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• Summary of Action Items • 

 

1.  ICT will review how WOTAB is being modeled in current studies compared to how it is modeled in 

studies for the WPP, AFC analysis and the Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) study. 

2.  ICT will review protocol concerning the listing of FCITC and OTDF data in the System Impact Study.  

Also review alternative practice for sharing FCITC and OTDF data to requesting customer. 

3.  ICT will research how the System Impact Study process would be impacted by performing an analysis 

with the approved CP projects baked into the base case models versus testing the CP projects as 

mitigation solutions after the fact. 

4.  ICT will seek volunteers to form a task force to discuss recommendations for improvement with the 

System Impact Study and study report. 

5.  ICT will review procedures governing the use of customer-provided generation dispatch in System 

Impact Studies. 

 



 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

ICT Long-term transmission issues working group MEETING 

July 21, 2010 

Houston, TX 

• MINUTES • 

8:30 A.M – 12:00 P.M. 

 

 

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items 
 
Jody Holland called the meeting into order at approximately 8:38 A.M.  There were no revisions to the 
agenda.  
 
Agenda Item 1A – Introduction 
 
A list of those that attended the net conference is attached.   
 
Agenda Item 1B – Review Past Action Items 
 
Jody Holland reviewed the June 17, 2010 LITTWG action items.  Action item #1 was completed.  A 
presentation was made for action item #2.  Action item #3 was dismissed after discussing with Ronnie 
Frizzell.  Action item #4 was addressed by informing the meeting participants that the cost estimates for 
the SIRPP economic study were derived by the TOs participating in the study. 
 
Agenda Item 1C – Discuss/Approve Minutes of 6/17/2010 LTTIWG Meeting 
 
Jody Holland reviewed the June 17, 2010 LTTIWG minutes. The minutes were approved as posted on 
OASIS with no objection. 
 
Agenda Item 1D – SPP Antitrust Guidelines 
 
Jody Holland reviewed the Antitrust Guidelines and there were no questions. 
 
Agenda Item 2 – ISTEP 2010 Update 
 
English Cook provided an overview of the current status of the ISTEP 2010 process that included 
selected projects overview, process schedule, Conway Area project displacement, and process status. 
 
Jennifer Vosburg informed the ICT the presentation was not posted.  The ICT posted the presentation. 
 
Robert Mechler requested that the presenter announce what slide he is discussing in order to make it 
easier for the participants on the phone to follow along. 
 
Henry Thompson asked for clarification regarding the numbers listed in the 2019S column under the 
(CPE) DRAFT 2011-2013 APP/PROP CP heading on slide 12.  English Cook explained the numbers 
listed were overloads identified for summer 2019 for those specified contingencies.  Jody Holland added  



 

 
Agenda Item 2 – ISTEP 2010 Update (cont.) 
 
that the ICT has performed an evaluation of the Draft 2011-2013 Entergy Construction Plan and that the 
ICT will work with Entergy to identify a project or projects that will eliminate the overloads identified in the 
out years. 
 
English Cook asked that questions/comments regarding the ISTEP process be submitted to 
ISTEP@spp.org. 
 
Agenda Item 3 – RA & CPE High-level Results 
 
Brandon Hentschel provided an overview of the ICT Reliability Assessment (RA) and Construction Plan 
Evaluation (CPE).  The overview contained descriptions of the RA and CPE processes, findings from the 
two evaluations, a review of next steps in the processes, and an updated schedule. 
 
Robert Mechler inquired if the loading and voltage reference used on slide 6 of the presentation was in 
regards to loading or voltage or both.  Brandon Hentschel acknowledged the reference of loading and 
voltage was for both. 
 
Jennifer Vosburg asked for a definition of horizon plan.  Doug Powell explained that the Entergy 
construction plan is a 10-year plan per NERC with years 1-3 falling under cost allocation and with years 
4-10 falling outside of the cost allocation window and are considered future or horizon projects. 
 
Robert Lona asked why op-guides are used with the RA in the place of identifying upgrades.  Brandon 
Hentschel responded there may be an op-guide in place that may eliminate problems identified during the 
RA.  The op-guides will be tested during the Base Plan process and may be used to alleviate the 
problems rather than identifying upgrades.  Charles Long pointed out that there are future/horizon 
projects identified in the construction plan that will eliminate some op-guides.  He also stated that in some 
cases it is better to reconfigure the system than to reconductor. 
 
Roberto Paliza asked which type of project is included in the evaluation of long-term transmission service.  
Horizon, proposed, or approved?  Jody Holland answered that approved projects are used in the 
evaluation of long-term transmission service.  If proposed projects are identified as solutions to 
contingencies, they will be charged to the customer.  Jody also stated that approved construction plan 
projects can also be referred to as base plan projects and those solutions identified that are not in the 
base plan will be charged to the requesting customer. 
 
Roberto Paliza stated that the assessment will only identify a small number of violations because 
approved and proposed projects were included in the analysis.  Roberto also stated that if only approved 
projects were used with the assessment, the list of identified problems would be much longer and that 
would be more reflective of what customers want to see.  Brandon Hentschel responding with the 
reasoning that the process he is conducting is the CPE and that the ICT is looking to see how the draft 
construction plan will affect overloads.  Jody Holland added that the process being described is for 
reliability which starts with the RA which looks at the current model and identifies reliability issues.  The 
CPE is performed with no suggestions from the ICT.  After the evaluation, the ICT will work with Entergy 
to suggest upgrades needed to address reliability concerns.  After the summit, the ICT will open up the 
process to stakeholders for comments.  After the comment period, the ICT will then work toward the 
completion of the base plan. 
 
Jennifer Vosburg stated that the use of op-guides are allowed for the assessment, but in real time, a 
specific line with an op-guide has become a major limiting element.  She asked at what point is the op-
guide eliminated.  Charles Long stated that the lines displayed with op-guides either have a project on the 
way to eliminate it or they will look to make a 69kV loop to radials. 



 

 
Agenda Item 3 – RA & CPE High-level Results (cont.) 
 
Brandon Hentschel stated that the Holland Bottoms project was not approved during the low-hydro 
sensitivity.  He will perform further evaluations during the Base Plan process which will include the 
Holland Bottoms project. 
 
Henry Thompson asked what area problems were identified during the low-hydro review.  Brandon 
Hentschel directed the group to posted spreadsheets that list the problems identified during the low-hydro 
evaluation.  He stated the identified problems either didn’t show up during the CPE or had more than a 
5% impact on an overload identified in the CPE results.  He also stated which sources were modeled as 
“off” or at 50%.  Robert Mechler asked why the analysis with sources “off” and at 50% was used.  Doug 
Powell answered that those decisions were based on planning criteria and past history.  Robert Mechler 
asked if there were any concerns that something was being missed.  Henry Thompson pointed out that all 
hydro in north Arkansas is owned by SPA and not Entergy. 
 
Brandon Hentschel stated that there were no additional problems identified during the load pocket 
analysis that weren’t identified in the CPE.  Roberto Paliza asked why WOTAB was not included as one 
of the load pockets.  Doug Powell answered that WOTAB is not considered a load pocket based on 
generation and flows in the areas as well as risk.  He also stated the load pockets are defined in the 
planning criteria. 
 
Roberto Paliza stated that WOTAB is modeled as a load pocket permitting RMR units in the models for 
the WPP, for AFC analysis, and for the cost benefit analysis.  Charles Long responded that Roberto may 
be confusing that with import/export limits and that he didn’t think WOTAB was modeled as a load pocket 
in the other studies.  The ICT, as an action item, will research how WOTAB is being modeled in current 
studies compared to how it is modeled in studies for the WPP, AFC analysis and the cost benefit analysis 
(CBA) study. 
 
Roberto Paliza asked if Entergy has a definition of load pocket in its criteria.  Charles Long answered that 
the definition of load pocket is in the local planning criteria.  Charles also stated that the new planning 
standards will be G-1, N-1 which should eliminate load pockets.  The new standard, TPL-001-1, has been 
posted with the comment period and balloting period running in parallel.  The new standards will have a 
seven-year implementation period.  Jennifer Vosburg asked if SPP has been observing the new standard.  
Jody Holland replied that SPP is waiting on the new standard to be approved. 
 
Henry Thompson stated that he didn’t see anything in 2016 and asked if he could assume there are 
projects (horizon, proposed, or approved) that fix identified issues for 2016.  Brandon Hentschel stated 
that there were no additional problems identified during the load pocket analysis that weren’t identified in 
the CPE. 
 
Brandon Hentschel informed the group the final RA report will be posted before the Summit.  He asked 
that comments to the RA and CPE be forwarded to the ICT by July 28 so the ICT will have time to 
consider those comments when finalizing the RA report.   
 
Doug Powell added that the Difference Report will be posted in January and should be added to the Base 
Plan schedule.  The ICT agreed to add the Differences Report to the schedule. 
 
Agenda Item 4 – ERSC Minimizing Bulk Power Costs (MBPC) 
 
Eric Burkey gave a brief presentation that included an MBPC status update, vendor selection timetable, 
and project timetable.  There were no questions or discussion. 
 
 



 

Agenda Item 5 – Negative FCITC Values 
 
James Lyle gave a presentation on the implication of documenting negative FCITC in System Impact 
Study Reports.  This presentation was derived from an action item taken during the 6/17/2010 LTTIWG.  
The presentation included the defining and calculating of FCITC and examples of different scenarios for 
which FCITC was calculated and compared.  James shared the opinion of the ICT that listing negative  
FCITCs in the SISR will not provide additional, needed information, therefore the ICT was considering to 
leave the reports as-is. 
 
Roberto Paliza agreed the FCITC number itself will not provide the full picture, but the reason for the 
request for the actual FCITC, including negatives, was to provide more transparency in the study results.  
A zero can be misleading and it looks like something is being hidden.  Roberto also added that a zero 
doesn’t necessarily mean a base case overload and providing FCITC and OTDF data will improve the 
usefulness of the SISR for the customer. 
 
John Chiles suggested it would be helpful if the FCITC data is provided to the customer, if not included in 
the SISR.  It can be a way to check for accuracy in the study by comparing OTDFs.  He stated the 
requesting customer should be able to get the information.  Jody Holland responded by stating the 
information would have to be posted publicly if not included in the report and requested by the SIS 
customer. 
 
Doug Powell and Roberto Paliza both expressed their agreement with John Chiles’ suggestion of 
providing the information via a separate posting. 
 
Henry Thompson opined that there’s got to be a better way to have better correlation of the answers 
between the SIS and FS.  There shouldn’t be the huge variation between reports even with DC and AC 
analysis.  He also stated that it is hard for customers to make good decisions when information between 
reports is so different and that customers may chose to not move forward on findings from the SIS when 
the FS may show different findings.  For example, upgrades identified in SIS may not be identified in FS.  
Therefore, a customer drops a TSR based on upgrades identified in the SIS and would have kept the 
TSR if they would have known the upgrades weren’t needed as expressed in the FS.  Jody Holland 
responded that this process is based on Entergy’s tariff.  The 5% TRM is a reason for the difference 
which is based on the OATT.  Jody also added that study models are updated to reflect current status of 
the system with each new study so current data is captured.   
 
Roberto Paliza asked if construction plan and base plan upgrades are included in the SIS models.  Jody 
Holland responded that the upgrades are not included in the models but base plan projects are used as 
solutions for identified contingencies.  Roberto replied that the study does not reflect the benefit of the 
base plan upgrades when using them as a post assessment tool.  He expressed that the SIS should be 
more like a FS which would better align the two studies.  Jody responded that base plan projects are not 
modeled in order to account for the impact of identified upgrades in regards to FFRs. 
 
Jody Holland took an action item to research the issues involved with adding a section to the SISR 
covering a “baked-in” analysis using base plan upgrades verses the current practice of performing an 
“after-the-fact” solutions check. 
 
Roberto Paliza asked if the ICT was including generation dispatch of neighboring customers.  Jody 
Holland responded yes and if no dispatch was provided to the ICT, the ICT would use economic dispatch 
as provided by the tariff.  Roberto replied that customer-provided dispatch was not included in a recent 
LAGN study.  Jody acknowledged that the ICT is aware of the issue and is currently investigating the 
issue.  Jennifer Vosburg added that this issue is not just a LGAN issue and she wanted to make sure this 
is not happening process-wide.  Jody Holland responded that the ICT allows an annual submission of 
dispatch or the addition of a new resource will allow a dispatch update.  He also stated that if redispatch 
is available off the base dispatch, it is allowable. 



 

Agenda Item 5 – Negative FCITC Values (cont.) 
 
Roberto Paliza stated that there have been a lot of items (upgrades and costs) identified as TBD in SISRs 
lately.  He asked if there can be some sort of estimation tool employed in order to eliminate the use of 
TBD.  Jennifer Vosburg added that she received a recent SISR where the total cost of identified  
contingency upgrades was TBD.  She asked how can a customer make a decision based on TBD with 
not having an estimate of the potential costs.  Jody Holland responded that the ICT uses historical cost 
estimates for the SISR.  The recent influx of TBDs was due to the identifying of new upgrades that have 
not been scoped and therefore have no cost estimates to apply to the SISR.  He suggested that new cost 
estimating numbers may need to be received from Entergy. 
 
Jody Holland suggested the development of a task force to discuss changes and recommendations for 
the improvement of the SIS and SISR.  Jennifer Vosburg and Robert Mechler both voiced their support of 
the task force.  Robert Mechler, Robert Lona, Roberto Paliza, Jennifer Vosburg, Henry Thompson, and 
John Chiles volunteered to be members of the task force.  Jody Holland stated the recommendations of 
the task force would be shared with the LTTIWG and the SPC. 
 
Roberto Paliza asked why the ICT uses a 5% TRM for SIS and was a 5% TRM used with the RA.  Jody 
Holland responded that the 5% TRM is only used in the SIS for transmission service.  Doug Powell added 
that the purpose of TRM was to help speed up the study process and service is not denied based on the 
5% TRM.  He added the goal was to give enough information in the SISR for the customer to decide on 
moving forward with the FS.  Doug finished with the 5% TRM requirement is a part of Attachment D and is 
a part of the current draft Attachment D which is at FERC for approval. 
 
Agenda Item 6 – 2010 Entergy Economic Study Process 
 
Enrique Silva gave a presentation on Entergy’s (ESI) new Alternate Economic Study Process.  The 
presentation included an overview of the process development and current guiding principles as well as a 
discussion of the three phases to the study process. 
 
Robert Lona asked why a $10 million criterion was selected considering few upgrade projects would fall 
under that total.  Enrique Silva responded the criterion was set to identify short-term projects that could be 
built in less than two years. 
 
Robert Lona asked if the study was a GridView type of analysis.  Enrique Silva responded that they were 
looking into that type of analysis. 
 
Doug Powell stated that they are trying to process ISTEP projects quicker.  Project selection can be for 
preliminary projects or they can wait for the final plan.  He added that Entergy can use this year’s process 
for determining which study process to follow. 
 
Brenda Harris asked if this new process would require a tariff change.  Doug Powell responded that the 
tariff does not go into detail on how Entergy follows up on the ISTEP findings. 
 
Roberto Paliza asked who determines the potential congestion savings.  Enrique Silva replied the 
congestion savings numbers come from the ICT from the ISTEP results. 
 
Roberto Paliza asked if Entergy validates the ISTEP results.  Lee Kellough answered that ESI did work 
with the ICT to understand the models and that their sensitivities are based on historical flows, TLRs, and 
congestion in the past.  He also stated they are not benchmarking model for model. 
 



 

Agenda Item 7 – Other Discussion 
 
Robert Lona asked for a status of the limiting element posting.  Eric Burkey responded that the ICT 
finished and posted the first 15 and is almost finished with the second 15.  Eric Burkey has determined a 
posting date of August 5, 2010. 
 
John Chiles asked for an update on Attachments C, D, and E which are under FERC review.   Jeff Price 
responded that there has been no word from FERC on their progress.  All three attachments were filed 
with FERC on April 3, 2009 and were vetted last summer. 
 
Sam Loudenslager announced that a QF workshop will be held on August 9 to continue the discussion 
from the May ESRC meeting. 
 
Jody Holland asked the meeting participants for their opinions on using a WebEx format for future 
LTTIWGs.  Rick Henley stated the last LTTIWG WebEx showed little involvement.  He wasn’t sure if it 
was due to the format or just timing compared to the attendance of the present meeting. Jennifer Vosburg 
said she thought the low attendance was due to timing.  She suggested that a WebEx presentation be run 
in conjunction with the face-to-face meeting so participants on the phone can follow along better with the 
presentations.  Robert Mechler offered that participants on the phone have a hard time hearing the 
presenters and following along with the presentation being made.  He offered the opinion that the ICT 
needs to improve the sound quality of the meetings.  Steve McElhaney stated that he has had problems 
with conflicting meeting times.  He asked that better care be taken when selecting dates and times in the 
future as to ensure that there aren’t any conflicts with other working group meetings. 
 
Agenda Item 8 – Discuss Next LTTIWG 
 
It was brought to the attention of the group that the LTTIWG meeting date of October 13, 2010, conflicts 
with another working group meeting.  Jody Holland said the ICT will determine a new date and present it 
to the LTTIWG at the next meeting. 
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