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Logistics 

Date & 

Time: 
Thursday, Jan 13, 2011, 2:00 PM – 4:00 PM CDT 

Location: Netconference 

Meeting 
called by: 

Jennifer Vosburg 
Type of 
meeting: 

Monthly 

Facilitator: John Chiles Scribe:  ICT 

Participants: 

John Chiles – Vice-

Chairperson 

Becky Turner 

Michael Mueller 

 

Roberto Paliza 

Erin Murphy 

Maryclaire Peterson 

Doug Powell 

Ollie Burke 

Jeff Price 

Antoine Lucas 

Ben Roubique 

 

Charlton Hill 

James Lyle 

English Cook 

 

AGENDA ITEMS – 

Topic Presenter/Facilitator Time allotted 

1. Administrative Items                                                      Ben Roubique 

2. Review of Draft Attachment T Guidance Document                   All 

3. Summary of Action Items                                               Ben Roubique 

4. Future Meeting(s)                                                                 All 

5. Adjourn                                                                        Ben Roubique 

NOTES FROM THIS MEETING 

Meeting 
Minutes: 

 

John Chiles started the meeting at 2:00pm.  A roll call was taken and attendance was noted.  

A list of attendees is included.   

 

The first item of business was the review of the minutes from the November 8, 2010 meeting.  

After review and hearing no comments on the minutes, the minutes were voted on and 
approved as posted unopposed. 

 

The next item of business was the review and discussion of Actions Items taken from the 
previous meeting held on 11/19/2010.  Written responses for Action Items 1-5 below were 

provided to SISTF participants as an accompanying document to the meeting agenda.  
Discussion of Action Items 1-5 and the remaining items are noted below. 

 

Summary of Action Items –  



1)  Where in the process is the determination made of what causes the BCCOs, and how 

is it conveyed to the customer? 

a. Roberto Paliza: Are you in the developing a process to determine what causes 
the BCCOs? 

i. Ben Roubique: The ICT is not opposed to developing such a process.  
However, we have no plans to do so.   

b. John Chiles: Change TDF to OTDF in the report. 

2) Develop process document defining “after-the-fact” test. 

a. James Lyle read through the document describing the “After-the-Fact” Test. 

b. Roberto Paliza: Are proposed the projects within the 3-year window? 

i. James Lyle: Yes. 

ii. Roberto Paliza: Need to clarify that in the document. 

c. Roberto Paliza: What is a “past identified project”? 

i. James Lyle: Old BP projects that are not in the current plan. 

3) How are the ICT Base Plan projects, approved and proposed, modeled in the SIS and 

FS study process? 

a. Roberto Paliza: This question was asked to compare how upgrades are used in 
the different studies.  Is the same process used in the FS as in the SIS when 
using BP, CP, and supplemental upgrades? 

i. Erin Murphy: Entergy did not read the question in that way.  Entergy 
will respond as an action item and compare how proposed and 
approved upgrades (BP,CP, & SU)  are handled in the studies. 

b. Becky Turner: Which Attachment D are you referencing? 

i. Erin Murphy: The current Attachment D.  Not the draft Attachment D 
still pending with FERC. 

4) Legal interpretation of Attachment D concerning inclusion of all of ICT Base Plan 
upgrades in model. 

a. Roberto Paliza: With this response and the response addressing the “After-
the-Fact” test, I feel the upgrades are being properly used as mitigation. 

5) Does competitive solicitation allow multiple sources to a single sink?  What would be 

the procedure? 

a. John Chiles: Sections 19.2.2 and 32.2.2 of the OATT address completive 
solicitation within a single study. 

i. Jeff Price:  These sections deal with cluster study billing as explained 
in Attachment D when a customer drops out of the study. 

b. John Chiles: Would like to put together a proposal with the help of other 
customer for multi-source to one sink studies. 

i. Ben Roubique: The ICT would welcome the proposal, and will include 
an item on the next meeting’s agenda to discuss the proposal.  

c. Doug Powell: Order 717 is another step LSE’s can use for studying integrated 
resources similar to economic studies. 

i. John Chiles: More information on 717 would be helpful.  

6) ICT will need to request getting access to Entergy’s configuration management 
database. 

a. Ben Roubique: The ICT has requested access from Entergy and to date have 
not received access. 



i. Doug Powell: Still working on getting the ICT access. 

7) Send email to the SPC exploder when posting to Special Notices on major changes. 

a. Ben Roubique: Process implemented and ongoing. 

8) Develop FFR process document that describes load growth. 

a. The ICT posted a draft document that describes the FFR process.  The 

sections relating to load growth impact are still under development. 

9) Robert will send the ICT another FFR example of loop flows and system changes.  
How is capacity fixed if loop flow grows? 

a. ICT staff discussed this issue with Roberto, and that discussion along with the 
FFR document has addressed this question.   

 

Review of Draft Attachment T Guidance Document – The Draft Attachment T Guidance 

Document was forwarded to SISTF participants prior to this meeting for their review.  The 

following comments were taken from the discussion of the document. 

 Roberto Paliza: Information as it relates to the different studies is spread out the 

document in several sections.  That makes is hard to keep up with all the information.  

I suggest the information that relates to the SIS, FS and TSA be consolidated. 

 Roberto Paliza: In regards to FFRs, I was expecting more detail on how they actually 

work or the factors that can change the values (Section 6).  The explanations should 

be expanded.  Introduce some easy examples to along with the explanations to help 

with the understanding.  Pictures, examples, etc.  Was also expecting more unbiased 
outlook identifying negative issues along with the positive?  Without the identification 

of negative issues, all the facts aren’t there. 

o Ollie Burke: What facts are missing? 

 Roberto Paliza: How the value of FFRs would be affected by BCCOs, 
loop flows, and system changes.  No examples of how these would 

affect the values of the FFRs.  Explain how capacity is not available 

when other factors are present (ie. BCCOs).  To be fair, these need to 
be explained. 

 Becky Turner: How is the part dealing with BCCOs handled?  Show 
how BCCOs eat up capacity. 

 Roberto Paliza: Not clear on the PEP (Project Execution Plan) process. 

 Becky Turner: Is capacity eaten up by BCCOs? 

o Ben Roubique: Yes. 

o Becky Turner: That’s the fundamental flaw of FFRs; no guarantee that you’ll 

ever get paid back.  The ERSC should be made aware of the risk taken by 
customers in regards to FFRs. 

 Becky Turner: Will this document be filed as a part of Entergy’s OATT? 

o Ben Roubique: No. 

 Becky Turner: At what post is cost final?  Is there a bandwidth on the proposed cost 

versus the actual cost since the final cost is not known until after the TSA is signed?   

o Ollie Burke: The 60-day study timeline causes a high-level cost estimate.  

Once the project team gets their time, a more precise estimate is then 
developed which could be more or less than the FSR states.   

 Becky Turner: Can a customer opt out of a TSA if costs come back significantly more 

than when the TSA was signed?   

o Ollie Burke: Generally, there is not an out in the agreement. 



o Becky Turner: There is no price certainty.  Wouldn’t think a TSA would be 

signed until final costs are more closely determined, ie. once a 10% estimate 
is determined. 

 Becky Turner: Section 2.1.1 stated “per attachment C”.   Should that state Attachment 

D? 

o Ben Roubique: The ICT will check and revise if needed. 

 Becky Turner: Is PEP in the OATT? 

o Doug Powell: No.  It is a part of the project process. 

 Becky Turner: Section 3.3 and also on page 11, the statement “TSA allows the 
estimated nature of FFR…”.  What does this mean? 

o Ben Roubique: The ICT will clarify the intent of “estimated nature”. 

 Becky Turner: Will you continue to work on Section 4? 

o Ben Roubique: Yes. 

 Becky Turner: Section 6.3.1 has the statement “capacity created….not fully utilized.”  

Would it be considered “fully utilized” if BCCOs eats up all capacity? 

o Ben Roubique: Yes.  The test to determine if capacity is utilized is in two 
parts.  First, the powerflow model is examined to determine if there is physical 

capability that exists (i.e., is the flow in the model less than the rating of the 

line?).  Second, existing reservations that impact that facility will be examined 
to determine if the sum of the supplemental impacts are greater than the 

capacity created.  The ICT will add additional detail for this step to the 
document.  

 Becky Turner: Section 6.3.1; Transfer Capability Study.  Is this part of the DC analysis 

for the SIS? 

o James Lyle: Yes. 

 Becky Turner: Section 6.3.2.2.  Is SU impact for FS calculation in DC powerflow 

analysis? 

o Ben Roubique: Discussions have been taking place with Entergy regarding the 
appropriate way to calculate SU impact in the FS.  MW will be used in order to 

be comparable between the SIS and the FS. 

 Becky Turner: An explanation of why MW should be used would provide 

clarity. 

 Becky Turner:  SIS uses bus-to-bus and FS uses breaker-to-breaker.  Why are both 

types of analysis used? 

o James Lyle: MUST software performs a bus-to-bus analysis.  PSSE software 
performs a breaker-to-breaker analysis.  Software causes the use of both 

types of analysis. 

o Roberto Paliza: Jody Holland assured customer breaker-to-breaker analysis 

was being performed in the SIS. 

 James Lyle: Bus-to-bus analysis is being used in the SIS. 

 Roberto Paliza: In the future, describe both pros and cons.  For example, Section 6.3.3 

would be good to expand and clarify what part of the capacity is actually available for 

customers to use.  A diagram would be helpful to explain the methodology. 

 Roberto Paliza: Section 6.3.2.1; the calculation of SU in SIS assumes facilities already 

exist.  What about the case of a new facility?  Need to expand on that. 

 John Chiles: Send out word version for customer to comment on. 

 



Scheduling of next meeting – Looking to hold a face-to-face for the next SISTF meeting.  

Will look to schedule around an SPC or ERSC meeting.  Details to be forwarded at a future 
date. 

 

Ben Roubique adjourned the meeting after consensus of no additional issues, concerns or 

comments at 3:30pm. 

 

  

 

ACTION ITEMS RECORDED IN THIS MEETING 

Action Item Owner 
Date 

Assigned 
Take Action By 

Compare how BP, CP, and SU upgrades are 

modeled between the SIS and FS 

Entergy 1/13/2011 Erin Murphy 

Edit TDF to read OTDF in response and future 
reports 

ICT 1/13/2011 James Lyle 

Insert note of load growth provision in Attachment 
T Guidance Document 

ICT 1/13/2011 Ben Roubique 

Proposal for on procedure to study multiple 
sources for one sink 

SISTF 1/13/2011 John Chiles 

Research option to opt out of TSA with large cost 

discrepancy 

Entergy 1/13/2011 Ollie Burke 

Email word version of draft Attachment T Guidance 

Document to SISTF participants 

ICT 1/13/2011  James Lyle 

Clarify 3-year window in the “After-the-Fact” test 

response 

ICT 1/13/2011 James Lyle 

Recommended draft Attachment T Guidance 
Document edits 

ICT 1/13/2011 James Lyle 

Explanation of why MW would be used over MVA Entergy 1/13/2011 Doug Powell 



for FFR calculation. 

Summary of Order 717 and study opportunities for 
LSEs 

Entergy 1/13/2011 Doug Powell 

Include example in section 6.3.2.1 for new 
facilities 

Entergy/ICT 1/13/2011  
James/Maryclaire 

Clarify term “estimated nature” in reference to FFR ICT 1/13/2011 Ben Roubique 

 


