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ICT System Impact Study Task 
Force Meeting Minutes 
 

Logistics 

Date & Time: Monday, April 18, 2011, 10:00 AM – 12:00 PM CDT 

Location: 
WebEx 

Conference Call 

Meeting called 
by: 

Jennifer Vosburg 
Type of 
meeting: 

Monthly 

Facilitator: Jennifer Vosburg Scribe:  ICT 

Participants: 

Becky Turner 

Michael Mueller 

MaryClaire 
Peterson 

 

Roberto Paliza 

Kham Vongkhamchanh 

Jeff Price 

Carl Olsen 

Ben Roubique 

Claude Cadar 

Brian Warwick 

Glen Bernstein 

Charlton Hill 

James Lyle 

English Cook 

Doug Powell 

AGENDA ITEMS – 

Topic Presenter/Facilitator Comments 

1. Administrative Items                                                      Ben Roubique 

2. Review of draft procedure for studying multiple  

sources to single sink                                                      John Chiles                   Will defer to next meeting 

3. Negative ATC review/discussion                                          ICT 

4. AFC values listed in SISR                                              Ben Roubique                  Added to agenda 

5. Delayed Posting of Facilities Studies                                 Entergy 

6. Discussion of option for Load Growth studies 

7. for Supplemental Upgrades                                             Ben Roubique                   Added to agenda 

8. “Most Economical” discussion                                 Kham Vongkhamchanh            Added to agenda 

9. Summary of Action Items                                               Ben Roubique 

10. Future Meeting(s)                                                                 All 

11. Adjourn                                                                             Ben Roubique 
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NOTES FROM THIS MEETING 

Meeting 
Minutes: 

 

Ben Roubique started the meeting at 10:05am.  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 March 16, 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 3/16/2011.  No discussion was initiated by the stakeholders. Jennifer 
Vosburg requested the following discussion items be added to the agenda:  Load Growth 
studies for Supplemental Upgrades; Inclusion of AFC values in SISRs; and discussion of the 
definition of “Most Economical” when referring to upgrades/mitigation included in FSRs.  The 
discussions of agenda items are noted below. 

 

Review of draft procedure for studying multiple sources to single sink – John Chiles was 
not available for the call.  This discussion item has been tabled until the next scheduled 
meeting. 

 

Negative ATC review/discussion – Jennifer Vosburg started the discussion by asking what 
the ICT was doing about/with the large, negative ATC numbers listed in the results tables of 
the SISRs.  Comments/discussion are as follows: 

 Roberto Paliza stated his intention with provided the ICT with an example SISR with 
significant negative ATC values was to have the ICT look into the negative numbers 
and determine their causes and describe what kind of action was being taken with 
them. 

 Ben Roubique replied the ICT is still developing a process for taking the information 
from the SISR and incorporating it into the Base Plan (BP) process to determine if a 
BP project is needed. 

 Jennifer asked if the negative ATCs are being looked at in the BP process. 

o Ben replied the negative ATCs are being evaluated in the BP process through 
the Reliability Assessment (RA) and the assigning of BP projects. 

 Jennifer asked how the ICT gathers and tracks information regarding negative 
ATC/AFC values and whether the size of the negative number makes a difference. 

o James Lyle replied that the RA performed by the ICT looks at every line that is 
rated over 100%. 

 Jennifer asked how the ICT is using negative numbers listed in SISRs. 

o James responded that he looked at the example SISR provided by Roberto 
and firm network load levels had an effect on the large negative numbers.  He 
said he is still looking at how the SISR results are being picked up in the BP. 

 Jennifer asked James if he was saying that the negative ATC 
elements are not being picked up in the BP but are being identified 
during the SISR results.  Doug Powell responded that the 5% TRM 
and priors play a large role with the negative ATC numbers listed in 
the SISRs.  James added that over 5000MW of priors were included in 
the sample SISR Roberto provided. 
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 Roberto stated that scenarios are run in the SIS with priors out of the models and large 
negative values are still shown and that is why the ICT was asked to evaluate them.  
Doug restated that the identified elements with negative ATC values are not included 
in the BP assessment in certain instances due to the 5% TRM and priors. 

 Roberto identified another issue in that the BP is developed with a single 
snapshot/dispatch and a SIS will sometimes have different dispatch levels that may 
change the results.  He suggested the ICT may consider for future BP development to 
encompass a change in dispatch rather than a single dispatch. 

 James sited an example from the sample SISR provided by Roberto.  For Criteria 4, 
the Greenwood-Terrebonne ftlo Webre–Wells had a rating of 228 that was devalued to 
218 with the TRM.  The line had a pre-shift flow of 328. 

o Roberto responded that with the numbers presented by James, the line was 
already overloaded by approximately 40% which was above the TRM impact.  
James offered that approved CP projects can change the flow in many cases 
causing the line to get hit more. 

o Roberto stated that Webre-Wells was being impacted despite counterflow from 
Acadia.  Maryclaire Peterson replied that Acadia was shown as a prior in the 
study, but that the results for Criteria 4 would not include the impact from that 
project. 

o Roberto was not sure enough flow would be pushed with Acadia and Webre 
was showing back up.  James said he alerted Brandon Hentschel to this issue. 

 Jennifer asked if this will now be part of a process dealing with 
negative ATC values since nothing has been done before now.  
James replied he would make the notification of the BP group of large 
negative ATC values a part of his process. 

 Roberto offered the BP feedback would be helpful and asked is the validation of 
models take place to make sure it is accurate.  Ben replied that a model review is 
performed in conjunction with the quarterly model updates and a check is made of the 
models used for the SIS. 

 Jennifer asked the ICT to provide a written process for checking negative ATC 
numbers listed in SISRs.  She asked at what level should the negative numbers be 
checked.  Ben replied that a negative number higher than 5000 would be preferable in 
order to make sure the time for review is wisely spent. 

o Roberto stated the purpose of the sample SISR was to determine what level is 
accurate/appropriate.  James replied the exercise was quite time consuming 
and he picked the 2016-2017 timeframe to narrow the focus of the review. 

 Ben stated he could work through the examples or package them up for the group.  
Jennifer said it would be preferable to have them packaged and also requested a 
sampling of a couple of different years.  She asked Roberto if he would provide the 
ICT with a list of the values he would want them to research.  Roberto replied that he 
would work with the ICT to determine examples to study and that Criteria 4 would be 
the focus. 

 Jennifer said she would keep this exercise an open action item and would like to have 
something from the ICT before the next SISTF and SPC call. 

Action Item:  Jennifer asked the ICT to provide a written process for checking negative ATC 
values. 

Action Item:  Roberto will work with the ICT to develop a list of values to research using 
Criteria 4 as the base for picking examples. 

 

AFC values listed in the SISR discussion – Ben started the discussion by stating the ICT’s 
concern over publicly listing AFC and ATC values in the SISR in that it may reveal the TDF 
which could in turn reveal the source/sink which is confidential information.  He stated the ICT 
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is willing to provide the information to the requesting customer in lieu of listing the values in the 
SISR. 

 Jeff Price echoed the ICT’s concern over the ability of a non-requesting customer to 
back into the source/sink using ATC/AFC values if they were listed in the publicly 
posted report.  He stated the Tariff’s stand on the confidentiality of source/sink. 

 Jennifer asked the ICT what it does with negative AFC data now.  Ben replied they are 
currently treating negative AFC data the same as they are treating negative ATC data. 

 Jennifer asked the ICT when it identifies a negative AFC, will it perform a check on the 
AFC value as it proposed for the negative ATC values.  Ben responded that when the 
ICT is reviewing negative ATC values, it will also review negative AFC values. 

 Jennifer asked if the ICT could provide the group with a generic list of negative AFC 
values from past SISRs that would avoid a confidentiality issue.  Ben replied the ICT 
will look at providing generic examples from the past few months. 

 Roberto offered the alternative of posting pre-shift values instead of AFC values and 
asked if that would be a concern for the ICT. He stated that using Criteria 4 as the 
base flow, he would know the overload and the amount and this would relieve the 
source/sink issue.  Doug replied the customer can request SIS and FS models and 
determine the pre-shift flows for the specific study. 

o Ben replied that he would look into it. 

Action Item:  Jennifer requested a generic list of negative AFC values. 

Action Item:  ICT to consider substituting pre-shift values for AFC values to be listed in the 
SISR. 

 

Delayed Posting of Facilities Studies – Glen Bernstein started the discussion by stating if 
this topic was related to a specific study, Entergy would prefer to discuss the issue with the 
requesting customer.  If not, he asked for clarification of the discussion topic. 

 Jennifer stated she has seen generic letters issued by the ICT regarding study delays.  
She asked if there is a problem or was the recent issues an isolated case.  Glen 
replied the two for NRG were one-offs and Entergy would prefer to discuss issues 
regarding the specific studies with NRG. 

 Jennifer asked if these were just for NRG since Entergy did not see across the board 
issues.  Glen replied there are no across the board issue, just issues with the two NRG 
studies and offered to get together with NRG and discuss. 

 

Discussion of options for Load Growth studies for Supplemental Upgrades – Ben started 
the discussion by stating a proposal for presented during the March 16 SISTF meeting.  He 
stated he and Roberto have discussed alternative methodologies and the ICT was in the 
process of reviewing the potential alternatives and putting together examples.  He said 
meetings have been scheduled over the next couple of weeks to continue the development of 
the methodology presented at the March 16 meeting and to continue the review of the 
alternative methodologies.  Ben offered to present a more detailed proposal to the group by 
May 6. 

 Jennifer replied the load growth proposal is holding up the Attachment T Guidance 
Document and it would be good to show some progress for the ERSC meeting. 

 Roberto stated there is an Action Item for the current process but none for 
compensation.  He asked if there is an interim process while it is being developed.  
Ben replied the ICT is still considering a retroactive look. 

 Jennifer stated she is looking for a complete document and not a short narrative. 

Action Item:  Ben to present a more detailed proposal to group by May 6. 
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“Most Economical” discussion - Kham Vongkhamchanh started the discussion by stating 
there is no set process for determining most economical solutions for Facilities Studies.  They 
are determined on a case by case basis.  He stated when identifying a process to relieve 
constraints different considerations are taken into account:  impact of service; upgrades cannot 
detriment reliability; length of service; constructability of upgrades; and engineering design 
among others.  He reminded the group that the ICT reviews and validates the solution sets.  
Kham offered to provide a written response to describe the general process. 

 Jennifer asked the ICT to provide a process by which they validate solution sets. 

Action Item:  Kham to provide a written response describing the general process of identifying 
most economical solutions for Facilities Studies. 

Action Item:  ICT to provide description of process for validating solution sets. 

 

Scheduling of next meeting – Next SISTF meeting scheduled for May 16 (WebEx). 

 

Ben Roubique adjourned the meeting after consensus of no additional issues, concerns or 
comments at 11:25pm. 

 

ACTION ITEMS RECORDED IN THIS MEETING 

Action Item Owner 
Date 

Assigned 
Take Action 

By 

Jennifer asked the ICT to provide a written process 
for checking negative ATC values. 

ICT   

Roberto will work with the ICT to develop a list of 
values to research using Criteria 4 as the base for 
picking examples 

Roberto/ICT   

Jennifer requested a generic list of negative AFC 
values 

ICT   

ICT to consider substituting pre-shift values for AFC 
values to be listed in the SISR. 

ICT   

ICT to present a more detailed proposal for load 
growth studies to group by May 6. 

ICT   

ICT to provide description of process for validating 
solution sets for Facilities Studies 

ICT   

Kham to provide a written response describing the 
general process of identifying most economical 
solutions for Facilities Studies. 

Kham V   

 


