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ICT System Impact Study Task 
Force Meeting Minutes 
 

Logistics 

Date & Time: 
Wednesday, March 16, 2011, 3:30 PM – 4:30 PM 

CDT 

Location: 
Face-to-Face meeting 

Conference Call 

Meeting called 
by: 

Jennifer Vosburg 
Type of 
meeting: 

Monthly 

Facilitator: Jennifer Vosburg Scribe:  ICT 

Participants: 

John Chiles – 
Vice-Chairperson 

Becky Turner 

Michael Mueller 

Cameron Warren 

Tina Lee 

 

Roberto Paliza 

Erin Murphy 

Todd Pederson 

Kham Vongkhamchanh 

Gary Newel 

Lynn Carlisle 

Antoine Lucas 

Ben Roubique 

Kip Fox 

Don Shipley 

David Cheshire 

Carol Barfield 

Charlton Hill 

James Lyle 

English Cook 

Jason Davis 

Bruce Rew 

 

AGENDA ITEMS – 

Topic Presenter/Facilitator Time allotted 

1. Administrative Items                                                      Ben Roubique 

2. Review of draft procedure for studying multiple  

sources to single sink                                                      John Chiles 

3. Discussion of option for Load Growth studies 

for Supplemental Upgrades                                             Ben Roubique 

4. Review of Draft Attachment T Guidance Document                   All 

5. OATT Business Practices Stakeholder Comments            Jennifer Vosburg 

6. Review of SISTF Issues List                                         Jennifer Vosburg 

7. Summary of Action Items                                               Ben Roubique 

8. Future Meeting(s)                                                                 All 

9. Adjourn                                                                        Ben Roubique 
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NOTES FROM THIS MEETING 

Meeting 
Minutes: 

 

Ben Roubique started the meeting at 2:05pm.  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 January 13, 2011 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 1/13/2011.  No discussion was initiated by the stakeholders. The 
remaining agenda items are noted below. 

 

Review of draft procedure for studying multiple sources to single sink – Per John Chiles, 
a draft proposal was not available for presentation.  John offered the following comments: 

 The proposal is in context of an RFP and how it can be evaluated within the TSR 
process. 

 He is still reviewing 717 language and determining how this proposal would work 
outside the current TSR process. 

 He has a potential methodology for a SIS.  Currently hung up on the FS methodology.  
He does not want to impact customers in the study queue.  He will send to the SISTF 
the proposed SIS methodology for review and comments and will welcome comments 
regarding a potential FS methodology. 

 Main concerns with the procedure: 

o How to deal with priors with multiple studies? 

o How will TSAs be handled?  Multiple agreements? 

o How will the study affect subsequent studies in the queue? 

o How to move the cluster study along in the FS process to avoid backlogs? 

Ben Roubique echoes John’s concerns regarding clogging the study queue and affecting 
subsequent studies.  Ben also commented that we need to assure that special treatment is not 
given to cluster studies.  Ben also asked how cluster studies of this nature would be handled 
as a prior for future studies. 

 

Becky Turner inquired about a past Entergy RFP study and how it was conducted.  She was 
informed that study was performed as an economic study as described in Attachment K. 

 

Kham Vongkhamchanh asked if the suggested procedure would require any tariff changes.  
John Chiles responded that tariff changes may be necessary.  John state competitive 
solicitation language that is in the tariff may apply to network customers.  He also stated RFP 
language is in the competitive solicitation language as well. 

 

Kham Vongkhamchanh asked if the impact of priors would be the same for an SIS as a FS.  
John Chiles said his procedure would look at an aggregate worse case to use as a prior for 
future studies in order to avoid any delays in the SIS.   

 

Action Item:  John Chiles will forward the System Impact Study portion of his draft procedure 
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to SISTF participants for their review and comments. 

 

John Chiles acknowledged he expects to get draft procedure approval for SIS and FS through 
the SISTF and then through the SPC. 

 

Discussion of options for Load Growth studies for Supplemental Upgrades – Ben 
Roubique presented slides describing load growth study options for SU describing the impact 
of load growth on SUs and their contribution to the impact on the SU.  Ben noted that care 
needs to be taken with new network resources, undesignation of network resources, and block 
load additions.  Ben as for participant comments and they are as follows: 

 Roberto Paliza commented he can see the dilemma of quantifying load growth impacts 
on SUs.  He asked how these similar types of issue are treated in the TLR 
environment.  He asked in terms of a congested facility; how will the impact of each 
facility on load be identified (NNL).  Roberto commented that the presented process 
removed counter flows and only looked at positive impacts and that shows up as pro 
rata.  He added that if counter flows of all generators’ impact would not be significant, 
he could see them being removed. Ben Roubique stated that the current process looks 
at the change in flow and the change over the load makes a small impact.  Ben stated 
he is open to discuss NNLs with Roberto. 

 Roberto Paliza commented the same thing happens for base case overloads if BCCO 
cost is tied to load growth; it should be the TP’s responsibility. 

o Ben Roubique replied the discussion dealt with the currently filed Attachment 
D.  Only charged for incremental impact on facility and not the whole. 

 Roberto Paliza replied that is true in the 3-year window; but looking at 
a 10-year timeframe with no upgrades included, that should go back to 
the TP. 

 Kham Vongkhamchanh replied to Roberto’s comment stating 
he thinks Roberto is addressing a separate issue.  Upgrades 
with BCCO impact are addressed in the revised Attachment D 
pending at FERC.  He stated that no upgrades beyond three 
years should be reflected in the models unless they have 
been identified as Base Plan upgrades. 

 Roberto Paliza commented that some BCCOs are in the long-term models because 
CP upgrades are not included in the models.  He was not sure if the BCCOs were 
caused by load growth or loop flows.  He asked if it can determined that a BCCO is 
due to load growth and no upgrades are in the model to fix the problem, wouldn’t that 
be a cost to the TP.  Ben Roubique commented that Attachment T focuses on load 
growth for the following year only. 

 Jennifer Vosburg asked if repayments for SU funded by Suez are being paid.  Dennis 
Broussard replied that SU holders are being paid as are short-term revenues.  Ben 
Roubique commented the Attachment T document addresses some of the Suez 
issues. 

 Becky Turner asked what changes in the models after year 3 and what else would 
drive changes.  Ben Roubique replied that load growth, changes in external systems, 
and new transmission service are some examples of changes that could affect the 
models. 

Action Item: Ben Roubique committed bringing something regarding the load growth process 
to the next SISTF meeting. 

 

Review of Draft Attachment T Guidance Document – Ben Roubique started the discussion 
by informing participants that the recommended revisions for the January meeting were made 
to the document and the revised document was posted in the 2/28 meeting background 
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documents.  The discussions and comments are as follows: 

 Jennifer Vosburg asked that a red-line version of the revised document be issued to 
the SISTF participants.  Ben Roubique said he would issue a red-line version and most 
recent version is in the background materials for the next SISTF meeting. 

 John Chiles commented that after reviewing the red-line document, the SISTF should 
have a good idea of the direction of Attachment T. 

 Becky Turner asked if the final document would be filed as an Attachment to 
Attachment T.   

o Kham Vongkhamchanh commented that Entergy envisioned it as a guidance 
document since it does not really outline customer responsibilities. 

 Becky Turner asked if the document describes how SUs will be considered with future 
TSRs.  Ben Roubique replied yes. 

 Becky Turner asked how future customer issues will be addressed once the guidance 
document is considered complete.  She offered that some details may need to be 
added to Attachment T instead of the guidance document to address that issue. 

 Jennifer Vosburg asked if parts of the guidance document are in conflict with 
Attachment T or does it give more detail.  Becky Turner replied the document has 
more detail that should be included in Attachment T and certain items are more 
clarified in the guidance document than in the tariff. 

o   Jennifer Vosburg added that the ERSC will address cost allocation language 
in the tariff in the near future. 

 Jennifer Vosburg commented that she sees the guidance document as a living 
document used to answer questions rather than to define a process. 

 Roberto Paliza stated the load growth issue would need to be resolved before the 
guidance document can be agreed upon. 

 Jennifer Vosburg asked Entergy to express their thoughts on finalizing the guidance 
document.  Kham Vongkhamchanh responded the Entergy will work with the ICT to 
resolved the identified issues and finalize the document. 

Action Item:  Issue red-line version of the Draft Attachment T Guidance Document to SISTF 
participants.  Schedule a separate Guidance Document call to answer questions. 

 

OATT Business Practices Stakeholder Comments – Discussions and comments are as 
follows: 

 Jennifer Vosburg stated Entergy held a WebEx for the BPs and then filed the BPs to 
give customers the ability to make comments.  Business practice discussion was held 
in the working groups but suggested changes weren’t made in BP.  Ben Roubique 
replied the comments were posted and in the background materials. 

 Roberto Paliza stated the BPs were filed with FERC but are dependent on the revised 
Attachments C and D.  He asked if the revised Attachments are still awaiting FERC 
approval.  Kham Vongkhamchanh answered the Attachments are contingent on 
Attachments C and D and they are still awaiting approval and he wasn’t sure where 
the FERC approval stands. 

 Jennifer Vosburg stated that because the BPs are not in effect and are still awaiting 
approval by FERC of Attachments C and D, the BPs can still be reviewed and changes 
suggested/made. 

 

Review of SISTF Issues List – Jennifer Vosburg asked Ben Roubique to go through the 
issues list and see where the group stands.  Discussions and comments are as follows: 

 Ben Roubique stated items 1, 2, and 3 (posting of negative ATC/TDF, and “TBD” cost 
estimates) under the SIS Reports are completed. 
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 Roberts Paliza commented there is a need to further address the dispatch of a 
customer’s resources.  Jennifer Vosburg added the dispatch issued needed to be 
brought back to the forefront in order to make sure the customer requested dispatch is 
being used.  Jennifer asked Roberto to give examples of scenarios where the 
customer requested dispatch was not used and present to the ERSC for discussion. 

 Jennifer Vosburg asked what the ICT was doing about the negative (-) ATC numbers 
listed in the SISRs.  Ben Roubique replied there is no threshold on the amount of 
negative ATC reported and there is no tracking of the elements with negative values.   

o Jennifer Vosburg commented the large negative numbers should be a red flag 
and the ICT should take action on them.  She asked why the ICT wasn’t 
addressing the negative ATC numbers.  Ben Roubique replied the ICT 
addressed the negative ATC numbers through the Base Plan. 

 Becky Turner stated that an AFC value may be more valuable that an ATC value.  Ben 
Roubique stated the TDF value is now being provided to the customer which can be 
used for that calculation. 

 Ben Roubique asked if an AFC value would be better than an ATC a value.  Roberto 
Paliza stated both would be best since the OTDF value is not made public. 

 Roberto Paliza asked Entergy to give a definition of an optimal upgrade solution.  He 
commented that reactors can be used as mitigation for minor overloads.  Kham 
Vongkhamchanh replied that in the SIS, the solution is to fix the identified constraint.  
In the FS, Entergy, rather than suggesting a simple fix, will look at a more cost-
effective solution for mitigation beyond the constrained element. 

 Roberto Paliza asked Entergy to clarify what is a “most economical” solution. 

 Jennifer Vosburg asked the ICT to describe the process for a customer to ask for 
redispatch or undesignation up front for a network service request.  John Chiles 
suggested a check box be added to the SISA for customers to mark upon the 
execution of the agreement. 

Action Item:  ICT consider the listing of AFC values in the SISR. 

Action Item:  ICT to develop process for tracking/investigating negative ATC numbers by next 
meeting. 

Action Item:  Entergy to clarify meaning of “most economical” solution used in a study as 
mitigation. 

Action Item: Clarify the process for customer requesting redispatch/undesignation as part of a 
SIS for network service.  Explore option of adding check box to SISA. 

 

Scheduling of next meeting – Schedule Attachment T call for the afternoon of April 4.  SISTF 
meeting for April 18 (WebEx). 

 

Ben Roubique adjourned the meeting after consensus of no additional issues, concerns or 
comments at 3:55pm. 
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ACTION ITEMS RECORDED IN THIS MEETING 

Action Item Owner 
Date 

Assigned 
Take Action 

By 

Forward SIS portion of draft procedure for multi 
source/sink to SISTF participants for 
review/comments 

John Chiles 3/16/2011  

Bring something regarding the load growth process 
to the next SISTF meeting 

Ben Roubique 3/16/2011  

Issue red-line version of the Draft Attachment T 
Guidance Document to SISTF participants.   

Ben Roubique 3/16/2011  

Schedule a separate Guidance Document call to 
answer question 

Ben Roubique 3/16/2011  

Roberto Paliza to give examples of large negative 
ATCs for the ICT to review 

Roberto Paliza 3/16/2011  

ICT consider the listing of AFC values in the SISR Ben Roubique 3/16/2011  

ICT to develop process for tracking/investigating 
large negative ATC numbers by next meeting 

Ben Roubique 3/16/2011  

Entergy to clarify meaning of “most economical” 
solution used in a study as mitigation 

Kham V 3/16/2011  

Clarify the process for customer requesting 
redispatch/undesignation as part of a SIS for 
network service.  Explore option of adding check 
box to SISA 

Ben Roubique 3/16/2011  

ICT to review its cost estimates to be sure the 
numbers are up to date.  Provide a response to the 
SISTF regarding the status of the cost estimates 

Ben Roubique 3/16/2011   

 
 


