transmission and 
moving forward with the lower cost 
alternative.  


No 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
5.  TLR DATA ANALYSIS AND 


REPORTING: The ICT shall provide 
non-classified information from 
operator logs, NNL responsibility, and 
identification of re-dispatch when 
reporting TLR-5 events. Interested 
stakeholders should propose exactly 
what information is needed. 


Yes   No 


6.  CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY: The 
ICT shall prepare a quarterly tracking 
report, based on informational input 
from Entergy, on progress and status of 
implementing the approved 
Construction Plan.  In the report, the 
ICT shall comment on the 
reasonableness and appropriateness of 
any variances from the Construction 
Plan (including completion schedules).  
For each variation, Entergy shall 
provide a detailed explanation and 
mitigation plan. 


Yes   No 


     







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
8.  ELIMINATION OF BASE CASE 


OVERLOADS: The Base Case Overload 
Task Force shall provide its 
recommendations (including any 
implementation time line) to the E-RSC 
for evaluation.  Moving to a Ten Year 
Base Plan in conjunction with 
implementing Task Force 
recommendations should mitigate or 
eliminate Base Case Overloads. 


Yes  In Support of Yes: AEP interprets this to 
mean developing processes and 
transmission in eliminating Base Case 
overloads by an independent task force of 
Entergy and stakeholders. AEP believes 
you cannot get meaningful results when the 
base case is not consistent with N-1 
security constrained dispatch in the base 
case. 
 


No 


9.  ATC/AFC CALCULATIONS: 
Enhance the ICT’s authority to validate 
ATC and AFC calculations for 
processing transmission service 
requests.  This enhanced authority 
would cover all data inputs, models 
utilized and results. 


Yes   No 


 
 








E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 5, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Working Group 
proposal. If you oppose the proposed recommendation, please explain your opposition and offer an alternative, if applicable. This 
should be sent by email to Ben Bright, on behalf of the E-RSC, at bbright@spp.org.  
 
Please provide the following information with your response: 
 


Stakeholder Entity:   East Texas Electric Cooperative      


Stakeholder contact:  John Chiles         


Contact address:   1850 Parkway Place, Suite 800      


     Marietta, GA 30067        


Contact phone:   770-425-8100 ext. 1125       


Contact email:   john.chiles@gdsassociates.com      


 
 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 
TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT REQUIRED? 



mailto:bbright@spp.org





E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 
TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT REQUIRED? 


1.  3-YEAR PLANNING VS. 10-YEAR 


PLANNING: The E-RSC Working 
Group (“E-RSC WG”) recommends 
that Entergy adopt a 10-year 
transmission planning model and 
eliminate disparities between the ICT 
Base Plan and Entergy Construction 
Plan.  Note:  The LPSC reserves its 
right to further analyze moving from 
3 year planning to 10 year planning 
models.  At this time the LPSC does 
not fully support this item. 


X  ETEC supports the recommendation.  A 
10-year planning model would be more 
consistent with both the 5-year require-
ment for rollover rights and the NERC TPL 
standard requirements.   
The Base Plan and the Construction Plan 
should be collapsed into a single 
transmission plan.  The Base Plan is 
intended to identify all transmission 
upgrades and construction projects that the 
ICT believes are necessary to comply with 
the Planning Criteria.  The Construction 
Plan, inter alia, is also intended to identify 
all transmission upgrades and construction 
projects that are necessary to comply with 
the Planning Criteria.  Thus, any project 
identified in the Base Plan should also be 
indentified in the Construction Plan. 


Yes.  Attachment K to 
require a single 
transmission plan. 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 
TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT REQUIRED? 


2.  DETERMINATION OF MARKET 


SENSITIVE AND CONFIDENTIAL 


INFORMATION: The ICT, working 
with Entergy, shall develop a 
standardized list of all data items, 
including those used to develop 
dispatch scenarios, to respond to 
transmission service requests, and for 
modeling of the Entergy System.  
Entergy shall identify the appropriate 
treatment for each data item as: (1) 
CEII, (2) Highly Sensitive Market 
Competitive for the Entergy footprint, 
or (3) public. 


X  ETEC supports the recommendation 
provided that such information, however 
classified, is made available to any entity 
that has a reasonable need to view the data 
and that agrees to adhere to a 
confidentiality agreement.  Entergy 
transmission customers, whether NITS or 
Point-to-Point, should be presumed to have 
a reasonable need to view the data. 
 
 


Yes.  Tariff language is 
needed to clarify that any 
data used for evaluation of 
transmission projects or 
RMR generation studies, 
whether reliability or 
economic driven, will be 
made available for review. 


3.  TLR ANALYSIS FOR 


TRANSMISSION UPGRADES: The ICT 
shall identify upgrades that would 
prevent recurrence of common TLR-5 
events. Re-dispatch cost effects from 
TLRs will not be addressed here but 
may be addressed by the E-RSC at a 
later time if Entergy does not join 
SPP as a Transmission Owner. 


X  ETEC supports the recommendation.  
ETEC recommends that the analysis be 
conducted for Level 4 TLRs as well.  The 
Entergy system has numerous transmission 
facilities that have historically been driving 
the need to call TLRs.  A properly planned 
transmission system should not have 
transmission facilities with a history of 
TLRs.  A properly planned system would 
address transmission problems before 
those problems develop a history.  ETEC 
also recommends that such upgrades be 
considered for inclusion in the 
transmission plan. 


No. 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 
TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT REQUIRED? 


4.  IDENTIFICATION OF RMR UNITS 


AND REMEDIES: The ICT shall 
undertake a comprehensive analysis 
of transmission upgrades that would 
mitigate the operation of uneconomic 
RMR generation in the Entergy 
footprint. [The WG understands that 
a current effort to conduct such a 
study by the ICT is in the early 
stages.] 


X  ETEC supports the recommendation.  
While Entergy believes that using RMR 
generation instead of constructing 
transmission is an economic decision, 
ETEC believes that Reliability Must Run 
generation is a reliability concern and 
transmission should be planned for and 
built such that there are no RMR 
generators.   ETEC also recommends that 
such upgrades be considered for inclusion 
in the transmission plan. 


No. 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 
TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT REQUIRED? 


5.  TLR DATA ANALYSIS AND 


REPORTING: The ICT shall provide 
non-classified information from 
operator logs, NNL responsibility, 
and identification of re-dispatch 
when reporting TLR-5 events. 
Interested stakeholders should 
propose exactly what information is 
needed. 


X  ETEC supports the recommendation.  Such 
information is critical in evaluating the 
effectiveness of transmission projects 
designed to alleviate TLRs and in 
understanding the situation in which an 
entity may be affected by a TLR-5 event 
and what actions may be required that 
entity.   
ICT should, at a minimum, provide NNL 
responsibility for each entity impacted by 
the TLR-5 Event, the MW amount of re-
dispatch required each hour by every 
generating unit that was re-dispatched, the 
MW amount of relief provided each hour 
by every generating unit re-dispatched, the 
distribution factors for each hour of every  
generator re-dispatched, any transmission 
system adjustments each hour made as 
part of the TLR-5, a discussion of system 
conditions that led to the TLR-5 event, a 
discussion of system events that resulted in 
the TLR-5 event being unable to be 
resolved within one hour, and a discussion 
of actions taken to avoid having to call a  
TLR-5. 


No. 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 
TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT REQUIRED? 


6.  CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY: The 
ICT shall prepare a quarterly tracking 
report, based on informational input 
from Entergy, on progress and status 
of implementing the approved 
Construction Plan.  In the report, the 
ICT shall comment on the reason-
ableness and appropriateness of any 
variances from the Construction Plan 
(including completion schedules).  
For each variation, Entergy shall 
provide a detailed explanation and 
mitigation plan. 


X  ETEC supports the recommendation.  This 
recommendation would help affected 
entities identify and track gaps in the 
planning process whereby projects are 
identified, but delayed or never 
implemented. 


Yes.  Tariff language is 
needed to clarify that 
Entergy has a responsibility 
to provide ICT with the 
necessary data, including 
data related to variances 
from the Construction plan, 
such that the ICT can 
conduct its review and 
make comments.  


7.  SEAMS AGREEMENT/ONE-STOP 


SHOPPING/ELIMINATION OF RATE 


PANCAKING: The SPP, ICT and 
Entergy shall continue with current 
activities concerning the development 
of a Seams Agreement and One Stop 
Shopping initiative.  Regarding de-
pancaking of rates, Entergy shall 
provide estimates of customer retail 
rate impacts for each Operating 
Company from the elimination of rate 
pancaking between the SPP and 
Entergy grids using the 2009 CRA 
study. 


X  ETEC supports the recommendation.  As a 
customer in both SPP and Entergy ETEC 
incurs costs to bring generation located in 
Entergy into SPP and vice versa.  ETEC has 
also been affected, either directly or 
indirectly, by the differences between the 
SPP and Entergy OATTS with respect to the 
selling of transmission service (e.g. the 
mismatch between the SPP Aggregate 
Study Process and the Entergy sequential 
study process). 


Yes.  Tariff language  will 
be required to implement 
One-Stop shopping and 
rate de-pancaking will 
either require a change to 
the Entergy and SPP rates, 
or will require a 
mechanism for reimbursing 
cost incurred by customers 
crossing the SPP-Entergy 
seam. 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 
TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT REQUIRED? 


8.  ELIMINATION OF BASE CASE 


OVERLOADS: The Base Case Overload 
Task Force shall provide its 
recommendations (including any 
implementation time line) to the E-
RSC for evaluation.  Moving to a Ten 
Year Base Plan in conjunction with 
implementing Task Force 
recommendations should mitigate or 
eliminate Base Case Overloads. 


X   No. 


9.  ATC/AFC CALCULATIONS: 
Enhance the ICT’s authority to 
validate ATC and AFC calculations for 
processing transmission service 
requests.  This enhanced authority 
would cover all data inputs, models 
utilized and results. 


X  ETEC supports the recommendation.  
ETEC also recommends that the ICT be 
granted total control of the ATC/AFC 
calculation process, including systems, 
assumptions and models. 


Yes, to the extent that ICT 
has the ability to 
accept/reject Entergy’s 
ATC and AFC calculations. 


 
 








Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 5, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Working Group 
proposal. If you oppose the proposed recommendation, please explain your opposition and offer an alternative, if applicable. This 
should be sent by email to Ben Bright, on behalf of the E-RSC, at bbright@spp.org.  
 
Please provide the following information with your response: 
 


Stakeholder Entity:  City of Benton (Benton)    


Stakeholder contact: Terry McKinney     


Contact address:  P.O. Box 607      


    Benton, AR 72018     


Contact phone:  501-776-5984     


Contact email:  tmckinney@bentonar.org    


 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
1.  3-YEAR PLANNING VS. 10-YEAR 


PLANNING: The E-RSC Working Group 
(“E-RSC WG”) recommends that Entergy 
adopt a 10-year transmission planning 
model and eliminate disparities between 
the ICT Base Plan and Entergy 
Construction Plan.  Note:  The LPSC 
reserves its right to further analyze 
moving from 3 year planning to 10 year 
planning models.  At this time the LPSC 
does not fully support this item. 


 YES 
High 
Priority 


Benton continues to support a 10-year 
planning period as in initial comments to 
the E-RSC. However, Benton strongly 
opposes TSR’s being granted within years 6 
to 10 of the 10-year planning period. 
Additionally, Benton would propose a five 
year Entergy Construction Plan which would 
be utilized as the ICT Base Plan and meet 
FERC requirements for rollover rights for 
transmission service. Consequently, due to 
the ambiguities in the staff proposal, Benton 
is forced to oppose this recommendation as 
drafted. 


Attachment K et al 
as needed 



mailto:bbright@spp.org





E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL   


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
2.  DETERMINATION OF MARKET 


SENSITIVE AND CONFIDENTIAL 


INFORMATION: The ICT, working with 
Entergy, shall develop a standardized list 
of all data items, including those used to 
develop dispatch scenarios, to respond to 
transmission service requests, and for 
modeling of the Entergy System.  
Entergy shall identify the appropriate 
treatment for each data item as: (1) CEII, 
(2) Highly Sensitive Market Competitive 
for the Entergy footprint, or (3) public. 


YES 
Low 
Priority 


  NO 
 


3.  TLR ANALYSIS FOR TRANSMISSION 


UPGRADES: The ICT shall identify 
upgrades that would prevent recurrence 
of common TLR-5 events. Re-dispatch 
cost effects from TLRs will not be 
addressed here but may be addressed by 
the E-RSC at a later time if Entergy does 
not join SPP as a Transmission Owner. 


YES 
High 
Priority 


  Attachment J et al 
as needed 


4.  IDENTIFICATION OF RMR UNITS 


AND REMEDIES: The ICT shall undertake 
a comprehensive analysis of 
transmission upgrades that would 
mitigate the operation of uneconomic 
RMR generation in the Entergy footprint. 
[The WG understands that a current 
effort to conduct such a study by the ICT 
is in the early stages.] 


YES, AS 
MODIFIED 
High 
Priority 


 Benton asserts that a study should address 
any unit that operation is required to 
prevent transmission overloads.  Once these 
upgrades are identified, they should be 
included in the proposed Five Year 
Construction Plan. 


Attachment S et al 
as needed 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL   


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
5.  TLR DATA ANALYSIS AND 


REPORTING: The ICT shall provide non-
classified information from operator 
logs, NNL responsibility, and 
identification of re-dispatch when 
reporting TLR-5 events. Interested 
stakeholders should propose exactly 
what information is needed. 


YES, AS 
MODIFIED 
Low 
Priority 


 To provide transparency in TLR-5 events a 
snapshot of the system when the TLR-5 has 
occurred and immediately after corrective 
action should be made. The snapshots 
would include, but not be limited to, 
individual generation levels, substation 
loads, transaction details, transmission and 
element configuration among other things 
sufficient for a stakeholder to simulate the 
before and after conditions in a loadflow. 


Attachment J et al 
as needed 


6.  CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY: The 
ICT shall prepare a quarterly tracking 
report, based on informational input 
from Entergy, on progress and status of 
implementing the approved Construction 
Plan.  In the report, the ICT shall 
comment on the reasonableness and 
appropriateness of any variances from 
the Construction Plan (including 
completion schedules).  For each 
variation, Entergy shall provide a 
detailed explanation and mitigation plan. 


YES, AS 
MODIFIED 
High 
Priority 


 For this to be truly effective, a Five Year 
Construction Plan needs to be adopted. 


Attachments K and 
S et al as needed 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL   


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
7.  SEAMS AGREEMENT/ONE-STOP 


SHOPPING/ELIMINATION OF RATE 


PANCAKING: The SPP, ICT and Entergy 
shall continue with current activities 
concerning the development of a Seams 
Agreement and One Stop Shopping 
initiative.  Regarding de-pancaking of 
rates, Entergy shall provide estimates of 
customer retail rate impacts for each 
Operating Company from the 
elimination of rate pancaking between 
the SPP and Entergy grids using the 
2009 CRA study. 


 YES 
High 
Priority 


The recommendation from the SPC on the 
TRAAC and RATE DE Pan Caking needs to 
be completed. Current Seams draft does not 
adequately address problems of 
harmonizing two tariffs, two study processes 
and the problem of SPP/ETR delaying 
dealing with these issues. On important 
issues on One Stop Shop and Rate De Pan 
Caking, ETR and SPP in 3/1/10 APSC 
filing’s cover pleading § 3, page 10 rejects E-
RSC staff recommendation sua sponte at 
lines 4-11. Consequently Benton is 
compelled to oppose this recommendation 
based solely on ETR/SPP failure to act and 
follow staff’s concerns. 


To be determined 


8.  ELIMINATION OF BASE CASE 


OVERLOADS: The Base Case Overload 
Task Force shall provide its 
recommendations (including any 
implementation time line) to the E-RSC 
for evaluation.  Moving to a Ten Year 
Base Plan in conjunction with 
implementing Task Force 
recommendations should mitigate or 
eliminate Base Case Overloads. 


YES, AS 
MODIFIED 
High 
Priority 


 The assumption of a Five Year Construction 
Plan discussed in 1 and 6, elimination of any 
unit operation to prevent transmission 
overloads discussed in 3, and elimination of 
common TLR-5 problems also discussed in 
3 will significantly reduce the Base Case 
Overloads.  However all overloads in the 
proposed Five Year Construction Plan 
should be addressed and upgrades to 
eliminate included in the Construction Plan. 
In addition, there are only two explanations 
for Base Case Overloads: 1) The resources, 
loads and/or transmission elements are not 
modeled correctly or 2) The transmission 
system is not adequate to serve native loads 
and approved transmission service requests. 


 Attachment K and 
Business Practices 
et al as needed 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL   


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
9.  ATC/AFC CALCULATIONS: 
Enhance the ICT’s authority to validate 
ATC and AFC calculations for processing 
transmission service requests.  This 
enhanced authority would cover all data 
inputs, models utilized and results. 


YES 
High 
Priority 


  Attachments C and 
S et al as needed 


     
 
 





