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ICT System Impact Study Task 
Force Meeting Minutes 
 

Logistics 

Date & Time: 
Wednesday, October 12, 2011, 2:00 PM – 4:00 PM 
CDT 

Location: 
WebEx 

Conference Call 

Meeting called 
by: 

ICT 
Type of 
meeting: 

Monthly 

Facilitator: Ben Roubique Scribe:  ICT 

Participants: 

Michael Mueller 

Maryclaire 
Peterson 

Carl Olson  

Roberto Paliza 

English Cook 

Sherri Maxey 

 

Ben Roubique 

Claude Cadar 

Becky Turner 

Charlton Hill 

James Lyle 

Erin Murphy 

AGENDA ITEMS – 

Topic Presenter/Facilitator Comments 

1. Administrative Items                                                        Ben Roubique 

2. Election of Chair and Vice Chair                                      Ben Roubique                                                

3. Review of draft procedure for studying multiple              Claude Cadar 

 sources to a single sink 

4. Load Growth Study Methodology                                         ICT                   

5. Attachment T Guidance Document                                      ICT 

6. Facilities Study/System Impact Study                                  ICT 

Improvements    Kham Vongkhamchanh             

7. Review of SISTF Action Items                                        Ben Roubique 

8. Open Discussion                                                                   All 

9. Future Meeting(s)                                                                  All 

10. Adjourn                                                                            Ben Roubique 

NOTES FROM THIS MEETING 

Meeting 
Minutes: 

 

Ben Roubique started the meeting at 2:10pm.  A roll call was taken and attendance was 
noted.  A list of attendees is included.   

 

Ben started the call by stating the review of the minutes of the 5/16/11 call will be deferred so 
the SISTF participants will have adequate time for their review.  The minutes were posted with 
the background material for the present call.  Ben proceeded to ask for comments on the 
agenda and there were none.  The meeting proceeded according to the posted agenda. 
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Election of Chair and Vice-Chair - Jennifer Vosburg and John Chiles have both vacated 
their positions with the SISTF.  Ben opened the discussion by asking the call participants if 
they felt the reelection of officials was necessary due the lack of participation by stakeholders 
with the task force; if the preferred direction would be to abolish the task force.   

 Claude Cadar suggested the ICT to reach out to SISTF participants again for 
nominations and gauge their interest in continuing with the task force.   

 Roberto Paliza shared his opinion that many participants and outside observers are 
interested in the workings of the task force but current constraints on the resources of 
many participants are keeping them from participating at the level they desire.  
Roberto also stated that this is not exclusive to the SISTF; that many other groups are 
also experiencing lower than normal participation.    

 Roberto stated he would speak with NRG and see if anyone with them would be 
willing got take Jennifer’s place as Chair.   

 Ben added the intent of the SISTF was to be stakeholder-driven and participation is 
needed to meet this goal.  Ben deferred the nomination/election function for the next 
scheduled meeting. 

Action Item:  The ICT will email SISTF participants to solicit interest in continuing the task 
force and ask for nominations to fill the Chair and Vice-Chair vacancies. 

 

Review of draft procedure for studying multiple sources to single sink - Claude started 
the discussion by reviewing document submitted by GDS and included in the background 
materials.  Claude stated the document was created as a draft by John Chiles with the intent 
of using it as a roadmap for developing the competitive solicitation study process (CSSP) 
without the need to change the tariff.  Claude stated the issue was requesting power from 
alternative resources other than Entergy.  He felt the CSSP would give more control to 
Network customers by allowing them to enter multiple, sequential TSRs.  Claude stated the 
biggest hurdle would be to gain more flexibility in the process without affecting the OATT.  
Also at issue would be the affect on the process on the “next” customer in the queue. 

 Roberto shared his agreement with the idea and goal of the proposed process to 
provide more flexibility for customers.  He continued by stating his opinion that 
Network customers have adequate flexibility as it stands. He asked if this could be 
accomplished through any changes to current Business Practices or any established 
processes.   

 Roberto stated there was some difficulty extracting from the proposal the specific 
changes that would be needed to current practices in order to accomplish the 
proposal’s goal.  Roberto asked Claude to identify any specific changes, if any, to 
current processes that will come from the proposal.  Claude replied he would supply 
of list of changes and added the proposal was created with the intention to stimulate 
discussion within the SISTF to facilitate the development of the CSSP. 

 Roberto reminded the participants to keep PTP customers in mind and consider the 
affect the potential changes could have on them.  He suggested the potential issues 
be identified and included as part of the proposal discussion. 

 Roberto asked if a Network customer could confirm service and not be fully 
responsible for the upgrades associated with the service.  He asked if the customer 
had the flexibility of a way out of the confirmed service that would keep them from 
paying for upgrades.  Erin Murphy answered that she was not aware of a way out of 
confirmed service.  She committed to taking the question as an action item and 
preparing a response. 

 Ben opined that more specifics on the mechanic of the process and needed process 
changes would help with participant review and comments. 

 Roberto suggested an example would help with the discussion of the details and 
asked Claude to prepare one.  Claude agreed to prepare an example for the group. 
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 James inquired about the baking in of available service into the base case models 
when studying alternate RFP sources.  He asked about the effect this would have on 
priors. 

Action Item: Erin to provide a response to Roberto’s question regarding a “way out” of 
confirmed service and upgrade requirements for Network customers. 

Action Item: Claude to provide an example of the process for the group to help with 
discussion. 

 

Load Growth Study Methodology – Ben stated that in response to an action item taken 
during the 5/16 meeting, that ICT developed a more detailed example of the load growth 
methodology.  He stated the same flowgates were used for Option 1 and Option 2 in order to 
compare results.  Load growth was studied for 11S-12S to determine how it will be allocated 
betweens generators.  He went on to explain how the “need test” is used to determined if the 
load growth could be not be accommodated without the supplemental upgrade.  He explained 
if Worst Case (WC) + Load Growth Impact (LGI) is above the old rating (positive), it passes 
the test; while if the WC + LGI is less than the old rating (negative), it fails the need test. 

 Ben reviewed the examples for Option 1 using the impact on the Inland Orange –
McLewis flowgate and the Ray Braswell 500/230 auto flowgate.  These examples 
showed an N-1 contingency and the generation was dispatched on a pro-rata basis 
on all available generators.  This example for the Inland Orange flowgate failed the 
need test while the example for the Ray Braswell flowgate passed.  Roberto asked if 
the OTDF was actually a GLDF and if the example took into account the entire 
Entergy area.  Ben answered yes to both questions. 

 Ben reviewed the examples for Option 2.  Option 2 used the same flowgates as 
Option 1 however, an N-2 contingency was used with the supplemental upgrade out 
and one other element and the generation was dispatched a ratio of the Pmax of the 
generator divided by the total Pmax of all the plants.  This ratio represented the 
participation factor in these examples. This example for the Inland Orange flowgate 
failed the need test while the example for the Ray Braswell flowgate passed.   

 Becky Turner asked if the impacts were calculated for the next calendar year.  Ben 
replied yes as per the tariff. 

 Roberto asked if all generators (not just oil and gas) were participating in both 
examples.  Ben answered yes that all types and outputs were considered. 

 Ben informed the group that this methodology will be used for load growth and official 
results would be release at the end of the year along with the Base Plan posting. 

  

Attachment T Guidance Document – Ben informed the group the current revision of the 
Attachment T Guidance Document was posted with the background materials.  Ben deferred 
the discussion on the document in order to give participants additional time for review.  Ben 
stated questions and comments could be forwarded to the ICT. 

 

Facilities Study/System Impact Study Improvements – Ben presented a bulleted list of 
improvements that have been made to the study processes and reports as a results of the 
SISTF and stakeholder involvement. 

 Becky brought up an issue where she has seen costs identified for upgrades in the 
SIS greater than those listed in the FS.  She asked if this could a difference in the 
assumptions used in the SIS vs. the FS.  Ben answered that could be part of the 
reason.  He said the more detailed review of assumptions will help the ICT 
understand why the assumptions are what they are.  He also stated the cost 
estimates in the SIS tend to be a more high-level estimate compared to cost 
estimates in the FS which tend to be more precise. 
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 Becky asked if the option to study redispatch is available in the FS as it is with the FS.  
James Lyle replied that the customer can request redispatch with their FS.  Becky 
stated that has not seen this reported in FS before.  James replied if the redispatch is 
available, it will be identified in the FS. 

 Becky proceeded to ask if there was anything else not included in the FS that is a part 
of the SIS.  James answered that the study options for PTP request available with the 
SIS are not available with the FS (Planning Redispatch & Conditional Firm).  
Maryclaire Peterson added that the FS looks at more economical upgrades and 
redispatch of the customer’s generation is available.  She continued that the primary 
differences between studies are caused from the DC vs. AC runs and the 5% vs. 0% 
TRM. 

 Roberto asked if Base Plan upgrades are handled differently between the SIS and 
FS.  James answered that approved CP projects are included in the model and 
currently there are no differences between the BP and the CP.  He added that any 
upgrades identified in the FS that are BP projects will be identified as such. 

 Becky stated she didn’t think BP projects were included in the models.  Ben answered 
that approved CP projects are included in the models for Criteria 3 and 4 of the SIS.  
He reiterated that there are currently no differences between the BP and CP. 

o Becky followed by asking why Criteria 1 and 2 are needed with the SIS.  
James explained that the results of Criteria 1 and 2 identify the in-service 
dates of SUs required for service and also identifies which projects are 
alleviated by approved CP projects. 

 Roberto commented that he has seen differences in SINK between the SIS and FS.  
He asked the ICT to document the differences between the SIS and FS including 
report, modes, etc.  Ben replied the ICT will check to see if this has already been 
provided and if not, will provide the differences.  He also asked Roberto for an 
example to support the SINK differences he described. 

o Maryclaire added that generally the SINK will remain the same unless the 
customer provides some corrected SINK info that would cause a change. 

Action Item:  ICT to check and see if a list of SIS/FS differences has been provided to the 
SISTF.  If not, provide document detailing the differences between the SIS and FS. 

Action Item:  Roberto provide the ICT an example of the SINK issue described above. 

 

Review of SISTF Action Items – Ben reviewed a list of Action Items taken from past SISTF 
meetings.  Ben asked the group to help prioritize open items to help guide the direction of 
future meetings. 

 

Open Discussion: Ben stated the ICT will send out a notice for nominations for the Chair and 
Vice Chair to be voted upon during the next scheduled meeting. 

 

Scheduling of next meeting – Next SISTF meeting scheduled for Tuesday, November 15
th
 

(WebEx). 2-4pm. 

 

Ben Roubique adjourned the meeting after consensus of no additional issues, concerns or 
comments at 3:20pm. 
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ACTION ITEMS RECORDED IN THIS MEETING 

Action Item Owner 
Date 

Assigned 
Comments 

The ICT will email SISTF participants to solicit 
interest in continuing the task force and ask for 
nominations to fill the Chair and Vice-Chair 
vacancies. 

ICT   

Erin to provide a response to Roberto’s question 
regarding a “way out” of confirmed service and 
upgrade requirements for Network customers. 

Erin   

Claude to provide an example of the process for the 
group to help with discussion. 

Claude    

ICT to check and see if a list of SIS/FS differences 
has been provided to the SISTF.  If not, provide 
document detailing the differences between the SIS 
and FS 

ICT   

Roberto to provide the ICT with an example of a 
SINK discrepancy between the SIS and FS. 

Roberto   

 


