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


Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 12, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Enhanced ICT 
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. DETERMINATION OF BENEFITS OF 


ECONOMIC UPGRADES: Economic 
planning process should include 
identification of full set of benefits of 
any upgrade. 


Yes  See item #2  



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.  DISTINCTION OF 'ECONOMIC' 
VERSUS 'RELIABILITY ' UPGRADES: All 
effects (economic and reliability) should 
be determined for each project.  This 
will assist in formulating appropriate 
cost allocation approach for each 
upgrade. 
 
ETEC also stated they would support a 
balanced portfolio approach similar to 
the one used by SPP. 


Yes  The all impact should be included in the analysis for 
cost allocation, but this should not control the 
prioritization of the projects. 
 
Once the transmission line is part of the network its 
existence impacts all future planning. 
 
Therefore, its contribution to both increased 
reliability and improved economic dispatch should 
be measured, and those benefits factored into the 
cost allocation assessment. 


 


3.  LIMITATIONS OF ICT CONTRACT: 


Independent analysis of contract to limit 
potential conflicts and allow the ICT to 
fulfill it's duties as an independent 
coordinator.  Contract should be 
modified to remove any impediments.  
This would help in demonstrating 
independence. 
 
ETEC added “[f]rom the beginning, 
those who have participated in the 
development of the ICT experiment have 
recognized the need for a truly 
independent ICT with the authority to 
actually plan for transmission 
upgrades.” 


Yes  Elements of the contract that prevent the ICT from 
independent evaluation and recommendations 
should be eliminated. 


 







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.  STAFFING / DEDICATED 


RESOURCES: ICT needs to have 
additional staff and resources necessary 
to fully execute these duties of the ICT 
with a dedicated staff.  Concerns over 
ICT staff having SPP RTO 
responsibilities. 


  To the extent that sharing of employees allows the 
SPP and ICT to reduce cost and provide services it 
should be encouraged. 
 
The staff does need to be large enough to 
accomplish needed tasks in a timely manner. 


 


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 should include information on Local Area 
Problems that prevent the use of the most economic 
resources. 


 


6.  FLOWGATE CONGESTION: A number 
of flowgates on the Entergy system 
experience high levels of congestion 
during many hours necessitating re-
dispatch or the use of operating guides.  
This adversely affects the outcomes in 
the real-time, operating and planning 
models.  The ICT should be required 
transmission planning studies to 
identify potential cost-effective remedies 
to congestion on flowgates. 


Yes   
The cost of congestion should be determined as part 
of investigation of a solution. 
 
The proposed solutions should be reviewed by 
stakeholders. 


 







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.  ATTACHMENT K INCLUDED 


ECONOMIC STUDIES: Attachment K 
includes for the 'rolling in' of 5 economic 
studies each year to system-wide costs.  
Currently, the ICT includes stakeholder 
requested studies pursuant to 
identification of RMR units and 
remedies and flowgate congestion in 
these studies. These types of studies 
should be included in system-wide costs 
but not included in the 5 per year set of 
studies. 


  These studies are an opportunity for 
stakeholders to ask the ICT to study system 
projects that stakeholders would like to see 
studied.  These are projects that have not 
been identified by the ICT as either 
reliability or economic projects. 
 
Five free studies for these types of projects 
would be enough if the studies are 
completed in a timely manner.  
 


 


8.  205 FILING RIGHTS FOR ENTERGY 


OATT: Long delays have been incurred 
on issues (example: sale of non-firm 
transmission over a congested flowgate 
during the time of a TLR-5 event) when 
a resolution has been decoded and 
agreed upon but no new tariff language 
has been filed by Entergy.  The ICT 
should have 205 Filing Rights to allow 
for filings to change the Entergy tariff. 


  205 rights should be included in the 
authority of the ERSC.   
 
Lack of timely filings could then be 
addressed by the ERSC 


 


9.  E-RSC: Formation of the group 
should be: 
1.  more than advisory; include 205 
filing rights 
2. effective governance structure; 
unanimous voting requirement is a 
significant concern. 


 
 
Yes 
 
Yes 


 A RSC modes similar to the one included in 
the SPP RTO bylaws and tariffs should be 
utilized.  


 







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? 
10.  ELIMINATION OF PARTICIPANT 


FUNDING: Need to address cost 
allocation of needed transmission 
upgrades by the use of a rolled-in cost 
tariff using the same allocations that are 
now used to allocate costs for reliability 
upgrades under the Base Plan for ALL 
transmission upgrades 69kV and above. 
(Currently only in effect for reliability 
only upgrades 230kV and above) 


Yes    


11.  MARKET POWER CONCERNS: 
Inclusion of an independent market 
monitor who has expertise in market 
power concerns to monitor for unduly 
discriminatory transmission service 
under the Entergy OATT.  KGen 
continue to say this role should report 
directly to FERC and should include the 
monitoring of all Entergy process 
including the WPP, Short and long-term 
TSRs, TLRs and Local Area Procedures. 


Yes    


12.  DATA EXCHANGE AND SHARING: 
ICT should be responsible for 
exchanging operational and planning 
data and coordinating with neighboring 
entities on behalf of Entergy. 


  The entity that generates the data should be the one 
responsible for providing the data.   


 


13.  QF PUTS: ICT should establish 
priorities for establishing policies 
associated with modeling and 
curtailment priorities of QF puts.  These 
policies need to be filed with FERC. 


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? 
14.  NEW MARKETS: ICT should have 
responsibility to develop and establish 
new markets in Entergy (next day, 
ancillary services, and real-time) to 
optimize the existing transmission 
system and generating resources to 
minimize the cost of delivered energy to 
customers. 


  To the extent that markets provide benefit they 
should be pursued within the SPP rather than 
developing a market within a single company. 


 


15.  E-RSC (ENTERGY SUGGESTED): 
Assuming that its retail regulators agree, 
Entergy expects to file tariff 
amendments with FERC to amend the 
ICT structure to address the E-RSC’s 
authority and role in the areas of 
transmission planning and cost 
allocation. Entergy has indicated it could 
be appropriate to provide the E-RSC 
with authority, subject to unanimous 
vote of the E-RSC and with assurance of 
timely cost recovery, to (a) direct 
Entergy to file (though not necessarily 
support) tariff changes regarding 
transmission cost allocation structures; 
and (b) direct construction of additional 
transmission upgrades by Entergy.  
Entergy will, as necessary, amend its 
OATT and other relevant documents as 
necessary to reflect the role of the E-RSC 
in these areas that is agreed to on a final 
basis. 


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? 
16.  ONE STOP SHOPPING / 


ELIMINATION OF PANCAKED RATES 


(ENTERGY SUGGESTED): Entergy 
believes it is appropriate to evaluate 
whether to modify the ICT structure to 
add “one-stop shopping” for 
transmission service requests over both 
the Entergy and SPP RTO transmission 
systems.  One-stop shopping potentially 
could be achieved by adopting a single 
OASIS node that would permit requests 
for service over both systems. 
 
Entergy would propose to evaluate the 
potential costs and benefits of phasing-
out pancaked charges for transmission 
services over the Entergy and SPP RTO 
transmission.  That evaluation should 
consider the amount of time that might 
be an appropriate period for phasing-
out pancaked charges. 


Yes  Coordination by the SPP ICT and SPP RTO 
regarding transmission service requests impacting 
both systems would be a beneficial service.  
 
Since a study regarding rate pancaking has already 
been completed, it is not clear what new 
information an additional study would provide. 


 


 
 








Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 12, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Enhanced ICT 
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. DETERMINATION OF BENEFITS OF 


ECONOMIC UPGRADES: Economic 
planning process should include 
identification of full set of benefits of 
any upgrade. 


Yes  WMUC supports this requirement if the end result 
is to better utilize the Base Plan authority of the ICT.  
This may need more effort by the ICT than tariff 
revision.  See § 14 of Attachment K which may 
already require this specificity. 


Attachment K  



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.  DISTINCTION OF 'ECONOMIC' 
VERSUS 'RELIABILITY ' UPGRADES: All 
effects (economic and reliability) should 
be determined for each project.  This 
will assist in formulating appropriate 
cost allocation approach for each 
upgrade. 
 
ETEC also stated they would support a 
balanced portfolio approach similar to 
the one used by SPP. 


Yes  This function should already be performed by 
existing ICT in formulating Base Plan. 


Attachment T 
Attachment K 
(If needed) 


3.  LIMITATIONS OF ICT CONTRACT: 


Independent analysis of contract to limit 
potential conflicts and allow the ICT to 
fulfill it's duties as an independent 
coordinator.  Contract should be 
modified to remove any impediments.  
This would help in demonstrating 
independence. 
 
ETEC added “[f]rom the beginning, 
those who have participated in the 
development of the ICT experiment have 
recognized the need for a truly 
independent ICT with the authority to 
actually plan for transmission 
upgrades.” 


Yes   Attachment S  
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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 


4.  STAFFING / DEDICATED 


RESOURCES: ICT needs to have 
additional staff and resources necessary 
to fully execute these duties of the ICT 
with a dedicated staff.  Concerns over 
ICT staff having SPP RTO 
responsibilities. 


Yes    Tariff Language 
probably not needed, 
more administrative in 
nature. 


5.  FLOWGATE CONGESTION: A number 
of flowgates on the Entergy system 
experience high levels of congestion 
during many hours necessitating re-
dispatch or the use of operating guides.  
This adversely affects the outcomes in 
the real-time, operating and planning 
models.  The ICT should be required 
transmission planning studies to 
identify potential cost-effective remedies 
to congestion on flowgates. 


Yes    
Attachment C 


6.  ATTACHMENT K INCLUDED 


ECONOMIC STUDIES: Attachment K 
includes for the 'rolling in' of 5 economic 
studies each year to system-wide costs.  
Currently, the ICT includes stakeholder 
requested studies pursuant to 
identification of RMR units and 
remedies and flowgate congestion in 
these studies. These types of studies 
should be included in system-wide costs 
but not included in the 5 per year set of 
studies. 


Yes   Attachment K 
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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 


7.  205 FILING RIGHTS FOR ENTERGY 


OATT: Long delays have been incurred 
on issues (example: sale of non-firm 
transmission over a congested flowgate 
during the time of a TLR-5 event) when 
a resolution has been decoded and 
agreed upon but no new tariff language 
has been filed by Entergy.  The ICT 
should have 205 Filing Rights to allow 
for filings to change the Entergy tariff. 


  Uncertain as to ramifications- needs more 
discussion. 


Attachment S  


8.  E-RSC: Formation of the group 
should be: 
1.  more than advisory; include 205 
filing rights 
2. effective governance structure; 
unanimous voting requirement is a 
significant concern. 


  Uncertain as to ramifications- needs more 
discussion. 


Probably require FERC 
Declaratory Ruling or 
Entergy Consent. 
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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 


9.  ELIMINATION OF PARTICIPANT 


FUNDING: Need to address cost 
allocation of needed transmission 
upgrades by the use of a rolled-in cost 
tariff using the same allocations that are 
now used to allocate costs for reliability 
upgrades under the Base Plan for ALL 
transmission upgrades 69kV and above. 
(Currently only in effect for reliability 
only upgrades 230kV and above) 


Yes  Participant funding has not worked.  One 
major cause has been Base Case Overloads.  
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.  Base Case overloads need to be 
corrected first and then participant funding 
needs to address all parties who will benefit 
from the improvement not just the party 
requesting.  Taken literally, a gaming of the 
system could result from excessive 
inclusion of projects benefiting only one or 
a group of stakeholders or cumbersome 
regulatory requirements of used and useful 
determinations made by individual states 
and FERC if Participant Funding was 
eliminated.  WMUC will need to analyze 
replacement method and tariff language. 


Attachment T 
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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 


10.  MARKET POWER CONCERNS: 
Inclusion of an independent market 
monitor who has expertise in market 
power concerns to monitor for unduly 
discriminatory transmission service 
under the Entergy OATT.  KGen 
continue to say this role should report 
directly to FERC and should include the 
monitoring of all Entergy process 
including the WPP, Short and long-term 
TSRs, TLRs and Local Area Procedures. 


Yes  The ICT and SPP should construct a firewall within 
the organization via the Seams Agreement such that 
a separate function is created.  The ICT should 
assume most if not all of the functions Entergy 
presently performs. 


If tariff language is 
required, may need to 
be a new section since 
this would be a new 
entity. 


11.  DATA EXCHANGE AND SHARING: 
ICT should be responsible for 
exchanging operational and planning 
data and coordinating with neighboring 
entities on behalf of Entergy. 


Yes   Attachment S 


12.  QF PUTS: ICT should establish 
priorities for establishing policies 
associated with modeling and 
curtailment priorities of QF puts.  These 
policies need to be filed with FERC. 


Yes  QF puts as addressed by FERC should be curtailed 
prior to TL-5 events. 


Unsure 


13.  NEW MARKETS: ICT should have 
responsibility to develop and establish 
new markets in Entergy (next day, 
ancillary services, and real-time) to 
optimize the existing transmission 
system and generating resources to 
minimize the cost of delivered energy to 
customers. 


Yes 
(low 
priority) 


 Currently Entergy controls these functions and sets 
the market pricing.   


Unsure 
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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 


14.  E-RSC (ENTERGY SUGGESTED): 
Assuming that its retail regulators agree, 
Entergy expects to file tariff 
amendments with FERC to amend the 
ICT structure to address the E-RSC’s 
authority and role in the areas of 
transmission planning and cost 
allocation. Entergy has indicated it could 
be appropriate to provide the E-RSC 
with authority, subject to unanimous 
vote of the E-RSC and with assurance of 
timely cost recovery, to (a) direct 
Entergy to file (though not necessarily 
support) tariff changes regarding 
transmission cost allocation structures; 
and (b) direct construction of additional 
transmission upgrades by Entergy.  
Entergy will, as necessary, amend its 
OATT and other relevant documents as 
necessary to reflect the role of the E-RSC 
in these areas that is agreed to on a final 
basis. 


Yes  Support in theory, would like to see actual Tariff 
language before expressing final support. 


Various 
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E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
15.  ONE STOP SHOPPING / 


ELIMINATION OF PANCAKED RATES 


(ENTERGY SUGGESTED): Entergy 
believes it is appropriate to evaluate 
whether to modify the ICT structure to 
add “one-stop shopping” for 
transmission service requests over both 
the Entergy and SPP RTO transmission 
systems.  One-stop shopping potentially 
could be achieved by adopting a single 
OASIS node that would permit requests 
for service over both systems. 
 
Entergy would propose to evaluate the 
potential costs and benefits of phasing-
out pancaked charges for transmission 
services over the Entergy and SPP RTO 
transmission.  That evaluation should 
consider the amount of time that might 
be an appropriate period for phasing-
out pancaked charges. 


 Yes The recommendation from the SPC on the 
TRAAC and Rate De-Pancaking 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-Pancaking, ETR and SPP in 3/1/10 
APSC filing’s cover pleading  § 3, page 10 
rejects E-RSC staff recommendation 
discussed in March 5, 2010 Matrix 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 concern.  In 
other words, Entergy’s commitment to this 
Enhancement is belied by its position in at 
least one formal regulatory docket 
described in these comments. 


Tariff changes would 
most likely be needed 
eventually. This may 
require a new 
Attachment to the 
Entergy OATT. 


 
 








E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON ADDITIONAL ICT ENHANCEMENTS 


Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 12, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Enhanced ICT 
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. DETERMINATION OF BENEFITS OF 


ECONOMIC UPGRADES: Economic 
planning process should include 
identification of full set of benefits of 
any upgrade. 


Support   Maybe. 
See KGen presentation 
for 18 March 2010 to 
the E-RSC for additional 
details. 



mailto:bbright@spp.org





E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON ADDITIONAL ICT ENHANCEMENTS 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
2.  DISTINCTION OF 'ECONOMIC' 
VERSUS 'RELIABILITY ' UPGRADES: All 
effects (economic and reliability) should 
be determined for each project.  This 
will assist in formulating appropriate 
cost allocation approach for each 
upgrade. 
 
ETEC also stated they would support a 
balanced portfolio approach similar to 
the one used by SPP. 


Support   Maybe. 
See KGen presentation 
18 March 2010 to the E-
RSC for additional 
details. 


3.  LIMITATIONS OF ICT CONTRACT: 


Independent analysis of contract to limit 
potential conflicts and allow the ICT to 
fulfill its duties as an independent 
coordinator.  Contract should be 
modified to remove any impediments.  
This would help in demonstrating 
independence. 
 
ETEC added “[f]rom the beginning, 
those who have participated in the 
development of the ICT experiment have 
recognized the need for a truly 
independent ICT with the authority to 
actually plan for transmission 
upgrades.” 


Support   No 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON ADDITIONAL ICT ENHANCEMENTS 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
4.  STAFFING / DEDICATED 


RESOURCES: ICT needs to have 
additional staff and resources necessary 
to fully execute these duties of the ICT 
with a dedicated staff.  Concerns over 
ICT staff having SPP RTO 
responsibilities. 


Support   No 


5.  FLOWGATE CONGESTION: A number 
of flowgates on the Entergy system 
experience high levels of congestion 
during many hours necessitating re-
dispatch or the use of operating guides.  
This adversely affects the outcomes in 
the real-time, operating and planning 
models.  The ICT should be required 
transmission planning studies to 
identify potential cost-effective remedies 
to congestion on flowgates. 


Support   No. 
See KGen presentation 
18 March 2010 to E-
RSC for additional 
details. 


6.  ATTACHMENT K INCLUDED 


ECONOMIC STUDIES: Attachment K 
includes for the 'rolling in' of 5 economic 
studies each year to system-wide costs.  
Currently, the ICT includes stakeholder 
requested studies pursuant to 
identification of RMR units and 
remedies and flowgate congestion in 
these studies. These types of studies 
should be included in system-wide costs 
but not included in the 5 per year set of 
studies. 


Support   No 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON ADDITIONAL ICT ENHANCEMENTS 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
7.  205 FILING RIGHTS FOR ENTERGY 


OATT: Long delays have been incurred 
on issues (example: sale of non-firm 
transmission over a congested flowgate 
during the time of a TLR-5 event) when 
a resolution has been decoded and 
agreed upon but no new tariff language 
has been filed by Entergy.  The ICT 
should have 205 Filing Rights to allow 
for filings to change the Entergy tariff. 


Support   Yes. 
See KGen presentation 
18 March 2010 to E-
RSC for additional 
details. 


8.  E-RSC: Formation of the group 
should be: 
1.  more than advisory; include 205 
filing rights 
2. effective governance structure; 
unanimous voting requirement is a 
significant concern. 


Support   Yes. 
See KGen presentation 
18 March 2010 to E-
RSC for additional 
details.  


9.  ELIMINATION OF PARTICIPANT 


FUNDING: Need to address cost 
allocation of needed transmission 
upgrades by the use of a rolled-in cost 
tariff using the same allocations that are 
now used to allocate costs for reliability 
upgrades under the Base Plan for ALL 
transmission upgrades 69kV and above. 
(Currently only in effect for reliability 
only upgrades 230kV and above) 


Support   Yes. 
See KGen presentation 
18 March 2010 to E-
RSC for additional 
details. 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON ADDITIONAL ICT ENHANCEMENTS 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
10.  MARKET POWER CONCERNS: 
Inclusion of an independent market 
monitor who has expertise in market 
power concerns to monitor for unduly 
discriminatory transmission service 
under the Entergy OATT.  KGen 
continue to say this role should report 
directly to FERC and should include the 
monitoring of all Entergy process 
including the WPP, Short and long-term 
TSRs, TLRs and Local Area Procedures. 


Support   Yes 


11.  DATA EXCHANGE AND SHARING: 
ICT should be responsible for 
exchanging operational and planning 
data and coordinating with neighboring 
entities on behalf of Entergy. 


Support   No. 
See KGen presentation 
18 March 2010 to E-
RSC for additional 
details. 


12.  QF PUTS: ICT should establish 
priorities for establishing policies 
associated with modeling and 
curtailment priorities of QF puts.  These 
policies need to be filed with FERC. 


Support   Yes 


13.  NEW MARKETS: ICT should have 
responsibility to develop and establish 
new markets in Entergy (next day, 
ancillary services, and real-time) to 
optimize the existing transmission 
system and generating resources to 
minimize the cost of delivered energy to 
customers. 


Support   Yes. 
See KGen presentation 
18 March 2010 to E-
RSC for additional 
details. 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON ADDITIONAL ICT ENHANCEMENTS 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
14.  E-RSC (ENTERGY SUGGESTED): 
Assuming that its retail regulators agree, 
Entergy expects to file tariff 
amendments with FERC to amend the 
ICT structure to address the E-RSC’s 
authority and role in the areas of 
transmission planning and cost 
allocation. Entergy has indicated it could 
be appropriate to provide the E-RSC 
with authority, subject to unanimous 
vote of the E-RSC and with assurance of 
timely cost recovery, to (a) direct 
Entergy to file (though not necessarily 
support) tariff changes regarding 
transmission cost allocation structures; 
and (b) direct construction of additional 
transmission upgrades by Entergy.  
Entergy will, as necessary, amend its 
OATT and other relevant documents as 
necessary to reflect the role of the E-RSC 
in these areas that is agreed to on a final 
basis. 


 Oppose Many of these concepts are captured by the other 
additional ICT enhancements above, and those 
other recommendations empower the E-RSC 
directly instead of channeling its authority through 
Entergy.  For example, why not provide the E-
RSC/E-ICT 205 filing rights and the authority to 
determine construction projects versus the 
suggestion here of simply directing Entergy to such 
an action? 


 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON ADDITIONAL ICT ENHANCEMENTS 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
15.  ONE STOP SHOPPING / 


ELIMINATION OF PANCAKED RATES 


(ENTERGY SUGGESTED): Entergy 
believes it is appropriate to evaluate 
whether to modify the ICT structure to 
add “one-stop shopping” for 
transmission service requests over both 
the Entergy and SPP RTO transmission 
systems.  One-stop shopping potentially 
could be achieved by adopting a single 
OASIS node that would permit requests 
for service over both systems. 
 
Entergy would propose to evaluate the 
potential costs and benefits of phasing-
out pancaked charges for transmission 
services over the Entergy and SPP RTO 
transmission.  That evaluation should 
consider the amount of time that might 
be an appropriate period for phasing-
out pancaked charges. 


Support   Yes 
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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 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
1. DETERMINATION OF 


BENEFITS OF ECONOMIC 


UPGRADES: Economic planning 
process should include 
identification of full set of 
benefits of any upgrade. 


As Entergy explains 
in the comments 
attached hereto, the 
Independent 
Coordinator of 
Transmission 
(“ICT”) already is 
authorized to 
perform screening 
studies of the 
benefits of economic 
upgrades and to 
provide information 
regarding potential 
benefits to 
stakeholders.  
Entergy does not 
oppose the ICT’s 
performance of 
“screening studies” 
in accordance with 
the current terms of 
Attachment K to 
Entergy’s Open 
Access Transmission 
Tariff (“OATT”). 


To the extent this 
Additional 
Recommendation 
proposes a change 
in cost allocation 
under Attachment 
T to Entergy’s 
OATT, Entergy 
provides an 
alternative 
proposal. 


See comments attached hereto. 
 


A change in 
transmission 
pricing would 
require OATT 
amendments.  
Entergy’s 
alternative 
proposal also 
would require 
tariff 
amendments. 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
2.  DISTINCTION OF 'ECONOMIC' 
VERSUS 'RELIABILITY ' 
UPGRADES: All effects 
(economic and reliability) 
should be determined for each 
project.  This will assist in 
formulating appropriate cost 
allocation approach for each 
upgrade. 
 
ETEC also stated they would 
support a balanced portfolio 
approach similar to the one used 
by SPP. 


 Entergy provides 
an alternative 
proposal. 


The description of this Additional 
Recommendation makes clear that it 
relates directly to proposed changes 
to transmission pricing under 
Attachment T to Entergy’s OATT.  As 
Entergy explained in its comments 
submitted on March 5, 2010 
(“March 5 Comments”), one 
potential modification that has been 
discussed is to provide the E-RSC 
with the authority to require Entergy 
to make a filing with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission 
(“FERC”) to change the way 
transmission upgrade costs are 
allocated under Entergy’s OATT.  
Entergy believes that proposals 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, including the expected 
effects on retail customers.   


Changes to the 
OATT would be 
required to 
implement the 
stakeholders’ 
proposal or 
Entergy’s 
proposal. 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
3.  LIMITATIONS OF ICT 


CONTRACT: Independent 
analysis of contract to limit 
potential conflicts and allow the 
ICT to fulfill it's duties as an 
independent coordinator.  
Contract should be modified to 
remove any impediments.  This 
would help in demonstrating 
independence. 
 
ETEC added “[f]rom the 
beginning, those who have 
participated in the development 
of the ICT experiment have 
recognized the need for a truly 
independent ICT with the 
authority to actually plan for 
transmission upgrades.” 


 Entergy opposes 
this Additional 
Recommendation 
to the extent it 
suggests that the 
ICT Agreement 
limits the ICT’s 
authority to fully 
carry out its 
current 
responsibilities. 
However, Entergy 
recognizes the 
need to evaluate 
the agreement 
once the 
modifications for 
the “ICT extension 
period” are agreed 
upon, and in the 
event a modified 
ICT is determined 
to be appropriate 
for the longer-
term, in order to 
ensure that the 
ICT has the 
authority to carry-
out any additional 
responsibilities. 


FERC has determined that the ICT is 
independent and has the authority 
to perform the tasks for which it was 
formed.   E.g., Entergy Servs., Inc., 
115 FERC ¶ 61,095 (2006) (“April 
2006 Order”).  There is no basis for 
performing an additional 
“independent analysis” of the ICT 
Agreement or the ICT’s authority.   If 
the ICT is granted additional 
responsibilities or authority for the 
ICT extension period, or on a longer-
term basis, the ICT Agreement will 
be amended and filed with FERC.  
Stakeholders will have a full 
opportunity to address the changes 
to the ICT Agreement at that time. 


Yes.  The ICT 
Agreement is an 
attachment to 
Entergy’s OATT.  
Any change to the 
agreement thus 
would require the 
filing of 
amendments to 
the OATT. 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
4.  STAFFING / DEDICATED 


RESOURCES: ICT needs to have 
additional staff and resources 
necessary to fully execute these 
duties of the ICT with a 
dedicated staff.  Concerns over 
ICT staff having SPP RTO 
responsibilities. 


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. 


Entergy agrees that the ICT should 
have sufficient staff and resources.  
However, there has been no showing 
that the ICT’s staff and resources are 
insufficient.   Moreover, the ICT 
Agreement already allows SPP to 
request additional resources if 
necessary.  No such request has been 
received. 


Whether a tariff 
change would be 
required would 
depend on any 
specific proposals 
adopted. 


5.  FLOWGATE CONGESTION: A 
number of flowgates on the 
Entergy system experience high 
levels of congestion during many 
hours necessitating re-dispatch 
or the use of operating guides.  
This adversely affects the 
outcomes in the real-time, 
operating and planning models.  
The ICT should be required 
transmission planning studies to 
identify potential cost-effective 
remedies to congestion on 
flowgates. 


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 
address congestion.  
Each interested 
party then would be 
responsible for 
performing its own 
detailed study of the 
potential benefits to 
it. 


 
 


The ICT already is authorized to 
perform screening studies of the 
benefits of upgrades that address 
flowgates subject to frequent 
congestion.  The ICT also is 
authorized to provide information 
regarding those potential benefits to 
stakeholders.  See comments 
attached hereto addressing 
Additional Recommendation 
Number 1.  Finally, Entergy notes 
that it does not agree with certain 
factual assumptions embedded in 
this Additional Recommendation.   


No.  See 
comments 
attached hereto, 
addressing 
Additional 
Recommendation 
Number 1. 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
6.  ATTACHMENT K INCLUDED 


ECONOMIC STUDIES: 
Attachment K includes for the 
'rolling in' of 5 economic studies 
each year to system-wide costs.  
Currently, the ICT includes 
stakeholder requested studies 
pursuant to identification of 
RMR units and remedies and 
flowgate congestion in these 
studies. These types of studies 
should be included in system-
wide costs but not included in 
the 5 per year set of studies. 


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


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


See comments attached hereto. 
 


No. 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
7.  205 FILING RIGHTS FOR 


ENTERGY OATT: Long delays 
have been incurred on issues 
(example: sale of non-firm 
transmission over a congested 
flowgate during the time of a 
TLR-5 event) when a resolution 
has been decoded and agreed 
upon but no new tariff language 
has been filed by Entergy.  The 
ICT should have 205 Filing 
Rights to allow for filings to 
change the Entergy tariff. 


 Entergy opposes 
this Additional 
Recommendation 
for the ICT 
extension period, 
but would consider 
it as a longer-term 
change. 


Providing the ICT with the right to 
file changes to Entergy’s OATT 
under Section 205 of the Federal 
Power Act (“FPA”) would make the 
ICT the transmission provider under 
the OATT.  As Entergy explained in 
its March 5 Comments, Entergy is 
willing to consider changes that 
would make the ICT the 
transmission provider under 
Entergy’s OATT as a possible longer-
term change to the ICT structure if 
Entergy does not join the Southwest 
Power Pool Regional Transmission 
Organization (“SPP RTO”).  Such 
changes should not, however, be 
considered for the ICT extension 
period.  Finally, Entergy notes that it 
does not agree that there have been 
any unwarranted delays in making 
filings at FERC.   
 


Yes. 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
8.  E-RSC: Formation of the 
group should be: 
1.  more than advisory; include 
205 filing rights 
2. effective governance 
structure; unanimous voting 
requirement is a significant 
concern. 


Depending on the 
details of the 
proposal, Entergy 
supports this 
Additional 
Recommendation to 
the extent it would 
provide the E-RSC 
with authority to 
require Entergy to 
make an FPA 
Section 205 filing to 
amend cost 
allocation under 
Entergy’s OATT.   


Entergy does not 
agree that the E-
RSC should have 
Section 205 filing 
rights itself.  
Further, Entergy 
believes that the E-
RSC’s decision to 
require a change in 
cost allocation or 
to add a project to 
the Construction 
Plan should 
require a 
unanimous vote.   


See comments attached hereto. Yes. 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
9.  ELIMINATION OF 


PARTICIPANT FUNDING: Need 
to address cost allocation of 
needed transmission upgrades 
by the use of a rolled-in cost 
tariff using the same allocations 
that are now used to allocate 
costs for reliability upgrades 
under the Base Plan for ALL 
transmission upgrades 69kV and 
above. (Currently only in effect 
for reliability only upgrades 
230kV and above) 


 Entergy opposes 
the elimination of 
participant 
funding.  However, 
Entergy provides 
an alternative 
proposal. 


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 any 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, 
including the expected effects on 
retail customers.   


Changes to the 
OATT would be 
required to 
implement the 
stakeholders’ 
proposal or 
Entergy’s 
proposal. 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
10.  MARKET POWER 


CONCERNS: Inclusion of an 
independent market monitor 
who has expertise in market 
power concerns to monitor for 
unduly discriminatory 
transmission service under the 
Entergy OATT.  KGen continue 
to say this role should report 
directly to FERC and should 
include the monitoring of all 
Entergy process including the 
WPP, Short and long-term TSRs, 
TLRs and Local Area 
Procedures. 


 Entergy opposes 
this Additional 
Recommendation 
at this time. 


The ICT oversees the provision of 
transmission service under Entergy’s 
OATT.  As FERC explained when it 
approved the ICT, it evaluated the 
ICT structure “to determine 
whether, in granting or denying 
transmission service, the ICT has 
sufficient authority to ensure that 
the terms and conditions of 
Entergy's OATT (including 
[Available Flowgate Capability 
(“AFC”)] procedures) will be applied 
in a fair and non-discriminatory 
manner.” April 2006 Order, 115 
FERC ¶ 61,095 at P 43.  FERC 
determined that the ICT would help 
ensure that comparable and non-
discriminatory transmission service 
is available over Entergy’s 
transmission system.  The ICT also 
oversees the operation of the Weekly 
Procurement Process (“WPP”), and 
grants or denials of transmission 
service under the WPP, under terms 
and conditions approved by FERC.  
There is no basis for adding an 
additional “independent market 
monitor” to “monitor for unduly 
discriminatory transmission 
service.” 


Yes. 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
11.  DATA EXCHANGE AND 


SHARING: ICT should be 
responsible for exchanging 
operational and planning data 
and coordinating with 
neighboring entities on behalf of 
Entergy. 


The ICT is already 
authorized to 
exchange data and 
coordinate with 
neighboring entities.  
Nevertheless, 
Entergy is willing to 
work with parties to 
determine whether 
the ICT should be 
responsible for 
exchanging 
additional 
operational and 
planning data with 
neighboring entities, 
and if so, to identify 
that data. 


  It is unlikely that 
a filing would be 
needed. 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
12.  QF PUTS: ICT should 
establish priorities for 
establishing policies associated 
with modeling and curtailment 
priorities of QF puts.  These 
policies need to be filed with 
FERC. 


Entergy is willing to 
work further with 
the ICT to address 
the treatment of 
qualifying facility 
(“QF”) puts in the 
AFC process.  
Filings would be 
made with FERC to 
the extent required 
under the FPA.  To 
the extent the 
Additional 
Recommendation is 
requesting the ICT 
to be granted 
authority to modify 
the OATT with 
respect to QF 
obligations or 
modeling, Entergy 
would consider that 
proposal as a longer-
term change to the 
modified ICT 
option. 


To the extent this 
Additional 
Recommendation 
applies to long-
term transmission 
planning, Entergy 
opposes the 
recommendation.   


Entergy complies with Attachment K 
of its OATT and reliability standards 
regarding the treatment of non-firm 
transmission service, such as QF 
puts, in long-term transmission 
models.  Specifically, because  QF 
puts are considered non-firm 
transmission, they are not reflected 
in those models.  However, to the 
extent a QF has obtained firm 
transmission service, such service is  
reflected in the long-term 
transmission models in accordance 
with applicable rules. 


Filing 
requirements 
would depend on 
the policies that 
are adopted. 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
13.  NEW MARKETS: ICT should 
have responsibility to develop 
and establish new markets in 
Entergy (next day, ancillary 
services, and real-time) to 
optimize the existing 
transmission system and 
generating resources to 
minimize the cost of delivered 
energy to customers. 


 Entergy opposes 
this Additional 
Recommendation 
for the ICT 
extension period, 
but would consider 
it as a longer-term 
change. 


Providing the ICT with the right to 
establish new markets would make 
the ICT the transmission provider 
under Entergy’s OATT.  As Entergy 
explained in its March 5 Comments, 
Entergy is willing to consider 
changes that would make the ICT 
the transmission provider under 
Entergy’s OATT as a possible longer-
term change to the ICT structure if 
Entergy does not join the SPP RTO.  
Such changes should not, however, 
be considered for the ICT extension 
period.  (Entergy also notes that a 
participant in the WPP may offer 
Automatic Generation Control and 
Operating Reserves through that 
process.) 


Yes. 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
14.  E-RSC (ENTERGY 


SUGGESTED): Assuming that its 
retail regulators agree, Entergy 
expects to file tariff amendments 
with FERC to amend the ICT 
structure to address the E-RSC’s 
authority and role in the areas of 
transmission planning and cost 
allocation. Entergy has indicated 
it could be appropriate to 
provide the E-RSC with 
authority, subject to unanimous 
vote of the E-RSC and with 
assurance of timely cost 
recovery, to (a) direct Entergy to 
file (though not necessarily 
support) tariff changes 
regarding transmission cost 
allocation structures; and (b) 
direct construction of additional 
transmission upgrades by 
Entergy.  Entergy will, as 
necessary, amend its OATT and 
other relevant documents as 
necessary to reflect the role of 
the E-RSC in these areas that is 
agreed to on a final basis. 


Entergy supports 
this Additional 
Recommendation.  
Entergy addressed 
these topics in its 
March 5 Comments.   


  Yes. 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
15.  ONE STOP SHOPPING / 


ELIMINATION OF PANCAKED 


RATES (ENTERGY SUGGESTED): 
Entergy believes it is appropriate 
to evaluate whether to modify 
the ICT structure to add “one-
stop shopping” for transmission 
service requests over both the 
Entergy and SPP RTO 
transmission systems.  One-stop 
shopping potentially could be 
achieved by adopting a single 
OASIS node that would permit 
requests for service over both 
systems. 
 
Entergy would propose to 
evaluate the potential costs and 
benefits of phasing-out 
pancaked charges for 
transmission services over the 
Entergy and SPP RTO 
transmission.  That evaluation 
should consider the amount of 
time that might be an 
appropriate period for phasing-
out pancaked charges. 


Entergy supports 
this Additional 
Recommendation.  
Entergy addressed 
these topics in its 
March 5 Comments.   


  Yes. 
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Attachment to Entergy Comments 
 


 
Additional Recommendation Number 1:  Determination of Benefits of 
Economic Upgrades 


 
Under this Additional Recommendation from stakeholders, the economic 


transmission planning process would “include identification of [the] full set of benefits 
of any upgrade.”   


 
The ICT already is authorized to perform screening studies of the benefits of 


economic upgrades and to provide information regarding potential benefits to 
stakeholders.  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.”  Sections 14.3 and 14.3.2 of 
Attachment K further provide as follows: 


 
14.3 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.”    


. . . . 


14.3.2 The ICT will provide information about the potential benefits of the 
upgrades.  This information will include the ICT’s estimate of the 
increase in MW that could flow over the facility as a result of 
upgrading each identified facility.  The ICT, at its discretion, may 
also: (i) provide an approximation of the reduction in congestion on 
the facility, based on projected changes in actual flows that would 
result from the upgrade of the facility; (ii) provide an 
approximation of the potential savings from the upgrade, using a 
resimulation of historic WPP results; and (iii) identify the potential 
beneficiaries of the upgrade. The ICT will post this information on 
OASIS, subject to the confidentiality and CEII provisions of this 
Attachment K. 


In addition, the ICT Strategic Transmission Expansion Plan (“ISTEP”) listed the 
following as study objectives:  (a) improving load-serving capability, (b) improving 
inter-regional transfer capability, (c) improving load pockets/load centers, and (d) 
relieving constraining flowgates. 


 
 


 
 







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


PROPOSAL 
 
 


2 
 


As Entergy explained in its March 5 Comments, after the ICT performs a 
“screening study” a party may perform its own detailed analysis of its expected savings 
from a potential upgrade identified by the ICT.  That party or a group of parties then 
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 expected economic benefits from a potential transmission upgrade 
identified by the ICT in accordance with Section 14 of Attachment K.    


 
Entergy does not oppose the ICT’s performance of screening studies in 


accordance with the current terms of Attachment K to Entergy’s OATT.  However, 
Entergy does oppose this Additional Recommendation to the extent it would result in a 
change to transmission pricing under Attachment T.  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 proposals 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.   


 
Entergy also opposes this Additional Recommendation to the extent it would 


provide the ICT with authority to determine whether a transmission upgrade is 
constructed.  Another 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.  There is no reason to vest the ICT with authority that would be redundant to the 
E-RSC’s proposed authority.  Entergy notes, however, that 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.    


 
 


Additional Recommendation Number 6:  Economic Studies Under 
Attachment K 
 
 As Entergy explained in its March 5 Comments, Entergy does not oppose the ICT 
undertaking an analysis to identify transmission upgrades that could help eliminate 
transmission operating guides or must run requirements.   Entergy believes that the ICT 
already has the authority to undertake such an analysis pursuant to Section 14.1 of 
Attachment K.  To the extent a stakeholder or group of stakeholders requests additional 
studies beyond those performed pursuant to Section 14.1, those studies are subject to 
Section 14.5.  (Studies undertaken by the ICT pursuant to Section 14.1  do not count as 
studies under Section 14.5.)  Under Section 14.5, the costs of up to five additional 
“highest priority” economic studies are rolled in to base transmission rates, while the 
costs of other economic studies are allocated to the parties requesting the studies.  FERC 
has approved this structure, e.g., Entergy Services, Inc., 124 FERC ¶ 61,268 at P 128 
(2008), and stakeholders have provided no basis for changing it.   
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In fact, in an ICT Long Term Transmission Issues Working Group meeting 
background document dated August 18, 2009, stakeholders appear to recognize that the 
OATT operates in this manner.  That document stated as follows: 


 
1.  Section 14 of Attachment K states the following in reference to 


identification of potential economic upgrades: “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.”  


2.  The goals of the ISTEP defined in its scope are: “Improving Load-
Serving Capability, Improving Inter-Regional Transfer Capability, 
Improving Load Pockets/Load Centers, and Relieving Constraining 
Flowgates.”  


3.  The RMR displacement study would not be one of the five free 
studies identified by the ICT for 2009 because it would disrupt the 
existing work plan and schedule for these studies. 


4.  The following options have been identified for funding the RMR 
displacement study: a) it could be one of the free studies for 2010; 
or b) it could be funded by interested parties and requested via the 
economic study queue.  If funded by interested parties, these 
parties and the ICT would determine the scope of the study and 
accordingly, the ICT would provide a cost estimate for the study.  


http://www.spp.org/publications/LTTIWG%20Background%20Materials%209-15-
2009.pdf at 9 (emphasis in original). 
 
 
Additional Recommendation Number 8:  E-RSC Authority 
 


As Entergy discussed in its March 5 Comments, Entergy supports filing changes 
to the OATT that would give the E-RSC authority, subject to unanimous vote, to direct 
Entergy to (a) make a filing pursuant to Section 205 of the FPA to change the way 
transmission upgrade costs are allocated under Entergy’s OATT and (b) add specific 
projects to Entergy’s Construction Plan.  To the extent this Additional Recommendation 
is proposing that the E-RSC itself should have Section 205 filing rights (as opposed to 
directing Entergy to make a filing), Entergy does not agree.  There is no reason why it is 
necessary or would be beneficial to provide the E-RSC with the right to make Section 
205 filings.  To the contrary, providing the E-RSC with direct Section 205 filing rights 
would make the E-RSC the transmission provider under Entergy’s OATT, which likely 
would raise a number of federal and state issues.   


 



http://www.spp.org/publications/LTTIWG%20Background%20Materials%209-15-2009.pdf�

http://www.spp.org/publications/LTTIWG%20Background%20Materials%209-15-2009.pdf�
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Further, consistent with the E-RSC’s bylaws, Entergy believes that the E-RSC’s 
decision to require a change in cost allocation or to add a project to the Construction 
Plan should require the unanimous support of Entergy’s retail regulators.  These 
decisions impact all of the retail jurisdictions, and thus a unanimous vote is appropriate 
before the E-RSC exercises its authority in these regards.  In those cases when Entergy’s 
retail regulators do not all agree on a proposal, the E-RSC still would be able to express 
its majority and dissenting views on these matters, including through filings with FERC.  
The E-RSC would not, however, be able to direct a Section 205 filing or the addition of a 
facility to the Construction Plan. 








Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 12, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Enhanced ICT 
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, Conway Corporation, West Memphis Utilities Commission, City of Benton, City of Osceola, 


City of Prescott, Hope Water & Light Commission 


Stakeholder contact:   Zachary David Wilson P.A.   


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. DETERMINATION OF BENEFITS OF 


ECONOMIC UPGRADES: Economic 
planning process should include 
identification of full set of benefits of 
any upgrade. 


Yes  AC support this requirement if the end result is to 
better utilize the Base Plan authority of the ICT.  
This may need more effort by the ICT than tariff 
revision.  See § 14 of Attachment K which may 
already require this specificity. 


Attachment K  



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.  DISTINCTION OF 'ECONOMIC' 
VERSUS 'RELIABILITY ' UPGRADES: All 
effects (economic and reliability) should 
be determined for each project.  This 
will assist in formulating appropriate 
cost allocation approach for each 
upgrade. 
 
ETEC also stated they would support a 
balanced portfolio approach similar to 
the one used by SPP. 


Yes  This function should already be performed by 
existing ICT in formulating Base Plan. 


Attachment T 
Attachment K 
(If needed) 


3.  LIMITATIONS OF ICT CONTRACT: 


Independent analysis of contract to limit 
potential conflicts and allow the ICT to 
fulfill it's duties as an independent 
coordinator.  Contract should be 
modified to remove any impediments.  
This would help in demonstrating 
independence. 
 
ETEC added “[f]rom the beginning, 
those who have participated in the 
development of the ICT experiment have 
recognized the need for a truly 
independent ICT with the authority to 
actually plan for transmission 
upgrades.” 


Yes   Attachment S  
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IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 


4.  STAFFING / DEDICATED 


RESOURCES: ICT needs to have 
additional staff and resources necessary 
to fully execute these duties of the ICT 
with a dedicated staff.  Concerns over 
ICT staff having SPP RTO 
responsibilities. 


Yes    Tariff Language 
probably not needed, 
more administrative in 
nature. 


5.  FLOWGATE CONGESTION: A number 
of flowgates on the Entergy system 
experience high levels of congestion 
during many hours necessitating re-
dispatch or the use of operating guides.  
This adversely affects the outcomes in 
the real-time, operating and planning 
models.  The ICT should be required 
transmission planning studies to 
identify potential cost-effective remedies 
to congestion on flowgates. 


Yes    
Attachment C 


6.  ATTACHMENT K INCLUDED 


ECONOMIC STUDIES: Attachment K 
includes for the 'rolling in' of 5 economic 
studies each year to system-wide costs.  
Currently, the ICT includes stakeholder 
requested studies pursuant to 
identification of RMR units and 
remedies and flowgate congestion in 
these studies. These types of studies 
should be included in system-wide costs 
but not included in the 5 per year set of 
studies. 


Yes   Attachment K 
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IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 


7.  205 FILING RIGHTS FOR ENTERGY 


OATT: Long delays have been incurred 
on issues (example: sale of non-firm 
transmission over a congested flowgate 
during the time of a TLR-5 event) when 
a resolution has been decoded and 
agreed upon but no new tariff language 
has been filed by Entergy.  The ICT 
should have 205 Filing Rights to allow 
for filings to change the Entergy tariff. 


  Uncertain as to ramifications- needs more 
discussion. 


Attachment S  


8.  E-RSC: Formation of the group 
should be: 
1.  more than advisory; include 205 
filing rights 
2. effective governance structure; 
unanimous voting requirement is a 
significant concern. 


  Uncertain as to ramifications- needs more 
discussion. 


Probably require FERC 
Declaratory Ruling or 
Entergy Consent. 
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IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 


9.  ELIMINATION OF PARTICIPANT 


FUNDING: Need to address cost 
allocation of needed transmission 
upgrades by the use of a rolled-in cost 
tariff using the same allocations that are 
now used to allocate costs for reliability 
upgrades under the Base Plan for ALL 
transmission upgrades 69kV and above. 
(Currently only in effect for reliability 
only upgrades 230kV and above) 


Yes  Participant funding has not worked.  One 
major cause has been Base Case Overloads.  
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.  Base Case overloads need to be 
corrected first and then participant funding 
needs to address all parties who will benefit 
from the improvement not just the party 
requesting.  Taken literally, a gaming of the 
system could result from excessive 
inclusion of projects benefiting only one or 
a group of stakeholders or cumbersome 
regulatory requirements of used and useful 
determinations made by individual states 
and FERC if Participant Funding was 
eliminated.  AC would need to analyze 
replacement method and tariff language. 


Attachment T 


 5







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 


10.  MARKET POWER CONCERNS: 
Inclusion of an independent market 
monitor who has expertise in market 
power concerns to monitor for unduly 
discriminatory transmission service 
under the Entergy OATT.  KGen 
continue to say this role should report 
directly to FERC and should include the 
monitoring of all Entergy process 
including the WPP, Short and long-term 
TSRs, TLRs and Local Area Procedures. 


Yes  The ICT and SPP should construct a firewall within 
the organization via the Seams Agreement such that 
a separate function is created.  The ICT should 
assume most if not all of the functions Entergy 
presently performs. 


If tariff language is 
required, may need to 
be a new section since 
this would be a new 
entity. 


11.  DATA EXCHANGE AND SHARING: 
ICT should be responsible for 
exchanging operational and planning 
data and coordinating with neighboring 
entities on behalf of Entergy. 


Yes   Attachment S 


12.  QF PUTS: ICT should establish 
priorities for establishing policies 
associated with modeling and 
curtailment priorities of QF puts.  These 
policies need to be filed with FERC. 


Yes  QF puts as addressed by FERC should be curtailed 
prior to TL-5 events. 


Unsure 


13.  NEW MARKETS: ICT should have 
responsibility to develop and establish 
new markets in Entergy (next day, 
ancillary services, and real-time) to 
optimize the existing transmission 
system and generating resources to 
minimize the cost of delivered energy to 
customers. 


Yes 
(low 
priority) 


 Currently Entergy controls these functions and sets 
the market pricing.   


Unsure 
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IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 


14.  E-RSC (ENTERGY SUGGESTED): 
Assuming that its retail regulators agree, 
Entergy expects to file tariff 
amendments with FERC to amend the 
ICT structure to address the E-RSC’s 
authority and role in the areas of 
transmission planning and cost 
allocation. Entergy has indicated it could 
be appropriate to provide the E-RSC 
with authority, subject to unanimous 
vote of the E-RSC and with assurance of 
timely cost recovery, to (a) direct 
Entergy to file (though not necessarily 
support) tariff changes regarding 
transmission cost allocation structures; 
and (b) direct construction of additional 
transmission upgrades by Entergy.  
Entergy will, as necessary, amend its 
OATT and other relevant documents as 
necessary to reflect the role of the E-RSC 
in these areas that is agreed to on a final 
basis. 


Yes  Support in theory, would like to see actual Tariff 
language before expressing final support. 


Various 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
15.  ONE STOP SHOPPING / 


ELIMINATION OF PANCAKED RATES 


(ENTERGY SUGGESTED): Entergy 
believes it is appropriate to evaluate 
whether to modify the ICT structure to 
add “one-stop shopping” for 
transmission service requests over both 
the Entergy and SPP RTO transmission 
systems.  One-stop shopping potentially 
could be achieved by adopting a single 
OASIS node that would permit requests 
for service over both systems. 
 
Entergy would propose to evaluate the 
potential costs and benefits of phasing-
out pancaked charges for transmission 
services over the Entergy and SPP RTO 
transmission.  That evaluation should 
consider the amount of time that might 
be an appropriate period for phasing-
out pancaked charges. 


 Yes The recommendation from the SPC on the 
TRAAC and Rate De-Pancaking 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-Pancaking, ETR and SPP in 3/1/10 
APSC filing’s cover pleading  § 3, page 10 
rejects E-RSC staff recommendation 
discussed in March 5, 2010 Matrix 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.  In other words, 
Entergy’s commitment to this 
Enhancement is belied by its position in at 
least one formal regulatory docket 
described in these comments. 


Tariff changes would 
most likely be needed 
eventually. This may 
require a new 
Attachment to the 
Entergy OATT. 


 
 








Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 12, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Enhanced ICT 
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:  henrythompson@cablelynx.com    


 
 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
1. DETERMINATION OF BENEFITS OF 


ECONOMIC UPGRADES: Economic 
planning process should include 
identification of full set of benefits of 
any upgrade. 


Yes  Osceola supports this requirement if the end result 
is to better utilize the Base Plan authority of the ICT.  
This may need more effort by the ICT than tariff 
revision.  See § 14 of Attachment K which may 
already require this specificity. 


Attachment K  



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.  DISTINCTION OF 'ECONOMIC' 
VERSUS 'RELIABILITY ' UPGRADES: All 
effects (economic and reliability) should 
be determined for each project.  This 
will assist in formulating appropriate 
cost allocation approach for each 
upgrade. 
 
ETEC also stated they would support a 
balanced portfolio approach similar to 
the one used by SPP. 


Yes  This function should already be performed by 
existing ICT in formulating Base Plan. 


Attachment T 
Attachment K 
(If needed) 


3.  LIMITATIONS OF ICT CONTRACT: 


Independent analysis of contract to limit 
potential conflicts and allow the ICT to 
fulfill it's duties as an independent 
coordinator.  Contract should be 
modified to remove any impediments.  
This would help in demonstrating 
independence. 
 
ETEC added “[f]rom the beginning, 
those who have participated in the 
development of the ICT experiment have 
recognized the need for a truly 
independent ICT with the authority to 
actually plan for transmission 
upgrades.” 


Yes   Attachment S  
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IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 


4.  STAFFING / DEDICATED 


RESOURCES: ICT needs to have 
additional staff and resources necessary 
to fully execute these duties of the ICT 
with a dedicated staff.  Concerns over 
ICT staff having SPP RTO 
responsibilities. 


Yes    Tariff Language 
probably not needed, 
more administrative in 
nature. 


5.  FLOWGATE CONGESTION: A number 
of flowgates on the Entergy system 
experience high levels of congestion 
during many hours necessitating re-
dispatch or the use of operating guides.  
This adversely affects the outcomes in 
the real-time, operating and planning 
models.  The ICT should be required 
transmission planning studies to 
identify potential cost-effective remedies 
to congestion on flowgates. 


Yes    
Attachment C 


6.  ATTACHMENT K INCLUDED 


ECONOMIC STUDIES: Attachment K 
includes for the 'rolling in' of 5 economic 
studies each year to system-wide costs.  
Currently, the ICT includes stakeholder 
requested studies pursuant to 
identification of RMR units and 
remedies and flowgate congestion in 
these studies. These types of studies 
should be included in system-wide costs 
but not included in the 5 per year set of 
studies. 


Yes   Attachment K 
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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 


7.  205 FILING RIGHTS FOR ENTERGY 


OATT: Long delays have been incurred 
on issues (example: sale of non-firm 
transmission over a congested flowgate 
during the time of a TLR-5 event) when 
a resolution has been decoded and 
agreed upon but no new tariff language 
has been filed by Entergy.  The ICT 
should have 205 Filing Rights to allow 
for filings to change the Entergy tariff. 


  Uncertain as to ramifications- needs more 
discussion. 


Attachment S  


8.  E-RSC: Formation of the group 
should be: 
1.  more than advisory; include 205 
filing rights 
2. effective governance structure; 
unanimous voting requirement is a 
significant concern. 


  Uncertain as to ramifications- needs more 
discussion. 


Probably require FERC 
Declaratory Ruling or 
Entergy Consent. 
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IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 


9.  ELIMINATION OF PARTICIPANT 


FUNDING: Need to address cost 
allocation of needed transmission 
upgrades by the use of a rolled-in cost 
tariff using the same allocations that are 
now used to allocate costs for reliability 
upgrades under the Base Plan for ALL 
transmission upgrades 69kV and above. 
(Currently only in effect for reliability 
only upgrades 230kV and above) 


Yes  Participant funding has not worked.  One 
major cause has been Base Case Overloads.  
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.  Base Case overloads need to be 
corrected first and then participant funding 
needs to address all parties who will benefit 
from the improvement not just the party 
requesting.  Taken literally, a gaming of the 
system could result from excessive 
inclusion of projects benefiting only one or 
a group of stakeholders or cumbersome 
regulatory requirements of used and useful 
determinations made by individual states 
and FERC if Participant Funding was 
eliminated.  Osceola will need to analyze 
replacement method and tariff language. 


Attachment T 
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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 


10.  MARKET POWER CONCERNS: 
Inclusion of an independent market 
monitor who has expertise in market 
power concerns to monitor for unduly 
discriminatory transmission service 
under the Entergy OATT.  KGen 
continue to say this role should report 
directly to FERC and should include the 
monitoring of all Entergy process 
including the WPP, Short and long-term 
TSRs, TLRs and Local Area Procedures. 


Yes  The ICT and SPP should construct a firewall within 
the organization via the Seams Agreement such that 
a separate function is created.  The ICT should 
assume most if not all of the functions Entergy 
presently performs. 


If tariff language is 
required, may need to 
be a new section since 
this would be a new 
entity. 


11.  DATA EXCHANGE AND SHARING: 
ICT should be responsible for 
exchanging operational and planning 
data and coordinating with neighboring 
entities on behalf of Entergy. 


Yes   Attachment S 


12.  QF PUTS: ICT should establish 
priorities for establishing policies 
associated with modeling and 
curtailment priorities of QF puts.  These 
policies need to be filed with FERC. 


Yes  QF puts as addressed by FERC should be curtailed 
prior to TL-5 events. 


Unsure 


13.  NEW MARKETS: ICT should have 
responsibility to develop and establish 
new markets in Entergy (next day, 
ancillary services, and real-time) to 
optimize the existing transmission 
system and generating resources to 
minimize the cost of delivered energy to 
customers. 


Yes 
(low 
priority) 


 Currently Entergy controls these functions and sets 
the market pricing.   


Unsure 
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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 


14.  E-RSC (ENTERGY SUGGESTED): 
Assuming that its retail regulators agree, 
Entergy expects to file tariff 
amendments with FERC to amend the 
ICT structure to address the E-RSC’s 
authority and role in the areas of 
transmission planning and cost 
allocation. Entergy has indicated it could 
be appropriate to provide the E-RSC 
with authority, subject to unanimous 
vote of the E-RSC and with assurance of 
timely cost recovery, to (a) direct 
Entergy to file (though not necessarily 
support) tariff changes regarding 
transmission cost allocation structures; 
and (b) direct construction of additional 
transmission upgrades by Entergy.  
Entergy will, as necessary, amend its 
OATT and other relevant documents as 
necessary to reflect the role of the E-RSC 
in these areas that is agreed to on a final 
basis. 


Yes  Support in theory, would like to see actual Tariff 
language before expressing final support. 


Various 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
15.  ONE STOP SHOPPING / 


ELIMINATION OF PANCAKED RATES 


(ENTERGY SUGGESTED): Entergy 
believes it is appropriate to evaluate 
whether to modify the ICT structure to 
add “one-stop shopping” for 
transmission service requests over both 
the Entergy and SPP RTO transmission 
systems.  One-stop shopping potentially 
could be achieved by adopting a single 
OASIS node that would permit requests 
for service over both systems. 
 
Entergy would propose to evaluate the 
potential costs and benefits of phasing-
out pancaked charges for transmission 
services over the Entergy and SPP RTO 
transmission.  That evaluation should 
consider the amount of time that might 
be an appropriate period for phasing-
out pancaked charges. 


 Yes The recommendation from the SPC on the 
TRAAC and Rate De-Pancaking 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-Pancaking, ETR and SPP in 3/1/10 
APSC filing’s cover pleading  § 3, page 10 
rejects E-RSC staff recommendation 
discussed in March 5, 2010 Matrix sua 
sponte at lines 4-11. Consequently Osceola 
is compelled to oppose this 
recommendation based solely on ETR/SPP 
failure to act and follow staff’s concern.  In 
other words, Entergy’s commitment to this 
Enhancement is belied by its position in at 
least one formal regulatory docket 
described in these comments. 


Tariff changes would 
most likely be needed 
eventually. This may 
require a new 
Attachment to the 
Entergy OATT. 


 
 








Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 12, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Enhanced ICT 
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. DETERMINATION OF BENEFITS OF 


ECONOMIC UPGRADES: Economic 
planning process should include 
identification of full set of benefits of 
any upgrade. 


Yes  Prescott supports this requirement if the end result 
is to better utilize the Base Plan authority of the ICT.  
This may need more effort by the ICT than tariff 
revision.  See § 14 of Attachment K which may 
already require this specificity. 


Attachment K  



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.  DISTINCTION OF 'ECONOMIC' 
VERSUS 'RELIABILITY ' UPGRADES: All 
effects (economic and reliability) should 
be determined for each project.  This 
will assist in formulating appropriate 
cost allocation approach for each 
upgrade. 
 
ETEC also stated they would support a 
balanced portfolio approach similar to 
the one used by SPP. 


Yes  This function should already be performed by 
existing ICT in formulating Base Plan. 


Attachment T 
Attachment K 
(If needed) 


3.  LIMITATIONS OF ICT CONTRACT: 


Independent analysis of contract to limit 
potential conflicts and allow the ICT to 
fulfill it's duties as an independent 
coordinator.  Contract should be 
modified to remove any impediments.  
This would help in demonstrating 
independence. 
 
ETEC added “[f]rom the beginning, 
those who have participated in the 
development of the ICT experiment have 
recognized the need for a truly 
independent ICT with the authority to 
actually plan for transmission 
upgrades.” 


Yes   Attachment S  
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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 


4.  STAFFING / DEDICATED 


RESOURCES: ICT needs to have 
additional staff and resources necessary 
to fully execute these duties of the ICT 
with a dedicated staff.  Concerns over 
ICT staff having SPP RTO 
responsibilities. 


Yes    Tariff Language 
probably not needed, 
more administrative in 
nature. 


5.  FLOWGATE CONGESTION: A number 
of flowgates on the Entergy system 
experience high levels of congestion 
during many hours necessitating re-
dispatch or the use of operating guides.  
This adversely affects the outcomes in 
the real-time, operating and planning 
models.  The ICT should be required 
transmission planning studies to 
identify potential cost-effective remedies 
to congestion on flowgates. 


Yes    
Attachment C 


6.  ATTACHMENT K INCLUDED 


ECONOMIC STUDIES: Attachment K 
includes for the 'rolling in' of 5 economic 
studies each year to system-wide costs.  
Currently, the ICT includes stakeholder 
requested studies pursuant to 
identification of RMR units and 
remedies and flowgate congestion in 
these studies. These types of studies 
should be included in system-wide costs 
but not included in the 5 per year set of 
studies. 


Yes   Attachment K 
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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 


7.  205 FILING RIGHTS FOR ENTERGY 


OATT: Long delays have been incurred 
on issues (example: sale of non-firm 
transmission over a congested flowgate 
during the time of a TLR-5 event) when 
a resolution has been decoded and 
agreed upon but no new tariff language 
has been filed by Entergy.  The ICT 
should have 205 Filing Rights to allow 
for filings to change the Entergy tariff. 


  Uncertain as to ramifications- needs more 
discussion. 


Attachment S  


8.  E-RSC: Formation of the group 
should be: 
1.  more than advisory; include 205 
filing rights 
2. effective governance structure; 
unanimous voting requirement is a 
significant concern. 


  Uncertain as to ramifications- needs more 
discussion. 


Probably require FERC 
Declaratory Ruling or 
Entergy Consent. 
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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 


9.  ELIMINATION OF PARTICIPANT 


FUNDING: Need to address cost 
allocation of needed transmission 
upgrades by the use of a rolled-in cost 
tariff using the same allocations that are 
now used to allocate costs for reliability 
upgrades under the Base Plan for ALL 
transmission upgrades 69kV and above. 
(Currently only in effect for reliability 
only upgrades 230kV and above) 


Yes  Participant funding has not worked.  One 
major cause has been Base Case Overloads.  
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.  Base Case overloads need to be 
corrected first and then participant funding 
needs to address all parties who will benefit 
from the improvement not just the party 
requesting.  Taken literally, a gaming of the 
system could result from excessive 
inclusion of projects benefiting only one or 
a group of stakeholders or cumbersome 
regulatory requirements of used and useful 
determinations made by individual states 
and FERC if Participant Funding was 
eliminated.  Prescott will need to analyze 
replacement method and tariff language. 


Attachment T 
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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 


10.  MARKET POWER CONCERNS: 
Inclusion of an independent market 
monitor who has expertise in market 
power concerns to monitor for unduly 
discriminatory transmission service 
under the Entergy OATT.  KGen 
continue to say this role should report 
directly to FERC and should include the 
monitoring of all Entergy process 
including the WPP, Short and long-term 
TSRs, TLRs and Local Area Procedures. 


Yes  The ICT and SPP should construct a firewall within 
the organization via the Seams Agreement such that 
a separate function is created.  The ICT should 
assume most if not all of the functions Entergy 
presently performs. 


If tariff language is 
required, may need to 
be a new section since 
this would be a new 
entity. 


11.  DATA EXCHANGE AND SHARING: 
ICT should be responsible for 
exchanging operational and planning 
data and coordinating with neighboring 
entities on behalf of Entergy. 


Yes   Attachment S 


12.  QF PUTS: ICT should establish 
priorities for establishing policies 
associated with modeling and 
curtailment priorities of QF puts.  These 
policies need to be filed with FERC. 


Yes  QF puts as addressed by FERC should be curtailed 
prior to TL-5 events. 


Unsure 


13.  NEW MARKETS: ICT should have 
responsibility to develop and establish 
new markets in Entergy (next day, 
ancillary services, and real-time) to 
optimize the existing transmission 
system and generating resources to 
minimize the cost of delivered energy to 
customers. 


Yes 
(low 
priority) 


 Currently Entergy controls these functions and sets 
the market pricing.   


Unsure 
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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 


14.  E-RSC (ENTERGY SUGGESTED): 
Assuming that its retail regulators agree, 
Entergy expects to file tariff 
amendments with FERC to amend the 
ICT structure to address the E-RSC’s 
authority and role in the areas of 
transmission planning and cost 
allocation. Entergy has indicated it could 
be appropriate to provide the E-RSC 
with authority, subject to unanimous 
vote of the E-RSC and with assurance of 
timely cost recovery, to (a) direct 
Entergy to file (though not necessarily 
support) tariff changes regarding 
transmission cost allocation structures; 
and (b) direct construction of additional 
transmission upgrades by Entergy.  
Entergy will, as necessary, amend its 
OATT and other relevant documents as 
necessary to reflect the role of the E-RSC 
in these areas that is agreed to on a final 
basis. 


Yes  Support in theory, would like to see actual Tariff 
language before expressing final support. 


Various 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
15.  ONE STOP SHOPPING / 


ELIMINATION OF PANCAKED RATES 


(ENTERGY SUGGESTED): Entergy 
believes it is appropriate to evaluate 
whether to modify the ICT structure to 
add “one-stop shopping” for 
transmission service requests over both 
the Entergy and SPP RTO transmission 
systems.  One-stop shopping potentially 
could be achieved by adopting a single 
OASIS node that would permit requests 
for service over both systems. 
 
Entergy would propose to evaluate the 
potential costs and benefits of phasing-
out pancaked charges for transmission 
services over the Entergy and SPP RTO 
transmission.  That evaluation should 
consider the amount of time that might 
be an appropriate period for phasing-
out pancaked charges. 


 Yes The recommendation from the SPC on the 
TRAAC and Rate De-Pancaking 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-Pancaking, ETR and SPP in 3/1/10 
APSC filing’s cover pleading  § 3, page 10 
rejects E-RSC staff recommendation 
discussed in March 5, 2010 Matrix 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 concern.  In 
other words, Entergy’s commitment to this 
Enhancement is belied by its position in at 
least one formal regulatory docket 
described in these comments. 


Tariff changes would 
most likely be needed 
eventually. This may 
require a new 
Attachment to the 
Entergy OATT. 


 
 








E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON ADDITIONAL ICT ENHANCEMENTS 


Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 12, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Enhanced ICT 
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/Louisiana Generating LLC 


Stakeholder contact:  Jennifer Vosburg    


Contact address:   112 Telly St.     


     New Roads, LA 70760   


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. DETERMINATION OF BENEFITS 


OF ECONOMIC UPGRADES: 


Economic planning process should 
include identification of full set of 
benefits of any upgrade. 


Support    



mailto:bbright@spp.org





E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON ADDITIONAL ICT ENHANCEMENTS 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
2.  DISTINCTION OF 'ECONOMIC' 
VERSUS 'RELIABILITY ' 
UPGRADES: All effects (economic 
and reliability) should be 
determined for each project.  This 
will assist in formulating 
appropriate cost allocation 
approach for each upgrade. 
 
ETEC also stated they would 
support a balanced portfolio 
approach similar to the one used 
by SPP. 


Support. In 
addition, ICT will 
need the ability and 
authority to 
determine economic 
vs. reliability 
upgrades.  


 


   


3.  LIMITATIONS OF ICT 


CONTRACT: Independent analysis 
of contract to limit potential 
conflicts and allow the ICT to fulfill 
it's duties as an independent 
coordinator.  Contract should be 
modified to remove any 
impediments.  This would help in 
demonstrating independence. 
 
ETEC added “[f]rom the beginning, 
those who have participated in the 
development of the ICT experiment 
have recognized the need for a 
truly independent ICT with the 
authority to actually plan for 
transmission upgrades.” 


Conditionally 
support.  The ICT 
will need to accept 
the liability that 
comes with true 
independence.   
Independence 
should be broad to 
expand beyond 
just influence from 
Entergy but also 
include the SPP 
RTO.  
 


   







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON ADDITIONAL ICT ENHANCEMENTS 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
4.  STAFFING / DEDICATED 


RESOURCES: ICT needs to have 
additional staff and resources 
necessary to fully execute these 
duties of the ICT with a dedicated 
staff.  Concerns over ICT staff 
having SPP RTO responsibilities. 


Conditionally 
support.  The need 
for appropriate 
staffing should be 
balanced by the 
costs associated 
with the staffing 
levels.  Specific 
metrics should 
also be put in place 
to track ICT 
performance. 


   







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON ADDITIONAL ICT ENHANCEMENTS 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
5.  FLOWGATE CONGESTION: A 
number of flowgates on the 
Entergy system experience high 
levels of congestion during many 
hours necessitating re-dispatch or 
the use of operating guides.  This 
adversely affects the outcomes in 
the real-time, operating and 
planning models.  The ICT should 
be required transmission planning 
studies to identify potential cost-
effective remedies to congestion on 
flowgates. 


Conditionally 
support.  However 
a top priority 
should be the 
review of how 
transmission is 
currently sold.  
Many flowgates 
are likely to need 
upgrades but 
upgrades have a 
long lead time 
before providing 
benefits.  A more 
thorough review of 
the ICT 
methodology and 
lack of 
coordination 
between ICT RC 
and AFC function 
may result in 
much less 
overselling of firm 
paths which would 
reduce congestion 
and the calling of 
TLRs.  


   







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON ADDITIONAL ICT ENHANCEMENTS 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
6.  ATTACHMENT K INCLUDED 


ECONOMIC STUDIES: Attachment K 
includes for the 'rolling in' of 5 
economic studies each year to 
system-wide costs.  Currently, the 
ICT includes stakeholder requested 
studies pursuant to identification 
of RMR units and remedies and 
flowgate congestion in these 
studies. These types of studies 
should be included in system-wide 
costs but not included in the 5 per 
year set of studies. 


 Opposed as 
written 


There must be a balance between the cost 
burden on transmission customers and 
resources expended for the additional 
studies compared to the direct and tangible 
savings that could result.  


While we agree that stakeholders should 
continue to have the right to propose 
studies, if the ICT is granted independence 
and authority, the studies it selects to 
perform should be ones that have the 
potential to benefit the system as a whole.  


 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON ADDITIONAL ICT ENHANCEMENTS 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
7.  205 FILING RIGHTS FOR 


ENTERGY OATT: Long delays have 
been incurred on issues (example: 
sale of non-firm transmission over 
a congested flowgate during the 
time of a TLR-5 event) when a 
resolution has been decoded and 
agreed upon but no new tariff 
language has been filed by Entergy.  
The ICT should have 205 Filing 
Rights to allow for filings to change 
the Entergy tariff. 


Conditionally 
support the grant of 
§205 filing rights to 
the ICT.  However, 
the ICT has shown a 
reluctance to 
exercise the 
authority it already 
possesses including 
§206 filing rights. 
The ICT has had the 
ability to raise issues 
with FERC when it 
believes that 
Entergy has not 
acted timely on a 
manner but chose 
not to do so, 
including on the 
specific example 
noted in the 
proposed 
enhancement.   


 


   







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON ADDITIONAL ICT ENHANCEMENTS 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
8.  E-RSC: Formation of the group 
should be: 
1.  more than advisory; include 205 
filing rights 
2. effective governance structure; 
unanimous voting requirement is a 
significant concern. 


Conditionally 
support.  
Clarification should 
be made to 
determine if the ICT 
or ERSC would have 
§205 filing rights 
since both 
enhancements have 
been proposed.  It 
should also be 
clarified if Entergy 
would maintain its 
filing rights in 
addition to the ICT 
or ERSC.   


   


9.  ELIMINATION OF PARTICIPANT 


FUNDING: Need to address cost 
allocation of needed transmission 
upgrades by the use of a rolled-in 
cost tariff using the same 
allocations that are now used to 
allocate costs for reliability 
upgrades under the Base Plan for 
ALL transmission upgrades 69kV 
and above. (Currently only in effect 
for reliability only upgrades 230kV 
and above) 


Conditionally 
support but object 
to the use of 
rolled-in cost tariff 
as the sole 
solution.  


   







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON ADDITIONAL ICT ENHANCEMENTS 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
10.  MARKET POWER CONCERNS: 
Inclusion of an independent 
market monitor who has expertise 
in market power concerns to 
monitor for unduly discriminatory 
transmission service under the 
Entergy OATT.  KGen continue to 
say this role should report directly 
to FERC and should include the 
monitoring of all Entergy process 
including the WPP, Short and long-
term TSRs, TLRs and Local Area 
Procedures. 


 Oppose.  If the 
ICT is given 
independence 
and authority 
there would be 
no need for 
the position 
and its added 
cost.  


  


11.  DATA EXCHANGE AND 


SHARING: ICT should be 
responsible for exchanging 
operational and planning data and 
coordinating with neighboring 
entities on behalf of Entergy. 


Support    







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON ADDITIONAL ICT ENHANCEMENTS 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
12.  QF PUTS: ICT should establish 
priorities for establishing policies 
associated with modeling and 
curtailment priorities of QF puts.  
These policies need to be filed with 
FERC. 


Support. It is not 
the ICT’s position 
to determine the 
validity of the 
PURPA put, but it 
is the ICT’s 
responsibility to 
assign any 
congestion created 
by the PURPA put 
to the entity to 
which the power is 
being put too.  It 
should not be the 
responsibility of 
the network 
customers with no 
PURPA puts to 
bear any cost 
sharing 
responsibility of 
the PURPA puts.   


   







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON ADDITIONAL ICT ENHANCEMENTS 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
13.  NEW MARKETS: ICT should 
have responsibility to develop and 
establish new markets in Entergy 
(next day, ancillary services, and 
real-time) to optimize the existing 
transmission system and 
generating resources to minimize 
the cost of delivered energy to 
customers. 


 Oppose There are more immediate needs to be 
addressed and this proposal is not the 
best use of resources.   There is no 
consensus that new markets are 
appropriate for the Entergy system at 
this time.    


 







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON ADDITIONAL ICT ENHANCEMENTS 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
14.  E-RSC (ENTERGY 


SUGGESTED): Assuming that its 
retail regulators agree, Entergy 
expects to file tariff amendments 
with FERC to amend the ICT 
structure to address the E-RSC’s 
authority and role in the areas of 
transmission planning and cost 
allocation. Entergy has indicated it 
could be appropriate to provide the 
E-RSC with authority, subject to 
unanimous vote of the E-RSC and 
with assurance of timely cost 
recovery, to (a) direct Entergy to 
file (though not necessarily 
support) tariff changes regarding 
transmission cost allocation 
structures; and (b) direct 
construction of additional 
transmission upgrades by Entergy.  
Entergy will, as necessary, amend 
its OATT and other relevant 
documents as necessary to reflect 
the role of the E-RSC in these areas 
that is agreed to on a final basis. 


Support but 
stakeholders 
should have input 
into the process.  


   







E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON ADDITIONAL ICT ENHANCEMENTS 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF 


LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
15.  ONE STOP SHOPPING / 


ELIMINATION OF PANCAKED 


RATES (ENTERGY SUGGESTED): 
Entergy believes it is appropriate to 
evaluate whether to modify the ICT 
structure to add “one-stop 
shopping” for transmission service 
requests over both the Entergy and 
SPP RTO transmission systems.  
One-stop shopping potentially 
could be achieved by adopting a 
single OASIS node that would 
permit requests for service over 
both systems. 
 
Entergy would propose to evaluate 
the potential costs and benefits of 
phasing-out pancaked charges for 
transmission services over the 
Entergy and SPP RTO 
transmission.  That evaluation 
should consider the amount of 
time that might be an appropriate 
period for phasing-out pancaked 
charges. 


Support the 
elimination of 
pancaked rates.  
However, 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 
or adopts SPP’s 
lack of 
transparency in 
the AFC process.  


   


 
 








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


Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 12, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Enhanced ICT 
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? 
1. DETERMINATION OF BENEFITS OF 


ECONOMIC UPGRADES: Economic 
planning process should include 
identification of full set of benefits of 
any upgrade. 


 
X 


 The E-RSC should request a list of the 
suggested benefits in these processes as 
well as suggested methods to quantify or 
use the benefits in economic studies. Then 
the E-RSC can review and determine if 
effective to include in studies. 


 



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.  DISTINCTION OF 'ECONOMIC' 
VERSUS 'RELIABILITY ' UPGRADES: All 
effects (economic and reliability) should 
be determined for each project.  This 
will assist in formulating appropriate 
cost allocation approach for each 
upgrade. 
 
ETEC also stated they would support a 
balanced portfolio approach similar to 
the one used by SPP. 


X  SPP is in the process of changing its 
planning process to include upgrades for all 
purposes in its long term planning.  It could 
be helpful to assess the benefits SPP sees 
from this change; the E-RSC could then 
evaluate and recommend modifications to 
the Entergy processes, if needed. 


 


3.  LIMITATIONS OF ICT CONTRACT: 


Independent analysis of contract to limit 
potential conflicts and allow the ICT to 
fulfill it's duties as an independent 
coordinator.  Contract should be 
modified to remove any impediments.  
This would help in demonstrating 
independence. 
 
ETEC added “[f]rom the beginning, 
those who have participated in the 
development of the ICT experiment have 
recognized the need for a truly 
independent ICT with the authority to 
actually plan for transmission 
upgrades.” 


X  SPP would support an E-RSC review and 
evaluation, including stakeholder input. 
 
 


 







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.  STAFFING / DEDICATED 


RESOURCES: ICT needs to have 
additional staff and resources necessary 
to fully execute these duties of the ICT 
with a dedicated staff.  Concerns over 
ICT staff having SPP RTO 
responsibilities. 


X  SPP, as the ICT, is willing to evaluate any 
concerns identified by the E-RSC and/or 
stakeholders regarding additional 
resources. 


 


5.  FLOWGATE CONGESTION: A number 
of flowgates on the Entergy system 
experience high levels of congestion 
during many hours necessitating re-
dispatch or the use of operating guides.  
This adversely affects the outcomes in 
the real-time, operating and planning 
models.  The ICT should be required 
transmission planning studies to 
identify potential cost-effective remedies 
to congestion on flowgates. 


X  Already suggested in the E-RSC WG 
proposed enhancements. 
 
SPP suggests that an additional study, 
subsequent to the ongoing Entergy CBA, be 
performed to determine the costs and 
benefits of resolving system constraints. 
 
 


 


6.  ATTACHMENT K INCLUDED 


ECONOMIC STUDIES: Attachment K 
includes for the 'rolling in' of 5 economic 
studies each year to system-wide costs.  
Currently, the ICT includes stakeholder 
requested studies pursuant to 
identification of RMR units and 
remedies and flowgate congestion in 
these studies. These types of studies 
should be included in system-wide costs 
but not included in the 5 per year set of 
studies. 


  Already suggested in the E-RSC WG 
proposed enhancements. 


 







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.  205 FILING RIGHTS FOR ENTERGY 


OATT: Long delays have been incurred 
on issues (example: sale of non-firm 
transmission over a congested flowgate 
during the time of a TLR-5 event) when 
a resolution has been decoded and 
agreed upon but no new tariff language 
has been filed by Entergy.  The ICT 
should have 205 Filing Rights to allow 
for filings to change the Entergy tariff. 


X X SPP supports 205 Filing Rights being 
granted to the E-RSC rather than the ICT. 


 


8.  E-RSC: Formation of the group 
should be: 
1.  more than advisory; include 205 
filing rights 
2. effective governance structure; 
unanimous voting requirement is a 
significant concern. 


X  SPP supports the formation of the E-RSC 
and believes that a ‘more than advisory 
authority’ should be considered. 
 
 
 
 


 


9.  ELIMINATION OF PARTICIPANT 


FUNDING: Need to address cost 
allocation of needed transmission 
upgrades by the use of a rolled-in cost 
tariff using the same allocations that are 
now used to allocate costs for reliability 
upgrades under the Base Plan for ALL 
transmission upgrades 69kV and above. 
(Currently only in effect for reliability 
only upgrades 230kV and above) 


X    







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? 
10.  MARKET POWER CONCERNS: 
Inclusion of an independent market 
monitor who has expertise in market 
power concerns to monitor for unduly 
discriminatory transmission service 
under the Entergy OATT.  KGen 
continue to say this role should report 
directly to FERC and should include the 
monitoring of all Entergy process 
including the WPP, Short and long-term 
TSRs, TLRs and Local Area Procedures. 


X  As SPP suggested in the last E-RSC 
meeting, an incremental approach to 
monitoring market power could provide 
important information to the E-RSC. 


 


11.  DATA EXCHANGE AND SHARING: 
ICT should be responsible for 
exchanging operational and planning 
data and coordinating with neighboring 
entities on behalf of Entergy. 


X  Today, the ICT and Entergy, through the 
various regional planning processes, share 
data with neighboring systems.   
 
Any additional responsibilities regarding 
data sharing would need to be further 
defined and may result in additional ICT 
resource needs. 


 


12.  QF PUTS: ICT should establish 
priorities for establishing policies 
associated with modeling and 
curtailment priorities of QF puts.  These 
policies need to be filed with FERC. 


X  SPP, as the ICT, can analyze of the impact 
of QF puts on commitments in the WPP, as 
well as the operations of Entergy.  As these 
are implemented based both on state 
regulations and FERC rules, the E-RSC 
seek recommendations to both meet these 
regulations and provide Entergy or the ICT 
with information to improve operations. 


 







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? 
13.  NEW MARKETS: ICT should have 
responsibility to develop and establish 
new markets in Entergy (next day, 
ancillary services, and real-time) to 
optimize the existing transmission 
system and generating resources to 
minimize the cost of delivered energy to 
customers. 


X  Pending the results of the ongoing Entergy 
CBA study, a plan of action for this issue 
should be determined.  If there is a 
continued ICT, the development of markets 
or participation in SPP markets should be 
explored.  If Entergy were to join the SPP 
RTO, they would be included in the SPP 
markets.   


 


14.  E-RSC (ENTERGY SUGGESTED): 
Assuming that its retail regulators agree, 
Entergy expects to file tariff 
amendments with FERC to amend the 
ICT structure to address the E-RSC’s 
authority and role in the areas of 
transmission planning and cost 
allocation. Entergy has indicated it could 
be appropriate to provide the E-RSC 
with authority, subject to unanimous 
vote of the E-RSC and with assurance of 
timely cost recovery, to (a) direct 
Entergy to file (though not necessarily 
support) tariff changes regarding 
transmission cost allocation structures; 
and (b) direct construction of additional 
transmission upgrades by Entergy.  
Entergy will, as necessary, amend its 
OATT and other relevant documents as 
necessary to reflect the role of the E-RSC 
in these areas that is agreed to on a final 
basis. 


X    
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
15.  ONE STOP SHOPPING / 


ELIMINATION OF PANCAKED RATES 


(ENTERGY SUGGESTED): Entergy 
believes it is appropriate to evaluate 
whether to modify the ICT structure to 
add “one-stop shopping” for 
transmission service requests over both 
the Entergy and SPP RTO transmission 
systems.  One-stop shopping potentially 
could be achieved by adopting a single 
OASIS node that would permit requests 
for service over both systems. 
 
Entergy would propose to evaluate the 
potential costs and benefits of phasing-
out pancaked charges for transmission 
services over the Entergy and SPP RTO 
transmission.  That evaluation should 
consider the amount of time that might 
be an appropriate period for phasing-
out pancaked charges. 


X  Already suggested in the E-RSC WG 
proposed enhancements. 


 


 
 








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


Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 12, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Enhanced ICT 
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:  ETEC 


Stakeholder contact: John Chiles 


Contact address:  1850 Parkway Place SE, Suite 800 


    Marietta, GA  30067 


Contact phone:  770-799-2423 


Contact email:  john.chiles@gdsassociates.com 


 
 


PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS 
SUPPORT OPPOSE 


PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
1. 


DETERMINATION 


OF BENEFITS OF 


ECONOMIC 


UPGRADES: 


Economic 
planning process 
should include 
identification of 
full set of benefits 
of any upgrade. 


X    



mailto:bbright@spp.org
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PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS 
SUPPORT OPPOSE 


PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
2.  DISTINCTION 


OF 'ECONOMIC' 
VERSUS 


'RELIABILITY ' 
UPGRADES: All 
effects (economic 
and reliability) 
should be 
determined for 
each project.  This 
will assist in 
formulating 
appropriate cost 
allocation 
approach for each 
upgrade. 
 
ETEC also stated 
they would support 
a balanced 
portfolio approach 
similar to the one 
used by SPP. 


X    


3.  LIMITATIONS 


OF ICT 


CONTRACT: 


Independent 
analysis of contract 
to limit potential 
conflicts and allow 
the ICT to fulfill 


X  See No. 8.  
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PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS 
SUPPORT OPPOSE 


PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
it's duties as an 
independent 
coordinator.  
Contract should be 
modified to 
remove any 
impediments.  This 
would help in 
demonstrating 
independence. 
 
ETEC added 
“[f]rom the 
beginning, those 
who have 
participated in the 
development of the 
ICT experiment 
have recognized 
the need for a truly 
independent ICT 
with the authority 
to actually plan for 
transmission 
upgrades.” 
4.  STAFFING / 


DEDICATED 


RESOURCES: ICT 
needs to have 
additional staff 
and resources 


X    
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PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS 
SUPPORT OPPOSE 


PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
necessary to fully 
execute these 
duties of the ICT 
with a dedicated 
staff.  Concerns 
over ICT staff 
having SPP RTO 
responsibilities. 
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 recommends that TLR-4 events be included as 
well due to the re-dispatch involved. 


 


6.  FLOWGATE 


CONGESTION: A 
number of 
flowgates on the 
Entergy system 
experience high 


X   At a minimum, ICT should provide source-sink pairs 
that provide re-dispatch relief across congested 
flowgates for all horizons. 
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PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS 
SUPPORT OPPOSE 


PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
levels of 
congestion during 
many hours 
necessitating re-
dispatch or the use 
of operating 
guides.  This 
adversely affects 
the outcomes in 
the real-time, 
operating and 
planning models.  
The ICT should be 
required 
transmission 
planning studies to 
identify potential 
cost-effective 
remedies to 
congestion on 
flowgates. 
7.  ATTACHMENT 


K INCLUDED 


ECONOMIC 


STUDIES: 
Attachment K 
includes for the 
'rolling in' of 5 
economic studies 
each year to 
system-wide costs.  
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PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS 
SUPPORT OPPOSE 


PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
Currently, the ICT 
includes 
stakeholder 
requested studies 
pursuant to 
identification of 
RMR units and 
remedies and 
flowgate 
congestion in these 
studies. These 
types of studies 
should be included 
in system-wide 
costs but not 
included in the 5 
per year set of 
studies. 
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PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS 
SUPPORT OPPOSE 


PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
8.  205 FILING 


RIGHTS FOR 


ENTERGY OATT: 


Long delays have 
been incurred on 
issues (example: 
sale of non-firm 
transmission over 
a congested 
flowgate during 
the time of a TLR-
5 event) when a 
resolution has 
been decoded and 
agreed upon but 
no new tariff 
language has been 
filed by Entergy.  
The ICT should 
have 205 Filing 
Rights to allow for 
filings to change 
the Entergy tariff. 


X  Entergy remains the sole decisional authority with 
respect to its Construction plan.  Entergy’s view is 
most accurately summarized in an excerpt from the 
Charleston conference where Commissioner Presley 
questioned Mark McCulla on decision making 
authority in Entergy:  
 
MR. PRESLEY: I've heard you say, we decide, we elect 
to do this, we consider, we make the decision.  If at the 
end of the day, whatever the SPP ICT function comes 
up with is punted into Entergy's court to make 
whatever decision Entergy wants to, does that not bear 
destruction on the idea of having an independent 
coordinator of transmission?  And if you say that -- 
now, hang onto this point just a minute.  You say that 
your retail regulators years ago said we wanted 
Entergy to continue to do that.  Can you cite examples 
where a commission wrote a letter or issued an order 
about that? 
 
MR. MCCULLA:  I'm sure there are orders.  I'm not 
familiar with them.  But, you know, the ICT 
administers the Entergy OATT and OASIS, including 
the transmission service request process and 
congestion management, as we say on Slide 7 of our 
presentation.  They also independently review the 
adequacy of the transmission system and perform 
transmission planning functions.  So we certainly 
consider the input from the ICT as well as the 
stakeholders.  And they also have a decision-making 
authority through the base plan, and as projects get 
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PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS 
SUPPORT OPPOSE 


PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
defined as to whether they're going to get built or not, 
the base plan helps us to decide cost allocation for 
that. 
 
MR. PRESLEY:  So you do the deciding? Entergy 
makes that decision? 
 
MR. MCCULLA:  Well, back when the ICT 
arrangement was established, this was -- 
 
MR. PRESLEY:  I understand that.  But I'm saying, at 
the end of the day, you're the one that makes the 
decision? 
 
MR. MCCULLA:  That's correct. 


9.  E-RSC: 
Formation of the 
group should be: 
1.  more than 
advisory; include 
205 filing rights 
2. effective 
governance 
structure; 
unanimous voting 
requirement is a 
significant 
concern. 


1. X  Regarding proposed enhancement #2, this is a moot 
point following the E-RSC’s approval of the bylaws. 


 







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


PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS 
SUPPORT OPPOSE 


PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
10.  ELIMINATION 


OF PARTICIPANT 


FUNDING: Need to 
address cost 
allocation of 
needed 
transmission 
upgrades by the 
use of a rolled-in 
cost tariff using the 
same allocations 
that are now used 
to allocate costs for 
reliability upgrades 
under the Base 
Plan for ALL 
transmission 
upgrades 69kV and 
above. (Currently 
only in effect for 
reliability only 
upgrades 230kV 
and above) 


X  Participant funded cost allocation under Attachment T of 
Entergy’s OATT has been a failure.  With participant 
funding, few transmission facilities have been added to the 
Entergy system.  As of June, 2009, Entergy Operating 
Companies have committed to fund $167.1 million of 
transmission upgrades under attachment T.  Other parties 
have committed $9.55 million under participant funding to 
obtain 759 MW of transmission service -- this over three 
years.  And Entergy has not yet reported on exactly which, 
if any, of these projects have actually been constructed.  
Further, the $161.7 million of Entergy’s “participant 
funded” construction, because of how Entergy companies 
recover their transmission costs under the System 
Agreement, are as a practical matter “rolled in” across the 
Entergy System.  In short, Commissioner Field was entirely 
correct to state that “[t]here's been—it's my understanding, 
there's very little transmission built under your participant 
funding methodology.”  (In the Matter of Entergy Services, 
Inc., ER05-1065-000, Tr. at 123-24, June 24, 2009). 
    
The alternative, as described by Chairman Smitherman of 
the Public Utility Commission of Texas, is rolled-in cost 
allocation: 
 
I guess I would ask you if you're familiar with the way we 
pay for a transmission in ERCOT?...Well, it's not 
participant funding.  It's an uplift on a load ratio share.  
And I would submit to you that we've been able to build a 
lot of transmission.  We built about $3 billion worth of 
transmission in the last four, five years. (In the Matter of  
Entergy Services, Tr. at 77-78). 
 
SPP’s balanced portfolio approach could provide a starting 
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PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS 
SUPPORT OPPOSE 


PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
point for designing a fair cost allocation protocol.  Under 
that approach, SPP applies charges on a postage stamp 
basis: 
 
With regard to the funding of transmission upgrades, SPP 
relies on a balanced portfolio methodology to optimize the 
transmission system with respect to generation within the 
region.  This approach allocates the cost for such upgrades 
across the RTO region through postage stamp rates.  
Members of SPP may also voluntarily fund an upgrade and 
receive credits from future users of the facility.   (Order No. 
10, Docket No. 08-136-U, Arkansas PSC, May 29, 2009). 


11.  MARKET 


POWER 


CONCERNS: 
Inclusion of an 
independent 
market monitor 
who has expertise 
in market power 
concerns to 
monitor for unduly 
discriminatory 
transmission 
service under the 
Entergy OATT.  
KGen continue to 
say this role should 
report directly to 
FERC and should 
include the 
monitoring of all 


X  E-RSC should either hire an independent monitor to 
evaluate the KGen proposed processes for both ICT 
and Entergy or require annual filing data as part of an 
open PSC docket. 
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PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS 
SUPPORT OPPOSE 


PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
Entergy process 
including the WPP, 
Short and long-
term TSRs, TLRs 
and Local Area 
Procedures. 
12.  DATA 


EXCHANGE AND 


SHARING: ICT 
should be 
responsible for 
exchanging 
operational and 
planning data and 
coordinating with 
neighboring 
entities on behalf 
of Entergy. 


X    


13.  QF PUTS: ICT 
should establish 
priorities for 
establishing 
policies associated 
with modeling and 
curtailment 
priorities of QF 
puts.  These 
policies need to be 
filed with FERC. 


X  There has been much discussion on QF put in both the 
operating and planning models.  This has a significant 
impact on short-term AFC in Entergy and basic rules 
need to be developed. 
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PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS 
SUPPORT OPPOSE 


PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
14.  NEW 


MARKETS: ICT 
should have 
responsibility to 
develop and 
establish new 
markets in Entergy 
(next day, ancillary 
services, and real-
time) to optimize 
the existing 
transmission 
system and 
generating 
resources to 
minimize the cost 
of delivered energy 
to customers. 


 X ER05-1065 does not give ICT this authority.  This 
would need to be mandated by the respective state 
commissions or FERC. 
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PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS 
SUPPORT OPPOSE 


PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
15.  E-RSC 


(ENTERGY 


SUGGESTED): 
Assuming that its 
retail regulators 
agree, Entergy 
expects to file tariff 
amendments with 
FERC to amend 
the ICT structure 
to address the E-
RSC’s authority 
and role in the 
areas of 
transmission 
planning and cost 
allocation. Entergy 
has indicated it 
could be 
appropriate to 
provide the E-RSC 
with authority, 
subject to 
unanimous vote of 
the E-RSC and 
with assurance of 
timely cost 
recovery, to (a) 
direct Entergy to 
file (though not 
necessarily 
support) tariff 
changes regarding 
transmission cost 
allocation 
structures; and (b) 
direct construction 
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PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS 
SUPPORT OPPOSE 


PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
16.  ONE STOP 


SHOPPING / 


ELIMINATION OF 


PANCAKED RATES 


(ENTERGY 


SUGGESTED): 
Entergy believes it 
is appropriate to 
evaluate whether 
to modify the ICT 
structure to add 
“one-stop 
shopping” for 
transmission 
service requests 
over both the 
Entergy and SPP 
RTO transmission 
systems.  One-stop 
shopping 
potentially could 
be achieved by 
adopting a single 
OASIS node that 
would permit 
requests for service 
over both systems. 
 
Entergy would 
propose to 
evaluate the 


 X This is already being evaluated through the OETF and 
TRAAC proposal.  In addition, Entergy and SPP 
conducted a study through the Rate Pancaking Task 
Force.  Further study is unnecessary and will only 
delay the process of moving forward with the current 
evaluation. 
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PROPOSED 


ENHANCEMENTS 
SUPPORT OPPOSE 


PLEASE PROVIDE 
EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
potential costs and 
benefits of 
phasing-out 
pancaked charges 
for transmission 
services over the 
Entergy and SPP 
RTO transmission.  
That evaluation 
should consider 
the amount of time 
that might be an 
appropriate period 
for phasing-out 
pancaked charges. 
 
 








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


Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 12, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Enhanced ICT 
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:   Electric Power Supply Association      


Stakeholder contact:  Jack Cashin       


Contact address:   1401 New York Avenue      


     Washington D.C. 20005      


Contact phone:   2o2-349-0155      


Contact email:   jcashin@epsa.org      


 
 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
1. DETERMINATION OF BENEFITS OF 


ECONOMIC UPGRADES: Economic 
planning process should include 
identification of full set of benefits of 
any upgrade. 


 Conditional 
Support 


 See Answer to # 2.   



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.  DISTINCTION OF 'ECONOMIC' 
VERSUS 'RELIABILITY ' UPGRADES: 
All effects (economic and reliability) 
should be determined for each 
project.  This will assist in 
formulating appropriate cost 
allocation approach for each upgrade. 
 
ETEC also stated they would support 
a balanced portfolio approach similar 
to the one used by SPP. 


Conditional 
Support 


 The distinction and determination of the benefits 
of upgrades requires sufficient independence and 
authority of the transmission operator.  


 







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? 
3.  LIMITATIONS OF ICT CONTRACT: 


Independent analysis of contract to 
limit potential conflicts and allow the 
ICT to fulfill it's duties as an 
independent coordinator.  Contract 
should be modified to remove any 
impediments.  This would help in 
demonstrating independence. 
 
ETEC added “[f]rom the beginning, 
those who have participated in the 
development of the ICT experiment 
have recognized the need for a truly 
independent ICT with the authority 
to actually plan for transmission 
upgrades.” 


Support: 
Clearly reviewing 
the existing 
contract and 
structuring so 
that the ICT has 
sufficient 
authority and 
independence to 
operate and 
engage in system 
infrastructure 
decisions which 
are necessary to 
ensure efficient 
operation of the 
transmission 
system.  As noted 
above, changing 
the contract to 
ensure a more 
independent 
operator can 
significantly 
impact the 
success of 
implementing 
other suggested 
enhancements, 
both by Staff and 
Stakeholders. 


   







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.  STAFFING / DEDICATED 


RESOURCES: ICT needs to have 
additional staff and resources 
necessary to fully execute these duties 
of the ICT with a dedicated staff.  
Concerns over ICT staff having SPP 
RTO responsibilities. 


Conditional 
Support 


  Metrics should be established to support this 
enhancement.  These metrics should become an 
addendum to a revised ICT Contract. Employing 
and measuring the success of additional staffing 
and resources will ensure that the ICT can 
adequately meet its responsibilities. 


 


5.  FLOWGATE CONGESTION: A 
number of flowgates on the Entergy 
system experience high levels of 
congestion during many hours 
necessitating re-dispatch or the use of 
operating guides.  This adversely 
affects the outcomes in the real-time, 
operating and planning models.  The 
ICT should be required transmission 
planning studies to identify potential 
cost-effective remedies to congestion 
on flowgates. 


    







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.  ATTACHMENT K INCLUDED 


ECONOMIC STUDIES: Attachment K 
includes for the 'rolling in' of 5 
economic studies each year to 
system-wide costs.  Currently, the 
ICT includes stakeholder requested 
studies pursuant to identification of 
RMR units and remedies and 
flowgate congestion in these studies. 
These types of studies should be 
included in system-wide costs but not 
included in the 5 per year set of 
studies. 


Support 
 


   


7.  205 FILING RIGHTS FOR 


ENTERGY OATT: Long delays have 
been incurred on issues (example: 
sale of non-firm transmission over a 
congested flowgate during the time of 
a TLR-5 event) when a resolution has 
been decoded and agreed upon but no 
new tariff language has been filed by 
Entergy.  The ICT should have 205 
Filing Rights to allow for filings to 
change the Entergy tariff. 


Support: 
Support for all 
the reasons 
embedded in 
the response 
for 
enhancement 
#3 


   







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.  E-RSC: Formation of the group 
should be: 
1.  more than advisory; include 205 
filing rights 
2. effective governance structure; 
unanimous voting requirement is a 
significant concern. 


Conditional 
support 


 1. The ERSC should have Section 205 
rights; however, if the ICT has sufficient 
independence (see enhancement #3) the 
ERSC will have less reason to exercise 
such rights.  
2. Unanimous voting is a concern.  The 
ability of a 4-1 vote to block action for the 
majority will limit the E-RSC’s 
effectiveness.  A policy that would hold 
minority positions harmless might be an 
option the E-RSC could explore. 


 


9.  ELIMINATION OF PARTICIPANT 


FUNDING: Need to address cost 
allocation of needed transmission 
upgrades by the use of a rolled-in cost 
tariff using the same allocations that 
are now used to allocate costs for 
reliability upgrades under the Base 
Plan for ALL transmission upgrades 
69kV and above. (Currently only in 
effect for reliability only upgrades 
230kV and above) 


Conditional 
support 


 Unless the goals of enhancement #3 are 
met, participant funding decisions lack the 
necessary objective independence.   A 
form of participant funding that works is 
currently employed in many regions, 
including SPP.  Equity issues are not a 
significant problem if the entity making 
decisions about who benefits from the 
upgrade are made in a truly independent 
manner.  


 







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? 
10.  MARKET POWER CONCERNS: 
Inclusion of an independent market 
monitor who has expertise in market 
power concerns to monitor for unduly 
discriminatory transmission service 
under the Entergy OATT.  KGen 
continue to say this role should report 
directly to FERC and should include 
the monitoring of all Entergy process 
including the WPP, Short and long-
term TSRs, TLRs and Local Area 
Procedures. 


Support: 
The use of an 
independent 
market 
monitor is 
necessary to 
ensure against 
discrimination 
is a necessary. 


  So that the E-RSC can 
ensure balance 
between its role and 
that of the 
independent market 
monitor, FERC Order 
719 P 414 provides 
language regarding the 
IMM and States.  


11.  DATA EXCHANGE AND SHARING: 
ICT should be responsible for 
exchanging operational and planning 
data and coordinating with 
neighboring entities on behalf of 
Entergy. 


Conditional 
Support 


 Provided the ICT contract has provisions 
ensuring sufficient resources for the ICT to 
carry out its responsibilities, then the ICT 
should begin to assume all planning 
responsibilities under Attachment K, 
including regional coordination. 


 


12.  QF PUTS: ICT should establish 
priorities for establishing policies 
associated with modeling and 
curtailment priorities of QF puts.  
These policies need to be filed with 
FERC. 


    







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? 
13.  NEW MARKETS: ICT should have 
responsibility to develop and 
establish new markets in Entergy 
(next day, ancillary services, and real-
time) to optimize the existing 
transmission system and generating 
resources to minimize the cost of 
delivered energy to customers. 


Support: 
Expanding 
markets 
should 
encourage 
expedient 
expanded 
product lines 
and 
innovation. 


   







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? 
14.  E-RSC (ENTERGY SUGGESTED): 
Assuming that its retail regulators 
agree, Entergy expects to file tariff 
amendments with FERC to amend 
the ICT structure to address the E-
RSC’s authority and role in the areas 
of transmission planning and cost 
allocation. Entergy has indicated it 
could be appropriate to provide the 
E-RSC with authority, subject to 
unanimous vote of the E-RSC and 
with assurance of timely cost 
recovery, to (a) direct Entergy to file 
(though not necessarily support) 
tariff changes regarding transmission 
cost allocation structures; and (b) 
direct construction of additional 
transmission upgrades by Entergy.  
Entergy will, as necessary, amend its 
OATT and other relevant documents 
as necessary to reflect the role of the 
E-RSC in these areas that is agreed to 
on a final basis. 


Partial 
Support: 
EPSA 
supports the 
concepts but 
opposes 
Entergy 
conditioning 
the proposal. 
Compelling a 
cost allocation 
tariff proposal 
without the 
details is 
premature. 
Regarding (b), 
Entergy of 
course should 
amend its 
OATT to 
recognize the 
E-RSC role as 
it evolves. 
However, 
blanket 
support for 
undisclosed 
OATT changes 
is also 
premature. 


   







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? 
15.  ONE STOP SHOPPING / 


ELIMINATION OF PANCAKED RATES 


(ENTERGY SUGGESTED): Entergy 
believes it is appropriate to evaluate 
whether to modify the ICT structure 
to add “one-stop shopping” for 
transmission service requests over 
both the Entergy and SPP RTO 
transmission systems.  One-stop 
shopping potentially could be 
achieved by adopting a single OASIS 
node that would permit requests for 
service over both systems. 
 
Entergy would propose to evaluate 
the potential costs and benefits of 
phasing-out pancaked charges for 
transmission services over the 
Entergy and SPP RTO transmission.  
That evaluation should consider the 
amount of time that might be an 
appropriate period for phasing-out 
pancaked charges. 


Partial 
Support: One 
stop shopping 
and 
elimination of 
pancaked 
rates would be 
a positive 
step. 
However, a 
more detailed 
proposal is 
required for 
support of a 
single OASIS 
node for 
service 
requests. In 
addition the 
“who” and 
“how” for the 
evaluation of 
the change is 
not proffered. 


   


 
 








Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 12, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Enhanced ICT 
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 Hope (Hope)      


Stakeholder contact: David Fincher      


Contact address:  P.O. Box 2020      


    Hope, AR 71802      


Contact phone:  870-777-3000      


Contact email:  dfincher@hope-wl.com     


 
 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
1. DETERMINATION OF BENEFITS OF 


ECONOMIC UPGRADES: Economic 
planning process should include 
identification of full set of benefits of 
any upgrade. 


Yes  Hope supports this requirement if the end result is 
to better utilize the Base Plan authority of the ICT.  
This may need more effort by the ICT than tariff 
revision.  See § 14 of Attachment K which may 
already require this specificity. 


Attachment K  



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.  DISTINCTION OF 'ECONOMIC' 
VERSUS 'RELIABILITY ' UPGRADES: All 
effects (economic and reliability) should 
be determined for each project.  This 
will assist in formulating appropriate 
cost allocation approach for each 
upgrade. 
 
ETEC also stated they would support a 
balanced portfolio approach similar to 
the one used by SPP. 


Yes  This function should already be performed by 
existing ICT in formulating Base Plan. 


Attachment T 
Attachment K 
(If needed) 


3.  LIMITATIONS OF ICT CONTRACT: 


Independent analysis of contract to limit 
potential conflicts and allow the ICT to 
fulfill it's duties as an independent 
coordinator.  Contract should be 
modified to remove any impediments.  
This would help in demonstrating 
independence. 
 
ETEC added “[f]rom the beginning, 
those who have participated in the 
development of the ICT experiment have 
recognized the need for a truly 
independent ICT with the authority to 
actually plan for transmission 
upgrades.” 


Yes   Attachment S  
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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 


4.  STAFFING / DEDICATED 


RESOURCES: ICT needs to have 
additional staff and resources necessary 
to fully execute these duties of the ICT 
with a dedicated staff.  Concerns over 
ICT staff having SPP RTO 
responsibilities. 


Yes    Tariff Language 
probably not needed, 
more administrative in 
nature. 


5.  FLOWGATE CONGESTION: A number 
of flowgates on the Entergy system 
experience high levels of congestion 
during many hours necessitating re-
dispatch or the use of operating guides.  
This adversely affects the outcomes in 
the real-time, operating and planning 
models.  The ICT should be required 
transmission planning studies to 
identify potential cost-effective remedies 
to congestion on flowgates. 


Yes    
Attachment C 


6.  ATTACHMENT K INCLUDED 


ECONOMIC STUDIES: Attachment K 
includes for the 'rolling in' of 5 economic 
studies each year to system-wide costs.  
Currently, the ICT includes stakeholder 
requested studies pursuant to 
identification of RMR units and 
remedies and flowgate congestion in 
these studies. These types of studies 
should be included in system-wide costs 
but not included in the 5 per year set of 
studies. 


Yes   Attachment K 
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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 


7.  205 FILING RIGHTS FOR ENTERGY 


OATT: Long delays have been incurred 
on issues (example: sale of non-firm 
transmission over a congested flowgate 
during the time of a TLR-5 event) when 
a resolution has been decoded and 
agreed upon but no new tariff language 
has been filed by Entergy.  The ICT 
should have 205 Filing Rights to allow 
for filings to change the Entergy tariff. 


  Uncertain as to ramifications- needs more 
discussion. 


Attachment S  


8.  E-RSC: Formation of the group 
should be: 
1.  more than advisory; include 205 
filing rights 
2. effective governance structure; 
unanimous voting requirement is a 
significant concern. 


  Uncertain as to ramifications- needs more 
discussion. 


Probably require FERC 
Declaratory Ruling or 
Entergy Consent. 
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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 


9.  ELIMINATION OF PARTICIPANT 


FUNDING: Need to address cost 
allocation of needed transmission 
upgrades by the use of a rolled-in cost 
tariff using the same allocations that are 
now used to allocate costs for reliability 
upgrades under the Base Plan for ALL 
transmission upgrades 69kV and above. 
(Currently only in effect for reliability 
only upgrades 230kV and above) 


Yes  Participant funding has not worked.  One 
major cause has been Base Case Overloads.  
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.  Base Case overloads need to be 
corrected first and then participant funding 
needs to address all parties who will benefit 
from the improvement not just the party 
requesting.  Taken literally, a gaming of the 
system could result from excessive 
inclusion of projects benefiting only one or 
a group of stakeholders or cumbersome 
regulatory requirements of used and useful 
determinations made by individual states 
and FERC if Participant Funding was 
eliminated.  Hope will need to analyze 
replacement method and tariff language. 


Attachment T 
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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 


10.  MARKET POWER CONCERNS: 
Inclusion of an independent market 
monitor who has expertise in market 
power concerns to monitor for unduly 
discriminatory transmission service 
under the Entergy OATT.  KGen 
continue to say this role should report 
directly to FERC and should include the 
monitoring of all Entergy process 
including the WPP, Short and long-term 
TSRs, TLRs and Local Area Procedures. 


Yes  The ICT and SPP should construct a firewall within 
the organization via the Seams Agreement such that 
a separate function is created.  The ICT should 
assume most if not all of the functions Entergy 
presently performs. 


If tariff language is 
required, may need to 
be a new section since 
this would be a new 
entity. 


11.  DATA EXCHANGE AND SHARING: 
ICT should be responsible for 
exchanging operational and planning 
data and coordinating with neighboring 
entities on behalf of Entergy. 


Yes   Attachment S 


12.  QF PUTS: ICT should establish 
priorities for establishing policies 
associated with modeling and 
curtailment priorities of QF puts.  These 
policies need to be filed with FERC. 


Yes  QF puts as addressed by FERC should be curtailed 
prior to TL-5 events. 


Unsure 


13.  NEW MARKETS: ICT should have 
responsibility to develop and establish 
new markets in Entergy (next day, 
ancillary services, and real-time) to 
optimize the existing transmission 
system and generating resources to 
minimize the cost of delivered energy to 
customers. 


Yes 
(low 
priority) 


 Currently Entergy controls these functions and sets 
the market pricing.   


Unsure 
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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 


14.  E-RSC (ENTERGY SUGGESTED): 
Assuming that its retail regulators agree, 
Entergy expects to file tariff 
amendments with FERC to amend the 
ICT structure to address the E-RSC’s 
authority and role in the areas of 
transmission planning and cost 
allocation. Entergy has indicated it could 
be appropriate to provide the E-RSC 
with authority, subject to unanimous 
vote of the E-RSC and with assurance of 
timely cost recovery, to (a) direct 
Entergy to file (though not necessarily 
support) tariff changes regarding 
transmission cost allocation structures; 
and (b) direct construction of additional 
transmission upgrades by Entergy.  
Entergy will, as necessary, amend its 
OATT and other relevant documents as 
necessary to reflect the role of the E-RSC 
in these areas that is agreed to on a final 
basis. 


Yes  Support in theory, would like to see actual Tariff 
language before expressing final support. 


Various 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
15.  ONE STOP SHOPPING / 


ELIMINATION OF PANCAKED RATES 


(ENTERGY SUGGESTED): Entergy 
believes it is appropriate to evaluate 
whether to modify the ICT structure to 
add “one-stop shopping” for 
transmission service requests over both 
the Entergy and SPP RTO transmission 
systems.  One-stop shopping potentially 
could be achieved by adopting a single 
OASIS node that would permit requests 
for service over both systems. 
 
Entergy would propose to evaluate the 
potential costs and benefits of phasing-
out pancaked charges for transmission 
services over the Entergy and SPP RTO 
transmission.  That evaluation should 
consider the amount of time that might 
be an appropriate period for phasing-
out pancaked charges. 


 Yes The recommendation from the SPC on the 
TRAAC and Rate De-Pancaking 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-Pancaking, ETR and SPP in 3/1/10 
APSC filing’s cover pleading  § 3, page 10 
rejects E-RSC staff recommendation 
discussed in March 5, 2010 Matrix sua 
sponte at lines 4-11. Consequently Hope is 
compelled to oppose this recommendation 
based solely on ETR/SPP failure to act and 
follow staff’s concern.  In other words, 
Entergy’s commitment to this 
Enhancement is belied by its position in at 
least one formal regulatory docket 
described in these comments. 


Tariff changes would 
most likely be needed 
eventually. This may 
require a new 
Attachment to the 
Entergy OATT. 


 
 








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


Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 12, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Enhanced ICT 
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. DETERMINATION OF BENEFITS OF 


ECONOMIC UPGRADES: Economic 
planning process should include 
identification of full set of benefits of 
any upgrade. 


YES  In Support of Yes: All value of the upgrades. Please 
note that benefits to generators don’t necessarily 
benefit rate payers. Therefore AEP prefers the term 
“Value” of economic upgrades. 
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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.  DISTINCTION OF 'ECONOMIC' 
VERSUS 'RELIABILITY ' UPGRADES: All 
effects (economic and reliability) should 
be determined for each project.  This 
will assist in formulating appropriate 
cost allocation approach for each 
upgrade. 
 
ETEC also stated they would support a 
balanced portfolio approach similar to 
the one used by SPP. 


YES    


3.  LIMITATIONS OF ICT CONTRACT: 


Independent analysis of contract to limit 
potential conflicts and allow the ICT to 
fulfill it's duties as an independent 
coordinator.  Contract should be 
modified to remove any impediments.  
This would help in demonstrating 
independence. 
 
ETEC added “[f]rom the beginning, 
those who have participated in the 
development of the ICT experiment have 
recognized the need for a truly 
independent ICT with the authority to 
actually plan for transmission 
upgrades.” 


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? 
4.  STAFFING / DEDICATED 


RESOURCES: ICT needs to have 
additional staff and resources necessary 
to fully execute these duties of the ICT 
with a dedicated staff.  Concerns over 
ICT staff having SPP RTO 
responsibilities. 


YES  In Support of Yes: AEP is concerned over the 
“sharing” of  SPP RTO Resources and  recommends 
that SPP RTO staff focus on performing SPP RTO 
core functions. 


 


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    


6.  FLOWGATE CONGESTION: A number 
of flowgates on the Entergy system 
experience high levels of congestion 
during many hours necessitating re-
dispatch or the use of operating guides.  
This adversely affects the outcomes in 
the real-time, operating and planning 
models.  The ICT should be required 
during transmission planning studies to 
identify potential cost-effective remedies 
to congestion on flowgates. 


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.  ATTACHMENT K INCLUDED 


ECONOMIC STUDIES: Attachment K 
includes for the 'rolling in' of 5 economic 
studies each year to system-wide costs.  
Currently, the ICT includes stakeholder 
requested studies pursuant to 
identification of RMR units and 
remedies and flowgate congestion in 
these studies. These types of studies 
should be included in system-wide costs 
but not included in the 5 per year set of 
studies. 


YES   YES, Language to 
Attachment K in Section 
5 Base Case Model 
Development should 
include a new section 
describing the scope 
and criteria for the 5 
economic studies as well 
as how these studies will 
be used in the Base Case 
Model.  


8.  205 FILING RIGHTS FOR ENTERGY 


OATT: Long delays have been incurred 
on issues (example: sale of non-firm 
transmission over a congested flowgate 
during the time of a TLR-5 event) when 
a resolution has been decoded and 
agreed upon but no new tariff language 
has been filed by Entergy.  The ICT 
should have 205 Filing Rights to allow 
for filings to change the Entergy tariff. 


YES    


9.  E-RSC: Formation of the group 
should be: 
1.  more than advisory; include 205 
filing rights 
2. effective governance structure; 
unanimous voting requirement is a 
significant concern. 


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? 
10.  ELIMINATION OF PARTICIPANT 


FUNDING: Need to address cost 
allocation of needed transmission 
upgrades by the use of a rolled-in cost 
tariff using the same allocations that are 
now used to allocate costs for reliability 
upgrades under the Base Plan for ALL 
transmission upgrades 69kV and above. 
(Currently only in effect for reliability 
only upgrades 230kV and above) 


YES  In Support of Yes: AEP believes that Participant 
Funding has not been effective in getting new 
transmission built and should be retired. 


No. No reference to 
participant funding in 
Attachment K or T 


11.  MARKET POWER CONCERNS: 
Inclusion of an independent market 
monitor who has expertise in market 
power concerns to monitor for unduly 
discriminatory transmission service 
under the Entergy OATT.  KGen 
continue to say this role should report 
directly to FERC and should include the 
monitoring of all Entergy process 
including the WPP, Short and long-term 
TSRs, TLRs and Local Area Procedures. 


YES  In Support of Yes: AEP believes that an independent 
market monitor if required should not be associated 
with the ICT but work with the ICT performing the 
function as required.  


 


12.  DATA EXCHANGE AND SHARING: 
ICT should be responsible for 
exchanging operational and planning 
data and coordinating with neighboring 
entities on behalf of Entergy. 


YES    


13.  QF PUTS: ICT should establish 
priorities for establishing policies 
associated with modeling and 
curtailment priorities of QF puts.  These 
policies need to be filed with FERC. 


No 
Opinion 


   







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? 
14.  NEW MARKETS: ICT should have 
responsibility to develop and establish 
new markets in Entergy (next day, 
ancillary services, and real-time) to 
optimize the existing transmission 
system and generating resources to 
minimize the cost of delivered energy to 
customers. 


No 
Opinion 


   


15.  E-RSC (ENTERGY SUGGESTED): 
Assuming that its retail regulators agree, 
Entergy expects to file tariff 
amendments with FERC to amend the 
ICT structure to address the E-RSC’s 
authority and role in the areas of 
transmission planning and cost 
allocation. Entergy has indicated it could 
be appropriate to provide the E-RSC 
with authority, subject to unanimous 
vote of the E-RSC and with assurance of 
timely cost recovery, to (a) direct 
Entergy to file (though not necessarily 
support) tariff changes regarding 
transmission cost allocation structures; 
and (b) direct construction of additional 
transmission upgrades by Entergy.  
Entergy will, as necessary, amend its 
OATT and other relevant documents as 
necessary to reflect the role of the E-RSC 
in these areas that is agreed to on a final 
basis. 


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? 
16.  ONE STOP SHOPPING / 


ELIMINATION OF PANCAKED RATES 


(ENTERGY SUGGESTED): Entergy 
believes it is appropriate to evaluate 
whether to modify the ICT structure to 
add “one-stop shopping” for 
transmission service requests over both 
the Entergy and SPP RTO transmission 
systems.  One-stop shopping potentially 
could be achieved by adopting a single 
OASIS node that would permit requests 
for service over both systems. 
 
Entergy would propose to evaluate the 
potential costs and benefits of phasing-
out pancaked charges for transmission 
services over the Entergy and SPP RTO 
transmission.  That evaluation should 
consider the amount of time that might 
be an appropriate period for phasing-
out pancaked charges. 


YES   YES, possible changes 
to Attachment K and T 
could be required 
depending on the 
process decided upon. 


 
 

























































Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 12, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Enhanced ICT 
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. DETERMINATION OF BENEFITS OF 


ECONOMIC UPGRADES: Economic 
planning process should include 
identification of full set of benefits of 
any upgrade. 


Yes  Benton supports this requirement if the end result is 
to better utilize the Base Plan authority of the ICT.  
This may need more effort by the ICT than tariff 
revision.  See § 14 of Attachment K which may 
already require this specificity. 


Attachment K  



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.  DISTINCTION OF 'ECONOMIC' 
VERSUS 'RELIABILITY ' UPGRADES: All 
effects (economic and reliability) should 
be determined for each project.  This 
will assist in formulating appropriate 
cost allocation approach for each 
upgrade. 
 
ETEC also stated they would support a 
balanced portfolio approach similar to 
the one used by SPP. 


Yes  This function should already be performed by 
existing ICT in formulating Base Plan. 


Attachment T 
Attachment K 
(If needed) 


3.  LIMITATIONS OF ICT CONTRACT: 


Independent analysis of contract to limit 
potential conflicts and allow the ICT to 
fulfill it's duties as an independent 
coordinator.  Contract should be 
modified to remove any impediments.  
This would help in demonstrating 
independence. 
 
ETEC added “[f]rom the beginning, 
those who have participated in the 
development of the ICT experiment have 
recognized the need for a truly 
independent ICT with the authority to 
actually plan for transmission 
upgrades.” 


Yes   Attachment S  
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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 


4.  STAFFING / DEDICATED 


RESOURCES: ICT needs to have 
additional staff and resources necessary 
to fully execute these duties of the ICT 
with a dedicated staff.  Concerns over 
ICT staff having SPP RTO 
responsibilities. 


Yes    Tariff Language 
probably not needed, 
more administrative in 
nature. 


5.  FLOWGATE CONGESTION: A number 
of flowgates on the Entergy system 
experience high levels of congestion 
during many hours necessitating re-
dispatch or the use of operating guides.  
This adversely affects the outcomes in 
the real-time, operating and planning 
models.  The ICT should be required 
transmission planning studies to 
identify potential cost-effective remedies 
to congestion on flowgates. 


Yes    
Attachment C 


6.  ATTACHMENT K INCLUDED 


ECONOMIC STUDIES: Attachment K 
includes for the 'rolling in' of 5 economic 
studies each year to system-wide costs.  
Currently, the ICT includes stakeholder 
requested studies pursuant to 
identification of RMR units and 
remedies and flowgate congestion in 
these studies. These types of studies 
should be included in system-wide costs 
but not included in the 5 per year set of 
studies. 


Yes   Attachment K 
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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 


7.  205 FILING RIGHTS FOR ENTERGY 


OATT: Long delays have been incurred 
on issues (example: sale of non-firm 
transmission over a congested flowgate 
during the time of a TLR-5 event) when 
a resolution has been decoded and 
agreed upon but no new tariff language 
has been filed by Entergy.  The ICT 
should have 205 Filing Rights to allow 
for filings to change the Entergy tariff. 


  Uncertain as to ramifications- needs more 
discussion. 


Attachment S  


8.  E-RSC: Formation of the group 
should be: 
1.  more than advisory; include 205 
filing rights 
2. effective governance structure; 
unanimous voting requirement is a 
significant concern. 


  Uncertain as to ramifications- needs more 
discussion. 


Probably require FERC 
Declaratory Ruling or 
Entergy Consent. 
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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 


9.  ELIMINATION OF PARTICIPANT 


FUNDING: Need to address cost 
allocation of needed transmission 
upgrades by the use of a rolled-in cost 
tariff using the same allocations that are 
now used to allocate costs for reliability 
upgrades under the Base Plan for ALL 
transmission upgrades 69kV and above. 
(Currently only in effect for reliability 
only upgrades 230kV and above) 


Yes  Participant funding has not worked.  One 
major cause has been Base Case Overloads.  
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.  Base Case overloads need to be 
corrected first and then participant funding 
needs to address all parties who will benefit 
from the improvement not just the party 
requesting.  Taken literally, a gaming of the 
system could result from excessive 
inclusion of projects benefiting only one or 
a group of stakeholders or cumbersome 
regulatory requirements of used and useful 
determinations made by individual states 
and FERC if Participant Funding was 
eliminated.  Benton will need to analyze 
replacement method and tariff language. 


Attachment T 
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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 


10.  MARKET POWER CONCERNS: 
Inclusion of an independent market 
monitor who has expertise in market 
power concerns to monitor for unduly 
discriminatory transmission service 
under the Entergy OATT.  KGen 
continue to say this role should report 
directly to FERC and should include the 
monitoring of all Entergy process 
including the WPP, Short and long-term 
TSRs, TLRs and Local Area Procedures. 


Yes  The ICT and SPP should construct a firewall within 
the organization via the Seams Agreement such that 
a separate function is created.  The ICT should 
assume most if not all of the functions Entergy 
presently performs. 


If tariff language is 
required, may need to 
be a new section since 
this would be a new 
entity. 


11.  DATA EXCHANGE AND SHARING: 
ICT should be responsible for 
exchanging operational and planning 
data and coordinating with neighboring 
entities on behalf of Entergy. 


Yes   Attachment S 


12.  QF PUTS: ICT should establish 
priorities for establishing policies 
associated with modeling and 
curtailment priorities of QF puts.  These 
policies need to be filed with FERC. 


Yes  QF puts as addressed by FERC should be curtailed 
prior to TL-5 events. 


Unsure 


13.  NEW MARKETS: ICT should have 
responsibility to develop and establish 
new markets in Entergy (next day, 
ancillary services, and real-time) to 
optimize the existing transmission 
system and generating resources to 
minimize the cost of delivered energy to 
customers. 


Yes 
(low 
priority) 


 Currently Entergy controls these functions and sets 
the market pricing.   


Unsure 
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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 


14.  E-RSC (ENTERGY SUGGESTED): 
Assuming that its retail regulators agree, 
Entergy expects to file tariff 
amendments with FERC to amend the 
ICT structure to address the E-RSC’s 
authority and role in the areas of 
transmission planning and cost 
allocation. Entergy has indicated it could 
be appropriate to provide the E-RSC 
with authority, subject to unanimous 
vote of the E-RSC and with assurance of 
timely cost recovery, to (a) direct 
Entergy to file (though not necessarily 
support) tariff changes regarding 
transmission cost allocation structures; 
and (b) direct construction of additional 
transmission upgrades by Entergy.  
Entergy will, as necessary, amend its 
OATT and other relevant documents as 
necessary to reflect the role of the E-RSC 
in these areas that is agreed to on a final 
basis. 


Yes  Support in theory, would like to see actual Tariff 
language before expressing final support. 


Various 
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E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
15.  ONE STOP SHOPPING / 


ELIMINATION OF PANCAKED RATES 


(ENTERGY SUGGESTED): Entergy 
believes it is appropriate to evaluate 
whether to modify the ICT structure to 
add “one-stop shopping” for 
transmission service requests over both 
the Entergy and SPP RTO transmission 
systems.  One-stop shopping potentially 
could be achieved by adopting a single 
OASIS node that would permit requests 
for service over both systems. 
 
Entergy would propose to evaluate the 
potential costs and benefits of phasing-
out pancaked charges for transmission 
services over the Entergy and SPP RTO 
transmission.  That evaluation should 
consider the amount of time that might 
be an appropriate period for phasing-
out pancaked charges. 


 Yes The recommendation from the SPC on the 
TRAAC and Rate De-Pancaking 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-Pancaking, ETR and SPP in 3/1/10 
APSC filing’s cover pleading  § 3, page 10 
rejects E-RSC staff recommendation 
discussed in March 5, 2010 Matrix 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 concern.  In 
other words, Entergy’s commitment to this 
Enhancement is belied by its position in at 
least one formal regulatory docket 
described in these comments. 


Tariff changes would 
most likely be needed 
eventually. This may 
require a new 
Attachment to the 
Entergy OATT. 


 
 








Stakeholders: Please reply by Friday, March 12, 2010, at 12 noon with your support or opposition to each Enhanced ICT 
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    501-450-6099    


Contact email:  Richie.arnold@conwaycorp.com    


 
 


PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
1. DETERMINATION OF BENEFITS OF 


ECONOMIC UPGRADES: Economic 
planning process should include 
identification of full set of benefits of 
any upgrade. 


Yes  CC supports this requirement if the end result is to 
better utilize the Base Plan authority of the ICT.  
This may need more effort by the ICT than tariff 
revision.  See § 14 of Attachment K which may 
already require this specificity. 


Attachment K  



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.  DISTINCTION OF 'ECONOMIC' 
VERSUS 'RELIABILITY ' UPGRADES: All 
effects (economic and reliability) should 
be determined for each project.  This 
will assist in formulating appropriate 
cost allocation approach for each 
upgrade. 
 
ETEC also stated they would support a 
balanced portfolio approach similar to 
the one used by SPP. 


Yes  This function should already be performed by 
existing ICT in formulating Base Plan. 


Attachment T 
Attachment K 
(If needed) 


3.  LIMITATIONS OF ICT CONTRACT: 


Independent analysis of contract to limit 
potential conflicts and allow the ICT to 
fulfill it's duties as an independent 
coordinator.  Contract should be 
modified to remove any impediments.  
This would help in demonstrating 
independence. 
 
ETEC added “[f]rom the beginning, 
those who have participated in the 
development of the ICT experiment have 
recognized the need for a truly 
independent ICT with the authority to 
actually plan for transmission 
upgrades.” 


Yes   Attachment S  
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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 


4.  STAFFING / DEDICATED 


RESOURCES: ICT needs to have 
additional staff and resources necessary 
to fully execute these duties of the ICT 
with a dedicated staff.  Concerns over 
ICT staff having SPP RTO 
responsibilities. 


Yes    Tariff Language 
probably not needed, 
more administrative in 
nature. 


5.  FLOWGATE CONGESTION: A number 
of flowgates on the Entergy system 
experience high levels of congestion 
during many hours necessitating re-
dispatch or the use of operating guides.  
This adversely affects the outcomes in 
the real-time, operating and planning 
models.  The ICT should be required 
transmission planning studies to 
identify potential cost-effective remedies 
to congestion on flowgates. 


Yes    
Attachment C 


6.  ATTACHMENT K INCLUDED 


ECONOMIC STUDIES: Attachment K 
includes for the 'rolling in' of 5 economic 
studies each year to system-wide costs.  
Currently, the ICT includes stakeholder 
requested studies pursuant to 
identification of RMR units and 
remedies and flowgate congestion in 
these studies. These types of studies 
should be included in system-wide costs 
but not included in the 5 per year set of 
studies. 


Yes   Attachment K 
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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 


7.  205 FILING RIGHTS FOR ENTERGY 


OATT: Long delays have been incurred 
on issues (example: sale of non-firm 
transmission over a congested flowgate 
during the time of a TLR-5 event) when 
a resolution has been decoded and 
agreed upon but no new tariff language 
has been filed by Entergy.  The ICT 
should have 205 Filing Rights to allow 
for filings to change the Entergy tariff. 


  Uncertain as to ramifications- needs more 
discussion. 


Attachment S  


8.  E-RSC: Formation of the group 
should be: 
1.  more than advisory; include 205 
filing rights 
2. effective governance structure; 
unanimous voting requirement is a 
significant concern. 


  Uncertain as to ramifications- needs more 
discussion. 


Probably require FERC 
Declaratory Ruling or 
Entergy Consent. 
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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 


9.  ELIMINATION OF PARTICIPANT 


FUNDING: Need to address cost 
allocation of needed transmission 
upgrades by the use of a rolled-in cost 
tariff using the same allocations that are 
now used to allocate costs for reliability 
upgrades under the Base Plan for ALL 
transmission upgrades 69kV and above. 
(Currently only in effect for reliability 
only upgrades 230kV and above) 


Yes  Participant funding has not worked.  One 
major cause has been Base Case Overloads.  
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.  Base Case overloads need to be 
corrected first and then participant funding 
needs to address all parties who will benefit 
from the improvement not just the party 
requesting.  Taken literally, a gaming of the 
system could result from excessive 
inclusion of projects benefiting only one or 
a group of stakeholders or cumbersome 
regulatory requirements of used and useful 
determinations made by individual states 
and FERC if Participant Funding was 
eliminated.  CC will need to analyze 
replacement method and tariff language. 


Attachment T 
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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 


10.  MARKET POWER CONCERNS: 
Inclusion of an independent market 
monitor who has expertise in market 
power concerns to monitor for unduly 
discriminatory transmission service 
under the Entergy OATT.  KGen 
continue to say this role should report 
directly to FERC and should include the 
monitoring of all Entergy process 
including the WPP, Short and long-term 
TSRs, TLRs and Local Area Procedures. 


Yes  The ICT and SPP should construct a firewall within 
the organization via the Seams Agreement such that 
a separate function is created.  The ICT should 
assume most if not all of the functions Entergy 
presently performs. 


If tariff language is 
required, may need to 
be a new section since 
this would be a new 
entity. 


11.  DATA EXCHANGE AND SHARING: 
ICT should be responsible for 
exchanging operational and planning 
data and coordinating with neighboring 
entities on behalf of Entergy. 


Yes   Attachment S 


12.  QF PUTS: ICT should establish 
priorities for establishing policies 
associated with modeling and 
curtailment priorities of QF puts.  These 
policies need to be filed with FERC. 


Yes  QF puts as addressed by FERC should be curtailed 
prior to TL-5 events. 


Unsure 


13.  NEW MARKETS: ICT should have 
responsibility to develop and establish 
new markets in Entergy (next day, 
ancillary services, and real-time) to 
optimize the existing transmission 
system and generating resources to 
minimize the cost of delivered energy to 
customers. 


Yes 
(low 
priority) 


 Currently Entergy controls these functions and sets 
the market pricing.   


Unsure 
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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 


14.  E-RSC (ENTERGY SUGGESTED): 
Assuming that its retail regulators agree, 
Entergy expects to file tariff 
amendments with FERC to amend the 
ICT structure to address the E-RSC’s 
authority and role in the areas of 
transmission planning and cost 
allocation. Entergy has indicated it could 
be appropriate to provide the E-RSC 
with authority, subject to unanimous 
vote of the E-RSC and with assurance of 
timely cost recovery, to (a) direct 
Entergy to file (though not necessarily 
support) tariff changes regarding 
transmission cost allocation structures; 
and (b) direct construction of additional 
transmission upgrades by Entergy.  
Entergy will, as necessary, amend its 
OATT and other relevant documents as 
necessary to reflect the role of the E-RSC 
in these areas that is agreed to on a final 
basis. 


Yes  Support in theory, would like to see actual Tariff 
language before expressing final support. 


Various 
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E-RSC STAKEHOLDER INPUT ON STAFF WORKING GROUP’S ICT ENHANCEMENT PROPOSAL 
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PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS SUPPORT OPPOSE 
IF OPPOSE, PLEASE PROVIDE 


EXPLANATION/RECOMMENDATION 


TARIFF LANGUAGE 


AMENDMENT 


REQUIRED? 
15.  ONE STOP SHOPPING / 


ELIMINATION OF PANCAKED RATES 


(ENTERGY SUGGESTED): Entergy 
believes it is appropriate to evaluate 
whether to modify the ICT structure to 
add “one-stop shopping” for 
transmission service requests over both 
the Entergy and SPP RTO transmission 
systems.  One-stop shopping potentially 
could be achieved by adopting a single 
OASIS node that would permit requests 
for service over both systems. 
 
Entergy would propose to evaluate the 
potential costs and benefits of phasing-
out pancaked charges for transmission 
services over the Entergy and SPP RTO 
transmission.  That evaluation should 
consider the amount of time that might 
be an appropriate period for phasing-
out pancaked charges. 


 Yes The recommendation from the SPC on the 
TRAAC and Rate De-Pancaking 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-Pancaking, ETR and SPP in 3/1/10 
APSC filing’s cover pleading  § 3, page 10 
rejects E-RSC staff recommendation 
discussed in March 5, 2010 Matrix sua 
sponte at lines 4-11. Consequently CC is 
compelled to oppose this recommendation 
based solely on ETR/SPP failure to act and 
follow staff’s concern.  In other words, 
Entergy’s commitment to this 
Enhancement is belied by its position in at 
least one formal regulatory docket 
described in these comments. 


Tariff changes would 
most likely be needed 
eventually. This may 
require a new 
Attachment to the 
Entergy OATT. 


 
 





