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1. Overview 

1.1 Entergy

Entergy Services, Inc. (Entergy) is a service company providing services for the Entergy 

Operating Companies, which are a part of a multi-state public utility holding company system.  The 

Entergy Operating Companies include Entergy Arkansas, Inc. (EAI), Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, LLC, 

Entergy Louisiana, LLC, Entergy Mississippi, Inc., Entergy New Orleans, Inc., and Entergy Texas, Inc.  

Entergy provides electricity to 2.7 million utility customers in Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Texas. 

The Entergy Operating Companies have 15,500 miles of 69 kV – 500 kV transmission lines and move 

about 23,000 megawatts (MW) of power across the interconnected lines in a 112,000 square-mile area. 

Entergy also operates more than 40 generating plants using natural gas, nuclear, coal, oil, and 

hydroelectric power with approximately 30,000 MW of electric generating capacity.

1.2 Independent Coordinator of Transmission (ICT)

On May 27, 2005, Entergy submitted to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (hereinafter, 

FERC or Commission), on behalf of the Entergy Operating Companies, a proposed revision of its Open 

Access Transmission Tariff (OATT or Tariff) reflecting its proposal to establish an ICT for its energy 

system and a WPP.  In its filing, Entergy identified Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (SPP) as the candidate it 

had chosen to perform the function of the ICT1. On April 24, 2006, in Docket No. ER05-1065-000 

(hereinafter, ICT Approval Order), the Commission found that SPP, operating as a Regional Transmission 

Organization (RTO), was sufficiently independent to serve in the capacity of the ICT for Entergy for an 

initial four-year term.  Consequently, the Commission approved the tariff changes filed by Entergy and 

SPP initiated its duties, as set forth in Attachment A of the ICT Agreement and further defined in 

Attachment S of Entergy’s OATT, on November 17, 2006, with select reliability functions starting on 

November 1, 2006. 

On November 16, 2010, in Docket No. ER10-2748-000, the Commission accepted a revised and 

restated ICT Agreement that extended the ICT arrangement for an additional two-year term (i.e., through 

September 1, 2012).  

                                                  
1 The ICT operates as a functional division of SPP.  Accordingly, unless otherwise noted, 

references to “ICT” and “SPP” are used interchangeably in this report.
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1.3 ICT Duties Pursuant to Attachment A of the ICT Agreement

1.3.1 Act as Reliability Coordinator for Entergy’s transmission system.

1.3.2 Calculate Available Flowgate Capability (AFC) and grant and deny requests for transmission 

service under Entergy’s OATT.

1.3.3 Grant and deny requests for interconnection service under Entergy’s Large Generator 

Interconnection Procedures (LGIP) and Large Generator Interconnection Agreement (LGIA).

1.3.4 Operate Entergy’s Open Access Same-Time Information System (OASIS).

1.3.5 Perform a regional planning function.

1.3.6 Implement Entergy’s transmission expansion pricing proposal, including preparation of the Base 

Plan.

1.3.7 Oversee the planning and operation of Entergy’s transmission system, as well as Entergy’s WPP.

1.3.8 File such reports as may be required by the ICT Agreement, Attachment S of Entergy’s OATT, or 

as otherwise required by the FERC or Entergy’s Retail Regulators. 

1.3.9 Conduct stakeholder meetings.

1.4 Reporting

In accordance with section 7 of Attachment S of Entergy’s OATT, SPP provides quarterly reports 

to all Interested Government Agencies pertaining to the ICT’s performance. Also, in the ICT Approval 

Order the FERC required that SPP prepare a yearly report to measure the success of the ICT and the 

WPP in meeting Entergy’s claimed objectives and to ensure that market participant concerns are being 

adequately addressed.  

This quarterly report addresses current ICT duties and briefly discusses WPP operations.  In 

addition, this report contains operational results from the current reporting period and includes a 

presentation of certain historical data to permit a comparative analysis of the ICT’s performance in areas 

such as reliability and tariff administration.
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1.4.1 No persons, party, or agent including Entergy, Market Participants, Interested Government 

Agencies, or any other administrative oversight group has been given authority to screen the 

findings, conclusions, and recommendations contained in this report.  Entergy, and any Market 

Participant so choosing, shall have forty-five (45) days to respond to this report. 

1.4.2 This report shall be forwarded to each of the Interested Government Agencies and will be made 

publicly available, subject to redaction or other means necessary to protect the confidentiality of 

certain report aspects. 

1.5 Arkansas Public Service Commission (APSC) Public Hearing

As previously reported, the APSC initiated a general proceeding in Docket No. 10-011-U to 

examine transmission issues affecting electricity service within Arkansas and to consider succession 

options following EAI’s withdrawal from the Entergy System Agreement (ESA) effective December 18, 

2013.  The APSC specifically directed SPP to report on two matters that directly implicate the operation of 

the ICT: (i) Entergy’s and/or EAI’s possible membership in a RTO or operating as a stand-alone entity; 

and (ii) completion of a seams agreement between Entergy and SPP. 

1.5.1 Entergy and EAI RTO Membership

As previously reported, the APSC issued Order No. 54 which provided guidance on EAI’s post-

ESA options.  In doing so, the APSC discussed its views on topics, including RTO governance 

and the standard of review for a utility’s request to transfer operational control of its transmission 

assets to a RTO.  The APSC also directed EAI to make certain regulatory filings associated with 

its proposed exit from the ESA in 2013.  In accordance with those directives, EAI made the 

following regulatory filings during this quarter:

On November 28, 2011, EAI filed its application to transfer functional control of its electric 

transmission facilities to the Midwest ISO and the related testimony of Hugh T. McDonald, Kurtis 

W. Castleberry, Richard C. Riley, and Michael M. Schnitzer.

On January 11, 2012, EAI filed Supplemental Direct Testimony of Hugh T. McDonald and Kurtis 

W. Castleberry giving a detailed presentation of EAI’s entire reorganization plan to extricate itself 

from its affiliations with the other Entergy Operating Companies. 

On December 16, 2011, the APSC issued an order establishing an evidentiary hearing to 

consider EAI’s change of control filing.  Under the procedural schedule in that proceeding, Staff 

and Intervenors are to file Direct Testimony no later than March 16, 2012 and EAI shall file 
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Rebuttal Testimony no later than April 13, 2012.  Surrebuttal Testimony of Staff and Intervenors is 

due April 27, 2012.  EAI’s Sur-Surrebuttal Testimony is due May 11, 2012.  An evidentiary 

hearing before the APSC is scheduled to begin on May 30, 2012. 

  

1.5.2 SPP/Entergy Seams Agreement
As previously reported, the Commission accepted a Comprehensive Seams Agreement between 

Entergy and SPP.  The Seams Agreement incorporates protocols on: (i) coordination of

enhanced regional planning activities, study coordination activities, and flowgate financial rights; 

(ii) coordination of AFC/Total Flowgate Capability (TFC) values; (iii) allocation of costs of 

upgrades; and (iv) data exchange, confidential information, and critical energy infrastructure 

information (CEII) that will allow SPP and Entergy to share information, coordinate their 

processes, and operate more efficiently.    

Entergy and SPP are still in the process of implementing Attachments C and D of the agreement, 

which defines the Cost Allocation protocol and Data Exchange protocol, respectively.
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2. Reliability Coordination (RC)

2.1   Overview

In the ICT Approval Order, paragraph 94, the Commission stated that SPP shall act as the 

Reliability Coordinator for Entergy’s transmission system.  On November 1, 2006, Entergy formally 

transitioned the Reliability Coordinator function to SPP.  As the Reliability Coordinator for Entergy, SPP 

has authority over all matters within the scope of its duties as a North American Electric Reliability Council 

(NERC) Reliability Coordinator.  SPP independently discharges these duties utilizing information from 

Entergy, Market Participants, and other balancing authorities in analyzing Entergy’s system and taking 

any necessary actions.  SPP complies with the standards set forth by NERC and with all Southeastern 

Electric Reliability Council (SERC) Reporting Standards and deadlines.  SPP participates in the SERC 

Daily Coordination Telecom, in which the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) Reliability Coordinator 

System Operator initiates and leads the call.  In the ICT Approval Order, paragraph 149, the Commission 

also stated that Entergy retains its obligations as the Control Area Operator and Transmission Provider.  

2.2 Monthly SERC Filing Requirements

SPP submitted monthly SERC RC filings for the period of December 1, 2011 to February 29, 

2012. The monthly filings certify that SPP is compliant with the following standards: 

2.2.1     TOP-007 Reporting System Operating Limits (SOL) and Interconnected Reliability Operating 

Limits (IROL) Violations: SPP monitors for IROL and SOL violations and will implement a 

contingency plan when those events occur, which includes developing an action plan to return the 

system within limits. 

Note: No SOL or IROL violations occurred within the reporting period of December 1, 2011 to 

February 29, 2012.

2.2.2     PER-003 Operator Credentials: All SPP RC personnel are NERC Certified and have undergone 

the proper training to maintain such certification. 

2.2.3     PER-004 Operator Credentials: RC Operators are present at the RC desk twenty-four (24) hours 

per day, seven (7) days per week. 

2.2.4     IRO-004 Reliability Coordination - Operations Planning: SPP conducts next day reliability 

analysis for the Entergy footprint to ensure ongoing reliability in the transmission system under 
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normal and contingency situations.  In addition, SPP considers adjacent Reliability Coordinator 

areas in its analysis to prevent unacceptable burdens being placed on the adjacent system.

2.3 Other SERC Filing Requirements  

During this quarter, SPP did not submit any other SERC self-certifications.
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2.4 Transmission Loading Relief (TLR) Events 

Section 5 of Attachment S to Entergy’s OATT in conjunction with the Reliability Coordinator 

Protocol provides that SPP shall have exclusive authority to execute TLR procedures under NERC 

Standards IRO-006-3 and PER-004-1.  Therefore, as the Reliability Coordinator for Entergy’s system, 

SPP has exercised the authority to execute TLR events as it deems necessary.  To mitigate the number 

of TLRs on Entergy’s system, SPP will re-dispatch generators, reconfigure and modify transmission 

maintenance and outage schedules, as well as adjust transmission schedules and reduce load to mitigate 

critical conditions.

TLRs are used to curtail transmission service and help prevent instability, uncontrolled 

separation, or cascading outages.  NERC prescribes eight levels of TLRs: the higher the TLR level, the 

more critical the potential problem.  Actions taken by SPP on TLR levels one through four include 

curtailment or holding of Non-Firm transmission service.  Reallocation, curtailment, or holding of Firm 

transmission service occurs when TLRs reach levels five or above.  This report identifies TLR procedures 

invoked by SPP during the reporting period in connection with TLR Level 3, 4, and 5 events – i.e., the 

levels which allow for the curtailment of transmission service.

2.4.1 Review of TLRs

The ICT Reliability Coordinator initiated twenty-nine (29) TLR Level 3, 4, and 5 events with a total 

curtailment (Firm and Non-Firm) of 127,165 MWh’s from December 1, 2011 to February 29, 2012. 

For comparison purposes, during the same period in the previous year there were a total of thirty-

six (36) TLR Level 3, 4, and 5 events initiated with a total of 48,997  MWh’s curtailed.  Figures 1 

and 2 illustrate these TLR events broken down by monthly totals for the current and previous year 

time period.
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Figure 1
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Figure 2
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A total of 57,551  MWh’s of Non-Firm service and 69,614  MWh’s of Firm service were curtailed 

by the ICT from December 1, 2011 to February 29, 2012. A total of 33,572  MWh’s of Non-Firm 

service and 15,425  MWh’s of Firm service were curtailed by the ICT during the same timeframe 

in the prior year.  Figures 3 and 4 illustrate the MWh’s curtailed by the ICT broken down by 

monthly totals and Firm and Non-Firm service.

Figure 3
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Figure 4 

2.4.2 TLR Analysis

During the current reporting period, the total number of MWh’s curtailed increased compared to 

the same period of the previous year.  Non-Firm service curtailments also increased by 71 

percent and the Firm service curtailments increased by a factor of 3.5.  The total number of TLRs 

issued decreased by 19 percent.

The following flowgates significantly contributed to the TLR Level 3, 4 and 5 events that occurred 

during this quarter:

       Cypress 500/138 kV AT1 Xmfr for the loss of Hartburg-Nelson 500 kV and Nelson 

AT1 500/230 kV for the loss of Hartburg – Cypress 500 kV due to a significant 

generation outage.
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      Vienna-RustonE 115 kV for the loss of Eldorado-Sterlington 500 kV due to load and 

generation patterns.

Collectively, these flowgates accounted for fifty-nine (59) percent of the TLR events; ninety-eight 

(98) percent of the Firm MWh’s curtailed, and twenty-three (23) percent of the Non-Firm MWh’s 

curtailed. 

2.4.3 Acadiana Load Pocket (ALP) Upgrade Project

As previously reported, the first phase of the ALP Upgrade Project was completed on May 15, 

2010.  The current phase of the Project is expected to be completed June of 2012.  Five (5) 

planned outages took place during this reporting period that were associated with the ongoing 

construction of ALP upgrades.

2.4.4 Reliability Task Force

During this quarter, the Reliability Task Force held one meeting.  The primary topic of discussion 

was the changes to the Congestion Management process.  The key principles in the process 

include a method that will:

      Maintain the reliability of the bulk electric transmission system in the Entergy 

footprint; 

       Provide transparency in the processes and procedures that are used while 

performing the ICT Reliability Coordinator responsibilities; and 

       Manage ICT Reliability Coordinator responsibilities in a fair and equitable manner.

Agendas, minutes, and background materials from the Reliability Task Force and Focus Group 

meetings and Stakeholder Policy Committee (SPC) presentations are available on SPP’s website 

at www.spp.org.

2.4.5 Local Area Procedures (LAP) Reporting

At the request of the E-RSC, SPP produces a metrics report that shows information and results 

for congestion, transmission utilization, and transmission and interconnection studies performed 

by the ICT.  In these reports, congestion is tracked by TLR levels, TLR durations, flowgates, and 

LAP events. Transmission utilization results are reported for Firm, Non-Firm, and Network 

requests. The most recent Metrics Report is presented as Attachment 1 to this report.  
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3. Tariff Administration (TA) 

3.1 Overview

Section 3.1 of Attachment S to Entergy’s OATT establishes that SPP shall oversee the provision 

of transmission service for Entergy and provide TA functions to evaluate (grant or deny) all transmission 

service requests (TSRs) on a non-discriminatory basis consistent with the TSR Processing Criteria and 

Transmission Study Criteria. This section of the report addresses SPP’s oversight of TA for short-term 

TSRs.  SPP’s TA group’s oversight of long-term TSRs is discussed in section 4 of this report.

3.2 AFC Studies and Research

The activities of SPP’s TA group from December 1, 2011 through February 29, 2012, are 

described below. 

3.2.1    Ongoing Studies

On a daily basis, SPP’s TA group’s AFC Engineers analyze and respond to specific stakeholder 

concerns and questions; review the AFC model for potential issues and, when necessary, work 

with Entergy to correct any problems.  In addition, SPP’s TA staff independently reviews and 

verifies transmission constraints as needed, and addresses other issues as identified through the 

TSR process.

3.2.2 WPP Support

SPP’s TA group continues to review, monitor, and help improve the systems that interface 

between the WPP and the AFC process on a weekly basis.  

3.2.3 Implementation of Order Nos. 890 et seq. Requirements

During this quarter, Entergy and SPP’s TA group put into production the software upgrades used 

to manage Conditional Firm service established by FERC Order Nos. 890 et seq.  The TA group 

and Entergy also updated the Business Practices associated with the implementation of 

Conditional Firm service. 

3.2.4 Criteria Manuals (now Attachments C, D, and E to the Entergy OATT)
During this reporting period, the Commission issued an order accepting, with modifications, 

Entergy’s proposed Criteria Manuals.  The Commission also provided some guidance on issues 

regarding Entergy’s modeling and curtailment practices relating to unscheduled Qualifying Facility 

(QF) energy and what process Entergy should use to resolve shortfalls in a load serving entity’s 
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resource designations in the AFC’s Study Horizon.  Entergy also filed revisions to the Criteria 

Manuals this quarter in compliance with FERC directives.

During this quarter, SPP’s TA group also met with Entergy to review changes to Entergy 

Business Practices associated with the revised Criteria Manuals.  SPP’s TA group will continue to 

collaborate with Entergy on any further required changes to these Business Practices.    

3.2.5 AFC Benchmarking Process

The AFC Benchmarking Focus Group was formed to work with the stakeholders to develop a 

process for SPP’s TA group to benchmark the day-ahead data from the AFC planning horizon 

with real-time data for comparison of the AFC process.  At the time of this report, no party 

committed to signing either the confidentiality agreement or the release consent required to share 

data. Therefore, SPP’s TA group continues to work with SPP’s RC group to perform a manual 

comparison of the AFC data with the real-time data and to refine the process of comparing the 

two data sets. 

3.2.6 AFC Task Force

The AFC Task Force met three (3) times this quarter on December 8th, January 19th, and 

February 29th. During these meetings, the Task Force discussed, as detailed below, the 

evaluation of unit dispatch for the Planning and Study Horizons, the OATI Seams package 

software, seasonal ratings, and transmission upgrades. 

Some concerns regarding the dispatch of units in the Planning and Study Horizon models were 

raised by the AFC Task Force.  SPP’s TA group presented an overview of the enhanced 

validation processes used to conduct analysis of the generation dispatch for the Study Horizon.  

SPP’s TA group is currently reviewing its process for the Planning Horizon and intends to report 

the results to the Task Force upon completion.

Entergy gave the Task Force an overview of the SEAMS package and reported that testing has 

begun on the OATI coordination software.  Entergy also reported that it expects the software and 

necessary automation to be put into production in April 2012.

The AFC Task Force discussed what it would take for Entergy to implement seasonal ratings.  

Currently, Entergy is discussing internally the use of three seasonal ratings that would be 

reflected in all three planning horizons.  The projected timeline for implementing seasonal ratings 

is the end of 2012.  Entergy agreed to keep the AFC Task Force updated on this process.
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The AFC Task Force also discussed several concerns regarding transmission upgrades in the 

AFC models. During the quarter, the group worked to get this issue on the RC Task Force 

agenda, but it has yet to be addressed due to Congestion Management taking priority.  The Task 

Force also discussed long-term service being included in the AFC model that requires upgrades 

and TSRs granted in system impact studies contingent on an upgrade.  The Task Force added a 

new action item to develop a methodology on how to account for long-term service that has been 

sold and requires upgrades in the AFC models.

Agendas, minutes and background materials from the AFC Task Force meetings are available on 

SPP’s website at http://www.spp.org/section.asp?group=2108&pageID=27. 

3.2.7 Software Testing – OATI webTRANS Automated Preemption

During the quarter, SPP’s TA group helped Entergy review tests of OATI software improvements 

to ensure that the software functions properly and accurately.  The software enhancements will 

provide the TA group with a more efficient tool for the processing of competing requests in a 

timelier manner and reduce the risk of human error.  Testing for automated preemption is ongoing 

and there is no projected date for completion.  The ICT TA also continued to update its internal 

processes associated with automated preemption. 

3.2.8 AFC Error Posting Process on OASIS

As previously reported, Entergy and SPP’s TA group have implemented new guidelines for 

posting messages on Entergy’s OASIS to keep Transmission and Network Customers aware of 

issues when AFC errors (discovered by the ICT, Entergy, or customers) might impact the 

processing of TSRs and AFC calculation.  There were no AFC error messages posted during this 

quarter.
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3.3 ICT Processing of TSRs 

Transmission Customers have the responsibility to submit a complete and accurate request for 

service via the OASIS website.  SPP’s TA group then assesses the completed requests for Non-Firm 

Hourly service, Firm and Non-Firm Daily, Weekly, Monthly, and Yearly service.  The OATI software is 

used to access and evaluate TSRs to determine whether each TSR should be accepted or refused. 

Short-term TSRs are accepted or refused based upon the AFC at that particular time.  Long-term TSRs or 

requests outside the AFC Study Horizon (18 months) require a System Impact Study (SIS) and/or a 

Facilities Study (FS) performed by SPP Planning Engineers.  A more detailed discussion of SPP’s TA 

group’s oversight of these TSRs and the planning process is included in section 4 of this report.

3.3.1 Review of TSRs

3.3.1.1 Figure 5 illustrates the number of TSRs received and acted on by SPP from December 1, 

2011, to February 29, 2012, as compared to the same time period in the prior year.  As 

shown, there was a 49.1 percent decrease in the total number of TSRs received by SPP 

during this reporting period.  The percentage difference for each type of service by 

duration was as follows: Hourly (-54.8 percent), Daily (-40.9 percent), Weekly (-45.7 

percent), Monthly (-27.2 percent), and Yearly (+51.5 percent).  These percentage 

changes can also be seen in Figure 12.
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Figure 5
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3.3.1.2 The following figures (Figures 6, 7, and 8) illustrate the total number and percentage 

change of confirmed versus refused service requests for the period from December 1, 

2011, to February 29, 2012, compared to the same period in the previous year.  The 

request type of “other” includes TSRs that are in the following statuses:  study, accepted, 

withdrawn, displaced, invalid, declined, superseded, counteroffer, annulled, and 

retracted.  Also, included in the figures below is the total number of requests received by 

month during the same time periods.

Figure 6
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Figure 7

Figure 8
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3.3.1.3 Figure 9 compares the ultimate disposition for the total amount of TSRs received by 

SPP’s TA group from December 1, 2011 to February 29, 2012, and the same time period 

for the previous year.  Since each TSR is received and queued with a status of “study” 

pending final disposition, some TSRs received by SPP are currently listed in “study” due 

to the fact that a final decision has not yet been made on the TSR.

SPP’s TA group reports that, due to a change in the procedure to comply with Order No. 

890, a TSR will be “declined” for the following additional reasons:  an Hourly Secondary 

request is submitted that is not a re-direct; a reservation is overbooked; a reservation 

window is not yet open; or an e-mail with the required attestation for a designated 

network resource is not received.

In addition, Attachment 2 to this report provides a more detailed analysis of the TSRs 

received during the current reporting period.  The graphs in Attachment 2 present the 

disposition of each TSR received by service duration.
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Figure 9
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3.3.1.4 The following Figures 10 and 11 illustrate the number of TSRs, sorted by type that SPP’s 

TA group processed from December 1, 2011 to February 29, 2012, compared to the 

same period of the previous year.  Figure 12 offers an illustration of the percentage 

change in service types from December 1, 2011 to February 29, 2012, versus the same 

period of the previous year.

Figure 10
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Figure 11 

Figure 12
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4. Planning and Tariff Studies 

4.1 Overview

Section 3.1 of Attachment S states “[t]he ICT shall oversee the provision of transmission service 

pursuant to the OATT and the provision of interconnection service pursuant to the [LGIP] and [LGIA].”  

Section 3.1(a)(5) of Attachment S also states “[t]he ICT shall prepare the Base Plan pursuant to the 

Transmission Planning Protocol.”  SPP assumed the planning function for Entergy on November 17, 

2006.  This section of the report describes the functions performed by SPP relating to generation 

interconnection, long-term planning, and the approval of long-term transmission service.

4.2 Recommended Expansion Planning/Investment 

Base Plan/Construction Plan

The ICT posted the final 2012-2016 Entergy Construction Plan on December 20, 2011.  The final 

2012 ICT Base Plan was then posted on December 30, 2011.  The 2012 ICT Base Plan included one-

hundred and thirty-nine (139) new projects.  In addition, most of the projects from the 2011 ICT Base Plan 

were carried over into this year’s plan with the exception of those projects that were completed, 

displaced, or deferred during the year.

On January 26, 2012, the ICT presented an overview of the final 2012 ICT Base Plan and the 

2013 Reliability Assessment Scope during the E-RSC Working Group meeting.  The ICT solicited 

questions and comments from stakeholders during the meeting.

On February 28, 2012, an update to the final 2012-2016 Entergy Construction Plan was posted 

on Entergy’s OASIS.  The update consisted of seventeen (17) completed projects; one (1) displaced 

project; and two (2) additional new projects.  After the close of the current reporting period, the ICT 

continued to work on updating  the final 2012 ICT Base Plan to reflect the new projects.

During this quarter, Entergy continued to post monthly Construction Plan project status reports on 

Entergy’s OASIS.  Entergy also continued to update stakeholders if there was a change to a project, such 

as Project Name, Project Status, Current Projected In-Service Date, or Completion.

On February 27, 2012, SPP and Entergy filed with the Commission a report to identify the 

differences between the 2012 ICT Base Plan and the 2012-2016 Entergy Construction Plan.  The report 

stated that all projects in the ICT Base Plan are currently included in the Entergy Construction Plan.  The 

report also included a listing of projects in the Entergy Construction Plan that are not in the ICT Base 

Plan.  These projects are classified as Supplemental Upgrades.                   
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4.3 10-Year Strategic Plan   

During this quarter, the ICT worked on the Grid View economic studies to provide the cost 

analyses for the five (5) economic studies in the 2011 ICT Strategic Transmission Expansion Plan 

(ISTEP). 

In accordance with the processing schedule, the final results of the economic studies are 

expected by the end of the first quarter 2012 and the final report on the ISTEP 2011 projects should be 

completed by the second quarter 2012. 

4.4 Minimizing Bulk Power Costs (MBPC) Study (formerly RMR Displacement Study)

ABB continues its work to complete its economic transmission study to determine the set of 

transmission upgrades needed to significantly reduce or eliminate the use of reliability must run (RMR) 

units located in load pockets, while providing net savings to customers.  During this period, the ICT 

provided an updated progress report of the study at the January 26, 2012 E-RSC Meeting. The ICT 

reported that the final MBPC report is on schedule to be completed in March of 2012.

All meeting and background information for the MBPC study is available for review on SPP’s 

website at www.spp.org.

4.5 Inter-Regional Coordination

During the current reporting period, SPP has been actively involved in inter-regional coordination 

for the Entergy system.  SPP’s activities in each region are discussed below.

SPP RTO

As previously reported, the following regional economic studies for the 2011 Entergy SPP RTO 

Regional Planning Process (ESRPP) were selected by stakeholders:

Two detailed step 2 studies:

1) Arkansas Independent Power Producers (IPP) to SPP South for 2,408 MW

2) American Electric Power West (AEPW) to EAI for 1,117 MW

Three new high-level studies:

1) Entergy to Empire District Electric Company (EMDE) for 500 MW

2) Nebraska to Entergy for 3,000 MW

3) Entergy to Nebraska for 3,000 MW
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During this quarter, there were no ESRPP meetings.  Based on their review of the limiting 

elements and recommended projects to alleviate overloads, stakeholders did not recommend any new 

projects.  Accordingly, the projects that were submitted in the initial study request for the ESRPP 2011 

cycle will be used in evaluating overloads as well as SPP RTO proposed projects.  The ESRPP study 

team is working on evaluating the overloads, proposing solutions, and testing transfer capability with new 

projects.  The next ESRPP meeting is scheduled for the second quarter of 2012.

Southeast

SPP is also actively involved in the Southeastern Regional Transmission Planning (SERTP) 

process and their Southeast Regional Planning Stakeholders Group (RPSG).  On December 14, 2011, 

the SERTP held its Fourth Quarter Meeting.  At this meeting, the parties discussed the final results of the 

economic planning studies that were selected by the RPSG in March.  Also, the SERTP sponsors 

provided updates on the Southeastern Inter-Regional Participation Process (SIRPP) Economic Studies, 

the Florida Reliability Coordinating Council (FRCC), and the 10-Year Expansion Plan for the East and 

West.  SERTP sponsors also provided the 2012 Preliminary Base Case Assumptions and solicited input 

and feedback from stakeholders.  There was also discussion about the implementation process and 

timeline for compliance with FERC’s Order No. 1000.  All meeting materials are available on the SERTP 

website.  SPP will continue to follow and participate in the study process as it affects the Entergy system.

SPP also participates in the SIRPP, which addresses inter-regional planning for the SERC region 

as required under Order No. 890.  SPP is directly involved in the Study Team and Process Team which 

evaluate studies across the southeast region.  On December 6, 2011, the SIRPP held a Scoping Meeting.  

At this meeting, the parties went over the Methodology, the Study Process, and Assessment for the five 

2011-2012 SIRPP Economic Studies. 

The five (5) Economic Studies for the 2011-2012 SIRPP are as follows:

 South Carolina Electric and Gas (SCE&G) to AEP – 200 MW (2017, Step 1 Evaluation)

 Southern Company to Progress Energy Carolinas – 50 MW (2017, Step 1 Evaluation)

 South Carolina Regional Transmission Planning Participants (SCRTP) to FRCC – 200 

MW (2017, Step 1 Evaluation)

 Louisville Gas & Electric (LGE) & Kentucky Utilities (KU) to Southern Company – 200 

MW (2013, Step 1 Evaluation)

 Southern Company to LGE & KU – 200 MW (2013, Step 1 Evaluation)

 For additional information regarding SIRPP, please visit www.southeastirpp.com.  SPP will 

continue to follow and participate in the study process as it affects the Entergy system.  
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4.6 Louisiana Public Service Commission (LPSC) Technical Conference

The LPSC Transmission Task Force has not completed its final report evaluating concerns 

related to Entergy’s transmission planning; base case contingency overloads (BCCO); financial flowgate 

rights; the use of undocumented operating guides; a Joint Planning Study Process; and Entergy’s 2009 

Economic Study Process.  SPP will continue to participate in the Task Force in a supporting role to 

facilitate discussion and resolution of the issues assigned to the Task Force. 

4.7 Implementation of Order Nos. 890 et seq. Requirements

As previously reported, SPP’s ICT Planning group is working on the Planning Redispatch process  

established by FERC Order Nos. 890.  ICT Planning is also working with Entergy on the Business 

Practices associated with this procedure.  During this quarter, revised Business Practices were posted to 

address auto-preemption, conditional firm automation, and several other items. This work is expected to 

continue over the next few months and ICT Planning will keep stakeholders and Entergy updated on its 

progress via the SPC meetings and the SIS Task Force.    
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4.8 Generation Interconnection Request Studies (GIRS) 

When a Transmission Customer requests to connect a generation facility to the transmission grid, 

the request must go through the Entergy interconnection process as defined in Attachment N of Entergy’s 

OATT.  A series of three (3) studies is performed for each interconnection request: a Feasibility Study, a 

SIS, and a FS. Prior to each study phase, the Transmission Customer is tendered a study agreement, 

which it must respond to within thirty (30) days to continue the study process. Each study phase has its 

own time limit for completion or explanation for extension of the due date:

 Feasibility Study (45-day limit)

 SIS (90-day limit)

 FS (90-day limit for a twenty (20) percent cost estimate, 180-day limit for ten (10) percent cost 
estimate)

At the end of this quarter, there were no (0) active Feasibility Study projects; one (1) active SIS 

project being conducted by SPP and its contractors; and one (1) active FS project being conducted by 

Entergy.  No generation interconnection project study process was completed. Additionally, one (1) new 

large generation interconnection project was added to the GIRS queue during the reported quarter.   

  This section discusses the status of the GIRS for the quarter, including instances where due 

dates for studies were delayed and a delay letter was sent to the Transmission Customer.  Generally, 

SPP is in constant contact with a customer throughout the course of a study and the transmittal of a delay 

letter is not the customer’s first notification of a delay.  It also bears noting that Entergy’s OATT requires 

that all studies be processed and studied in queue order.  For this reason, consideration of studies earlier 

in the queue can contribute to delays with other studies later in the queue and involve events beyond 

SPP’s control.
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4.8.1 Figure 14 shows the GIRS that were active during the reporting period and their current status.

Figure 14

GI Project # Fuel Type
Capacity 

Requested

Project 
Validation 

Date
Delay Letters

Completion 
Date Status

221 NG 875 MW 4/15/2008

SIS delay 
letters were 

sent on 
10/9/08 

11/17/08
Delay letter 
for FS issued 
3/24/2009

LGIA 
Extension 

Letter issued 
2/16/11

FS Report 
Declared Final 
on 5/25/2010

LGIA filed with 
FERC on 
2/10/12.  

Awaiting FERC 
approval 

231 NG 31 MW 3/18/2009

SIS delay 
letter was 

sent on 
8/4/09

9/14/10

FS Report 
Declared Final  
on 5/18/2010

Awaiting 
Executed LGIA

238 NG 550 MW 9/1/2009

SIS delay 
letters were 

sent on 
3/11/2010 

and 
4/15/2010

FS delay 
letters were 

sent on 
7/27/2010,
8/17/2010, 

& 9/23/2010

Withdrawn on 
1/24/2012
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240 NG 650 MW 10/2/2009

SIS delay 
letters were 

sent on 
3/11/2010 

and 
4/15/2010

FS delay 
letters were 

sent on 
7/27/2010,
8/17/2010, 

& 9/23/2010

FS Report  
Declared Final 
on  8/5/2011

Awaiting 
Executed LGIA 

244 Coal 13 MW 12/30/2009

FS delay 
letters were 

sent on 
9/3/2010, 

10/11/201, 
& 

11/18/2010

FS Report 
Declared Final 
on 3/1/2011

Awaiting 
Executed LGIA

247 Wind 400 MW 4/19/2010

SIS delay 
letter was 

sent on 
5/18/2010, 

FS delay 
letter was 

sent on 
7/1/2011, 

9/15/2011, 
12/7/2011, 

& 1/31/2012   

FS Report 
Posted on 
2/13/2012

Awaiting 
Posting of Final 

FS

250 Biomass 50 MW 10/15/2010

SIS delay 
letter was 

sent on 
5/19/2011

FS Report 
Declared Final 
on 2/3/2012

Awaiting 
Executed LGIA 

256 Steam 90 MW 1/24/2011

FS Delay 
Letter Sent 

on 
11/28/2011

Withdrawn on 
1/12/2012

257 Wind 252 MW 1/28/2011

SIS delay 
letter was 

sent on 
8/8/2011 & 
9/15/2011

Withdrawn on 
12/1/2011
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260 Wind 141 MW 1/31/2011

SIS delay 
letter was 

sent on 
9/29/2011 & 

11/1/2011

 Withdrawn on 
1/4/2012

266 Solar 40 MW 2/2/2011
FS Report 

declared Final 
on 12/13/2011 

Awaiting 
Executed LGIA 

268 Solar 60 MW 2/2/2011
FS Report 

declared Final 
on 12/13/2011

Awaiting 
Executed LGIA 

285 Steam 212 MW 10/11/2011
Withdrawn on 

1/31/2012

286 Solar 108 MW 10/11/2011
Withdrawn on 

2/6/2012

287 Steam 340 MW 11/8/2011
Awaiting 

Posting of SIS 

289 Steam 425 MW 2/22/2012
Scoping Call 

Pending 
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4.9 TSR Studies (TSRS)

TSRs are received by SPP’s TA group through OASIS.  Requests for long-term yearly service or 

short-term monthly requests that extend partially or completely outside the eighteen (18) month AFC 

Study Horizon require a SIS and, if needed, a FS.  The SIS studies are performed by SPP planning 

personnel and SPP’s contractors; the FS are completed by Entergy and are subject to review, validation 

and posting by SPP.  Both the SIS and FS must be completed in sixty (60) calendar days. 

During the current reporting period, SPP completed nineteen (19) SIS.  Entergy and SPP 

completed eight (8) FS during this reporting period. 

4.9.1 SPP did not miss the sixty (60) day deadline for any SIS.

4.9.2 The sixty (60) day deadline was missed for one (1) FS.

4.9.2.1 OASIS 75862786.  This project had an original FS estimated completion date of 

December 29, 2011.  A FS delay letter was sent on December 14, 2011, for a February 

1, 2012, estimated completion date.  A second delay notice was sent on January 24, 

2012, for a February 22, 2012, estimated completion date.  The delay in the FS was due 

to the fact that developing the scope, costs, and schedules for future year upgrades was 

taking longer than expected, and more time was needed to complete the study.  The FS 

was posted on February 22, 2012.

4.9.3   SPP had sixteen (16) SIS in progress at the end of the current reporting period. The following list 

provides the OASIS Reservation numbers for the SIS currently in progress:

76523691_76523695, 76523750, 76523752, 76523753, 76523754, 76525269, 76525276, 
76572960, 76572966, 76572967, 76572969, 76582319, 76583976, 76583995, 76617645, and 
76617646
.

4.9.4     There were six (6) FS in progress at the end of the current reporting period.  The following list 

provides the OASIS Reservation numbers for the FS currently in progress:

   
76234876_76234879, 76234904_76234916, 76234922_76234951, 76234980_76234993_ 

76235000_76235003, 76235101, and 76238089.
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4.10 System Impact Study (SIS) Task Force

The SIS Task Force did not meet during this reporting quarter.  Nominations are still requested 

for the vacated Chair and Vice-Chair positions for the Task Force.  Until nominations are received and 

those positions are filled, no SIS Task Force meeting will be scheduled.  Even so, SPP continues to work 

with Entergy and stakeholders to address open action items.  These action items include the 

incorporation of a line rating check for congested facilities during the ICT’s FS solution set verification 

process; the development of a more detailed example of the calculation methodology for load growth; and 

the documentation of the process followed by the ICT to review study solution sets provided by Entergy. 

Two additional open items being addressed by the SIS Task Force are the review and editing of the 

Attachment T Guidance document and the development of a proposal regarding the study of load growth 

impact on Supplemental Upgrades, as specified in Attachment T of Entergy’s OATT.

Agendas, minutes, and background material for the SIS Task Force are available on SPP's 

website at www.spp.org.  
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5. Weekly Procurement Process (WPP) 
Section 3.2(a) of Attachment S in Entergy’s OATT states “[t]he ICT shall oversee the design and 

operation of the WPP by the Transmission Provider.”  Attachment V of Entergy’s OATT governs the WPP 

and took effect March 17, 2009, after the Commission conditionally approved Entergy’s filings to amend 

Attachment V made on January 16, 2009, in Docket Nos. ER08-513 and ER09-555.

5.1 ICT Oversight

SPP fulfilled its obligation to oversee the design and implementation of the WPP as the start-up of 

the WPP successfully began the week of March 23, 2009.  Currently, SPP oversees the operation of the 

WPP and independently reviews the WPP’s results.

The WPP has evolved and improved over time as parties gained more experience with the 

process.  SPP continues to monitor the WPP and will, as appropriate, recommend further enhancements 

to the process.  

5.2 WPP Task Force
In accordance with the WPP Task Force’s guiding document, the Task Force will be a 

stakeholder-led group that addresses the technical aspects of policies being evaluated by the SPC.  WPP 

Task Force meeting schedules will be dependent on need, rather than regular time intervals.    

 During this quarter, the Task Force held two (2) scheduled meetings that focused on the 

operation and results of the WPP.   In particular, the following items concerning the WPP were discussed: 

weekly summaries of the WPP results; review of the WPP Quarterly Report; the stakeholder 

recommendation for extending the on-peak offer period in the WPP for all 24 hours; additional information 

related to WPP operations; and the procedure for designating must-run units for transmission outages 

and unit testing.  A more detailed discussion of these items is provided below.

5.2.1 WPP Results for December 2011 to February 2012

As previously reported, SPP provides a summary of WPP results at each WPP Task Force 

meeting.  Due to the strictures of Attachment V, however, the results of the WPP are considered 

confidential.  Therefore, SPP can only give a general discussion about the results of the WPP 

and cannot disclose any details about the underlying data and analysis of the WPP results that 

are not publicly-available under the Tariff.

  
Compared to last quarter, the WPP results from this reporting period showed a decrease in the 

total number of third-party supplier offers submitted and accepted and the total number of MWs 

offered and awarded through the WPP.  The estimated production cost savings also decreased in 
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this quarter, as compared to last quarter. More details and analysis on the quarterly results of 

WPP’s operations are available in the WPP quarterly report covering the fourth quarter of 2011.

5.2.2 WPP On-Peak Extension

During this quarter, stakeholders approved a recommendation to extend the on-peak offer period 

for all 24-hours.  In January 2012, the SPC adopted the recommendation. Subsequently, both 

Entergy and SPP issued written statements endorsing the change, but reserved their right to 

consider reductions in the on-peak offer period, if necessary, to address unexpected or negative 

impacts to the WPP results.  The new extended on-peak offer period was implemented for the 

WPP Operating Week of February 18, 2012.  The preliminary results have shown improvement in 

the offer selection, with no unexpected adverse impacts. Entergy and SPP will continue to 

monitor this new procedure.

5.2.3 WPP Transparency

In accordance with section 6.2 of Attachment V, Entergy compiled and SPP posted on Entergy’s 

OASIS additional information related to WPP operations for the period September to November

2011.  This information was also included as part of the WPP Quarterly Report filed on December 

15, 2011.  Last quarter, stakeholders asked for more information regarding the definition of the 

congested WOTAB flowgate identified in the report.  At the Task Force meeting in December,   

Entergy reported that it posted on OASIS information relating to the definitions of the WOTAB, 

Western, Amite South, and Downstream of Gypsy interfaces.  

5.2.4 Transmission Outage and Unit Testing Must-Run Procedure

During this quarter, Entergy, SPP, and the stakeholders continued to discuss the procedure to 

designate must-run units in the WPP model to account for system conditions or system 

requirements (i.e., transmission outages and unit testing) that may not otherwise be recognized in 

the model.  At the February Task Force meeting, SPP discussed its responses to stakeholder 

questions relating to how SPP performs its analysis of requests for transmission must-run units.  

SPP reported that it was not feasible due to both modeling and timing issues to evaluate 

merchant units as possible alternatives to must-run units prior to the optimization runs.  

Therefore, SPP has performed post analysis to evaluate the impact of the must-run units on offer 

selection.  However, stakeholders would prefer an analysis of the generation shift factors of the 

requested must-run units and merchant generation units be performed prior to the WPP runs.  

The parties agreed to continue to discuss the process for evaluating requests to designate must-

run units in the WPP modeling procedure into the second quarter of 2012.
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5.3 WPP Quarterly Report for September to November 2011

In accordance with the Commission’s order in Docket No. ER09-555, SPP filed a quarterly report 

on December 15, 2011, documenting WPP operations and savings for the period September to 

November 2011.    
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6. Entergy Regional State Committee (E-RSC)
6.1 Overview

As previously reported, the E-RSC was established to provide collective state regulatory agency 

input on the operations of and upgrades to the Entergy Transmission System (ETS), including, without 

limitation, issues relating to the operations and functions of the ICT and the ICT committees, working 

groups, and task forces. Among other activities, the E-RSC has provided input on matters involving the 

differences between the ICT Base Plan and the Entergy Construction Plan, the need for executed seams 

agreements between Entergy and the surrounding transmission systems and RTOs, the appropriate 

mechanisms to increase the amount of transmission built, and cost allocation methodologies. 

In December 2010, the Commission accepted Entergy’s filing of Attachment X to Entergy’s OATT 

to codify the E-RSC’s authority as it relates to Entergy.  In accordance with Attachment X, the E-RSC, 

upon the unanimous consent of its members, has the authority to: (i) direct Entergy to make a section 205 

filing to change the terms and conditions that apply to cost allocation for transmission projects, including 

changing the time horizon used for cost allocation under the ICT’s Base Plan; and (ii) direct Entergy to 

add transmission projects to the Entergy Construction Plan.

6.2 E-RSC Working Group (E-RSC WG)

The E-RSC WG consists of staff and consultants representing each of the Entergy retail 

regulatory bodies.  The E-RSC WG has assumed a tactical role in support of issues and concerns raised 

before the E-RSC.  

During this quarter, the E-RSC WG held in-person meetings and conference calls with staff and 

Entergy stakeholders to discuss the issues being considered by the E-RSC. In this quarter and going 

forward, the ERSC WG and stakeholder meetings will have the dual purpose of also being considered the 

ICT SPC meetings. Detailed accounts for those meetings can be found in section 7.3 of this report.

Agendas and background material of all E-RSC WG and stakeholder meetings are available on 

SPP’s website at:  http://www.spp.org/section.asp?group=1630&pageID=27.
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6.3 E-RSC Meetings

The E-RSC held a meeting on February 29 and March 1, 2012.  At the meeting, the topics of 

discussion included: (i) a report from FERC on recent activities; (ii) reports from the ICT on: Performance 

Metrics, WPP Operational results, Congestion Management, MBPC study update, and the ICT Annual 

report; (iii) an update from the ICT SPC on recent activities; (iv) an update from the E-RSC WG; (v) report 

from Entergy on: ICT Contract Expiration; 2012 Construction Plan; and Entergy Transmission Outage 

Data; (vi) reports from Entergy and SPP on FERC Order No. 1000 Compliance; (vii) presentations from 

ITC Holdings including an overview of the company and the ITC/Entergy transaction; and (viii) an E-RSC 

update of the joint meeting held with the Midwest ISO Organization of Member States.

Agendas, minutes, background material, and full transcripts for all E-RSC meetings are available 

on SPP’s website at:  http://www.spp.org/section.asp?group=1630&pageID=27.

6.4 Entergy Proposal to Join the Midwest ISO

Entergy has formally announced a proposal to join the Midwest ISO and made regulatory filings in 

each of their retail jurisdictions detailing this proposal.

Last quarter, each of the Entergy Operating Companies, except Entergy Texas, Inc., filed 

applications in their respective retail jurisdictions, except the Public Utility Commission of Texas, for the 

transfer of functional control of their respective transmission assets to the Midwest ISO.  In accordance 

with the ICT Agreement, SPP will continue to be fully engaged in the ICT process and perform its 

designated duties and obligations as long as the agreement is in force.

On December 5, 2011, Entergy announced that it plans to divest its transmission system to ITC 

Holdings for $1.78 billion.  Entergy and ITC plan to finalize this deal in conjunction with the proposed 

move to the Midwest ISO RTO in December 2013.  State and Federal approvals are required for this 

divestiture to occur.  

6.5 E-RSC Metrics

The most recent E-RSC Metrics are included in this report as Attachment 3.
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7. Stakeholder Process 
7.1 SPC Organization Chart

In August 2010, the SPC approved a restructuring of the SPC Charter. Under the new structure, 

the SPC disbanded the permanent working groups (i.e., LTTIWG, NTTIWG, and WPPIWG) and created 

specific task forces to address issues of interest to the SPC. The Users Group stays intact, reporting 

directly to the SPC. The following chart displays the four task forces approved by the SPC under the 

revised charter, including the AFC Task Force (AFCTF); the Reliability Task Force (RTF); the System 

Impact Study Task Force (SISTF); and the Weekly Procurement Process Task Force (WPPTF). 

SPC

AFCTF RTF SISTF WPPTF

USERS GROUP

Each task force is charged with the following duties:

 Understand and explore the complexity of the task force issues.
 Facilitate open discussion amongst group members.
 Seek consensus within the group as to what are the most efficient and fair alternatives to 

correct any gaps in processes.
 Assist in making a reasonable decision based upon the information gleaned from the group’s 

discussions.

All future updates and reports on each task force’s activities will be provided in the section of this 

report associated with their respective functional responsibilities.  See sections 2, 3, 4, and 5. 
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7.2 IssueTrak Update

As previously reported, SPP implemented IssueTrak to help manage stakeholder 

communications with SPP.  The SPP IssueTrak can be viewed at:  http://spp.issuetrak.com/Login.asp.

SPP continues to encourage stakeholders to access and utilize IssueTrak for all informal 

communications.  SPP reviews IssueTrak to make certain that open items are responded to in a timely 

manner.

This quarter, no new issues were entered by the stakeholders into IssueTrak.  In addition, there 

were no open issues from the previous quarter. 

Figure 15 
Issues Received by IssueTrak

December 2011 – February 2012

Contract Services – General 0
Planning 0
Reliability 0
Tariff 0
WPP 0

Total 0
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7.3 SPC Meeting Reports

7.3.1 December 9, 2011, Teleconference and WebEx.  Twenty-one (21) attendees participated in the 

teleconference.  Meeting minutes are provided in this report. See Attachment 4.

Entergy Business Practice Changes

Entergy reviewed the summary of its proposed changes to sections II, IV, V, VI, VII, and IX of its 

Business Practice. The majority of the discussion by stakeholders revolved around the 

undesignation process changes in section VII. SPP also presented its positions on the proposed 

Business Practice changes.  Stakeholder comments on the undesignation process will be sent to 

Entergy and the ICT prior to the E-RSC Meeting scheduled for February 29-March 1, 2012. The 

ICT intends to give a further report at the E-RSC Working Group/ICT SPC meeting scheduled for 

March 14, 2012.  

TLR/LAP Metrics

SPP presented the September TLR/LAP Metrics report. Discussion from the stakeholders 

included comments and questions related to the data being used for the report, how the flowgates 

were being listed, and what was being done with the information on the congested flowgates. 

SPP reported it was improving the TLR/LAP Metrics report process and would have an update at 

the next meeting. 

7.3.2 December 12, 2011, Teleconference and WebEx.  Twenty-one (21) attendees participated in 

the teleconference.  Meeting minutes are provided in this report. See Attachment 5.

ICT Base Plan Review

The purpose of the net conference was to give stakeholders an opportunity to provide feedback 

on the recently posted ICT Draft 2012 Base Plan, which included the newly-expanded planning 

horizon from three (3) to five (5) years. SPP and Entergy considered this feedback in finalizing 

the 2012 Base Plan and 2012-2016 Construction Plan, respectively.  
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7.3.3 January 26, 2012, Pan American Life Building, New Orleans, LA.  Seventy-two (72) attendees 

participated in the meeting.  Meeting minutes are provided in this report. See Attachment 6.

WPP Recommendation

A stakeholder proposal for expanding the On-Peak Offer Period for the WPP to all 24-hours was 

presented. A motion was passed to approve the proposed changes.  Entergy stated that there 

were no problems with implementing the new process, and after an opportunity to submit a 

written response to the SPC motion, Entergy would work with SPP to put the new process in 

place as soon as possible.

ITC Holdings Corporation

ITC Holdings Corporation presented an overview of its company and a high-level discussion of its 

transaction to acquire the transmission assets of Entergy.  Stakeholders had questions and 

comments about several aspects of the transaction. 

ICT Reports

The ICT presented several reports relating to its ongoing activities. In particular, SPP gave an 

update on the MBPC study and stated that a high level presentation on the results of the study 

would be made at the next E-RSC meeting.  SPP also gave an overview of the ICT 2012 Base 

Plan and the scope of the 2013 Reliability Assessment. Finally, SPP reported on its TLR/LAP 

analysis and its proposed TLR/LAP Metrics Report, which are to be included in the next E-RSC 

Metrics report.

Entergy Reports

Entergy presented reports on several relevant topics. This included Entergy’s ICT transition plan, 

Entergy’s 2012-2016 Final Construction Plan, and Entergy’s plan for compliance with FERC’s 

Order No. 1000.   
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8. Stakeholder Communication

As outlined in the ICT’s first quarterly report, the stakeholder process developed protocols for 

communications between stakeholders and SPP.  The protocols developed by the stakeholder process 

state that communications between stakeholders and SPP will be classified as either formal or informal.  

If stakeholders desire to have their positions noted and documented in regulatory reports, the 

communication must be formal and follow the guidelines for formal communication provided below.  This 

procedure does not limit communications with SPP or regulatory bodies, but provides an operating 

procedure for sorting and designating communications.

Stakeholders may provide written positions at stakeholder and task force meetings and all written 

material will be considered a formal communication.  Stakeholder communications on issues currently 

under consideration in the stakeholder process must be presented at stakeholder and task force meetings 

or through the established exploder protocols to be considered formal communications. Stakeholders 

may also provide written communication directly to SPP on issues that are not under consideration in the 

stakeholder process but are relevant to ongoing activities.  The stakeholders must conspicuously mark 

the written communication as formal.  Stakeholders may provide positions over e-mail to SPP 

management.  E-mail messages must be identified as formal; otherwise, e-mail messages will be 

considered informal communications.  All communications required to be posted pursuant to FERC 

regulations shall be sent to SPP as required and will be considered formal communications.

Stakeholders should be actively engaged in the SPC meetings and may also have 

representatives at the task force meetings.  SPP may refer to positions taken during meetings in its FERC 

reports, but will consider this informal communication.  A written follow-up to a position taken at a meeting 

will be required to identify a position as a formal communication.  Periodic meetings will take place 

between SPP and stakeholders.  These meetings will be considered informal unless a stakeholder 

requests in writing that the meeting be considered formal.  All telephone calls will be considered informal 

communications.

In comments to prior reports, stakeholders have expressed concern that such reports only 

account for formal communications and do not adequately reflect the stakeholders’ informal 

communications.  While SPP continues to believe that the reporting of only “formal” communications is 

consistent with the communication procedures unanimously adopted prior to the start-up of the ICT 

operations, SPP agrees that stakeholders’ informal communications should also be accounted for and 

tracked in the report.  Accordingly, SPP proposed and implemented IssueTrak to manage these 

stakeholder communications.  See section 7.2.
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8.1 Formal Communications During the Current Reporting Period

There were no formal communications received or distributed by SPP for the current reporting 

period.
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9. Users Group and Data/Software Management   
9.1 Overview

The ICT Approval Order (at paragraph 109) states “the Commission proposes that users of 

Entergy’s transmission and data systems form a Users Group to assess how the Entergy transmission 

and data (IT) systems are performing.”  Pursuant to this directive, the Users Group was formed under the 

SPC to address specific IT and data system issues as well as other issues brought forth by the SPC. 

The actions of the Users Group will target Entergy’s transmission and data systems and assess 

how these systems are performing in the area of data access, quality, and data retention.  In addition, the 

Users Group, either in conjunction with SPP or separately, will evaluate Entergy’s IT systems and IT 

resource allocations to measure their efficiency.  If deemed necessary, recommendations for change will 

be addressed to the Commission in order to correct the accuracy of data received by Transmission 

Customers.

9.2 Assessment of Entergy’s AFC Backup Process

The quarterly on-site assessment of the Entergy AFC Backup Process was completed on 

February 15, 2012.  SPP plans to present its report to the E-RSC WG in the first quarter of 2012. See 

Attachment 7. 

  
Assessment Discussion: SPP examined the regular AFC and WPP data retention processes 

and Entergy’s continued efforts to improve and develop more efficient and reliable data backup, archival,

and retention procedures discussed in prior assessments.  These efforts are detailed below.

The specifics of the data requested and validated as part of the assessment can be found in the 

attached report referenced above.  During this assessment, SPP found that the weekly full and daily 

incremental backup processes were completed successfully for all sampled dates.  

In addition to the normal assessment performed by SPP, Entergy performed a detailed gap 

analysis for November, December, and January.  This analysis included the remediation steps Entergy 

took for any identified issues during this period.  A detailed log of Entergy’s gap analysis is included as an 

attachment to the current assessment.

SPP also examined sample dates for Entergy’s internal information vaulting system’s (IVS) online 

tape histories and confirmed that all sampled tapes were appropriately sent offsite.

SPP inspected the December 2011 monthly archive backup and restoration logs for the period 

and found that AFC, WPP, and Historical Data Recorder (HDR) data files were properly backed up to 
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archive and test stored.  An examination of the checksum process logs confirmed that all files archived for 

this period were successfully transferred from EMS to online file storage.  In addition, SPP substantiated 

that current plus three (3) months of AFC data were stored on the EMS and current plus twelve (12) 

months of AFC data were stored online as required by Entergy policy and procedure.

As previously reported, Entergy has identified certain AFC data that were reaching end-of-life 

(i.e., older than five (5) years) and no longer needed to be retained.  However, these data reside on 

archive tapes that also contain HDR data that have a longer retention schedule (i.e., twenty-five (25) 

years).  Entergy is continuing to work on a way to split the historical data and plans to replace the current 

archive system by May 2012.

  
Finally, SPP and Entergy IT Staff reviewed and discussed the Lost, Inaccurate, or Mishandled 

Data submissions made by Entergy during this reporting period.  These filings are discussed in more 

detail in section 9.3.2 below.

9.3 Data Accuracy and Management 

Pursuant to the ICT Approval Order at paragraphs 110 and 304, SPP and the Users Group are 

required to track and provide an annual report on certain metrics related to Entergy’s software or data 

management errors that have resulted in lost, inaccurate, or mismanaged data.  In anticipation of 

providing that information in its annual report, SPP is collecting data for each category identified in the 

ICT Approval Order.  In addition, when problems are discovered, SPP and the Users Group work with 

Entergy to improve the accuracy of data.  Such issues may include, but are not limited to, AFC data 

availability and accuracy as well as various other customer concerns regarding transmission service 

availability, approvals, or denials.

During the current reporting period, SPP is not aware of any occurrences of lost AFC data. SPP, 

working with the stakeholders and Entergy, identified instances during the current reporting period which 

may have impacted the proper evaluation of TSRs due to inaccurate modeling assumptions or 

mismanaged data.  Additional details concerning these incidents are provided in section 9.3.2 below.  

In addition, the ICT Approval Order, at paragraph 110, established procedures SPP must follow 

for reporting complaints and errors related to Entergy’s data systems.  Under those procedures, SPP 

shall post any Transmission Customer complaints related to Entergy’s data systems on OASIS within 24 

hours of such complaint.  In addition, SPP shall post on OASIS within 24 hours any notice received from 

Entergy that Entergy has discovered data has been lost, reported inaccurately, or mismanaged.  Further, 

in the next scheduled report, SPP shall advise Interested Government Agencies whether Entergy has 
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remedied the problem.  In cases where Entergy has not remedied the problem, SPP is required to provide 

a timetable indicating when Entergy proposes to implement a remedy and SPP’s views on the adequacy 

of the remedy.  See section 9.3.2.  Each filed data error report discussed in section 9.3.2 below was 

posted to Entergy’s OASIS within 24 hours after filing.

9.3.1 Inaccurate Data 

As of the date of this report, no instances of inaccurate data were known to SPP that had not 

already been reported as discussed in more detail in section 9.3.2. 

9.3.2 Filed Data Error Reports   

9.3.2.1 December 13, 2011, Docket No. ER05-1065-000: Report of AFC Related Error.

Transmission Outage Data

On November 29, 2011, SPP notified Entergy that the outage of  the 500/115 kV 

transformer at El Dorado EHV Substation was listed in the Transmission Automated 

Outage Request System (TAORS), but the automated process used for modeling 

outages in RFCalc for the AFC process did not download this outage. Upon further 

investigation, Entergy determined that the outage input in TAORS did not include the 

transformer.  Entergy corrected this error by manually adding the outage to the AFC 

process.  To prevent recurrence, Entergy implemented a process to review outages 

submitted and include transformers in TAORS as part of the outage approval process.

Entergy reported that not modeling these outages impacted the AFC calculation and 

values in the Operating and Planning Horizons and may have impacted some TSRs 

processed during the error period. Due to the complexity of data evaluation, however, it is 

not technically feasible to determine the exact impact to the AFC calculation or specific 

customers. See Attachment 8.    

Flowgate PMAX

On November 30, 2011, SPP notified Entergy that the PMAX flowgate for the Koch 

facility at Sterlington showed zero AFC and max flow for the Operating and Planning 

Horizons in the Real-Time Response Factor Calculation (RTRFCALC).  However, SPP

determined that there should have been additional capacity available on the flowgate for 

other TSRs. Upon further investigation, Entergy discovered that the tie line connecting 

the Koch bus to the Sterlington bus in the EMS had been incorrectly removed in the State 

Estimator.  Entergy restored the line in the State Estimator the same day and the 
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RTRFCALC Operating and Planning Horizons were executed to populate the FLOW and 

AFC values for the PMAX flowgate at Sterlington.

Entergy reported that this error potentially affected customers requesting service during 

this period. However, Entergy stated that the exact impact to AFC calculation is not 

technically feasible since it is not possible to determine when the line was removed in the 

real-time network.  See Attachment 8.

SPP reviewed these issues with Entergy during the audit completed in February.  SPP 

has confirmed that the corrective actions taken by Entergy should resolve the problems.  

No further issue related to these matters has been observed by SPP.   

9.3.2.2 December 27, 2011, Docket No. ER05-1065-000: Report of AFC Related Error.

EMS Network Model

On December 13, 2011, SPP notified Entergy that the newly constructed 230 kV Coly-

Hammond line was showing out of service in the AFC models for the Planning and Study 

Horizons.  Upon further investigation, Entergy determined that when the line was put in-

service the outage associated with this work continued to be reflected in the AFC models. 

Entergy corrected the error by manually removing the outage in the EMS Network model 

for the Operating and Planning Horizons on the same day. The Study Horizon model, 

which is normally updated twice a month, was also corrected by removing the outage.

Entergy reported that modeling the line out of service may have resulted in incorrect AFC 

values.  As a result, this error could have potentially affected customers requesting 

service in the Operating and Planning Horizons during this period.  However, Entergy 

stated that it is not technically feasible to determine the exact impact on AFCs or the 

processing of TSRs during the time the error existed.  See Attachment 9.  

SPP reviewed this issue with Entergy during the audit completed in February.  SPP has 

confirmed that the corrective action taken by Entergy should resolve the problem.  No 

further issue related to this matter has been observed by SPP.  
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9.3.2.3 January 25, 2012, Docket No. ER05-1065-000: Report of AFC Related Error.

Incorrect Outage Entry

On January 11, 2012, SPP notified Entergy of a topology error in the RFCalc files. Upon 

further investigation, Entergy determined that a code change to the TAORS caused some  

outage files designated as a Hot Line Hold (HLH) to be inadvertently placed into 

production.  As a result, three outage file entries which incorrectly had the lines out of 

service were reflected in RFCalc and included in the AFC process.  Entergy corrected the 

code the next day, but Entergy did not complete its review of the outage files and make 

the necessary corrections to the outage entries until January 17, 2012. 

Entergy reported that the error may have impacted the AFC calculations and the 

processing of customers’ requests for service for the Operating and Planning Horizons 

during the period the error existed. However, Entergy stated that it was not technically 

feasible to determine the exact impact, but was able to determine that there was no 

impact to the AFC calculation during certain periods. See Attachment 10.

SPP reviewed this issue with Entergy during the audit completed in February.  SPP has 

confirmed that the corrective action taken by Entergy should resolve the problem.  No 

further issue related to this matter has been observed by SPP.  

9.3.2.4 February 28, 2012, Docket No. ER05-1065-000: Report of AFC Related Error.

NETMOM Database

On February 14, 2012, Entergy noticed that the 230 kV Doc Bonin-LAFA Acadiana Mall 

line was shown as being out of service in the AFC models for the Operating and Planning 

Horizons. Upon further investigation, Entergy determined that this outage was incorrect 

because an update to the network model database to reflect changes at the Bonin 

substation contained an error.  Entergy implemented a manual correction the same day 

and fixed the EMS Network model for the Operating and Planning Horizons.

Entergy reported that the modeling error may have impacted the AFC calculations and 

the processing of customers’ requests for service for the Operating and Planning 

Horizons during the period the error existed. However, Entergy stated that it was not 

technically feasible to determine the exact impact on AFCs or the processing of TSRs 

during this period.  See Attachment 11.
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This issue occurred after SPP completed its February audit.  Therefore, SPP will discuss 

this matter with Entergy during its next on-site assessment and include its analysis of the 

corrective action taken by Entergy in the next quarterly report.  

9.4 Modeling Assumptions Log
As discussed in section 8, SPP has established a formal communication procedure for a 

stakeholder to raise any issue or make a reasonable request.  Under this procedure, a stakeholder must 

either provide a written request to SPP or provide a written request to one of the stakeholder e-mail 

exploder lists.  SPP has discussed the process for formal communication in multiple stakeholder 

committee and working group meetings and has highlighted the adopted procedure in these meetings.

During the current reporting period, SPP received no formal requests to make a specific change 

in modeling assumptions.  However, numerous policy-related assumptions continue to be considered by 

the various SPC task forces referenced in section 7. 



Attachment 1



P 
IC

T

13
17

08
2

19
57

14
73

84
0

25
49

29
12

21
40

6

1,000 

1,200 

1,400 

1,600 

1,800 

2,000 

2,200 

2,400 

2,600 

2,800 

3,000 

3,200 

3,400 

3,600 

3,800 

4,000 

TLR/LAP Congestion 

Feb 11 Mar 11 Apr 11 May 11 Jun 11 Jul 11 Aug 11 Sep 11 Oct 11 Nov 11 Dec 11 Jan 12 12 Month Total

TLR Time (hours) 172         594         655         1,124      482         141         200         136         68           189         355         28           4,144              

LAP Time (hours) 1,099      840         2,549      2,912      2,140      1,107      1,096      1,044      1,446      725         829         641         16,428            

20,572            
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 12 mo

Feb 10 Mar 10 Apr 10 May 10 Jun 10 Jul 10 Aug 10 Sep 10 Oct 10 Nov 10 Dec 10 Jan 11 12 Month Total

TLR Time (hours) 49           68           71           440         411         672         617         283         75           13           149         198         3,046              

LAP Time (hours) 788         144         1,076      1,317      1,082      1,957      1,473      523         441         163         851         675         10,490            

13 536

Total Hours Congestion Last 12 Months

Total Hours Congestion Previous12 Months

SP
P

49 68 71
440 411

672 617
283

75 13 149 198 172

594 655

1124

482
141 200 136 68 189

355
28

78
8

14
4

10
76

10

52
3

44
1

16
3

85
1

67
5 10

99

11
07

10
96

10
44 14
46

72
5

82
9

64
1

‐

200 

400 

600 

800 

TLR Time LAP Time

13,536          Total Hours Congestion Previous12 Months



C
T

221

300

214

549

606

290

382

300 

400 

500 

600 

700 

800 

900 

1,000 

GWh Curtailed/Redispatched 

Feb 11 Mar 11 Apr 11 May 11 Jun 11 Jul 11 Aug 11 Sep 11 Oct 11 Nov 11 Dec 11 Jan 12 12 Month Total

GWh curtailed 11 45 146 299 216 35 18 38 17 37 66 12 941

GWh redispatched 367         229         549         606         290         153         300         382         189         196         162         76           3,499                 

4,441                 
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 12 mo

Feb 10 Mar 10 Apr 10 May 10 Jun 10 Jul 10 Aug 10 Sep 10 Oct 10 Nov 10 Dec 10 Jan 11 12 Month Total

GWh curtailed 10 5 5 111 72 192 144 52 11 1 24 14 641

GWh redispatched 111         15           217         221         136         300         214         94           159         30           180         217         1,893                 

2 534

Total GWh Curt-Redisp Last 12 Months

Total GWh Curt Redisp Previous 12 Months

SP
P 

IC

10 5 5

111
72

192
144

52
11 1 24 14 11 45

146

299
216

35 18 38 17 37 66
12

111

15

217

221

136
94 159

30

180 217

367
229

153

300

382

189
196 162

76

‐

100 

200 

TLR GWh Curtailed LAP GWh Redispatched

2,534               Total GWh Curt-Redisp Previous 12 Months



GWh GWh %Time %Time Total Proposed Solution

SP
P 

IC
T

0.0%

5.0%

10.0%

15.0%

20.0%

25.0%

30.0%

35.0%

40.0%

45.0%

50.0%

‐

2 

4 

6 

8 

10 

12 

14 

16 

18 

20 

16174 15142 17729 1974 17780 1970 1931 1913 1904 17739

2012 Combined TLR/LAP Flowgate Congestion 

GWh Redispatched/Curtailed %Time in TLR/LAP

Flowgate Flowgate Location (kV) State GWh 
Redispatched

GWh 
Curtailed Total GWh %Time 

in LAP
%Time 
in TLR

Total 
%Time

Proposed Solution
[estimated completion date]

16174 Addis - Tiger 230 kV FTLO Dow Meter - Air 
Liquid 230 kV Louisiana 18.3 0.0 18.3 46.5% 0.0% 46.5% No specific project proposed. Generation redispatch to address QF put.

15142 Pelahatchie - Morton 115 kV FTLO Choctaw Gas -
West Point 500 kV Mississippi 11.5 0.0 11.5 7.3% 0.0% 7.3% No specific project proposed

17729 Ano AT1 500 / 161 kV FTLO Ano - Pleasant Hill 
Ss 500 kV Arkansas 9.8 0.0 9.8 4.7% 0.0% 4.7% No specific project proposed

1974 Melbourne - Calico Rock 161 kV FTLO 
Independance - Dell 500 kV Arkansas 8.2 0.0 8.2 4.4% 0.0% 4.4% Calico Rock-Melbourne - Upgrade 161kV Line [Winter 2014]

17780 Cow T1 138 / 69 kV FTLO Cow - Colonial 
Orange 138 kV Texas 7.6 0.0 7.6 10.5% 0.0% 10.5% No specific project proposed

1970 Wmemphis-BirmingST 500KV FTLO SanSouci-
Shelby 500KV Arkansas 0.0 7.5 7.5 0.0% 2.8% 2.8%

1931 Nelson - Lake Charles Bulk 138 kV FTLO Nelson 
Lake Charles Bulk 2 138 kV Louisiana 6.0 0.0 6.0 2.2% 0.0% 2.2% No specific project proposed

1913 Keo-West Memphis 500 kV for the loss of 
Independence-Dell 500 kV Arkansas 0.0 4.7 4.7 0.0% 0.9% 0.9%

1904 Sterlington - Oak Ridge 115 kV FTLO Perryville - 
Baxter Wilson 500 kV

Louisiana 4.0 0.0 4.0 2.0% 0.0% 2.0% Construct new Swartz to Oakridge to Dunn 115 kV line 
(Summer 2013)

17739
Sterlington 500/115 - At3 500 kV FTLO 
Sterlington 500/115 - At1 500 kV Louisiana 3.8 0.0 3.8 2.0% 0.0% 2.0% Ouachita Project Spring 2013



Attachment 2



Request Comparison - Hourly Requests
ICT - December 1, 2011 - February 29, 2012

0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

Status

R
e
q

u
e
st

s

Dec-11 2061 0 0 135 1749 58 0 76 9 0 0 2 32

Jan-12 1420 0 0 103 1163 48 0 66 16 0 0 2 22

Feb-12 1454 0 0 179 1114 41 0 90 11 0 0 1 18

Total Study Accepted Refused
Confirme

d
Withdraw

n
Displaced Invalid Declined

Supersed
ed

Countero
ffer

Annulled Retracted



Request Comparison - Daily Requests
ICT - December 1, 2011 - February 29, 2012

0

500

1000

1500

2000

2500

3000

3500

4000

Status

R
e
q

u
e
st

s

Dec-11 1177 0 0 428 523 137 0 21 15 6 0 2 45

Jan-12 865 0 0 259 446 74 0 14 14 0 0 1 57

Feb-12 1039 49 0 306 461 108 0 49 9 8 0 5 44

Total Study Accepted Refused
Confirme

d
Withdraw

n
Displaced Invalid Declined

Supersed
ed

Countero
ffer

Annulled Retracted



Request Comparison - Weekly Requests
ICT - December 1, 2011 - February 29, 2012

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350

Status

R
e
q

u
e
st

s

Dec-11 80 0 0 14 41 7 0 4 2 1 0 0 11

Jan-12 94 0 0 8 42 15 0 4 0 0 0 0 25

Feb-12 61 0 0 9 34 9 0 2 0 1 0 0 6

Total Study Accepted Refused
Confirme

d
Withdraw

n
Displaced Invalid Declined

Supersed
ed

Countero
ffer

Annulled Retracted



Request Comparison - Monthly Requests
ICT - December 1, 2011 - February 29, 2012

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

Status

R
e
q

u
e
st

s

Dec-11 74 0 0 9 46 5 0 3 0 0 0 4 7

Jan-12 116 0 0 15 73 11 0 2 2 0 0 2 11

Feb-12 59 0 0 26 20 6 0 0 0 0 1 0 6

Total Study Accepted Refused
Confirme

d
Withdraw

n
Displaced Invalid Declined

Supersed
ed

Countero
ffer

Annulled Retracted



Request Comparison - Yearly Requests
ICT - December 1, 2011 - February 29, 2012

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

Status

R
e
q

u
e
st

s

Dec-11 38 7 0 0 30 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Jan-12 75 15 0 45 0 7 0 1 4 0 0 3 0

Feb-12 34 8 0 0 25 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Study Accepted Refused
Confirme

d
Withdraw

n
Displaced Invalid Declined

Supersed
ed

Countero
ffer

Annulled Retracted



Attachment 3



 1a. Congestion - TLR Time and Curtailments
SP

P 
IC

T 0

40

80

120

160

200

240

280

320

-

200 

400 

600 

800 

1,000 

1,200 

G
W

h 
cu

rt
ai

le
d

H
ou

rs

TLR Time GWh curtailed

Jan 11 Feb 11 Mar 11 Apr 11 May 11 Jun 11 Jul 11 Aug 11 Sep 11 Oct 11 Nov 11 Dec 11 Jan 12

TLR Time (hours) 198         172         594         655         1,124      482         141         200         136         68           189         355         28           

GWh curtailed 13.6 11.1 44.7 146.3 299.5 216.1 35.3 18.2 37.7 16.7 37.4 66.0 12.4

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 12 mo

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 last 12
mo

TLR Time (hours) 359       291       262       360       28         345       

GWh curtailed 65         56         55         79         12         78         

Monthly Average

SP

TLR Time GWh curtailed

-

200 

400 

600 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 last 12
mo

Average Monthly TLR Time (hrs)

-

25 

50 

75 

100 

125 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 last 12
mo

Average Monthly GWh Curtailed



 1b. Congestion - by TLR Level (GWh)
PP

 IC
T

-

50 

100 

150 

200 

250 

300 

350 
G

W
h 

C
ur

ta
ile

d

NNL Assigned Level 5B Level 5A Level 4 Level 3B Level 3A

in GWh Jan 11 Feb 11 Mar 11 Apr 11 May 11 Jun 11 Jul 11 Aug 11 Sep 11 Oct 11 Nov 11 Dec 11 Jan 12

Level 3A 3.3 0.0 0.0 3.7 7.2 7.1 9.4 6.4 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.8 7.6
Level 3B 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.8 16.2 0.0 3.4 0.9 6.5 0.0 0.0 1.3 4.8
Level 4 4.7 9.0 33.0 57.6 72.8 64.0 8.0 0.0 5.4 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
Level 5A 4.7 1.5 1.0 6.7 97.9 128.2 3.6 10.3 14.4 5.6 19.6 1.1 0.0
Level 5B 0.1 0.0 1.0 77.6 69.5 16.9 11.0 0.7 11.4 8.5 17.8 62.8 0.0
NNL Assigned 1.2 0.6 2.8 17.8 36.0 13.2 2.8 8.5 11.1 4.3 10.5 24.5 0.0

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 12 mo

in GWh 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 last 12
mo

Level 3A 29.4      15.0      11.8      3.2        7.6        3.5        
Level 3B 9.5        12.8      4.8        2.5        4.8        2.9        
Level 4 6.1        9.8        12.2      21.4      -        21.0      
Level 5A 15.1      13.2      16.1      24.5      -        24.1      
Level 5B 4.5        4.8        9.8        23.1      -        23.1      
NNL Assigned 2.5        1.5        4.0        11.1      -        11.0      

SP

Monthly Average

NNL Assigned Level 5B Level 5A Level 4 Level 3B Level 3A

-

20 

40 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 last 
12
mo

Average Monthly TLR 3 
GWh Curtailed

-

5 

10 

15 

20 

25 

30 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 last 
12
mo

Average Monthly TLR 4 
GWh Curtailed

-

10 

20 

30 

40 

50 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 last 
12
mo

Average Monthly TLR 5 
GWh Curtailed
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Level 5B 1             -         109         243         234         65           27           3             35           12           100         325         -         

2008 2009 2010 2011 12 mo

in Hours 2009 2010 2011 2012 last 12 mo

Level 3A 21.9      35.1      18.7      21.0      20.2      
Level 3B 18.1      9.8        12.0      7.0        12.6      
Level 4 15.5      89.1      166.4    -        165.6    
Level 5A 51.7      39.6      51.1      -        50.9      
Level 5B 11.4      25.7      96.2      -        96.1      
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Monthly Average

Note:   SPP ICT TLR data is captured based on the highest TLR 
level per event, not the actual level for each hour of an event.
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 1f. Congestion - by Flowgate 

Flowgate ID Flowgate Location (kV) State GWh 
Curtailed

% Time
in TLR

Proposed Solution
[estimated completion date]

1970 Wmemphis-BirmingST 500KV FTLO 
SanSouci-Shelby 500KV Arkansas 7.5 2.8% Replace 500 kV breaker, six line traps, and 2 switches at West 

Memphis 500 kV substation.  Completed 2/28/12.
Keo-West Memphis 500 kV for the 
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1913
Keo-West Memphis 500 kV for the 
loss of Independence-Dell 500 kV Arkansas 4.8 0.9% No specific project proposed.



 1f. Congestion - by Flowgate (2012 year-to-date)

Flowgate ID Flowgate Location (kV) State GWh 
Curtailed

% Time
in TLR

Proposed Solution
[estimated completion date]

1970 Wmemphis-BirmingST 500KV FTLO 
SanSouci-Shelby 500KV Arkansas 7.5 2.8% Replace 500 kV breaker, six line traps, and 2 switches at West 

Memphis 500 kV substation.  Completed 2/28/12.
Keo-West Memphis 500 kV for the 
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1913
Keo-West Memphis 500 kV for the 
loss of Independence-Dell 500 kV Arkansas 4.8 0.9% No specific project proposed.



 1f. Congestion - by Flowgate  - 12 months ending 

Flowgate ID Flowgate Location (kV) State GWh 
Curtailed

% Time
in TLR

Proposed Solution
[estimated completion date]

Number of outages in Arkansas due to tornado-producing stormsPP
 IC

T
January 2012
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16807 Dell - San Souci 500kv Arkansas 132.1 1.3% Number of outages in Arkansas due to tornado-producing storms. 
All lines repaired. No projects planned.

16272 Nelson AT1 500/230 (ftlo) Hartburg 
500kv - Cypress Louisiana/Texas 89.2 8.5% Operational issue that resulted from unit outage scheduling.   

Orange County Project 2017

17515 Cypress 500/138kv AT1 Xmfr ftlo 
Hartburg - Nelson 500kv Louisiana/Texas 87.8 5.0%

The 500/230 kV autotransformer failed. Spare single phase unit 
relocated from Hartburg to Cypress, Auto bank returned to service 
December 2011.  Replacement spare autotransformer is on order 
with delivery expected in first quarter 2012.

15732 Willow Glen 500/230 AT2 flo 
Willow Glen-Waterford 500kV Louisiana 65.1 1.7% Bayou LaButte project (Completed November 2011)

1938 Sheridan-El Dorado 500 kV for the 
loss of Etta-McNeil 500 kV Arkansas 51 2.0% Sheridan South Economic Project (Summer 2014)

1966 Sheridan - Mabelvale 500kv ftlo 
White Bluff - Keo 500kv Arkansas 49.8 1.6% Sheridan South Economic Project (Summer 2014)

1972 Webre-Willow Glen 500kv ftlo Big 
Cajun-Fancy 500kv

Louisiana 39.9 1.7% Bayou LaButte project (Completed November 2011)

1911 Hartburg-Inland Orange 230 kV for 
the loss of Hartburg-Cypress 500 kV Texas 23.2 0.9% Upgrade of the Hartburg-Inland Orange 230 kV line. (December 

2011)

1379 Grimes-Mt Zion for the loss of 
Grimes - Walden Texas 12.5 1.2% Upgrade Grimes to Mt. Zion (2019). Under economic review by 

ICT and Entergy

17127 Bull Shoals - Midway 161Kv ftlo 
Bull Shoals - Buford 161Kv Arkansas 3.6 5.9% No specific project proposed.

SP



 1a. Congestion - LAP Time and Redispatch
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Jan 11 Feb 11 Mar 11 Apr 11 May 11 Jun 11 Jul 11 Aug 11 Sep 11 Oct 11 Nov 11 Dec 11 Jan 12

LAP Time (hours) 675         1,099      840         2,549      2,912      2,140      1,107      1,096      1,044      1,446      725         829         641         

GWh redispatched 217         367         229         549         606         290         153         300         382         189         196         162         76           

2008 2009 2010 2011 12 mo

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 last 12 mo

LAP Time (hours) 398       714       952       1,372    641       1,369    

GWh redispatched 72         163       152       303       76         292       
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Monthly Average
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 1b. Congestion - LAP Redispatch and Schedule Curtailments
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in GWh Jan 11 Feb 11 Mar 11 Apr 11 May 11 Jun 11 Jul 11 Aug 11 Sep 11 Oct 11 Nov 11 Dec 11 Jan 12

Schedule 
Curtailments in LAP

Redispatched in LAP 216.9    366.8    228.9    548.7    606.2    290.2    153.4    299.6    382.0    189.2    196.4    161.8    76.1      

2008 2009 2010 2011 12 mo

in GWh 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 last 12 mo

Schedule 
Curtailments in LAP 2.7        1.0        0.1        -        -        -        

Redispatched in LAP 72         163       152       303       76         292       
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 1c. Congestion - LAP Events
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 1f. Congestion - by Flowgate (LAP) - 2012

Rank Flowgate Location (kV) State % Time
in LAP

GWh 
Redispatched

GWh 
Schedules 
Curtailed

Proposed Solution
[estimated completion date]

1 Addis - Tiger 230 kV FTLO Dow Meter -
Air Liquid 230 kV Louisiana 46.5% 18.3 0.0 No specific project proposed. Generation redispatch to 

address QF put.PP
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2 Redgum - Natchez 115 kV FTLO 
Plantation - Vidalia 115 kV

Louisiana/Missis
sippi 18.8% 1.7 0.0

Operate capacitor banks in the Plantation/Red Gum/ 
Natchez areas in a manner that will minimize reactive 
power flows on Natchez to Redgum line.

3 Cow T1 138 / 69 kV FTLO Cow - 
Colonial Orange 138 kV Texas 10.53% 7.6 0.0 No specific project proposed.

4 Pelahatchie - Morton 115 kV FTLO 
Choctaw Gas - West Point 500 kV

Mississippi 7.29% 11.5 0.0
No specific project proposed

5 Ano AT1 500 / 161 kV FTLO Ano - 
Pleasant Hill Ss 500 kV

Arkansas 4.71% 9.8 0.0
 No specific project proposed

6 Melbourne - Calico Rock 161 kV FTLO 
Independance - Dell 500 kV

Arkansas 4.36% 8.2 0.0  Calico Rock-Melbourne - Upgrade 161kV Line 
[Winter 2014]

7 Ppg - Rose Bluff 230 kV FTLO Nelson - 
Carlyss 230 kV

Louisiana 2.27% 3.6 0.0
No specific project proposed

8
Nelson - Lake Charles Bulk 138 kV 
FTLO Nelson - Lake Charles Bulk 2 138 
kV

Louisiana 2.24% 6.0 0.0
No specific project proposed

9 Sterlington - Oak Ridge 115 kV FTLO 
Perryville - Baxter Wilson 500 kV

Louisiana 2.02% 4.0 0.0 Construct new Swartz to Oakridge to Dunn 115 kV 
line (Summer 2013)

10
Sterlington 500/115 - At3 500 kV FTLO 
Sterlington 500/115 - At1 500 kV Louisiana 2.02% 3.8 0.0 Ouachita Project Spring 2013

SP



 1f. Congestion - by Flowgate (LAP) - 2011

Rank Flowgate Location (kV) State % Time
in LAP

GWh 
Redispatched

GWh 
Schedules 
Curtailed

Proposed Solution
[estimated completion date]

1 Addis - Tiger 230 kV FTLO Dow Meter -
Air Liquid 230 kV Louisiana 34.4% 322.9 0.0 No specific project proposed. Generation redispatch to 

address QF put.SP
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2 Brookhaven - Mallallieu 115 kV FTLO 
Franklin - Bogalusa 500 kV Mississippi 5.9% 245.3 0.0 Hammond to Loblolly 230 kV line (Placed In-Service 

Dec 2011)

3 Grimes - Mt Zion 138 kV FTLO Grimes -
Bentwater 138 kV Texas 10.0% 187.2 0.0 Upgrade Grimes to Mt. Zion (2019). Under economic 

review by ICT and Entergy

4 Nelson AT1 500 / 230 kV FTLO 
Hartburg - Cypress 500 kV Louisiana 4.9% 171.9 0.0 Operational issue that resulted from unit outage 

scheduling.   Orange County Project 2017

5 Willow Glen AT2 500 / 230 kV FTLO 
Willow Glen - Waterford 500 kV Louisiana 5.2% 153.9 0.0 Bayou LaBoutte Project (Placed In-Service Nov 2011)

6 Willow Glen AT2 500 / 230 kV FTLO 
Fancy Auto  500/230 500 / 230 kV Louisiana 5.6% 124.6 0.0 Bayou LaBoutte Project (Placed In-Service Nov 2011)

7 Hot Springs AT1 500 / 115 kV FTLO 
Hot Springs AT2 500 / 115 kV Arkansas 5.2% 108.9 0.0

No specific project proposed - Congestion associated 
with extreme heat, reduced hydro availability and a 
forced outage on a local generator

8 Redgum - Natchez 115 kV FTLO 
Plantation - Vidalia 115 kV

Louisiana/Missis
sippi 16.2% 26.3 0.0

Operate capacitor banks in the Plantation/Red Gum/ 
Natchez areas in a manner that will minimize reactive 
power flows on Natchez to Redgum line.

9 Plant3 - South Ferriday Tap 115 kV 
FTLO Plant 3 - Vidalia 115 kV Louisiana 11.2% 24.1 0.0

Operate capacitor banks in the Plantation/Red Gum/ 
Natchez areas in a manner that will minimize reactive 
power flows on Natchez to Redgum line.

10 Cow - Colonial Orange 138 kV FTLO 
Cow Bulk - Sabine 138 kV Texas 7.6% 22.9 0.0 No specific project proposed.

S



 1f. Congestion - by Flowgate (LAP) - 2010

Rank Flowgate Location (kV) State % Time
in LAP

GWh 
Redispatched

GWh 
Schedules 
Curtailed

Proposed Solution
[estimated completion date]

1
Redgum - Natchez 115 kV FTLO 
Plantation - Vidalia 115 kV
(ELI - EMI)

Louisiana - 
Mississippi 45.2% 238.8

Utilize operating guide for capacitor bank utilization in 
the Plantation/Red Gum/ Natchez areas to help 
minimize reactive power flows on Natchez to Redgum 
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2 Oakridge - Sterlington 115 kV FTLO 
Perryville - Baxter Wilson 500 kV (ELI) Louisiana 4.8% 213.2 Install series reactor at Delhi (Spring 2010).  Construct 

new Swartz to Oakridge to Dunn 115 kV line (2014)

3 PPG - Rose Bluff 230 kV FTLO Nelson - 
Carlyss 230 kV Louisiana 4.8% 117.2 No specific project proposed

4 Alchem - Monochem 138 kV FTLO St. 
Gabriel - AAC Corp 230 kV Louisiana 3.1% 104.5 Upgrade Alchem to Monochem.  Completed May 

2011.

5 Grimes - Mt Zion 138 kV FTLO Grimes -
Bentwater 138kV Texas 3.4% 86.1 Upgrade Grimes to Mt. Zion (2017). 

6 Addis - Tiger 230 kV FTLO Dow Meter -
Air Liquid 230 kV (EGSL) Louisiana 15.5% 83.9 0.1 No specific project proposed. Generation redispatch to 

address QF put.

7 Navasota - Tubular 138 kV FTLO 
Grimes - Mt Zion 138 kV (ETI) Texas 3.7% 56.7 No specific project proposed

8 McAdams AT1 500/230 kV ftlo 
Choctaw Gas - West Point 500 kV Texas 3.1% 52.8

McAdams Area Upgrades (Completed Summer 2011)
• McAdams -- add 2nd 500/230 kV auto
• McAdams - Pickens 230 kV line upgrade 

9 Cow - Colonial Orange 138 kV FTLO 
Cow Bulk - Sabine 138 kV (EGSL) Texas 10.7% 33.7 0.7 No specific project proposed. Generation redispatch to 

address QF put.

10 Mabelvale AT1 500/115 kV FTLO 
Mabelvale AT2 500/115 kV Arkansas 3.0% 22.1 Holland Bottoms Project (Completed January 2012)
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 1f. Congestion - by Flowgate (LAP) - 2009

Rank Flowgate Location (kV) Operating  
Company

% Time
in LAP

GWh 
Redispatched

GWh 
Schedules 
Curtailed

1 Grimes - Mt Zion 138 kV FTLO Grimes -
Walden 138 kV ETI 17.5% 332.0 Upgrade Grimes to Mt. Zion (2019). Under economic 

review by ICT and EntergyP 
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2
Adams Creek - Bogulsa #3 230 kV 
FTLO Adams Creek - Bogulsa #2 230 
kV

ELI 6.4% 241.4 Adams Creek to Bogalusa Project.  Completed January 
2010.

3 Newport - Fisher 161 kV FTLO 
Independance - Dell 500 kV EAI 7.8% 157.2 No specific project proposed

4
Waterford - Little Gypsy #2 230 kV 
FTLO Waterford - Little Gypsy #3 230 
kV

ELI 5.9% 154.6 No specific project proposed

5 Ppg - Rose Bluff 230 kV FTLO Nelson - 
Carlyss 230 kV EGSL 3.2% 119.5 No specific project proposed

6 South Jackson - Florence 115 kV FTLO 
Franklin - Bogalusa 500 kV EMI 3.2% 89.2 8.0 Upgrade South Jackson to Florence 115 kV Line.  

Completed April 2011.

7 Addis - Tiger 230 kV FTLO Dow Meter -
Air Liquid 230 kV EGSL 9.3% 61.8 No specific project proposed. Generation redispatch to 

address QF put.

8 Alchem - Monochem 138 kV FTLO St. 
Gabriel - Aac Corp 230 kV EGSL 2.8% 53.2 Upgrade Alchem to Monochem.  Completed May 

2011.

9 Oakridge - Sterlington 115 kV FTLO 
Perryville - Baxter Wilson 500 kV ELI 2.9% 52.8 0.0 Install series reactor at Delhi (Spring 2010).  Construct 

new Swartz to Oakridge to Dunn 115 kV line (2014)

10 Redgum - Natchez 115 kV FTLO 
Plantation - Vidalia 115 kV ELI - EMI 14.3% 14.2

Utilize operating guide for capacitor bank utilization in 
the Plantation/Red Gum/ Natchez areas to help 
minimize reactive power flows on Natchez to Redgum 
line.
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 1f. Congestion - by Flowgate (LAP) - 2008

Rank Flowgate Location (kV) Operating  
Company

% Time
in LAP

GWh 
Redispatched

GWh 
Schedules 
Curtailed

1 Oakridge - Sterlington 115 kV FTLO 
Perryville - Baxter Wilson 500 kV ELI 4.4% 137.4 3.9 Install series reactor at Delhi (Spring 2010).  Construct 

new Swartz to Oakridge to Dunn 115 kV line (2014)SP
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2 Grimes - Mt Zion 138 kV FTLO Grimes -
Walden 138 kV ETI 9.2% 109.8 1.3 Upgrade Grimes to Mt. Zion (2019). Under economic 

review by ICT and Entergy

3
Waterford - Little Gypsy #2 230 kV 
FTLO Waterford - Little Gypsy #3 230 
kV

ELI 4.4% 91.8 No specific project proposed

4 Fancy Auto  500/230 500 / 230 kV 
FTLO Coly - Mcknight 500 kV EGSL 2.5% 85.4 No specific project proposed

5 South Jackson - Florence 115 kV FTLO 
Franklin - Bogalusa 500 kV EMI 5.1% 62.4 3.6 Upgrade South Jackson to Florence 115 kV Line.  

Completed April 2011.

6
Adams Creek - Bogulsa #3 230 kV 
FTLO Adams Creek - Bogulsa #2 230 
kV

ELI 2.6% 49.4 Adams Creek to Bogalusa Project.  Completed January 
2010.

7 Addis - Tiger 230 kV FTLO Dow Meter -
Air Liquid 230 kV EGSL 3.4% 23.3 No specific project proposed. Generation redispatch to 

address QF put.

8 Pelahatchie - Morton 115 kV FTLO 
Choctaw Gas - West Point 500 kV EMI 1.0% 22.9 0.1 Upgrade 600 A switches to 1200 A at Morton.  

Completed January 2009

9 Panama - Romeville 230 kV FTLO 
Waterford AT1 500 / 230 kV EGSL 1.7% 22.7 Amite South Phase 3 (completed)

10 Huntsv - Mtzion 138 kV FTLO Grimes - 
Walden 138 kV ETI 2.3% 6.7 Upgrade Grimes to Mt. Zion (2019). Under economic 

review by ICT and Entergy

S



 1f. Congestion - by Flowgate (LAP) - 2007

Rank Flowgate Location (kV) Operating  
Company

% Time
in LAP

GWh 
Redispatched

GWh 
Schedules 
Curtailed

1 Brookhaven - Mallallieu 115 kV FTLO 
Franklin - Bogalusa 500 kV EMI 2.0% 81.7 Hammond - Loblolly 230 kV (Completed December 

2011)SP
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2 Oakridge - Sterlington 115 kV FTLO 
Perryville - Baxter Wilson 500 kV ELI 2.3% 77.1 3.4 Install series reactor at Delhi (Spring 2010).  Construct 

new Swartz to Oakridge to Dunn 115 kV line (2014)

3 Coly - Vignes 230 kV FTLO Willow 
Glen - Waterford 500 kV EGSL 1.3% 68.7 AS Phase 2 and 3.  (Completed).  Coly to Hammond 

new 230 kV line (2012)

4 Brookhaven - Wesson 115 kV FTLO 
Grand Gulf - Baxter Wilson 500 kV EMI 1.5% 68.1 Hammond - Loblolly 230 kV (Completed December 

2011)

5 Mabelvale - Bryant 115 kV FTLO 
Magnet Cove - Hot Springs 500 kV EAI 0.8% 41.7 Benton N - Benton S (Winter 2012)

6 Hartburg - Inland Orange 230 kV FTLO 
Hartburg - Cypress 500 kV ETI 1.2% 30.7 Upgrade of the Hartburg-Inland Orange 230 kV line. 

(Completed December 2011)

7 Alchem - Monochem 138 kV FTLO St. 
Gabriel - Aac Corp 230 kV EGSL 0.9% 21.6 1.0 Upgrade Alchem to Monochem.  Completed May 

2011.

8
Waterford - Little Gypsy #2 230 kV 
FTLO Waterford - Little Gypsy #3 230 
kV

ELI 1.2% 15.9 0.8 No specific project proposed

9 Addis - Tiger 230 kV FTLO Dow Meter -
Air Liquid 230 kV EGSL 2.2% 13.6 No specific project proposed. Generation redispatch to 

address QF put.

10 Sterlington - Oak Ridge 115 kV FTLO 
Baxter Wilson AT1 500 / 115 kV ELI 0.4% 7.7 Install series reactor at Delhi (Spring 2010).  Construct 

new Swartz to Oakridge to Dunn 115 kV line (2014)

S



 3b. Transmission Utilization - MWh
PP

 IC
T

Service (in MM MWh) Jan 11 Feb 11 Mar 11 Apr 11 May 11 Jun 11 Jul 11 Aug 11 Sep 11 Oct 11 Nov 11 Dec 11 Jan 12

Network 12.65 11.18 10.86 11.18 12.57 14.98 15.69 16.24 12.49 11.23 10.72 11.94 11.50

Firm PTP 2.73 1.75 1.77 1.64 2.41 2.42 2.79 2.57 1.88 1.93 2.08 2.24 2.95

Non-firm PTP 0.11 0.21 0.19 0.19 0.16 0.10 0.08 0.09 0.24 0.22 0.23 0.22 0.10

Total 15.50 13.15 12.82 13.01 15.14 17.49 18.56 18.91 14.61 13.37 13.03 14.41 14.55

Service (in MM MWh) 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 last 12 
months

Network 11.84    11.67    12.63    12.64    11.50    12.59

Firm PTP 2.65      2.65      2.28      2.18      2.95      2.14

Non-Firm PTP 0.22      0.15      0.15      0.17      0.10      0.18

Total 14.71    14.46    15.06    15.00    14.55    14.91
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
ICT STAKEHOLDERS POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING 

December 9, 2011 
Teleconference and WebEx 

 
•  D r a f t  M e e t i n g  M i n u t e s  •  

1:00 p.m. – 3:30 p.m. 
 

 

Agenda Item 1- Introduction and Roll Call 
 
Lanny Nickell, SPP, called the meeting to order at approximately 1:00 p.m. There were 21 in 
attendance by teleconference. 
 
Agenda Item 2- Agenda Review and Minutes Approval 
 
Lanny Nickell reviewed the agenda which was posted prior to the meeting on the SPP website 
and available on the WebEx. The October 6, 2011 minutes were approved. 
 
 
Agenda Item 3- Reliability Task Force Update-Congestion Management Process 
 
Don Shipley, SPP, reviewed the Congestion Management Process Improvements progress 
since the last meeting. After the presentation was complete, Mr. Shipley asked if the ERSC 
Working Group would be reviewing the process and what their expectation might be. Sam 
Loudenslager, Arkansas Public Service Commission, stated the ERSC working Group would 
appreciate an update at their next meeting, either by conference call or in person. 
 
Agenda Item 4- Entergy Business Practice Changes 
 
Ben Roubique, SPP, introduced Yarrow Etheredge, Entergy, who went through the Entergy 
Business Practices Summary of Changes document. Jennifer Vosburg, NRG Louisiana 
Generating, asked what opportunities the stakeholders would have to provide comments on the 
Business Practice changes. Ms. Etheredge replied that Entergy would like to receive any written 
comments in the next week. Ms. Vosburg asked if the Business Practices would be filed at 
FERC, and Ms. Etheredge replied it was her understanding they are not filed. 
 
Roberto Paliza, Paliza Consulting LLC, inquired on the designated resource undesignation 
process and if related comments needed to be in by next week. Erin Murphy, Entergy, stated 
Entergy would like to have any comments on specific language changes in the Business 
Practices by the next week, but that general comments on the Business Practices will continue 
to be discussed. Ms Vosburg asked what process would be used if there was a difference of 
opinion between the parties and it was necessary to go to a higher authority. Ms. Murphy replied 
from Entergy’s viewpoint, the matter would be discussed through the ICT, and if further 

1 

 



 

discussion was necessary the action would be handled by the appropriate task force, but Ms. 
Murphy was not sure of the process the ICT would take. Ms. Vosburg stated the Stakeholder 
Policy Committee’s new charter is flexible and a task force can be formed to address issues. 
 
After Ms. Etheredge completed the review of Entergy’s Summary of Changes document, Mr. 
Roubique presented the ICT Memorandum of the ICT’s position on Entergy’s proposed 
Business Practice changes. Ms. Murphy stated that Entergy has not had the opportunity to 
respond to the ICT’s Memorandum, but that Entergy is discussing their differences with the 
ICT’s position with the ICT. Entergy has concerns, but they look forward to discussing those 
with the ICT. Matt Harward, SPP, and Ms. Murphy discussed the ICT’s position on reliability 
impacts within the Business Practices changes and their relation to FERC orders, and agreed to 
continue vetting the ICT’s and Entergy’s position. Mr. Paliza raised a concern for customer 
impact on undesignations and base case overloads. Mr. Roubique stated the ICT shares those 
concerns. Mr. Paliza also asked how the base case overloads are being looked at from a MISO 
perspective.  Ms. Vosburg relayed that the stakeholders need to establish a comfort level with 
the changes, given the discussion of reliability must run agreements and base case overloads in 
light of the Business Practice changes. 
 
Ms. Murphy stated Entergy will be finalizing a response to the ICT Memorandum in a few days. 
After the ICT reviews the response a meeting will be set. An action item was taken by the ICT 
and Entergy to set up a conference call after review of Entergy’s response. Mr. Nickell asked if 
Entergy’s response would be sent to the ICT or the stakeholders and Ms. Murphy replied that 
Entergy would be sending the response to both the ICT and the stakeholders. 
  
Agenda Item 5- TLR/LAP Metrics Report 
 
Lanny Nickell presented the September ERSC TLR/LAP Metrics report. Mr. Nickell reviewed the 
multiple metrics for TLRs, LAP, and Transmission Utilization. Sam Loudenslager and Mr. Nickell 
discussed the reporting schedule for the Metrics. Mr. Loudenslager wanted to ensure that the 
Metrics Report would be as up to date as possible prior to the February ERSC meeting. Mark 
McCulla, Entergy, discussed the previous ERSC Metrics report and the time frames needed to 
provide the data to the ICT for publishing the metrics. Mr. McCulla stated Entergy would be 
providing the material as quickly as they can. Mr. Nickell commented the ICT has made 
changes in their reporting process and would improve the production of the report. 
 
Several stakeholders and Entergy representatives discussed specific data within the report. 
Flowgates with heavy congestion were discussed, along with storm damage effects to the 
system, construction outages, and possible improvements to the presentation of the data. Don 
Shipley took an action item to prepare an analysis of the March 2010 and March 2011 TLR/LAP 
data and have the analysis ready for review at the next ERSC Working Group meeting. Charles 
Long, Entergy, Roberto Paliza, and Ben Roubique discussed projects that could improve 
congestion in the Entergy Texas region and how those could be accelerated. Mr. Roubique 
stated the ICT has looked at those projects through the ISTEP study and is recommending a 
further evaluation of accelerating of some of the projects. Mr. Long concurred, as Entergy is 
evaluating the economic benefit of those upgrades as well. Entergy took an action item to send 
the ICT and stakeholders an estimate of when Entergy’s economic evaluation would be 
complete.  
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Mr. Nickell discussed the need expressed by stakeholders for metrics that would show total 
congestion on flowgates by combining TLR and LAP data.  Keith Tynes, GDS Associates, 
suggested a metric that would show congestion within an area. The ICT took an action items to 
prepare a metric based on the combination of TLR and LAP data and to determine if the 
congestion could be shown by area. The ICT will also begin to provide the ERSC Metrics, 
including LAP data, in the ICT Quarterly Performance Report. 
  
Agenda Item 6- Action Items Review 
 
Action items: 
 

1. The ICT and Entergy will set up a conference call to discuss Entergy’s response to the 
ICT Memorandum of the ICT’s position on Entergy’s proposed Business Practice 
changes once the response is received from Entergy. 

2. Don Shipley, SPP, will compare the March 2010 and March 2011 TLR/LAP Metric data 
and provide an analysis report to the ERSC Working Group at their next meeting. 

3. Entergy took an action item to send the ICT and stakeholders an estimate of when 
Entergy’s economic evaluation would be complete.  

4. The ICT will provide a new metric for the ERSC Metrics Report that will combine TLR 
and LAP data to show flowgates by total congestion. 

5. SPCCC will determine the meeting dates for 2012 after coordinating with the ERSC 
Working Group. The first SPC meeting of 2012 will be after the ERSC Working Group 
meeting in January 

 
 
Agenda Item 7- Adjournment 
 
Meeting adjourned at approximately 3:00 p.m. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Lanny Nickell 
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1. Introductions and roll call ..................................................................................................... Lanny Nickell 

2. Review of meeting agenda ................................................................................................................... All 

3. Reliability Task Force update ................................................................................................ Don Shipley 

a. Congestion Management Process Improvements  ............................................ Don Shipley 

4. Entergy Business Practice Changes ................................................................................. Ben Roubique 

5. TLR/LAP Metrics Report ...................................................................................................... Lanny Nickell 

6. Action Items review .............................................................................................................................. All 

7. Adjournment ........................................................................................................................ Lanny Nickell 
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SUMMARY OF BUSINESS PRACTICES REVISIONS 
 

BP Number and Title Update required Reason for Change 

IV.1 
General 
Reservation/Scheduling 
Practices; Time Limits 
for Submitting and 
Responding to TSRs 

Explanation of 
customer options when 
a TSR spans the AFC 
Study Horizon and the 
Planning Horizon and 
the customer receives a 
counteroffer for the 
amount available in the 
AFC Study Horizon (still 
working on this with 
TTS and the ICT) 

Revision to include Customer 
Options and instructions when the 
service requested spans the short 
and long term study processes 

      
IV.1 
General 
Reservation/Scheduling 
Practices; Time Limits 
for Submitting and 
Responding to TSRs 

Clarification of adoption 
of WEQ Table 4-2 for 
customer confirmation 
time limit after accepted 
or counter-offered for 
daily  non-firm 

Revision to clarify applicability of 
WEQ timing requirements relative to 
OATT section 14.6 

      
IV.6 
General 
Reservation/Scheduling 
Practices; Preemption 

Clarifications on 
preemption that were 
requested by the ICT 

Incorporate revisions into auto-
preemption BP 

      
IX.5 
Transmission 
Information; CBM & 
TRM 

Add a contact person at 
Entergy (AFC Contact 
email address) for 
requesting CBM 

provide instruction to customers on 
making a request for CBM to direct 
such a request to the AFC Data 
Request email 
(AFCDATAREQUEST@entergy.com)

      
II.2.2. Transmission 
Service Products; 
Weekly Non-Firm 
Transmission Service 

Change the submission 
deadline for non-firm 
weekly to 14 days  

Modify BP for consistency with 
settings 

      



VI  Conditional Firm 
Service and Planning 
Redispatch Service 

Conditional Firm 
Update - per 
automation 

Revisions for consistency with 
automation 

      
VII.2 Network 
Integration 
Transmission Service, 
Interim Procedures for 
Undesignating Network 
Resources 

Undesignation 
Revisions 

Revisions for consistency with FERC 
Order 890-A 

      
  Update Kim Mitchell 

references to Wayne 
Warren 

Personnel Change 

V.4.1 Resale Once the Assignee has 
completed and 
executed a Form A-1 in 
accordance with the 
requirements set forth 
above, the Assignee 
must fax the executed 
Form A-1 to the 
Transmission Provider’s 
Transmission Services 
Group at 504-576-
6900, attention Kim 
Mitchell. 

Personnel Change 

V.4.2 Transfers The ICT will not 
approve a transfer 
request without 
confirmation from 
Entergy that a non-
conforming form A-1 
has been executed by 
the Transferor and the 
Transferee Customers 
contemplating the 
transfer of a TSA must 
contact the 
Transmission Provider 
at 504-576-4286 (Kim 
Mitchell) to initiate the 
preparation and 
execution of a non-
conforming agreement. 

Personnel Change 
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Revised Entergy OATT Business Practices  

 
Sections Modified 
 
II. TRANSMISSION SERVICE PRODUCTS 

2.2. Weekly Non-Firm Transmission Service 
 
IV. GENERAL RESERVATION/SCHEDULING PRACTICES 

 
1. Time Limits for Submitting and Responding to TSRs 
 
6. Preemption 

6.1. TSR Evaluation 
6.2. Preemption Actions Prior to Confirmation of the 

Challenger 
6.3. Preemption Actions After Confirmation of the 

Challenger 
6.4. Timing Requirements 

 
V. POINT-TO-POINT TRANSMISSION SERVICE 
  

4. Assignment of PTP Service 
4.1. Resale 
4.2. Transfers 

 
VI. CONDITIONAL FIRM SERVICE AND PLANNING REDISPATCH 

SERVICE  
 
1. Generally 
2. Conditional Firm Transmission Service 
3. Planning Redispatch Service 

3.1. Planning Redispatch Service From Transmission 
Provider Resources 

3.2. Planning Redispatch Service From Third-Party 
Provider Resources 

4. Limitations on Availability 
5. Conditional Firm Service and Planning Redispatch Service 

TSR Application and Study Process 
5.1. Execution of the System Impact Study Agreement 
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5.2. Tender of the System Impact Study and Customer 
Response 

5.3. Management of Conditional Firm Service/Planning 
Redispatch Service Options on OASIS 

5.4. Following Tender of the FS 
6. Biennial Reassessments 

 
VII. NETWORK INTEGRATION TRANSMISSION SERVICE  

 
1. Interim Procedures For Providing Attestations For Network 

Resources 
2. Interim Procedures for Undesignating Network Resources 

2.1. Permanent Undesignation 
2.2. Temporary Undesignation 
2.3. Simultaneous Undesignation and Designation 

Requests 
2.4. Non Simultaneous Undesignation Requests 
2.5. Priority Rights and Capacity Release (Simultaneous 

Requests) 
IX. TRANSMISSION INFORMATION 
  

5. CBM & TRM 
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Redline of Revised Entergy OATT Business Practices  
 
 
II. TRANSMISSION SERVICE PRODUCTS 

2.2 Weekly Non-Firm Transmission Service 
 

Customers seeking to reserve Weekly Non-Firm Service must submit a TSR via 
the Transmission Provider’s OASIS no earlier than 14 days before the service is 
to begin.  As TSRs for Weekly Firm Service are evaluated through the AFC 
Process, once a Completed Application has been received, within 4 hours the 
ICT will respond to the Customer with:  (i) an acceptance; or (ii) an offer for 
partial service; or (iii) if no service is available, the TSR will be DECLINED.  In 
accordance with NAESB Business Practice Standards WEQ001-4.13 Table 4-2, 
if an ACCEPTED TSR was not pre-confirmed, or for a COUNTEROFFERED 
TSR, Customers must CONFIRM or WITHDRAW their request within 24 hours 
after receiving a response; otherwise, the request will be deemed WITHDRAWN 
and the status of the TSR on the Transmission Provider OASIS will be changed 
to “RETRACTED.” 

IV. GENERAL RESERVATION/SCHEDULING PRACTICES 
 
1. Practices for Submitting and Responding to TSRs 
 

1.1 The time limits for Customers to submit and confirm TSRs 
and for the Transmission Provider to evaluate such TSRs are 
contained in the NAESB Business Practices, to the extent 
applicable, and otherwise defined in these TSR Business Practices. 

1.2. When a short term TSR begins within the model horizon for 
the AFC process, and extends beyond the model horizon for the 
AFC process, the TSR will automatically be counteroffered for 
amount available as firm within the AFC model horizon.  The 
customer has the following options in responding to the 
counteroffer: 

1.2.1 Accept the Counteroffer, and if desired, submit a new 
TSR for the portion beyond the AFC horizons for 
evaluation under the SIS Process 

1.2.2 Rebid the Counteroffer for the full MW requested at 
each time point, and request study of the entire TSR 
under the SIS Process 

1.2.3 Withdraw the Counteroffer 
 

6. Preemption 
 

This Section IV.6 describes the Transmission Provider’s implementation of the 
provisions of its Tariff that govern Reservation Priority (Sections 13.2 and 14.2) 

Deleted: 60 

Deleted: Time Limits

Deleted: ¶



 4

when competing bids for constrained resources on the Transmission Provider’s 
transmission system (“Preemption”) are submitted through the AFC Process.  
The Transmission Provider’s implementation of Preemption also applies the 
NAESB Business Practices.   

This Section IV.6 describes the Transmission Provider’s implementation of the 
provisions of its Tariff that govern Reservation Priority (Sections 13.2 and 14.2) 
when competing bids for constrained resources on the Transmission Provider’s 
transmission system (“Preemption”) are submitted through the AFC Process.  
The Transmission Provider’s implementation of Preemption also applies the 
NAESB Business Practices.   

6.1. TSR Evaluation 
Each valid TSR is evaluated in accordance with FERC policies, represented in 
NAESB Business Practices (WEQ 001-4.16 through 001-4.25 Table 4-3, 
“Priorities For Competing Requests”), and Sections 13.2 and 14.2 of the Tariff, as 
applicable. Preemption evaluations will be conducted in all TSR evaluations 
where AFC is insufficient to ACCEPT the TSR.  All preemptable TSRs or 
Reservations of lower priority (“Defenders”) submitted for evaluation through the 
AFC process will be identified by the OATI software, unless such Reservation is 
subject to unconditionality, and has become unconditional per Section 13.2 of 
Entergy’s Tariff.  The OATI software will provide the ICT with an evaluation of the 
request which identifies the capacity of all Defenders that are necessary to 
accommodate the TSR being evaluated for acceptance (“Challenger”) and 
provides the specific actions to be taken by the ICT to manage the competition.  
In order to be identified as a valid Challenger, a TSR must be Preconfirmed. For 
preemption processing purposes, priority will be determined by the number of 
segments with a non-zero MW Available value. Non-Firm Redirects will not 
impact the priority of the parent. The ICT will determine whether the Challenger 
can be ACCEPTED or COUNTEROFFERED based on the OATI software 
evaluation. Once an evaluation is selected for processing a TSR; the ICT is not 
obligated to consider subsequent evaluations. The ICT may take any actions 
which are not indicated by the OATI software, should they determine that the 
evaluation is incorrect or insufficient.    

Each valid TSR is evaluated in accordance with FERC policies, represented in 
NAESB Business Practices (WEQ 001-4.16 through 001-4.25 Table 4-3, 
“Priorities For Competing Requests”), and Sections 13.2 and 14.2 of the Tariff, as 
applicable. Preemption evaluations will be conducted in all TSR evaluations 
where AFC is insufficient to ACCEPT the TSR.  All preemptable TSRs or 
Reservations of lower priority (“Defenders”) submitted for evaluation through the 
AFC process will be identified by the OATI software, unless such Reservation is 
subject to unconditionality, and has become unconditional per Section 13.2 of 
Entergy’s Tariff.  The OATI software will provide the ICT with an evaluation of the 
request which identifies the capacity of all Defenders that are necessary to 
accommodate the TSR being evaluated for acceptance (“Challenger”) and 
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provides the specific actions to be taken by the ICT to manage the competition.  
In order to be identified as a valid Challenger, a TSR must be Preconfirmed. For 
preemption processing purposes, priority will be determined by the number of 
segments with a non-zero MW Available value. Non-Firm Redirects will not 
impact the priority of the parent. The ICT will determine whether the Challenger 
can be ACCEPTED or COUNTEROFFERED based on the OATI software 
evaluation. Once an evaluation is selected for processing a TSR; the ICT is not 
obligated to consider subsequent evaluations. The ICT may take any actions 
which are not indicated by the OATI software, should they determine that the 
evaluation is incorrect or insufficient.    
 

6.2. Preemption Actions AFTER CAPACITY IS GRANTED TO  
 the Challenger 

When the Challenger has been ACCEPTED or COUNTEROFFERED (where 
preemption of the Defender will improve the counteroffer), preemption actions will 
be taken as appropriate.  If the Challenger was COUNTEROFFERED, the 
Challenger will have the opportunity to CONFIRM the service during the 
confirmation time limit.   

At the time the Challenger is ACCEPTED or COUNTEROFFERED, where 
Defenders are still pending, the ICT will initiate preemption, and the OATI 
software will SUPERSEDE Defenders as required to accommodate the 
Challenger.  The OATI software will indicate the Assignment Reference (“ARef”) 
of the Challenger in the seller comments to the Defender(s). 

6.3. Preemption Actions After Confirmation of the 
Challenger 

When Defenders are ineligible for the ROFR, the ICT will initiate preemption, and 
at the time the Challenger is CONFIRMED, the OATI software will RECALL 
partial or full capacity from the Defenders to accommodate the Challenger.  The 
Challenger’s ARef will be indicated in the seller comments of the Recall TSRs 
impacting the Defender(s), and in the seller comments of the Defender TSRs. 

When any Defender is eligible for ROFR, the ICT will initiate preemption and, at 
the time the Challenger is CONFIRMED, the OATI software will RECALL partial 
or full capacity from the Defenders to accommodate the Challenger.  The 
Challenger’s ARef will be indicated in the seller comments of the Recall TSR(s) 
impacting the Defender(s) TSR and in the seller comments of the Defender 
TSRs.  At the time the Challenger is CONFIRMED, the OATI software will 
simultaneously extend the ROFR to those Defenders which are eligible for 
ROFR, by setting the Competing Request Flag on the Defenders, and submitting 
Matching TSRs on behalf of the Defender TSRs.  In order to accommodate 
scheduling deadlines of both the Challenger and the Defender, Defenders have 
the lesser of:  (i) the Customer Confirmation Time Limit defined in the NAESB 
Business Practices (Table 4-2, Reservation Timing Requirements); or (ii) 24 
hours, to CONFIRM the Matching TSR(s) submitted by the OATI software.   
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When the first Match is CONFIRMED by any Defender, the Challenger’s capacity 
will be RECALLED in part or full, as the Defender’s Match assumes the highest 
priority.  Where a Challenger is RECALLED in part or full due to a Match, the 
OATI software will update the Seller Comments on the Recall TSR to indicate 
that the Recall was submitted to accommodate the Matching TSR. Any remaining 
capacity on the Defender TSR will be RECALLED in full, and the OATI software 
will update the Seller Comments on the Recall TSR to indicate the Recall was 
submitted to accommodate the Matching TSR. After receipt of the first Match, 
subsequent Matches will be evaluated by the OATI software for feasibility. The 
OATI software will block CONFIRMATION of those Matching TSRs that can no 
longer be supported by setting the status of the Matching TSR to DISPLACED.  

Customers whose Reservations are RECALLED, excluding Redirects, for some, 
but not all, of their MW capacity may contact the ICT (at the Tariff Administration 
Desk) at 501-614-3502 to request annulment or adjustment of the profile of the 
affected Reservation.  All such communications MUST occur prior to the 
scheduling deadline for the affected service.  Any requests for annulment or 
adjustment of the profile of the affected Reservation conveyed to the ICT AFTER 
the scheduling deadline will be accommodated by the ICT, when practicable. 

Customers whose Redirect Reservations are RECALLED for some, but not all, 
of their MW capacity may contact the ICT (at the Tariff Administration Desk) at 
501-614-3502 to request an additional Recall to zero out capacity or adjustment 
of the profile of the affected Reservation.  All such communications MUST occur 
prior to the scheduling deadline for the affected service.  Any requests for an 
additional recall to zero out capacity or adjustment of the profile of the affected 
Reservation conveyed to the ICT AFTER the scheduling deadline will be 
accommodated by the ICT, when practicable. 

Once notified of a Competition or Preemption, Defenders may not redirect to 
avoid being preempted.  Where a Defender is redirected or resold after 
notification, the Original and Redirect/RESALE capacities will be RECALLED in 
part or full, as required to accommodate the Challenger. 

V. POINT-TO-POINT TRANSMISSION SERVICE 
  

4. Assignment of PTP Service 
4.1. Resale 

Once the Assignee has completed and executed a Form A-1 in accordance with 
the requirements set forth above, the Assignee must fax the executed Form A-1 
to the Transmission Provider’s Transmission Services Group at 601-985-2923, 
attention Wayne Warren. 

4.2. Transfers 
Where the Assignor and Assignee agree that the Assignee will replace the 
Assignor as the financially obligated Customer and will contractually undertake 
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all of the Assignor’s liabilities associated therewith, a non-conforming TSA must 
be completed, executed between the Assignee, Assignor, and the Transmission 
Provider, and filed with FERC.  The ICT will not approve a transfer request 
without confirmation from Entergy that a non-conforming form A-1 has been 
executed by the Transferor and the Transferee Customers contemplating the 
transfer of a TSA must contact the Transmission Provider at 601-985-2923 
(Wayne Warren) to initiate the preparation and execution of a non-conforming 
agreement.  Transfers MUST BE POSTED ON THE TRANSMISSION 
PROVIDER’S OASIS in accordance with the NAESB Business Practices (WEQ 
001-12) before the transferred service commences.  The process for posting a 
transfer on OASIS will be provided to the Assignor when the non-conforming 
TSA has been completed, executed between the Assignee, Assignor, and the 
Transmission Provider, and filed with FERC. 
 

VI. CONDITIONAL FIRM SERVICE AND PLANNING REDISPATCH 
SERVICE  

 
1. Generally 

In accordance with Attachment D of the Tariff, Long-Term Firm PTP 
Transmission Service is evaluated pursuant to the SIS process in order to ensure 
that the service can be reliably accommodated.  To the extent that a SIS 
identifies violations of the criteria specified in Attachment D, and at the request of 
the Customer, the study will also evaluate mitigation options that may eliminate 
the violations and/or allow the TSR to be ACCEPTED.  The mitigation options, 
which may allow the TSR to be ACCEPTED with or without the need for 
transmission upgrades, are Conditional Firm Transmission Service (“Conditional 
Firm Service”) and Planning Redispatch Service.  When requested by the 
customer in the SIS Agreement, these options are fully studied when the initial 
reliability screen and limitations on availability described in Section 4 are not 
indicated. 

An Eligible Customer may request study of Conditional Firm Service, Planning 
Redispatch Service, both, or neither as part of the SIS process.  The ICT will use 
the procedures in Attachment D to study a TSR that includes a request for 
Conditional Firm Service or Planning Redispatch Service. 

As explained below in Section VI.5, if some portion of the TSR for which 
Conditional Firm Service and/or Planning Redispatch Service has been 
requested may be accommodated as firm Transmission Service, a counteroffer 
will be made for the amount of Transmission Service  that can be provided as 
firm.  The counteroffer for each year of the requested Transmission Service will 
be for the lowest MW amount of Firm Transmission Service that is available as 
firm in any month of the year of service.  If Conditional Firm Service or Planning 
Redispatch Service is available to accommodate the remainder of the capacity 
requested for Transmission Service, the customer will be allowed to submit a 
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new TSR for that portion of the requested capacity that is available as 
Conditional Firm Service or Planning Redispatch Service. 

If no portion of the requested capacity can be accommodated as firm, but 
Conditional Firm Service or Planning Redispatch Service is available to 
accommodate all of the TSR, the request will be ACCEPTED subject to the 
conditions or redispatch requirements identified through the SIS Process. 

If no portion of the requested capacity can be accommodated as firm, but 
Conditional Firm Service or Planning Redispatch Service is available to 
accommodate some, but not all, of the TSR, a counteroffer will be made for the 
amount of Transmission Service that can be provided with the inclusion of 
Conditional Firm Service or Planning Redispatch Service.  The counteroffer for 
each year of the requested Transmission Service will be for the lowest MW 
amount of Firm Transmission Service that is available in any month of the year.  
The ICT will assess partial Conditional Firm Service and Planning Redispatch 
Service solutions that are determined by the ICT to be reasonable. 

If none of the TSR can be accommodated even with the inclusion of Conditional 
Firm Service or Planning Redispatch Service options, the SIS will provide a high-
level cost estimate of the upgrades required to provide the Transmission Service. 

2. Conditional Firm Transmission Service 

Conditional Firm Service is Long-Term Firm PTP Service, provided that, at 
certain times, the service may be curtailed using a Secondary Network Service 
curtailment priority to maintain reliability.  The rate for Conditional Firm Service is 
the Long-Term Firm PTP Service rate.  Per the notice posted on the 
Transmission Provider’s OASIS on December 31, 2009, Transmission Provider 
does not credit customers for long-term firm service that is curtailed to maintain 
reliability because of a TLR.  Consistent with this notice, Transmission Provider 
does not credit Conditional Firm Service Customers when service is curtailed 
during conditional hours or when curtailment conditions occur. 

When an Eligible Customer requests evaluation of Conditional Firm Service, the 
SIS will identify:  (i) the specific System Condition(s) when curtailment may apply 
using a Secondary Network Service curtailment priority (“Conditions Option”); 
and (ii) the annual number of hours (i.e., the total number of hours for a calendar 
year) when curtailment using a Secondary Network Service curtailment priority 
may apply (“Hourly Cap Option”).  To Confirm the Conditional Firm Service, the 
Customer must select either the Conditions Option or the Hourly Cap Option.   

Conditional Firm Service will only be curtailed for reliability reasons.  The 
reservation will be downgraded from “7-F” curtailment priority to “6-CF” 
curtailment priority during periods of congestion when the conditions identified in 
the Customer’s TSA are in effect or until the number of conditional hours are 
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exhausted.  6-CF priority is equal to Secondary Network Service for curtailment 
purposes.   

When the Hourly Cap Option is chosen by the Customer, the TSA will specify the 
number of conditional curtailment hours available for curtailment in each year of 
service.  Beginning on the date that service commences each year, the 
Transmission Provider may curtail the service at the Secondary Network Service 
curtailment priority until the service has been curtailed for the number of hours 
specified in the TSA for that year of service. 

Pursuant to Entergy’s April 1, 2011 request for extension for compliance with 
requirement WEQ 001-21.1.6, Conditional Firm Service WILL include firming up 
functionality upon implementation of the requisite OATI software 
MODIFICATION, which is anticipated in early 2012. 

Per WEQ 001-11.3.2, Conditional Firm reservations may not be aggregated with 
any other reservation in a resale.  Any resale submitted by a Transmission 
Customer that includes any other reservation will be ANNULLED in accordance 
with WEQ 013-2.2, and the resold capacity will revert to the parent reservation. 

3. Planning Redispatch Service 

Planning Redispatch Service is a mitigation option used to grant Long-Term Firm 
PTP Service through redispatch of either the Transmission Provider’s existing 
generating resources or the generating resources of a third party.  One Planning 
Redispatch Service solution can include a combination of up to four generation 
resources.  A Customer, however, may not mix generation pairs, i.e., include a 
Transmission Provider resource and a third-party resource as a generator pair; 
nor may it use a third-party generator pair and a Transmission Provider generator 
pair when necessary to resolve multiple overloads associated with one TSR.  
Planning Redispatch Service must be incremental to the system, e.g., existing 
arrangements that may provide counterflows cannot be used for third-party 
redispatch.  The ICT will determine on a case-by-case basis whether identified 
Planning Redispatch Service options are considered to be incremental.  
Furthermore, the constraint caused by the TSR under review for mitigation will be 
resolved by the Planning Redispatch Service and all existing TSRs under review 
(and their corresponding generators) will not be used for alleviating the constraint 
even if they provide counterflows.  Existing TSRs (and their corresponding 
generators) will be included in the Base Case Model before evaluating new TSR 
for Planning Redispatch Service. 

For example, the dispatch of Generator 1 is necessary (but not sufficient) to 
provide Planning Redispatch Service to grant TSR “B” because of a constraint.  
The dispatch of Generator 2 for an existing Reservation A provides unintended 
counterflows that mitigate the constraint necessitating the use of Planning 
Redispatch Service to serve TSR B.  A third generator, Generator 3, must be 
redispatched to grant TSR B because the dispatch of Generator 1 is not sufficient 
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to grant TSR B.  The dispatch of Generator 2 is already committed for TSR A and 
cannot be tied to TSR B and therefore it cannot be used to provide Planning 
redispatch for new TSR B under evaluation.  In other words, the dispatch of 
Generator 1 and 3 are required to mitigate the constraint otherwise precluding 
Entergy from granting TSR B, i.e., the Planning Redispatch Service solution 
using Generator 1 and 3 is incremental to the system for purposes of granting 
TSR B. 

3.1. Planning Redispatch Service From Transmission 
Provider Resources 

Planning Redispatch Service from the Transmission Provider’s generation will be 
available if redispatch of the non-nuclear and non-coal generating facilities 
designated by the Transmission Provider as Network Resources can resolve the 
thermal overloads identified by the SIS for all hours studied.  Planning 
Redispatch Service will not be available from Transmission Provider generation 
to the extent that: (i) the redispatch of resources would cause the Transmission 
Provider’s reserve margin to decrease below that necessary to maintain 
reliability; (ii) the resources needed for Planning Redispatch Service are needed 
to provide reliability redispatch or to preserve reactive capability; (iii) the 
resources needed for Planning Redispatch Service have restricted run times and 
are required to meet the reliable service needs of the Transmission Provider’s 
native load Customers. 

The pricing of Planning Redispatch Service provided by the Transmission 
Provider’s Resources is governed by Section 6 of Attachment T. 

3.2. Planning Redispatch Service From Third-Party Provider 
Resources 

The Transmission Provider will not make purchases from third-parties in order to 
provide Planning Redispatch Service.  Instead, the Customer must either arrange 
for the use of its own resources or contract with other parties in advance of 
completing the TSA for Planning Redispatch Service.  For Planning Redispatch 
Service granted based on third-party redispatch, the Customer will be charged 
the rate for annual PTP Service under the Tariff.  The Customer will be 
responsible for: (i) making all contractual arrangements for the redispatch from 
third-party generation; and (ii) all costs charged by the third-party generator.  The 
Customer will directly compensate the third-party generator for the third-party 
redispatch. 

The ICT will determine on a case-by-case basis whether a proposed third-party 
redispatch solution is sufficient to grant Planning Redispatch Service.  Planning 
Redispatch Service facilitated by a third-party’s generation will be provided only if 
redispatch of the third-party’s generating facilities can resolve all thermal 
overloads identified by the SIS for all hours studied.  All determinations by the 
ICT will indicate whether the proposed redispatch transaction: (i) will offset the 
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flow of the TSR on all identified constrained flowgates; and (ii) will not cause 
overloads on any other transmission facilities.  The ICT’s analysis will include 
consideration of expected availability of the third-party generating facilities.   

The Customer must provide to the ICT all information necessary for the study of 
the third-party redispatch solution.  In the event that the Customer does not 
provide the information regarding potential third-party redispatch solutions prior 
to signing the SIS Agreement, the SIS Report will notify the Customer that it has 
15 days to submit any proposed third-party redispatch solutions.  Any proposed 
third-party redispatch solutions provided by the Customer within those 15 days 
will be evaluated by the ICT as a continuation of the SIS process.   

Firm Transmission Service is required to implement the third-party redispatch.  
Existing transmission arrangements may be used to satisfy this requirement; 
however, the Transmission Service used to implement the third-party redispatch 
must cover the entire term of the Transmission Service being granted based on 
the third-party redispatch. 

4. Limitations on Availability 

Sections 4.2 and 4.3 of Attachment D provide that Conditional Firm Service or 
Planning Redispatch Service will not be available in response to a TSR if the 
service otherwise will:  (i) degrade or impair the reliability of service to Native 
Load Customers, Network Customer, or PTP Service Customers; or (ii) interfere 
with the Transmission Provider’s ability to meet prior firm contractual 
commitments. 

Prior to implementing enhanced congestion management software related to 
Conditional Firm Service and Planning Redispatch Service, the Transmission 
Provider has determined that it can accept no more than Five (5) Reservations 
involving Conditional Firm Service or Planning Redispatch Service for a particular 
time period, which service must result in no more than six constrained elements 
being impacted (by 3 percent or more), during the relevant time period.  After 
implementation of the enhanced congestion management software, the 
Transmission Provider will reevaluate the limitations on Reservations and 
flowgates set forth in this section and establish new limitations applicable to 
Conditional Firm Service and Planning Redispatch Service based on the 
modified software.  The initial reliability screen described below will, however, be 
retained. 

In order to determine that the provision of Conditional Firm Service or Planning 
Redispatch Service will not:  (i) degrade or impair the reliability of service to 
Native Load Customers, Network Customers, or PTP Customers; or (ii) interfere 
with the Transmission Provider’s ability to meet prior firm contractual 
commitments, the ICT will apply the following reliability criteria: 
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• The new service shall not result in a violation of any regulatory 
requirements, including but not limited to: (i) the minimum offsite 
power requirements of NUC-001 as they pertain to offsite power 
requirements for Transmission Service to nuclear plants; and (ii) 
NERC Reliability Standards TPL-001 – TPL-004 and any successor 
standards thereto. 

• Where the service impacts interconnecting tie-lines, regardless of 
the voltage of the facilities, including interfaces with neighboring 
balancing authorities, the service will be studied for Conditional 
Firm Service or Planning Redispatch Service through the SIS and 
will be subject to the terms and conditions of the Transmission 
Provider’s Tariff applicable to third-party constraints. For purposes 
of this business practice, interconnecting tie-lines are not 
interconnections:  (i) solely to transmission-dependent generators; 
(ii) to non-Entergy owned facilities that are within the Transmission 
Provider’s Control Area; or (iii) between Entergy Operating 
Companies and the impact is defined as violating the thermal or 
voltage limit on the interface facilities, e.g., a TPL-002 violation. 

• Conditional Firm Service and Planning Redispatch Service are not 
available to resolve a constraint on a third-party’s system.  To the 
extent the SIS identifies an impacted constraint on a third-party’s 
system, the terms and conditions of the Transmission Provider’s 
Tariff applicable to thir- party constraints will apply. 

If any of these requirements are not met, Conditional Firm Service or Planning 
Redispatch Service will not be offered. 

5. Conditional Firm Service and Planning Redispatch Service 
TSR Application and Study Process 

When the ICT receives a TSR for Long-Term PTP Service that is for a duration of 
one year or longer, the ICT will provide the eligible customer with a SIS 
Agreement containing Conditional Firm Service and Planning Redispatch Service 
study options within 30 days from the date of a completed application submitted 
on OASIS (clocked by the ICT as the QUEUED time). 

5.1. Execution of the System Impact Study Agreement 

Within 15 days of receipt of the SIS Agreement, the Customer must execute the 
agreement and indicate whether it desires the study of either Conditional Firm 
Service, Planning Redispatch Service, or both. This is the only opportunity that 
the Customer has to request the study of Conditional Firm Service and/or 
Planning Redispatch Service. 
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When a customer executes the SIS Agreement and indicates that it desires to 
have either or both Conditional Firm Service or Planning Redispatch Service 
studied, the ICT has 60 days from the date of execution of a completed SIS 
Agreement (the clock starts when the ICT receives the SIS Agreement by fax or 
by email if fax is unavailable to the customer) to provide a completed SIS to the 
Customer. 

5.2. Tender of the System Impact Study and Customer 
Options 

If the SIS provided to the Customer indicates that the full amount of the 
requested service is available as FIRM service, then the request will be 
ACCEPTED and the Customer may CONFIRM or WITHDRAW that request for 
service. 

If the SIS provided to the customer indicates that not all of the service requested 
is available as FIRM service, the SIS will include the amount of FIRM service 
available as well as any Conditional Firm Service or Planning Redispatch Service 
that is available to the Customer. The ICT will then contact the Customer and 
present the following options (described in greater detail below): 

Option 1 reject the option of partial firm service and execute a FS 
Agreement for the entire MW amount originally requested; 

Option 2 take all FIRM service that is available and take either of the 
Conditional Firm Service options or Planning Redispatch 
Service subject to Biennial Reassessment (with the ability to 
convert to bridge service after completion of a FS); 

Option 3 take all FIRM service that is available and reject the 
Conditional Firm Service options and Planning Redispatch 
Service; or 

Option 4 withdraw the request. 

5.3. Management of Conditional Firm Service/Planning 
Redispatch Service Options on OASIS 

Option 1:  

If the Customer chooses Option 1 following the results of the SIS, the 
ICT will not COUNTEROFFER the TSR for the amount of FIRM 
service available; rather the request will remain in STUDY status, and 
the ICT will present the customer with a FS Agreement under the 
normal timing requirements and process.  In other words, the customer 
will not be allowed to take partial firm service an proceed to FS for the 
full amount of the original service request.   
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Upon completion of the FS, the only service that will be offered will be 
FIRM service for the entire capacity originally requested under the 
conditions of the upgrades stated in the FS.  Once the FS is tendered 
to the Customer, the ICT will set the status to ACCEPT, and the 
Customer response proceeds under the normal timing and process. 

Option 2:  

If the customer chooses Option 2, the ICT will COUNTEROFFER the 
original request with the amount of FIRM service that is available. The 
ICT will then instruct the Customer to submit a new TSR on OASIS for 
the remaining capacity that was requested and identified in the SIS as 
available Conditional Firm Service or Planning Redispatch Service, but 
otherwise identical to the original request, and referencing the 
Assignment Reference (ARef) of the original request in the Customer 
Comment field. The ICT will then ACCEPT the second request using 
the CCO template if the customer has selected the Conditional Firm 
Service option.  If the Customer has selected Planning Redispatch 
Service, the ICT will ACCEPT the new TSR with Seller Comments 
noting that it is Planning Redispatch Service. 

Prior to confirmation, the Customer may reject either or both TSRs by 
setting the status to WITHDRAWN or by failing to CONFIRM either 
TSR within the response time limit following the TSR being set by the 
ICT to COUNTEROFFERED or ACCEPTED. 

If no FIRM service is available, the ICT, following specific customer 
affirmation, will COUNTEROFFER the original request with the 
capacity available as Conditional Firm Service or Planning Redispatch 
Service if the capacity available is less than MWs requested by the 
Customer, or ACCEPT the TSR if the entire capacity requested is 
available as Conditional Firm/Planning Redispatch Service, noting the 
limitations on the service through either the completion of the CCO 
template if the Customer has selected Conditional Firm Service, or the 
inclusion of Seller Comments if the Customer has selected Planning 
Redispatch Service. 

Prior to confirmation, the Customer may reject the counteroffered TSR 
by setting the status to WITHDRAW or by failing to CONFIRM the 
counteroffer within the response time limit.   

 

After confirming an offer of Conditional Firm Service or 
Planning Redispatch Service, the Customer will be required to execute 
a TSA for that service with the biennial reassessment terms, 
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regardless of whether the Customer is interested in securing the 
service as “bridge” service .   

If consistent with Section 4 of Attachment D, after 
reviewing the SIS in which Conditional Firm Service and/or Planning 
Redispatch Service was studied, the Customer may desire to take 
Conditional Firm Service or Planning Redispatch Service as a “bridge” 
product until certain facilities are constructed.  In this case, the 
customer will be required to  CONFIRM the amount of Conditional Firm 
Service or Planning Redispatch Service available and execute a TSA 
for that service that includes biennial reassessment terms.  The ICT 
then will instruct the Customer to submit a new TSR (hereafter the “FS 
TSR”) for the amount of capacity that was not available as firm, but 
otherwise identical to original TSR, which shall be referenced in the 
Customer Comment field.  The ICT will then offer a FS Agreement to 
the Customer based on the SIS associated with the original TSR, but 
otherwise under the normal timing requirements and process. The FS 
Agreement must be executed by the Customer under the normal timing 
requirements, and the request will remain in STUDY status until the FS 
is tendered to the Customer. 

▪  

Once the FS has been completed and tendered, the ICT will ACCEPT 
the TSR and complete the CCO template of the FS TSR accordingly.   

If the Customer elects to fund the upgrades identified in the FS and 
become a bridge customer, the Customer shall CONFIRM the FS TSR, 
and the ICT will RECALL the Conditional Firm Service/Planning 
Redispatch Service TSR if the service has commenced, or ANNUL the 
Conditional Firm Service/Planning Redispatch Service TSR if the 
service has not commenced.  The TSA then will be amended to reflect 
the agreed-upon terms of the upgrades and all terms of the bridge 
service pending the completion of the facility upgrades. 

If the Customer does not elect to fund the upgrades, it shall retain its 
Conditional Firm Service/Planning Redispatch Service by either setting 
the FS TSR to WITHDRAWN or failing to CONFIRM the FS TSR within 
15 days of it being set to ACCEPTED. 

Once upgrades agreed to by the Customer are in service, the ICT will 
work with the customer to manage the TSR(s) on OASIS. 

Option 3: 

If the Customer chooses Option 3, the ICT will COUNTEROFFER the 
original request for the amount of FIRM service that is available, and 
the TSR will proceed as any long-term firm PTP Service. 

Deleted: whether or not the Customer

Deleted: chooses to proceed to FS to seek 

Deleted: (as described below

Deleted: ).

Deleted: Facilities Study/Bridge Service Option¶

Deleted: an FS can be completed and/or 

Deleted: if the customer

Deleted: s

Deleted: any

Deleted: , t

Deleted: <#>¶
<#>Under Option 3 above, the ICT will 
COUNTEROFFER the original request for the 
amount of FIRM service that is available, and 
the TSR will proceed as any long-term firm PTP 
Service.¶
Facilities Study/Bridge Service Option

Deleted: If consistent with Section 4 of 
Attachment D, after reviewing the SIS in which 
Conditional Firm Service and/or Planning 
Redispatch Service was studied, the Customer 
may desire to take Conditional Firm Service or 
Planning Redispatch Service as a “bridge” 
product until an FS can be completed and/or 
certain facilities are constructed.  In this case, if 
the customer CONFIRMs any amount of 
Conditional Firm Service or Planning 
Redispatch, the ICT will instruct the Customer 
to submit a new TSR (hereafter the “FS TSR”) 
for the amount of capacity that was not 
available as firm, but otherwise identical to 
original TSR, which shall be referenced in the 
Customer Comment field.  The ICT will then 
offer a FS Agreement to the Customer based on 
the SIS associated with the original TSR, but 
otherwise under the normal timing requirements 
and process. The FS Agreement must be 
executed by the Customer under the normal 
timing requirements, and the request will remain 
in STUDY status until the FS is tendered to the 
Customer.¶
Following Tender of the FS¶
If all of the capacity requested is available as 
Conditional Firm Service/Planning Redispatch 
Service and eligible for bridge service

Formatted: Firm Single 1, Indent: Left:  54 pt,
Pattern: Clear

Deleted: ¶

Deleted: If the Customer elects to fund the 
upgrades, t

Deleted: ¶

Deleted: If only a portion of the capacity 
requested is available as Conditional Firm 
Service/Planning Redispatch Service and 
eligible for bridge service, the ICT will 
COUNTEROFFER the MW profile of the FS 
TSR to indicate any portion of the requested 
capacity that is not available as Conditional 
Firm Service/Planning Redispatch Service until ... [2]



 16

6. Biennial Reassessments 

For Customers that do not agree to support the construction of new transmission 
facilities, the Transmission Provider will re-evaluate the hours/conditions under 
which Conditional Firm Service and Planning Redispatch Service are provided 
every two years through a biennial reassessment.  The Customer shall pay all 
costs associated with the biennial reassessment.  The ICT (on behalf of the 
Transmission Provider) shall assess the conditions to be placed on the 
Conditional Firm Service or Planning Redispatch Service based on the 
immediately subsequent two years of service or the continuation of the term of 
service, whichever is less. 

In the biennial reassessment, the ICT, on behalf of the Transmission Provider, 
may adjust the conditions or number of hours during which Conditional Firm 
Service will be conditional or amount of redispatch required to continue Planning 
Redispatch Service in order to ensure that the continued provision of the service 
does not impair reliability.  This adjustment applies to all flowgates, conditions, 
hours, and/or amount of redispatch required and is not constrained to the 
flowgates, conditions, hours, and/or amount of redispatch previously identified for 
the particular service at issue. 

The ICT shall provide the Customer notice of any changes to the curtailment 
conditions or redispatch obligations no less than 90 days prior to the date for 
imposition of the new requirements or 30 days prior to the relevant rollover 
deadline, whichever is earlier.  Concurrent with such notice, the ICT will provide 
the Customer with the biennial reassessment study report, which includes a 
narrative description of the study, any identified affected third party systems, and 
the reasons for changes to the number of hours per year or system conditions 
under which conditional curtailment may occur or the reasons for the changes to 
the redispatch obligations.  The issuance of a biennial reassessment and any 
associated notifications will occur through the same methods utilized for the 
issuance and notification of any SIS and/or FS performed in accordance with 
Attachment D, i.e., the biennial reassessment study report is posted on OASIS 
utilizing the OASIS ARef of the original TSR as its reference number, and an 
email notification of the posting is provided to the Customer. 

If the Transmission Provider or its ICT determines through its biennial 
reassessment that the service can no longer be provided reliably, including for 
failure to meet the requirements of the initial reliability screen, such service will 
be terminated at the end of the then-current two-year term per section 15.4 of 
Entergy’s OATT.   

If the biennial reassessment identifies an affected third-party system, the 
immediately subsequent two-year term of service cannot commence until an 
affected system study is conducted by the third party.  If the constraints identified 
on a third-party affected system cannot be resolved through an affected system 
study and/or the Customer has not communicated the status of the resolution of 
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such third-party constraints to the Transmission Provider or the ICT within 30 
days of the start of service, the Transmission Provider or its ICT will deem that 
the service can “no longer be reliably provided” and the service will be terminated 
at the end of the current two-year term.  Alternatively, where the Customer 
communicates that there is reasonable certainty that the third-party constraints 
will be resolved or that he is diligently working to resolve such constraints at least 
30 days prior to the start of service, the Transmission Provider will file an 
unexecuted TSA to allow the Customer to retain the Transmission Service.  The 
service will not, however, be available for scheduling until all third-party 
constraints have been resolved. 

The Customer may withdraw from the biennial reassessment process, upon 
receiving the results of its biennial reassessment.  If the Customer withdraws 
from the biennial reassessment process after issuance of the biennial 
reassessment study report, it may base any decision to continue or terminate 
service on the results of the biennial reassessment issued prior to the time of 
their withdrawal. 

If the biennial reassessment results show that the specific conditions, hours, or 
redispatch obligations applicable to the service have changed, the Customre may 
choose to discontinue the service.  The Customer wishing to terminate the 
service must provide written notice to the ICT and the Transmission Provider at 
least 30 calendar days prior to the date upon which the specific conditions, 
hours, or redispatch requirements could change based on the results of the 
biennial reassessment.  The Customer may not terminate the service, however, if 
one of the following conditions are met: 

• The results of the biennial reassessment have “firmed up” the 
service for the immediately subsequent 2-year term of service 
assessed. 

• The results of the biennial reassessment have “firmed up” the 
service for the remainder of the term of service. 

If the Customer does not provide notice of termination prior to the deadline 
discussed above, the TSA will be amended to reflect the specific conditions, 
hours, or redispatch requirements identified through the biennial reassessment 
and filed with FERC, and the service will continue for the next two-year period 
subject to the new conditions, hours, or redispatch requirements identified in the 
biennial reassessment. 

During the biennial reassessment, when results indicate that no conditions or 
constraints exist during the immediately subsequent two-year term of service 
being assessed, the ICT will utilize the yearly models to determine if the service 
may become firm for the remaining term of the service (including rollover rights, if 
applicable).  Biennial reassessments will not occur every two years, if, during the 
last biennial reassessment, no conditions existed for the entirety of the term of 
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service.  In accordance with the results of the biennial reassessment, Conditional 
Firm Service and/or Planning Redispatch Service may be firm on a long-term 
basis provided both of the following conditions are met: 

• The biennial reassessment identifies no additional constraints or 
conditions for the provision of that service for the immediately 
subsequent two-year term of service that is being assessed; and 

• The biennial reassessment identifies no additional constraints or 
conditions for the remainder of the service at issue. 

Entergy and its ICT may decide to waive a biennial reassessment in which case 
the customer will be notifed of such waiver at least 90 calendar days prior to the 
commencement of the immediately subsequent two-year term of service.  Any 
waiver of biennial reassessment will be applied consistently to similarly situated 
services.  “Similarly situated services” are services that meet the following 
conditions: (1) both services are subject to biennial reassessments within 6 
months of each other; (2) both services impact only identical flowgates; and (3) 
either both services have rollover rights or both services do not have rollover 
rights.   

VII. NETWORK INTEGRATION TRANSMISSION SERVICE 
  

1. Interim Procedures For Providing Attestations For Network 
Resources 

Customers may terminate Network Resource designations, either on a 
“permanent” or “temporary” basis, in accordance with Sections 30.2 and 30.3 of 
the Tariff, Section 3.2.2 of Attachment D, and Section 2.2 of Attachment E to the 
Tariff. Prior to the implementation of NAESB standards related to undesignating 
Network Resources in accordance with Order No. 890-A and 890-B, the following 
provisions will govern how customers: (i) submit a request to undesignate an 
existing Network Resource; (ii) identify whether an undesignation is permanent or 
temporary; (iii) submit a request to undesignate an existing Network Resource 
and a request to evaluate it with a new Network Resource (“Alternate Network 
Resource”) simultaneously; (iv) request that the undesignation of an existing 
Network Resource and a request for Point to Point or Network Transmission 
Service be studied concomitantly; and (v) identify the amount of capacity from 
each existing Network Resource to be evaluated for undesignation in order to 
accommodate the related request(s). 
 
Non Simultaneous Undesignation Requests 

Requests to undesignate a Network Resource may be submitted on a “stand-
alone” basis, i.e. without being simultaneously submitted with a request to 
designate an Alternate Network Resource.  Consistent with FERC Order 890-A, 
stand-alone requests to undesignate a Network Resource are not studied by the 
ICT on behalf of the requesting customer, rather they are studied for reliability 

Deleted: under the following conditions:

Deleted: .

Deleted: and either on a “simultaneous” or 
“non-simultaneous” basis, 

Deleted: and 

Deleted:  

Deleted: as required by

Deleted: C

Deleted: on a simultaneous basis

Deleted: concomitantly

Deleted: designation of an Alternate Network 
Resource

Deleted: to 

Deleted: in a coordinated manner

Deleted: that can be

Deleted: ed 

Deleted: an Alternate Network Resource



 19

impacts.  The costs of the study are not directly assigned to the requesting 
Customer. If the Customer elects not to CONFIRM the undesignation request, 
the Customer can WITHDRAW the request prior to the applicable deadline or the 
request will be RETRACTED and the generating facility will retain its Network 
Resource status.  If the Customer CONFIRMS the undesignation request, the 
request will go into effect on the date specified, subject to a reliability-must-run 
agreement or other conditions (if any) agreed to between the Customer and 
Entergy.   

Priority Rights and Capacity Release (Simultaneous Requests) 

Prior to the implementation of NAESB standards addressing the processing of 
undesignation requests and how additional capacity released by undesignation 
requests should be made available to the market, the following procedures will 
be followed to ensure that priority rights of competing TSRs are honored and that 
additional capacity released by undesignation requests is made available to the 
market based on the priority rights in the Tariff. 

The undesignation of a DNR does not result in capacity being released to the 
market unless and until the Customer CONFIRMS the undesignation request (in 
the case of a stand-alone undesignation request) or CONFIRMS both the 
undesignation request and the Alternate Network Resource request (in the case 
of simultaneously submitted requests).  If the undesignation was accompanied by 
a simultaneous request to redesignate the existing DNR in the future, the 
capacity release will be temporary, unless the resource is undesignated to the 
end of the term on the NITSA.   

2.1 Undesignation of a Short-Term Network Resource 

In order to undesignate all or a portion of a short-term DNR, the Customer shall 
utilize the following process: 

Step 1: Fax Request Form to ICT 

The Customer must first provide written notice of its intent to undesignate 
an existing DNR via facsimile to the ICT Tariff Administration Desk at 
(501) 851-1856, using the standard form Un-Designation of Designated 
Network Resources. The form is available at: 

http://www.oatioasis.com/EES/EESdocs/FAXForms%2Ehtm  

On the form, the Customer shall: 

• identify the DNR to be undesignated by providing the ARef; 

• indicate the capacity of the DNR that will be undesignated; and 

Deleted: Permanent 

Deleted: Permanent Undesignation of a Short-
Term Network Resource¶

Deleted: permanently 

Deleted: ould conform

Deleted:  to

Deleted: for “Form to Undesignate or Cluster 
(Alternate Network Resource Designation) 
Network Resources.”  The facsimile number for 
the ICT Tariff Administration Desk is (501) 851-
1856

Comment [EC8]: Currently, this form has a note 
indicating that it is for “future use” and the form is 
otherwise blank.  However, per OATT sections 30.3 
and Attachment E, and Orders 890‐A and 890‐B, 
clustering is required to be done at the request of 
the customer, and the content of the form is 
provided on the BP page. 

Deleted: For convenience purposes, this form 
is attached as Attachment 7.¶

Deleted: permanently 

Deleted: permanently 

http://www.oatioasis.com/EES/EESdocs/FAXForms.htm�


 20

• indicate the date and time on which the permanent undesignation 
should become effective, or the START_TIME and STOP_TIME 
during which the temporary undesignation should be effective. 

Step 2: Confirmation of Receipt Of Request 

After sending the facsimile notice form referenced above, the Customer 
must contact the ICT Tariff Administration Desk to confirm that the ICT 
has received undesignation form, and review the information provided 
therein with the ICT. 

Step 3: ICT Annulment or Recall 

Within the Transmission Provider response time limits described in 
Section IV.1 of these business practices, the ICT will ANNUL or RECALL 
the existing DNR, in accordance with information provided by the 
Customer in the facsimile notice form. 

Short term requests for transmission service related to a request for 
undesignation of a network resource cannot be simultaneously evaluated under 
the current AFC Process. 

2.2   Undesignation of a Long-Term Network Resource 

In order to undesignate all or a portion of a long-term DNR, the Customer should 
conform to the following process: 

Step 1:  Enter Request(s) on OASIS 

In order to indicate to the ICT that the Customer wants to undesignate a 
long-term DNR permanently or temporarily, the Customer shall submit a 1 
MW “proxy” request as a Network Service Request on OASIS. 

The 1 MW “proxy” request shall: 

• indicate the date and time on which the permanent undesignation 
should become effective, or the START_TIME and STOP_TIME 
during which the temporary undesignation should be effective; 

• include the following statement in the OASIS customer comment 
field, “Undesignation of [ARef]; information to follow via email to 
ICTLTTSR@spp.org.” 

• To request simultaneous designation of an Alternate Network 
Resource, the Customer must enter such request on OASIS 
immediately after entering the request to undesignate the existing 
Network Resource. The request for alternate designation must 
include: (i) an attestation in accordance with Section 30.2 of the 
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Tariff (ii) the AREF of the 1 MW proxy request in the customer 
comment field, along with the following statement, “Undesignation 
of [ARef]; information to follow via email to ICTLTTSR@spp.org.” 
and (iii) all other necessary information required under Section 29.2 
of the Tariff. 

• To request a clustered study of a permanent undesignation and 
any other request(s) for transmission service, the related requests 
must be from the same source and submitted proximately in the 
queue. The 1 MW proxy request shall include (i) an attestation in 
accordance with Section 30.2 of the Tariff (ii) the AREF(s) of the 
related transmission service request(s) in the customer comment 
field along with the following statement, “Undesignation of [ARef]; 
information to follow via email to ICTLTTSR@spp.org.” and (iii) all 
other necessary information required under Section 29.2 of the 
Tariff. 

• To request a concomitant study of a temporary undesignation 
and any other request(s) for transmission service, the 1 MW proxy 
request shall include (i) an attestation in accordance with Section 
30.2 of the Tariff (ii) the AREF(s) of the related transmission service 
request(s) in the customer comment field along with the following 
statement, “Undesignation of [ARef]; information to follow via email 
to ICTLTTSR@spp.org.” and (iii) all other necessary information 
required under Section 29.2 of the Tariff. 

Following the submission of all related TSRs, the Customer should update 
the customer comment field of the undesignation request and each related 
TSR with all related ARef(s),  

Step 2: Email Request Form to ICT 

The Customer must email “Form to Undesignate or Cluster (Alternate 
Network Resource Designation) Network Resources” to 
ICTLTTSR@spp.org. The form is available at: 

http://www.oatioasis.com/EES/EESdocs/FAXForms%2Ehtm  

On the form, the Customer shall: 

• identify the DNR to be undesignated by providing its ARef; 

• indicate that it is requesting an undesignation of the relevant DNR 
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• indicate the capacity of the DNR that will be undesignated; and 
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• indicate the date and time on which the permanent undesignation 
should become effective, or the START_TIME and STOP_TIME 
during which the temporary undesignation should be effective. 

• If an Alternate Network Resource designation or a clustered or 
concomitant study of the undesignation request and related 
request(s) for transmission service is desired by the Customer, the 
ARef(s) of the related transmission service request(s) must also be 
provided.  

Step 3: Confirmation of Receipt of Request 

The Customer should receive confirmation from the ICT that it has 
received the email with the form attached. The ICT may provide such 
confirmation by email or facsimile. 

Step 4: Confirmation of Receipt of Request 

For undesignation requests without a related request for transmission 
service, the ICT will manually ANNUL or RECALL the requested DNR in 
accordance with the information provided by the Customer.. 

For undesignation requests with a related request for transmission 
service, the ICT will issue a SIS Agreement to the Customer in 
accordance with the Tariff. If the SIS Agreement is executed by the 
customer and returned to the ICT within the time limits specified in the 
Tariff, Step 5 below will apply. 

2.3  Evaluation of Long-Term Request Coupled with a Related Request 
for Transmission Service 

2.3.1 Simultaneous Designation of an Alternate Network 
Resource and an Undesignation Request 

For requests to simultaneously request designation of an Alternate 
Network Resource and undesignation of an Existing Network 
Resource, per OATT Attachment D, the designation will be studied 
both with the undesignation and without.  The Customer will receive 
two System Impact Study Agreements 

If the Customer email notification under Section 2.2 above includes 
a request to study the Alternate Network Resource request with 
undesignation of the existing DNR request, the ICT will evaluate the 
requests in a coordinated manner. The SISs will be conducted in 
accordance with Section 3.2.2.2 of Attachment D of the Tariff. 

If the SIS indicates that the Alternate Network Resource 
designation request can be accommodated, in whole or part, 
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without the undesignation of the existing network resource and 
without the need for transmission upgrades, the Customer may 
elect to CONFIRM only the request to designate the Alternate 
Network Resource to obtain service. If the Customer fails to 
CONFIRM any related request by the applicable deadline, 
unconfirmed requests will be RETRACTED at the end of the 
deadline.  

If the SIS indicates that the Alternate Network Resource 
designation request can only be accommodated, in whole or part, 
with the undesignation of the existing resource, but without the 
need for transmission upgrades, the Customer must CONFIRM 
both: (i) the request to undesignate the existing DNR; and (ii) the 
request to designate the Alternate Network Resource to obtain 
service. If the Customer fails to CONFIRM both requests by the 
applicable deadline, both requests will be RETRACTED at the end 
of the deadline, and the DNR will retain its designated Network 
Resource status.  

If the SIS indicates that transmission upgrades are necessary to 
accommodate the requests, the ICT will provide the Customer with 
a FS Agreement (FSA) within the deadlines specified in Entergy’s 
OATT.  If the FSA is not executed by the Customer by the 
applicable deadline, the requests will be RETRACTED by the ICT, 
and the DNR will retain its designated Network Resource status. 

2.3.2 Clustered Evaluation of a Permanent Undesignation 
Request with any other Transmission Service Request(s) 

For requests to cluster a Permanent Undesignation request with 
any other Transmission Service Request(s), the requests will be 
considered as a “Queue Cluster” pursuant to Section 8 of 
Attachment D.  

If the Customer email notification under Section 2.2 above includes 
a request to cluster the Permanent Undesignation request with any 
other Transmission Service Request, the ICT will perform a single 
SIS to evaluate the requests in a coordinated manner. The SIS is 
conducted in accordance Section 3.2 and Section 8 of Attachment 
D.  

If the SIS indicates that the clustered requests can be 
accommodated, in whole or part, without the need for transmission 
upgrades, the Customer must CONFIRM: (i) the request to 
undesignate the existing DNR; and (ii) any of the desired related 
Transmission Service request(s). If the Customer fails to CONFIRM 
the requests by the applicable deadline, the requests will be 
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RETRACTED at the end of the deadline, and the DNR will retain its 
designated Network Resource status.  

If the SIS indicates that transmission upgrades are necessary to 
accommodate the requests, the ICT will provide the Customer with 
a FS Agreement (FSA) within the deadlines specified in Entergy’s 
OATT.  If the FSA is not executed by the Customer by the 
applicable deadline, the requests will be RETRACTED by the ICT, 
and the DNR will retain its designated Network Resource status. 

2.3.3 Concomitant Evaluation of a Temporary Undesignation 
Request with any other Transmission Service Request(s) 

Requests to concomitantly evaluate any other Transmission 
Service Request(s) with a Temporary Undesignation request,  will 
be studied pursuant to Attachment E, Section 2.2 (Study Process 
for Undesignating Network Resources). 

If the Customer email notification under Section 2.2 above includes 
a request to concomitantly evaluate any other Transmission 
Service Request with the Temporary Undesignation request, the 
ICT will perform a single SIS to evaluate the requests in a 
coordinated manner. The SIS is conducted in accordance with 
Section 3.2 Attachment D and Section 2.2 of Attachment E.  

If the SIS indicates that the clustered requests can be 
accommodated, in whole or part, without the need for transmission 
upgrades, the Customer must CONFIRM: (i) the request to 
undesignate the existing DNR; and (ii) any of the desired related 
Transmission Service request(s). If the Customer fails to CONFIRM 
the requests by the applicable deadline, the requests will be 
RETRACTED at the end of the deadline, and the DNR will retain its 
designated Network Resource status.  

If the SIS indicates that transmission upgrades are necessary to 
accommodate the requests, the ICT will provide the Customer with 
a FS Agreement (FSA) within the deadlines specified in Entergy’s 
OATT.  If the FSA is not executed by the Customer by the 
applicable deadline, the requests will be RETRACTED by the ICT, 
and the DNR will retain its designated Network Resource status. 

2.4 Requests Subject to the AFC Process 

After the relevant requests are CONFIRMED by Customers, any additional 
capacity released by the undesignation is made available to other Customers 
through the Base Case Model updating process for FSs, SISs, and AFC 
calculations.  The TSRs with the highest priority right to capacity released by the 
undesignation request are the Long-Term PTP Service TSRs and requests to 
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designate Network Resources on an annual basis that were submitted prior to 
the undesignation request but remaining pending in the FS queue.  The TSRs 
with the next highest priority are the Long-Term Firm PTP Service and Network 
Service TSRs that were submitted after the undesignation request and pending 
in the SIS and the AFC Process.  The TSRs with the lowest priority are the Short-
Term Firm PTP Service TSRs and Non-Firm TSRs that were submitted after the 
undesignation request and are pending in AFC Process queue. 

Additional capacity released by an undesignation request is made available to 
each group of TSRs consistent with these priority rights by:  (i) updating AFC 
calculations and the Base Case Models used in FSs and SISs to reflect 
undesignation requests and higher priority TSRs; (ii) evaluating the TSRs in each 
queue in the order requests were submitted; and (iii) respecting the preemption 
rights of higher priority TSRs. 

IX. TRANSMISSION INFORMATION 
  
5. CBM & TRM 
The Transmission Provider posts its methodology for determination of CBM and TRM 
for the Transmission Provider’s Transmission System on the INFO.HTM webpage on the 
Transmission Provider’s OASIS.  The methodology can be accessed by selecting the link 
on that webpage entitled “CBM/TRM on the Entergy Transmission System” or by 
selecting the below link: 

http://www.oatioasis.com/EES/EESDocs/Entergy%20CBM%20and%20TRM%20P
osting%20-%20Nov%2012%20Version%20_LSE%20rev_.pdf. 

A customer wishing to request CBM may do so by sending an email to 
AFCDATAREQUEST@entergy.com.  

Deleted: Non Simultaneous Undesignation 
Requests¶
Requests to undesignate a Network Resource 
may be submitted on a “stand-alone” basis, i.e. 
without being simultaneously submitted with a 
request to designate an Alternate Network 
Resource.  Stand-alone requests to 
undesignate a Network Resource on a 
temporary basis are not studied by the ICT and 
thus are not subject to AFC values. Stand-alone 
requests to undesignate a Network Resource 
on a permanent basis are studied by the ICT if 
and only if: (i) the Network Resource is a 
generating facility (i.e., not a PPA) that has 
served as a Network Resource for at least five 
years prior to the undesignation request; and (ii) 
the generating facility is being removed from 
service or is surrendering its generator 
interconnection rights to the Transmission 
System.  In the event an undesignation request 
meets the requirements of (i) and (ii) above, the 
ICT will perform a study that evaluates any 
reliability impacts associated with the request.  
The study will also evaluate whether 
transmission upgrades, a reliability-must-run 
agreement or both are necessary to maintain 
reliability after the undesignation goes into 
effect.  The costs of the study are not directly 
assigned to the requesting Customer. Once the 
study is completed or if a stand-alone 
undesignation request is ACCEPTED without 
the need for a study, the Customer must decide 
whether to CONFIRM the undesignation 
request by the applicable deadline.  If the 
Customer elects not to CONFIRM the 
undesignation request, the Customer can 
WITHDRAW the request prior to the applicable 
deadline or the request will be RETRACTED 
and the generating facility will retain its Network 
Resource status.  If the Customer CONFIRMS 
the undesignation request, the request will be 
allowed to go into effect on the date specified, 
subject to a reliability-must-run agreement or 
other conditions (if any) contained in the 
Network Integration TSA and/or NOA as filed 
with the FERC.¶
Priority Rights and Capacity Release 
(Simultaneous Requests)¶
Prior to the implementation of NAESB 
standards addressing the processing of 
undesignation requests and how additional 
capacity released by undesignation requests 
should be made available to the market, the 
following procedures will be followed to ensure 
that priority rights of competing TSRs are 
honored and that additional capacity released 
by undesignation requests is made available to 
the market based on the priority rights in the 
Tariff.¶
Honoring Priority Rights of Competing TSRs¶
The evaluation of undesignation requests and 
Alternate Network Resource requests will take 
proper account of all competing TSRs of higher 
priority by including such higher priority TSRs in 
the appropriate Base Case Models and AFC 
calculations used to evaluate the undesignation 
and Alternate Network Resource requests.  To 
the extent the relevant SIS, FS or AFC 
calculation indicates that the undesignation 
request and Alternate Network Resource ... [45]

mailto:AFCDATAREQUEST@entergy.com�
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 When the Challenger is pre-confirmed, and no right-of-first-refusal (“ROFR”) exists on 
one or more Defenders, the Challenger will be ACCEPTED or COUNTEROFFERED 
(where preemption of the Defender will improve the counteroffer), and Preemption 
actions will be taken as appropriate.  If the Challenger was COUNTEROFFERED, the 
Challenger will then have the opportunity to CONFIRM the service during the 
confirmation time limit.  When the Challenger is not pre-confirmed, the ICT will ACCEPT 
the Challenger or extend a counteroffer to the Challenger, noting the terms of the offer 
in the seller comment field.  The Challenger will then have the opportunity to CONFIRM 
the service offered within the confirmation time limit. 
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If only a portion of the capacity requested is available as Conditional Firm 
Service/Planning Redispatch Service and eligible for bridge service, the ICT 
will COUNTEROFFER the MW profile of the FS TSR to indicate any portion 
of the requested capacity that is not available as Conditional Firm 
Service/Planning Redispatch Service until the expected in-service date of the 
facilities required, and complete the CCO template of the FS TSR accordingly 
for the capacity available for Conditional Firm Service or adding a note to the 
Seller’s Comments for Planning Redispatch Service.  If the Customer 
chooses to fund the upgrades identified in the FS and become a bridge 
customer, it shall CONFIRM the FS TSR, and the ICT will RECALL the 
Conditional Firm Service/Planning Redispatch Service TSR if the service has 
commenced, or ANNUL the CF/PR TSR if the service has not commenced. 

If the Customer agrees to fund the upgrades, the TSA will be amended to 
reflect the terms of the upgrades agreed-upon and terms of the bridge service 
pending the completion of the facility upgrades. 

If the Customer elects not to fund the upgrades, it shall retain the Conditional 
Firm Service/Planning Redispatch Service by setting the FS TSR to 
WITHDRAWN or by failing to CONFIRM it within 15 days of the FS TSR 
being set to ACCEPTED. 
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ave a start date and time on which the permanent undesignation should become 
effective; and 

Include the following statement in the OASIS customer comment field, 
“Undesignation information to follow via email to ICTLTTSR@spp.org.” 
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In addition to the 1 MW proxy submitted on OASIS, t 
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also provide written notice of its intent to undesignate an existing long-term DNR via 
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Currently, this form has a note indicating that it is for “future use” and the form is otherwise blank.  

 

Future time appears to be linked to C, D, and E filing still pending, but per OATT sections 30.3 and Attachment E, 
and Orders 890‐A and 890‐B, clustering is required to be done at the request of the customer, and the content of 
the form is provided on the BP page  

 

Also, I don’t think this is the right form   
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permanent undesignations and temporary  
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Once all necessary evaluations have been completed, t 
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 received or otherwise respond in accordance with the results of the SIS 
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 that are subject to the SIS Process pursuant to Section 1.3 of Attachment D, 
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if:  (i) the requirements in Section 3.3 are met; and (ii) the two OASIS requests were 
submitted no more than five (5) minutes apart. 
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 that evaluates the requested undesignation and the request to designate the new 
resource  
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Need to discuss ICT Practices for ensuring that TSRs that are dependent on the requested undesignation are not 
confirmed without confirmation of the undesignation. 
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may request a FS. If a FS is not requested by the
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For r 
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For r 
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with any other Transmission Service Request,  
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Need to discuss ICT Practices for ensuring that TSRs that are dependent on the requested undesignation are not 
confirmed without confirmation of the undesignation. 
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If the SIS indicates that the concomitant requests can be accommodated, 
in whole or part, without the need for transmission upgrades, the 
Customer must CONFIRM both: (i) the request to undesignate the existing 
DNR; and (ii) the related Transmission Service request(s). If the Customer 
fails to CONFIRM the requests by the applicable deadline, the requests 
will be RETRACTED at the end of the deadline, and the DNR will retain its 
designated Network Resource status.  
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If the SIS indicates that transmission upgrades are necessary to accommodate 
the requests, the Customer may request a FS. If a FS is not requested by the 
applicable deadline, the requests will be RETRACTED and the DNR will retain its 
designated Network Resource status. 
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B. In order to permanently undesignate a long-term DNR with an alternate 
Network Resource designation, the Customer should conform to the following 
process: 

Step 1: Entering Simultaneous Undesignation and Designation of Long Term 
Requests on OASIS 

In order to indicate to the ICT that the Customer wants to permanently 
undesignate a long-term DNR to be studied simultaneously with a request to 
designate an Alternate Network Resource, the Customer shall submit its 1 MW 
“proxy” undesignation request on OASIS, and note that the request is for a 
simultaneous undesignation/designation in the OASIS customer comment field, 
including the ARef of the existing DNR to be undesignated.  The OASIS customer 
comment field should also include the following statement, “Undesignation 
information to follow via email to ICTLTTSR@spp.org.”  The Customer must then 
enter the request for designation of the Alternate Network Resource on OASIS 
immediately after the request to undesignate the existing Network Resource, and 
must include:  (i) an attestation in accordance with Section 30.2 of the Tariff (ii) 
the AREF of the request to undesignate an existing network resource in the 
customer comment field, and (iii) all other necessary information required under 
Section 29.2 of the Tariff. 

Step 2: Email Request Form to ICT 

The Customer must provide written notice of its intent to undesignate an existing 
long-term DNR and have it simultaneously studied with a new request to 
designate an alternate long-term Network Resource via email to 
ICTLTTSR@spp.org, using the standard form for “Form to Undesignate or Cluster 
(Alternate Network Resource Designation) Network Resources[EC1].”  The form 
is available at: 

http://www.oatioasis.com/EES/EESdocs/FAXForms%2Ehtm  

On the form, the Customer shall: 

i 
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Currently, this form has a note indicating that it is for “future use” and the form is otherwise blank.  

 

Future time appears to be linked to C, D, and E filing still pending, but per OATT sections 30.3 and Attachment E, 
and Orders 890‐A and 890‐B, clustering is required to be done at the request of the customer, and the content of 
the form is provided on the BP page 
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dentify the Network Resource to be permanently undesignated by providing the 
ARef[EC2]; 

i 
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Customer comment field or related ref? 
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ndicate that it is requesting a permanent undesignation of the  
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related DNR  in the appropriate column; 

i 
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ndicate the capacity of the DNR that will be permanently undesignated; 

i 
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ndicate the date and time on which the permanent undesignation should become 
effective; 

i 
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ndicate that the Customer is replacing the existing DNR with an Alternate 
Network Resource, and 
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 the Alternate Network Resource by providing the ARef[EC3] of the new request 
and the date and time at which the Customer is requesting that the Alternate 
Network Resource be designated; and 

i 
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Customer comment field or related ref? 

 

Page 24: [33] Deleted   mpeter2   10/3/2011 9:04:00 AM 



ndicate that the Customer is requesting designation of the Alternate Network 
Resource in accordance with section 3.2.2.2 of Attachment D to the Tariff. 

The email form MUST also include the following information regarding the 
Alternate Network Resource for which the Customer is requesting designation: 

a 
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 description of the Alternate Network Resource; 

t 
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The amount of capacity from the existing DNR that can be undesignated to 
accommodate the Alternate Network Resource; and 
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concomitant study is desired by the Customer, a request to cluster the study of 
the designation of Alternate Network Resource and undesignation of the existing 
DNR  
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 resources can be evaluated simultaneously 
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. 

The ICT Long-Term Planning Staff will verify that the TSRs match the notices 
described above. 

Step 3: Confirmation of Receipt of Request 

The Customer should receive confirmation from the ICT that it has received the 
email and attached form. The ICT may provide such confirmation by email or 
facsimile of a SIS Agreement in accordance with Section 3.4 below. Once all 
necessary evaluations have been completed, the ICT will issue a response to the 
requested undesignation/designation in accordance with the results of the SIS. 
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Temporary Undesignation 

Temporary Undesignation of a Short-Term Network Resource 

In order to temporarily undesignate all or a portion of an existing short-term DNR, 
the Customer should conform to the following process: 

Step 1: Fax Request Form to ICT 

The Customer must first provide written notice of its intent to temporarily 
undesignate an existing DNR via facsimile to the ICT Tariff Administration Desk, 
using the standard form “Form to Undesignate or Cluster (Alternate Network 
Resource Designation) Network Resources.”  The facsimile number for the ICT 
Tariff Administration Desk is (501) 851-1856. The form is available at: 

http://www.oatioasis.com/EES/EESdocs/FAXForms%2Ehtm  

On the form, the Customer shall: 

Identify the DNR to be temporarily undesignated by providing the ARef; 

Indicate that it is requesting a temporary undesignation of the relevant DNR in the 
appropriate column; 

Indicate the capacity of the DNR to be temporarily undesignated; 

Indicate the date and time on which the temporary undesignation should become 
effective; and 

Indicate the date and time on which the temporary undesignation should end and 
the resource should be re-designated as a Network Resource. 

Step 2: Confirmation of Receipt Of Request 

After receipt of the facsimile notice form referenced above, the Customer must 
contact the ICT Tariff Administration Desk to confirm that the ICT has received 
the form and verify the information contained on the form.  The ICT will then issue 
a manual annulment or RECALL of the requested DNR in accordance with 
information provided by the Customer in the facsimile notice form and within the 
Transmission Provider response time limits described in Section IV.1 of these 
business practices. 
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Temporary Undesignation of a Long-Term Network Resource 

In order to temporarily undesignate all or a portion of a long-term DNR with no 
Alternate Network Resource designation, the Customer should conform to the 
following process: 

Step 1: Entering Termination Request on OASIS 

In order to indicate to the ICT that the Customer wants to temporarily undesignate 
a long-term DNR, the Customer shall submit a 1 MW “proxy” undesignation 
request as a TSR on OASIS. 

The 1 MW “proxy” request shall: 

Identify the DNR to be temporarily undesignated; 

Indicate the start date and time on which the temporary undesignation should 
become effective; 

Indicate the stop date and time on which the temporary undesignation should end 
and the resource should be re-designated as a Network Resource; and 

Include the following statement in the OASIS comment field, “Undesignation 
information to follow via email to ICTLTTSR@spp.org.” 

indicate additional requests for transmission service to be evaluated 
concomitantly. 

 

Step 2: Email Request Form to the ICT 

In addition to the 1 MW proxy submitted over OASIS, the Customer must also 
provide written notice of its intent to temporarily undesignate an existing long-
term DNR via email to ICTLTTSR@spp.org, using the standard form “Form to 
Undesignate or Cluster (Alternate Network Resource Designation) Network 
Resources.”  The form is available at: 

http://www.oatioasis.com/EES/EESdocs/FAXForms%2Ehtm   

On the form, the Customer shall: 

Identify the DNR to be temporarily undesignated by providing the ARef; 

Indicate that it is requesting a temporary undesignation of the relevant DNR in the 
appropriate column; 



Indicate the capacity of the DNR to be temporarily undesignated; 

Indicate the date and time on which the temporary undesignation should become 
effective; and 

Indicate the date and time on which the temporary undesignation should end and 
the resource should be re-designated as a Network Resource. 

indicate additional requests for transmission service to be evaluated 
concomitantly. 

Step 3:  Confirmation of Receipt of Request 

The Customer should receive confirmation from the ICT that it has received the 
email and attached form.  The ICT may provide such confirmation by email or 
facsimile of a SIS Agreement in accordance with Section 3.4 below.  Once all 
necessary evaluations have been completed, the ICT will issue a manual 
annulment or RECALL of the requested DNR in accordance with the OASIS 
request and notice form. 

In order to temporarily undesignate a long-term DNR with an Alternate Network 
Resource designation, the Customer should conform to the following process: 

Step 1: Entering Simultaneous Undesignation and Designation of Long-Term 
Requests on OASIS 

In order to indicate to the ICT that the Customer wants to temporarily undesignate 
a long-term DNR to be studied simultaneously with a request to designate an 
Alternate Network Resource, the Customer shall submit its 1 MW “proxy” 
undesignation request on OASIS and note that the request should be studied with 
an Alternate Network Resource in the OASIS customer comment field. The 
Customer must submit the following statement in the OASIS customer comment 
field:  “Undesignation information to follow via email to ICTLTTSR@spp.org.”  
The Customer must also enter the request for designation of the Alternate 
Network Resource on OASIS immediately after the request to undesignate the 
existing DNR and must include:  (i) an attestation in accordance with Section 30.2 
of the Tariff; and (ii) all other necessary information required under Section 29.2 
of the Tariff. 

Step 2: Email Request Form to ICT 

In addition to the 1 MW proxy TSR and the Alternate Network Resource 
Designation submitted over OASIS, the Customer also must provide written 
notice of its intent to temporarily undesignate an existing long-term DNR to be 
studied simultaneously with an Alternate Network Resource designation via email 
to ICTLTTSR@spp.org, using the standard form for “Form to Undesignate or 
Cluster (Alternate Network Resource Designation) Network Resources.”  The 



http://www.oatioasis.com/EES/EESdocs/FAXForms%2Ehtm  

On the form, the Customer shall: 

Identify the DNR to be temporarily undesignated by providing the ARef; 

Indicate that it is requesting a temporary undesignation of the relevant DNR in the 
appropriate column; 

Indicate the capacity of the DNR to be temporarily undesignated; 

Indicate the date and time on which the temporary undesignation should become 
effective; 

Indicate the date and time on which the temporary undesignation should end and 
the resource should be re-designated as a Network Resource; 

Indicate whether the Customer is replacing the existing DNR with an Alternate 
Network Resource, including identification of the Alternate Network Resource 
and the date and time at which the Customer is requesting that the Alternate 
Network Resource be designated; and 

Indicate that the Customer is requesting designation of the Alternate Network 
Resource in accordance with section 3.2.2.2 of Attachment D to the Tariff. 

The form MUST also include the following information regarding the Alternate 
Network Resource for which the Customer is requesting designation: 

A description of the Alternate Network Resource; 

The capacity to be designated; 

The amount of capacity from the existing DNR that can be undesignated to 
accommodate the Alternate Network Resource; and 

If a coordinated study is desired by the Customer, a request to cluster the study 
of the designation of Alternate Network Resource and the existing Network 
Resource so that the resources can be evaluated simultaneously. 

The ICT Long-Term Planning Staff will verify that the TSRs match the notices 
described above. 

Step 3: Confirmation of Receipt of Request 

The Customer should receive confirmation from the ICT that it has received the 
email and attached form.  The ICT may provide such confirmation by email or 
facsimile of a SIS Agreement in accordance with Section 3.4 below.  Once all 
necessary evaluations have been completed, the ICT will issue a response to the 



Simultaneous Undesignation and Designation Requests 

In order to simultaneously submit a request to designate an Alternate Network 
Resource and a request to undesignate an existing DNR (on either a permanent 
or temporary basis), Customers shall:  (i) submit all information required under 
Section 3.1.2 or 3.2.2 as applicable, including the required attestation for the 
Alternate Network Resource designation; and (ii) submit an OASIS request to 
designate the Alternate Network Resource immediately after submitting the 1 MW 
“proxy” OASIS request undesignating the existing Network Resource as 
indicated in Section 3.1.2 or 3.2.2. 

Requests Subject to the System Impact Study Process 

For requests that are subject to the SIS Process pursuant to Section 1.3 of 
Attachment D, the two requests will be considered submitted simultaneously (i.e., 
the OASIS request for the Alternate Network Resource will be deemed to have the 
same queue time and priority of the OASIS request to undesignate the existing 
Network Resource) if:  (i) the requirements in Section 3.3 are met; and (ii) the two 
OASIS requests were submitted no more than five (5) minutes apart. 

If the Customer email notification under Section 3.1.2 or 3.2.2 above includes a 
request to cluster the study the Alternate Network Resource and the existing DNR 
undesignation request, the ICT will perform a single SIS that evaluates the 
requested undesignation and the request to designate the new resource in a 
coordinated manner.  The SIS is conducted in accordance with Section 3.2.2.2 of 
Attachment D to the Tariff. 

If the SIS indicates that the simultaneously submitted requests can be 
accommodated, in whole or part, without the need for transmission upgrades, the 
Customer must CONFIRM both:  (i) the request to undesignate the existing DNR; 
and (ii) the request to designate the Alternate Network Resource to obtain 
service.  If the Customer fails to CONFIRM both requests by the applicable 
deadline, both requests will be RETRACTED at the end of the deadline, and the 
DNR will retain its designated Network Resource status.  If the SIS indicates that 
transmission upgrades are necessary to accommodate the requests, the 
Customer may request a FS.  If a FS is not requested by the applicable deadline, 
both requests will be RETRACTED and the DNR will retain its designated Network 
Resource status. 
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Requests that are subject to the AFC Process pursuant to Section 1.3 of Attachment C 
cannot be simultaneously evaluated under the current AFC Process, but may be 
evaluated independent of each other through the AFC Process as separate requests. 
 

Page 24: [44] Formatted   mpeter2   10/3/2011 9:09:00 AM 

Highlight 
 

Page 25: [45] Deleted   ENTERGY CORPORATION   10/3/2011 1:20:00 PM 

Non Simultaneous Undesignation Requests 

Requests to undesignate a Network Resource may be submitted on a “stand-alone” 
basis, i.e. without being simultaneously submitted with a request to designate an 
Alternate Network Resource.  Stand-alone requests to undesignate a Network 
Resource on a temporary basis are not studied by the ICT and thus are not subject to 
AFC values. Stand-alone requests to undesignate a Network Resource on a permanent 
basis are studied by the ICT if and only if: (i) the Network Resource is a generating 
facility (i.e., not a PPA) that has served as a Network Resource for at least five years 
prior to the undesignation request; and (ii) the generating facility is being removed from 
service or is surrendering its generator interconnection rights to the Transmission 
System.  In the event an undesignation request meets the requirements of (i) and (ii) 
above, the ICT will perform a study that evaluates any reliability impacts associated with 
the request.  The study will also evaluate whether transmission upgrades, a reliability-
must-run agreement or both are necessary to maintain reliability after the undesignation 
goes into effect.  The costs of the study are not directly assigned to the requesting 
Customer Once the study is completed or if a stand-alone undesignation request is



ACCEPTED without the need for a study, the Customer must decide whether to 
CONFIRM the undesignation request by the applicable deadline.  If the Customer elects 
not to CONFIRM the undesignation request, the Customer can WITHDRAW the request 
prior to the applicable deadline or the request will be RETRACTED and the generating 
facility will retain its Network Resource status.  If the Customer CONFIRMS the 
undesignation request, the request will be allowed to go into effect on the date 
specified, subject to a reliability-must-run agreement or other conditions (if any) 
contained in the Network Integration TSA and/or NOA as filed with the FERC. 

Priority Rights and Capacity Release (Simultaneous Requests) 

Prior to the implementation of NAESB standards addressing the processing of 
undesignation requests and how additional capacity released by undesignation requests 
should be made available to the market, the following procedures will be followed to 
ensure that priority rights of competing TSRs are honored and that additional capacity 
released by undesignation requests is made available to the market based on the 
priority rights in the Tariff. 

Honoring Priority Rights of Competing TSRs 

The evaluation of undesignation requests and Alternate Network Resource requests will 
take proper account of all competing TSRs of higher priority by including such higher 
priority TSRs in the appropriate Base Case Models and AFC calculations used to 
evaluate the undesignation and Alternate Network Resource requests.  To the extent 
the relevant SIS, FS or AFC calculation indicates that the undesignation request and 
Alternate Network Resource request can be accommodated with the higher priority 
TSRs taken into account, the priority rights of the competing TSRs are protected and 
the ICT can ACCEPT the undesignation request and the Alternate Network Resource 
request.  To the extent the relevant SIS, FS or AFC calculation indicates that the 
undesignation request and Alternate Network Resource request cannot be 
accommodated with the higher priority TSRs taken into account, the ICT will ACCEPT 
only the undesignation request and the Customer can choose whether to CONFIRM 
such request. 

Where the request to designate an Alternate Network Resource and the request to 
undesignate an existing DNR are submitted simultaneously, there can be no intervening 
TSRs between the undesignation request and the request to designate the Alternate 
Network Resource.  TSRs submitted after the Alternate Network Request do not qualify 
as higher priority competing TSRs.  Thus, the Alternate Network Resource request 
retains priority to the released capacity as compared to all other TSRs submitted after 
the undesignation request. 

Releasing Capacity for Undesignated Resources 

The undesignation of a DNR does not result in capacity being released to the market 
unless and until the Customer CONFIRMS the undesignation request (in the case of a 
stand-alone undesignation request) or CONFIRMS both the undesignation request and



the Alternate Network Resource request (in the case of simultaneously submitted 
requests).  This capacity may be released permanently or temporarily. If the 
undesignation was accompanied by a simultaneous request to redesignate the existing 
DNR in the future, the capacity release will be temporary.  If no request to redesignate 
the existing DNR in the future is submitted with the undesignation request, the capacity 
release will be permanent. 

After the relevant requests are CONFIRMED by Customers, any additional capacity 
released by the undesignation is made available to other Customers through the Base 
Case Model updating process for FSs, SISs, and AFC calculations.  The TSRs with the 
highest priority right to capacity released by the undesignation request are the Long-
Term PTP Service TSRs and requests to designate Network Resources on an annual 
basis that were submitted prior to the undesignation request but remaining pending in 
the FS queue.  The TSRs with the next highest priority are the Long-Term Firm PTP 
Service and Network Service TSRs that were submitted after the undesignation request 
and pending in the SIS and the AFC Process.  The TSRs with the lowest priority are the 
Short-Term Firm PTP Service TSRs and Non-Firm TSRs that were submitted after the 
undesignation request and are pending in AFC Process queue. 

Additional capacity released by an undesignation request is made available to each 
group of TSRs consistent with these priority rights by:  (i) updating AFC calculations and 
the Base Case Models used in FSs and SISs to reflect undesignation requests and 
higher priority TSRs; (ii) evaluating the TSRs in each queue in the order requests were 
submitted; and (iii) respecting the preemption rights of higher priority TSRs. 
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ON SERVICE PRODUCTS 

tom seeking servto re e Weekly Non-Firm Service must submit a TSR v
 Provider’s OASIS no earlier than 14 days before the service

be

 will respond to the Customer with:  (i) an acceptance; or (ii) an offer for 
tial service; or (iii) if no service is available, the TSR will be DECLINED.  In 
ordance with NAESB Business Practice Standards WEQ001-4.13 Table 4-2, 
n ACCEPTED TSR was not pre-confirmed, or for a COUNTEROFFERED 
, Customers must CONFIRM or WITHDRAW their request within 24 hours 

r receiving a response; otherwise, the request will be deemed WITHDRAWN 
 the status of the TSR on the Transmission Provider OASIS will be changed 
RETRACTED.” 

GENERAL RESERVATION/SCHEDULING PRACTICES 
 
1. Practices for Submitting and Responding to TSRs 
 

1.1 The time limits for Customers to submit and confirm TSRs 
and for the T

applicable, and otherwise defined in these TSR Business Practices. 

1.2. When a short term TSR begins within the model horizon for 
the AFC process, and extends beyond the model horizon for the 

t available as firm within the AFC model horizon.  The 
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under the SIS Process 

1.2.3 Withdraw the Counteroffer 
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riff that govern Reservation Priority (Sections 13.2 and 14.2) 
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 Transmission Provider’s implementation of Preemption also applies the 
ESB Business Practices.   

s Section IV.6 describes the Transmission Provider’s implementation of the 
visions of its Tariff that govern Reservation Priority (Sections 13.2 and 14.2) 
n competing bids for constrained re
smission system (“Preemption”) are submitted through the AFC Process.  
 Transmission Provider’s implementation of Preemption also applies the 

ESB Business Practices.   

6.1. TSR Evaluation 
h valid TSR is evaluated in accordance with FERC policies, represented in 

ESB Business Practices (WEQ 001-4.16 through 001-4.25 Table 4-3, 
iorities For Competing Requests”), and

tion evaluations will be conducted in 
fficient to ACCEPT the TSR. 

ervations of lower priority (“Defenders”) submitted for evaluation through the 
 process will be identified by the OATI software, unless such Reservation is 

ject to unconditionality, and has become unconditional per Section 13.2 of 
ergy’s Tariff.  The OATI software will provide the ICT with an evaluation of the 
uest which identifies the capacity of all Defenders that are necessary to 
ommodate the TSR being evaluated for acceptance (“Challenger”) and 
vides the specific actions to be taken by the ICT to manage the competition.  

In order to be identified as a valid Challenger, a TSR must be Preconfirmed. For 
preemption processing purposes, priority will be determined by the number of 
segments with a non-zero MW Available value. Non-Firm Redirects will not 
impact the priority of the parent. The ICT will determine whether the Challenger 
can
eva

 be ACCEPTED or COUNTEROFFERED based on the OATI software 
luation. Once an evaluation is selected for processing a TSR; the ICT is not 

obligated to consider subsequent evaluations. The ICT may take any actions 
which are not indicated by the OATI software, should they determine that the 
evaluation is incorrect or insufficient.    

Each valid TSR is evaluated in accordance with FERC policies, represented in 
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“Pr
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req  that are necessary to 
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licable. Preemption evaluations will be conducted in all TSR evaluations 
re AFC is insufficient to ACCEPT the TSR.  All preemptable TSRs or 
ervations of lower priority (“Defenders”) submitted for evaluation through the 
 process will be identified by the OATI software, unless such Reservation is 

ject to unconditionality, and has become unconditional per Section 13.2 of 
ergy’s Tariff.  The OATI software will provide the 
uest which identifies the capacity of all Defenders
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 lesser of:  (i) the Customer Confirmation Time Limit defined in the NAESB 
iness Practices (Table 4-2, Reservation Timing Requirements); or (ii) 24 
rs, to CONFIRM the Matching TSR(s) submitted by the OATI software.   

emption processing purposes, priority will be determined by the number of 
ments with a non-zero MW Available value. Non-Firm Redirects will not 
act the priority of the parent. The ICT will determine whether the Challenger 
 be ACCEPTED or COUNTEROFFERED based on the OATI software 
luation. Once an evaluation is selected for processing a TSR; the ICT is not 

igated to consider subsequent evaluations. The ICT may take any actions 
ch are not indicated by the OATI software, should they determine that the 
luation is incorrect or insufficient.    

6.2. Preemption Actions AFTER CAPACITY IS GRANTED TO  
 the Challenger 

en the Challenger has been ACCEPTED or COUNTEROFFERED (where 
ption of the Defender will improve the counterem

priate.  If the Challenger was COUNTEROFFERED, the 
ve the opportunity to CONFIRM the service during the 
it.   

the time the Challenger is ACCEPTED or COUNTEROFFERED, where 
enders are still pending, the ICT will initiate preemption, and the OATI 
tware will SUPERSEDE Defenders as required to accommodate the 
llenger.  The OATI software will indicate the Assignment Reference (“ARef”) 

he Challenger in the seller comments to the Defender(s). 

Challenger 
en Defenders are ineligible for the ROFR, the ICT will initiate preemption, and 
he time the Challenger is CONFIRMED, the OATI software will RECALL 
tial or full capacity from the Defenders to accommodate the Challenger.  The 
llenger’s ARef will be indicated in the seller comments of the Recall TSRs 
acting the Defender(s), and in the seller comments of the Defender TSRs. 

r is elig le for ROFR, the ICT will initiate preemption and, at 
er is CONFIRMED, the OATI software will RECALL partial 

nders to acco
llenger’s ARef will be indicated in the seller comments of the Recall TSR(s) 
acting the Defender(s) TSR and in the seller comments of the Defender 
s.  At the time the Challenger is CONFIRMED, the OATI software will 

ultaneously extend the ROFR to those Defenders which are eligible for 
FR, by setting the Competing Request Flag on the Defenders, and submitting 
tching TSRs on behalf of the Defender TSRs.  In order to accommodate 
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rity.  Where a Challenger is RECALLED in part or full due to a Match, the 
TI software will update the Seller Comments on the Recall TSR to indicate 
t the Recall was submitted to accommodate the Matching TSR. Any remaining 
acity on the Defender TSR will be RECALLED in full, and the OATI software 
 update the Seller Comments on the Recall TSR to indicate the Recall was 
mitted to accommodate the Matching TSR. After receipt of the first Match, 
sequent Matches will be evaluated by the OATI software for feasibility. The 
TI software will block CONFIRMATION of those Matching TSRs that can no 
ger be supported by setting the status of the Matching TSR to DISPLACED.  

tomers whose Reservations are RECALLED, excluding Redirects, for some, 
 not all, of their MW capacity may contact the ICT (at the Tariff Administration 
k) at 501-614-3502 to request annulment or adjustment of the profile of the 
cted Reservation.  All such communications MUST occur prior to the 

ustment of the profile of the affected Reservation conveyed to the ICT AFTER 
scheduling deadline will be accommodated by the ICT, when practicable. 

tomers whose Redirect Reservations are RECALLED for some, but not all, 
heir MW capacity may contact the ICT (at the Tariff Administration Desk) at 
-614-3502 to request an additional Recall to zero out capacity or adjustment 
he profile of the affected Reservation.  All such communications MUST occur 
r to the scheduling deadline for the affected service.  Any requests for an 
itional recall to zero out capacity or adjustment of the profile of the affected 

ommodated by the ICT, when practicable. 

ce notified of a Competition or Preemption, Defenders may not redirect to 
id being preempted.  Where a Defender is redirected or resold after 
ification, the Original and Redirect/RESALE capacities will be RECALLED in 
t or full, as required to accommodate the Challenger. 

POINT-TO-POINT TRANSMISSION SERVICE 
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ce the Assignee has completed and executed a Form A-1 in accordance with 
 requirements set forth above, the Assignee must fax the executed Form A-1 
he Transmission Provider’s Transmission Services Group at 601-985-2923, 
ntion Wayne Warren. 

4.2. Transfers 
and Assignee agree that the Assignee will replace ere the Assignor 

ignor as the financially obligated Customer and will 
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vider, and filed with FERC.  The ICT will not approve a transfer request 
out confirmation from Entergy that a non-conforming form A-1 has been 
cuted by the Transferor and the Transferee Customers contemplating the 
sfer of a TSA must contact the Transmission Provider at 601-985-2923 
yne Warren) to initiate the preparation and execution of a non-conforming 

eement.  Transfers MUST BE POSTED ON THE TRANSMISSION 
OVIDER’S OASIS in accordance with the NAESB Business Practices (WEQ 
-12) before the transferred service commences.  The process for posting a 
sfer on OASIS will be provided to the Assignor when the non-conforming 
 has been completed, executed between the Assignee, Assignor, and the 

nsmission Provider, and filed with FERC. 

VI. CONDITIONAL FIRM SERVICE AND PLANNING REDISPATCH 
SERVICE  

1. Generally 

a
Transmission Service is evaluated pursuant to the SIS process in order to ensure 

e service can be relia
s violations of the criteria nti

stomer, the study will also evalu
violations and/or allow the TSR to 

smission upgrades, are Conditional Firm Transmission Service (“Conditional 
 Service”) and Planning Redispatch Service.  When requested by the 

tomer in the SIS Agreement, these options are fully studied when the initial 
ability screen and limitations on availability described in Section 4 are not 
icated. 

Eligible Customer may request study of Conditional Firm Service, Planning 
ispatch Service, both, or neither as part of the SIS process.  The ICT will use 

 procedures in Attachment D to study a TSR that includes a request for 
ditional Firm Service or Planning Redispatch Service. 

explained below in Section VI.5, if some portion of the TSR for which 
ditional Firm Service and/or Planning Redispatch Service has been 

uested may be accommodated as firm Transmission Service, a counteroffer 
 be made for 

 The counteroffer for each year of the requested Transmission Service will 
for the lowest MW amount of Firm Transmission Service that is available as 
 in any month of the year of service.  If Conditional Firm Service or Planning 
ispatch Service is available to accommodate the remainder of the capacity 

uested for Transmission Service, the customer will be allowed to submit a 



 

new TSR for that portion of the requested capacity that is available as 
Conditional Firm Service or Planning Redispatch Service. 
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tailment priority during periods of congestion when the conditions identified in 
 Customer’s TSA are in effect or until the number of conditional hours are 

o portion of the requested capacity can be accommodated as firm, but 
ditional Firm Service or Planning Redispatch Service is availab

ditions or redispatch requirements identified through the SIS Process. 

o portion of the requested capacity can be accommodated as firm, but 
ditional Firm Service or Planning Redispatch Service is available to 
ommodate some, but not all, of the TSR, a counteroffer will be made for the 

Transmission Service that can be provided with the inclusion of 
ditional Firm Service or Planning Redispatch Service.  The counteroffer for 
h year of the requested Transmission Service will be for the lowest MW 
ount of Firm Transmission Service that is available in any month of the year.  
 ICT will assess partial Conditional Firm Service and Planning Redispatch 
vice solutions that are determined by the ICT to be reasonable. 

one of the TSR can be accommodated even with the inclusion of Conditional 
 Service or Planning Redispatch Service options, the SIS will provide a high-
l cost estimate of the upgrades required to provide the Transmission Service. 

2. Conditional Firm Transmission Service 

ditional Firm Service is Long-Term Firm PTP Service, provided that, at 
tain times, the service may be curtailed using a Secondary Network Service 
tailment priority to maintain reliability.  The rate for Conditional Firm Service is 
 Long-Term Firm PTP Service rate.  Per the notice posted on the 
nsmission Provider’s OASIS on December 31, 2009, Transmission Provider 

t credit customers for long-term firm service that is curtailed to m
liability because of a TLR.  Consistent with this notice, Transmission Pr

t credit Conditional Firm Service Customers when service is curtailed 
ing conditional hours or when curtailment conditions occur. 

en an Eligible Customer requests evaluation of Conditional Firm Service, the 
 will identify:  (i) the specific System Condition(s) when curtailment may apply 
g a Secondary Network Service curtailment priority (“Conditions Option”); 
 (ii) the annual number of hours (i.e., the total number of hours for a calendar 
r) when curtailment using a Secondary Network Service curtailment priority 
y apply (“Hourly Cap Option”).  To Confirm the Conditional Firm Service, the 
tomer must select either the Conditions Option or the Hourly Cap Option.   

ditional Firm Service will only be curtailed for reliability reasons.  The



 

exhausted.  6-CF priority is equal to Secondary Network Service for curtailment 
purposes.   
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num nal curtailment hours available for curtailment in each year of 
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r when necessary to resolve multiple overloads associated with one TSR.  
nning Redispatch Service must be incremental to the system, e.g., existing 
ngements that may provide counterflows cannot be used for third-party 

ispatch.  The ICT will determine on a case-by-case basis whether identified 
nning Redispatch Service options are considered to be incremental.  
thermore, the constraint caused by the TSR under review for mitigation will be 
olved by the Planning Redispatch Service and all existing TSRs under review 
d their corresponding generators) will not be used for alleviating the constraint 
n if they provide counterflows.  Existing TSRs (and their corresponding 
erators) will be included in the Base Case Model before evaluating new TSR 
Planning Redispatch Service. 

 example, the dispatch of Generator 1 is necessary (but not sufficient) to 
vide Planning Redispatch Service to grant TSR “B” because of a constraint.  
 dispatch of Generator 2 for an existing Reservation A provides unintended 
nterflows that mitigate the constraint necessitating the use of Planning 
ispatch Service to serve TSR B.  A third generator, Generator 3, must be 

ispatched to grant TSR B because the dispatch of Generator 1 is not sufficient 

en the Hourly Cap Option is chosen by the Customer, the TSA will specify the 
ber of conditio

nsmission Provider may curtail the service at the Secondary Network Service 
tailment priority until the service has been curtailed for the number of hours 
cified in the TSA for that year of service. 

suant to Entergy’s April 1, 2011 request for extension for compliance with 
uirement WEQ 001-21.1.6, Conditional Firm Service WILL include firming up 
ctionality upon implementation of the requisite OATI software 
DIFICATION, which is anticipated in early 2012. 

 WEQ 001-11.3.2, Conditional Firm reservations may not be aggregated with 
 other reservation in a resale.  Any resale submitted by a Transmission 
tomer that includes any other reservation will be ANNULLED in accordance 
 WEQ 013-2.2, and the resold capacity will revert to the parent reservation. 

nning Redispatch Service is a mitigation option used to grant Long-Term Firm 
 Service through redispatch of either the Transmission Provider’s existing 
erating resources or the generating resources of a third party.  One Planning 
ispatch Service solution can include a combination of up to four generation 

smission Provider resource and a third-party resource
may it use a third-party generator pair and a Transmissio
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red

The
red
Red
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ispatch. 

 ICT will determine on a case-by-case basis whether a proposed third-party 
ispatch solution is sufficient to grant Planning Redispatch Service.  Planning 
ispatch Service facilitated by a third-party’s generation will be provided only if 

ispatch of the third-party’s generating facilities can resolve all thermal 
rloads identified by the SIS for all hours studied.  All determinations by the 
 will indicate whether the proposed redispatch transaction: (i) will offset the 

ispatch for new TSR B under evaluation.  In other words, the dispatch of 
nerator 1 and 3 are required to mitigate the constraint otherwise precluding 
ergy from granting TSR B, i.e., the Planning Redispatch Service solution 
g Generator 1 and 3 is incremental to the system for purposes of granting 
 B. 

3.1. Planning Redispatch Service From Transmission 
Provider Resources 

nning Redi
 redispatch of the non-nuclear and non-coal generating facilities 
 by the Transmission Provider as Network Resources can resolve the 

entified by the SIS for all ho

he extent that: (i) the redispatch of resources would cause the Transmission 
vider’s reserve margin to decrease below that necessary to maintain 
ability; (ii) the resources needed for Planning Redispatch Service are needed 
provide reliability redispatch or to preserve reactive capability; (iii) the 
ources needed for Planning Redispatch Service have restricted run times and 
 required to meet the reliable service needs of the Transmission Provider’s 
ve load Customers. 

 pricing of Planning Redispatch Service provided by the Transmission 
vider’s Resources is governed by Section 6 of Attachment T. 

3.2. Planning Redispatch Service From Third-Party Provider 
Resources 

 Transmission Provider will no

the use of its own resources or contract with other parties in advance of 
pleting the TSA for Planning Redispatch Service.  For Planning Redispatch 

vice granted based on third-party redispatch, the Customer will be charged 
ice under the Tariff.  The Customer will be 

 for: (i) making all contractual arrangements for the redispatch from 
 and (ii) all costs charg
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flow of the TSR on all identified constrained flowgates; and (ii) will not cause 
overloads on any other transmission facilities.  The ICT’s analysis will include 
con

The
the
pro
to s
15 
thir
will

Firm
Exi
how
mu
the third-party redispatch. 

Sec
Pla
ser
Loa , or PTP Service Customers; or (ii) interfere 
wit prior firm contractual 
comm

Prio
Con
Pro
invo
tim
bei
imp
Tra r will reevaluate the limitations on Reservations and 
flow
Con
mo
reta

In o
Red
Nati
with
com

sideration of expected availability of the third-party generating facilities.   

 Customer must provide to the ICT all information necessary for the study of 
 third-party redispatch solution.  In the event that the Customer does not 
vide the information regarding potential third-party redispatch solutions prior 
igning the SIS Agreement, the SIS Report will notify the Customer that it has 
days to submit any proposed third-party redispatch solutions.  Any proposed 
d-party redispatch solutions provided by the Customer within those 15 days 
 be evaluated by the ICT as a continuation of the SIS process.   

 Transmission Service is required to implement the third-party redispatch.  
sting transmission arrangements may be used to satisfy this requirement; 
ever, the Transmission Service used to implement the third-party redispatch 

st cover the entire term of the Transmission Service being granted based on 

4. Limitations on Availability 

tions 4.2 and 4.3 of Attachment D provide that Conditional Firm Service or 
nning Redispatch Service will not be available in response to a TSR if the 
vice otherwise will:  (i) degrade or impair the reliability of service to Native 
d Customers, Network Customer

h the Transmission Provider’s ability to meet 
itments. 

r to implementing enhanced congestion management software related to 
ditional Firm Service and Planning Redispatch Service, the Transmission 

vider has determined that it can accept no more than Five (5) Reservations 
lving Conditional Firm Service or Planning Redispatch Service for a particular 

e period, which service must result in no more than six constrained elements 
ng impacted (by 3 percent or more), during the relevant time period.  After 
lementation of the enhanced congestion management software, the 
nsmission Provide
gates set forth in this section and establish new limitations applicable to 
ditional Firm Service and Planning Redispatch Service based on the 

dified software.  The initial reliability screen described below will, however, be 
ined. 

rder to determine that the provision of Conditional Firm Service or Planning 
ispatch Service will not:  (i) degrade or impair the reliability of service to 
ve Load Customers, Network Customers, or PTP Customers; or (ii) interfere 
 the Transmission Provider’s ability to meet prior firm contractual 
mitments, the ICT will apply the following reliability criteria: 



 

• The new service shall not result in a violation of any regulatory 
requirements, including but not limited to: (i) the minimum offsite 

• 

ice will be studied for Conditional 
Firm Service or Planning Redispatch Service through the SIS and 

• 

If any of these requirements are not met, Conditional Firm Service or Planning 
Redis

5. 

When the IC
one year or lon
Agr
stu
on ). 

Within 15  execute the 
agreement and indicate whether it desires the study of either Conditional Firm 
Ser
the
Pla
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power requirements of NUC-001 as they pertain to offsite power 
requirements for Transmission Service to nuclear plants; and (ii) 
NERC Reliability Standards TPL-001 – TPL-004 and any successor 
standards thereto. 

Where the service impacts interconnecting tie-lines, regardless of 
the voltage of the facilities, including interfaces with neighboring 
balancing authorities, the serv

will be subject to the terms and conditions of the Transmission 
Provider’s Tariff applicable to third-party constraints. For purposes 
of this business practice, interconnecting tie-lines are not 
interconnections:  (i) solely to transmission-dependent generators; 
(ii) to non-Entergy owned facilities that are within the Transmission 
Provider’s Control Area; or (iii) between Entergy Operating 
Companies and the impact is defined as violating the thermal or 
voltage limit on the interface facilities, e.g., a TPL-002 violation. 

Conditional Firm Service and Planning Redispatch Service are not 
available to resolve a constraint on a third-party’s system.  To the 
extent the SIS identifies an impacted constraint on a third-party’s 
system, the terms and conditions of the Transmission Provider’s 
Tariff applicable to thir- party constraints will apply. 

patch Service will not be offered. 

Conditional Firm Service and Planning Redispatch Service 
TSR Application and Study Process 

T receives a TSR for Long-Term PTP Service that is for a duration of 
ger, the ICT will provide the eligible customer with a SIS 

eement containing Conditional Firm Service and Planning Redispatch Service 
dy options within 30 days from the date of a completed application submitted 
OASIS (clocked by the ICT as the QUEUED time

5.1. Execution of the System Impact Study Agreement 

days of receipt of the SIS Agreement, the Customer must

vice, Planning Redispatch Service, or both. This is the only opportunity that 
 Customer has to request the study of Conditional Firm Service and/or 
nning Redispatch Service. 
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When a customer executes the SIS Agreement and indicates that it desires to 
have either or both Conditional Firm Service or Planning Redispatch Service 
stu
Agr
by 
Cus

If th  to the Customer indicates that the full amount of the 
requested serv
ACCEPTE
service. 

If th
is a
ava
tha
present the following options (described in greater detail below): 

Optio  al
Conditio
Service; or 

Option w

5.3. Manage
Redisp

Opti

If the Customer c
ICT will not COU  the TSR for the amount of FIRM 
service available; rather the request will remain in STUDY status, and 
th S Agreement under the 
n  requ ther words, the customer 
will
full

died, the ICT has 60 days from the date of execution of a completed SIS 
eement (the clock starts when the ICT receives the SIS Agreement by fax or 
email if fax is unavailable to the customer) to provide a completed SIS to the 
tomer. 

5.2. Tender of the System Impact Study and Customer 
Options 

e SIS provided
ice is available as FIRM service, then the request will be 

D and the Customer may CONFIRM or WITHDRAW that request for 

e SIS provided to the customer indicates that not all of the service requested 
vailable as FIRM service, the SIS will include the amount of FIRM service 
ilable as well as any Conditional Firm Service or Planning Redispatch Service 
t is available to the Customer. The ICT will then contact the Customer and 

Option 1 reject the option of partial firm service and execute a FS 
Agreement for the entire MW amount originally requested; 

Option 2 take all FIRM service that is available and take either of the 
Conditional Firm Service options or Planning Redispatch 
Service subject to Biennial Reassessment (with the ability to 
convert to bridge service after completion of a FS); 

n 3 take l FIRM service that is available and reject the 
nal Firm Service options and Planning Redispatch 

 4 withdra  the request. 

ment of Conditional Firm Service/Planning 
atch Service Options on OASIS 

on 1:  

hooses Option 1 following the results of the SIS, the 
NTEROFFER

e ICT will present the customer with a F
ormal timing irements and process.  In o

 not be allowed to take partial firm service an proceed to FS for the 
 amount of the original service request.   



 

Upon completion of the FS, the only service that will be offered will be 
FIRM service for the entire capacity originally requested under the 
condi
to the
Custo

Option 2

If the
original request with the amount of FIRM service that is available. The 
IC truct the Customer to submit a new TSR on OASIS for 
the pacity that was requested and identified in the SIS as 
availa
otherw
Assig
Comm
the C
Servic
Servic
noting

Prior 
settin
TSR 
ICT to

If no ustomer 
affirm with the 
capac
Servic
Custo
availa
limita he CCO 
template if the Cu or the 
inclus
Redis

Prior 
by se
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tions of the upgrades stated in the FS.  Once the FS is tendered 
 Customer, the ICT will set the status to ACCEPT, and the 
mer response proceeds under the normal timing and process. 

:  

 customer chooses Option 2, the ICT will COUNTEROFFER the 

T will then ins
 remaining ca

ble Conditional Firm Service or Planning Redispatch Service, but 
ise identical to the original request, and referencing the 

nment Reference (ARef) of the original request in the Customer 
ent field. The ICT will then ACCEPT the second request using 

CO template if the customer has selected the Conditional Firm 
e option.  If the Customer has selected Planning Redispatch 
e, the ICT will ACCEPT the new TSR with Seller Comments 
 that it is Planning Redispatch Service. 

to confirmation, the Customer may reject either or both TSRs by 
g the status to WITHDRAWN or by failing to CONFIRM either 
within the response time limit following the TSR being set by the 
 COUNTEROFFERED or ACCEPTED. 

FIRM service is available, the ICT, following specific c
ation, will COUNTEROFFER the original request 
ity available as Conditional Firm Service or Planning Redispatch 
e if the capacity available is less than MWs requested by the 
mer, or ACCEPT the TSR if the entire capacity requested is 
ble as Conditional Firm/Planning Redispatch Service, noting the 
tions on the service through either the completion of t

stomer has selected Conditional Firm Service, 
ion of Seller Comments if the Customer has selected Planning 
patch Service. 

to confirmation, the Customer may reject the counteroffered TSR 
tting the status to WITHDRAW or by failing to CONFIRM the 
eroffer within the response time limit.   

After confirming an offer of Conditional Firm Service or 
ing Redispatch Service, the Customer will be required to execute 
A for that service with the biennial reassessment terms, 
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regardless of whether the Customer is interested in securing the 
service as “bridge” service .   

review rm Service and/or Planning 
Redispatch Service was studied, the Customer may desire to take 
Conditional Firm Serv
produ
custo
Servic
for th
then w
TSR”
otherw
Custo
the C
otherw
Agree
requir
is ten

▪  

Once
the TS

If the
becom shall CONFIRM the FS TSR, 

ICT will RECALL the Conditional Firm Service/Planning 
ch Service TSR if the service has commenced, or ANNUL the 

Conditio
servic
the a
service pending 

If the
Cond
the FS
15 da

Once
work 

Option 3:

If the C
origin
the TS

If consistent with Section 4 of Attachment D, after 
ing the SIS in which Conditional Fi

ice or Planning Redispatch Service as a “bridge” 
ct until certain facilities are constructed.  In this case, the 
mer will be required to  CONFIRM the amount of Conditional Firm 
e or Planning Redispatch Service available and execute a TSA 

at service that includes biennial reassessment terms.  The ICT 
ill instruct the Customer to submit a new TSR (hereafter the “FS 

) for the amount of capacity that was not available as firm, but 
ise identical to original TSR, which shall be referenced in the 

mer Comment field.  The ICT will then offer a FS Agreement to 
ustomer based on the SIS associated with the original TSR, but 
ise under the normal timing requirements and process. The FS 

ment must be executed by the Customer under the normal timing 
ements, and the request will remain in STUDY status until the FS 
dered to the Customer. 

 the FS has been completed and tendered, the ICT will ACCEPT 
R and complete the CCO template of the FS TSR accordingly.   

 Customer elects to fund the upgrades identified in the FS and 
e a bridge customer, the Customer 

and the 
Redispat

nal Firm Service/Planning Redispatch Service TSR if the 
e has not commenced.  The TSA then will be amended to reflect 
greed-upon terms of the upgrades and all terms of the bridge 

the completion of the facility upgrades. 

 Customer does not elect to fund the upgrades, it shall retain its 
itional Firm Service/Planning Redispatch Service by either setting 

 TSR to WITHDRAWN or failing to CONFIRM the FS TSR within 
ys of it being set to ACCEPTED. 

 upgrades agreed to by the Customer are in service, the ICT will 
with the customer to manage the TSR(s) on OASIS. 

 

ustomer chooses Option 3, the ICT will COUNTEROFFER the 
al request for the amount of FIRM service that is available, and 
R will proceed as any long-term firm PTP Service. 



 

6. Biennial Reassessments 

For Custome  of new transmission 
facil ours/conditions under 
which Conditional Firm Service and Planning Redispatch Service are provided 
eve
cos
Tra
Con
imm
ser

In t
ma
Ser
Red e that the continued provision of the service 
does not impair reliability.  This adjustment applies to all flowgates, conditions, 
hou
flow
the
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dea
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nar ntified affected third party systems, and 
the reasons for changes to the number of hours per year or system conditions 
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y and/or the Customer has not communicated the status of the resolution of 

rs that do not agree to support the construction
ities, the Transmission Provider will re-evaluate the h

ry two years through a biennial reassessment.  The Customer shall pay all 
ts associated with the biennial reassessment.  The ICT (on behalf of the 
nsmission Provider) shall assess the conditions to be placed on the 
ditional Firm Service or Planning Redispatch Service based on the 
ediately subsequent two years of service or the continuation of the term of 

vice, whichever is less. 

he biennial reassessment, the ICT, on behalf of the Transmission Provider, 
y adjust the conditions or number of hours during which Conditional Firm 
vice will be conditional or amount of redispatch required to continue Planning 
ispatch Service in order to ensur

rs, and/or amount of redispatch required and is not constrained to the 
gates, conditions, hours, and/or amount of redispatch previously identified for 

 particular service at issue. 

 ICT shall provide the Customer notice of any changes to the curtailment 
ditions or redispatch obligations no less than 90 days prior to the date for 
osition of the new requirements or 30 days prior to the relevant rollover 
dline, whichever is earlier.  Concurrent with such notice, the ICT will provide 
 Customer with the biennial reassessment study report, which includes a 
rative description of the study, any ide

er which conditional curtailment may occur or the reasons for the changes to 
 redispatch obligations.  The issuance of a biennial reassessment and any 
ociated notifications will occur through the same methods utilized for the 
ance and notification of any SIS and/or FS performed in accordance with 
chment D, i.e., the biennial reassessment study report is posted on OASIS 

zing the OASIS ARef of the original TSR as its reference number, and an 
ail notification of the posting is provided to the Customer. 

the Transmission Provider or its ICT determines through its biennial 
ssessment that the service can no longer be provided reliably, including for 
re to meet the requirements of the initial reliability screen, such service will 

terminated at the end of the then-current two-year term per section 15.4 of 
ergy’s OATT.   

he biennial reassessment identifies an affected third-party system, the 
ediately subsequent two-year term of service cannot commence until an 
cted system study is conducted by the third party.  If the constraints identified 
a third-party affected system cannot be resolved through an affected syste



 

such third-party constraints to the Transmission Provider or the ICT within 30 
days of the start of service, the Transmission Provider or its ICT will deem that 
the 
at 
com
will
30 
une
ser
con

The
rec
from
rea y decision to continue or terminate 
service on the results of the biennial reassessment issued prior to the time of 
the

If th
red
cho
ser
lea
hou uirements could change based on the results of the 
bie
one

If t ation prior to the deadline 
discusse
ho
and filed w
subject to the n
biennial re

Duri
constraints exist e 
being assessed, the ICT will utilize the yearly models to determine if the service 
ma
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y become firm for the remaining term of the service (including rollover rights, if 
licable).  Biennial reassessments will not occur every two years, if, during the 
 biennial reassessment, no conditions existed for the entirety of the term of 

service can “no longer be reliably provided” and the service will be terminated 
the end of the current two-year term.  Alternatively, where the Customer 
municates that there is reasonable certainty that the third-party constraints 

 be resolved or that he is diligently working to resolve such constraints at least 
days prior to the start of service, the Transmission Provider will file an 
xecuted TSA to allow the Customer to retain the Transmission Service.  The 

vice will not, however, be available for scheduling until all third-party 
straints have been resolved. 

 Customer may withdraw from the biennial reassessment process, upon 
eiving the results of its biennial reassessment.  If the Customer withdraws 

 the biennial reassessment process after issuance of the biennial 
ssessment study report, it may base an

ir withdrawal. 

e biennial reassessment results show that the specific conditions, hours, or 
ispatch obligations applicable to the service have changed, the Customre may 
ose to discontinue the service.  The Customer wishing to terminate the 
vice must provide written notice to the ICT and the Transmission Provider at 
st 30 calendar days prior to the date upon which the specific conditions, 
rs, or redispatch req

nnial reassessment.  The Customer may not terminate the service, however, if 
 of the following conditions are met: 

• The results of the biennial reassessment have “firmed up” the 
service for the immediately subsequent 2-year term of service 
assessed. 

• The results of the biennial reassessment have “firmed up” the 
service for the remainder of the term of service. 

he Customer does not provide notice of termin
d above, the TSA will be amended to reflect the specific conditions, 

urs, or redispatch requirements identified through the biennial reassessment 
ith FERC, and the service will continue for the next two-year period 

ew conditions, hours, or redispatch requirements identified in the 
assessment. 

ng the biennial reassessment, when results indicate that no conditions or 
during the immediately subsequent two-year term of servic



 

service.  In accordance with the results of the biennial reassessment, Conditional 
Firm Service and/or Planning Redispatch Service may be firm on a long-term 
bas

ediately 
; and 

Entergy an
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VII. 
 

Cus
“per r “temporary” basis, in accordance with Sections 30.2 and 30.3 of 
the Section
Tar or 
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 a request to evaluate it with a new Network Resource (“Alternate Network 
ource”) simultaneously; (iv) request that the undesignation of an existing 
work Resource and a request for Point to Point or Network Transmission 
vice be studied concomitantly; and (v) identify the amount of capacity from 
h existing Network Resource to be evaluated for undesignation in order to 
ommodate the related request(s). 

n Simultaneous Undesignation Requests 

uests to undesignate a Network Resource may be submitted on a “stand-
ne” basis, i.e. without being simultaneously submitted with a request to 
ignate an Alternate Network Resource.  Consistent with FERC Order 890-A, 

nd-alone requests to undesignate a Network Resource are not studied by the 
 on behalf of the requesting customer, rather they are studied for reliability 

is provided both of the following conditions are met: 

• The biennial reassessment identifies no additional constraints or 
conditions for the provision of that service for the imm
subsequent two-year term of service that is being assessed

• The biennial reassessment identifies no additional constraints or 
conditions for the remainder of the service at issue. 

d its ICT may decide to waive a biennial reassessment in which case 
omer will be notifed of such waiver at least 90 calendar days prior to the 

encement of the immediately subsequent two-year term of service.  Any 
iennial reassessment will be applied consistently to similarly situated 

ditions: (1) both services are subject to biennial reassessments within 6 
nths of each other; (2) both services impact only identical flowgates; and (3) 
er both services have rollover rights or both services do not have rollover 
ts.   

NETWORK INTEGRATION TRANSMISSION SERVICE 
 
1. Interim Procedures For Providing Attestations For Network 

Resources 
tomers may terminate Network Resource designations, either on a 
manent” o
Tariff,  3.2.2 of Attachment D, and Section 2.2 of Attachment E to the 
iff. Pri to the implementation of NAESB standards related to undesignating 
work Resources i
isions will govern how customers: (i) submit a request to undesignate an 

work source; (ii) identify whether an undesignation is permanent or 
it a request to 



 

impacts.  The costs of the study are not directly assigned to the requesting 
Customer. If the Customer elects not to CONFIRM the undesignation request, 
the 
req
Res
req
agr
Ent

Pri

Prio
und quests and how additional capacity released by undesignation 
requ
be 
additional capacity released by undesignation requests is made available to the 
ma

The
ma
the
und
of s
a s in the future, the 
cap
end
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Customer can WITHDRAW the request prior to the applicable deadline or the 
uest will be RETRACTED and the generating facility will retain its Network 
ource status.  If the Customer CONFIRMS the undesignation request, the 

uest will go into effect on the date specified, subject to a reliability-must-run 
eement or other conditions (if any) agreed to between the Customer and 
ergy.   

ority Rights and Capacity Release (Simultaneous Requests) 

r to the implementation of NAESB standards addressing the processing of 
esignation re
ests should be made available to the market, the following procedures will 

followed to ensure that priority rights of competing TSRs are honored and that 

rket based on the priority rights in the Tariff. 

 undesignation of a DNR does not result in capacity being released to the 
rket unless and until the Customer CONFIRMS the undesignation request (in 
 case of a stand-alone undesignation request) or CONFIRMS both the 
esignation request and the Alternate Network Resource request (in the case 
imultaneously submitted requests).  If the undesignation was accompanied by 
imultaneous request to redesignate the existing DNR 
acity release will be temporary, unless the resource is undesignated to the 
 of the term on the NITSA.   

Undesignation of a Short-Term Network Resource 

rder to undesignate all or a portion of a short-term DNR, the Customer shall 
ze the following process: 

Step 1: Fax Request Form to ICT 

The Customer must first provide written notice of its intent to undesignate 
an existing DNR via facsimile to the ICT Tariff Administration Desk at 

01 d 
Network Resources. The form is available at: 
(5 ) 851-1856, using the standard form Un-Designation of Designate

http://www.oatioasis.com/EES/EESdocs/FAXForms%2Ehtm  

On the form, the Customer shall: 

• viding the ARef; 

• 

identify the DNR to be undesignated by pro

indicate the capacity of the DNR that will be undesignated; and 



 

• indicate the date and time on which the permanent undesignation 
should become effective, or the START_TIME and STOP_TIME 

Step 2

20

during which the temporary undesignation should be effective. 

: Confirmation of Receipt Of Request 

r sending the facsimile notice form referenced above, the Customer Afte
must at the ICT 
has n provided 
therein with the ICT. 

Step

 contact the ICT Tariff Administration Desk to confirm th
received undesignation form, and review the informatio

 3: ICT Annulment or Recall 

in the Transmission Provider response time limits described in 
ion IV.1 of these business 

With
Sect practices, the ICT will ANNUL or RECALL 
the existing DNR, in accordance with information provided by the 
Cust

Short term
undesignati
the current 

2.2   Unde

In orde
con

rder  a 
 

MW “proxy” request as a Network Service Request on OASIS. 

• t undesignation 
E and STOP_TIME 

during which the temporary undesignation should be effective; 

• 

•  of an Alternate Network 
Resource, the Customer must enter such request on OASIS 

omer in the facsimile notice form. 

 requests for transmission service related to a request for 
on of a network resource cannot be simultaneously evaluated under 
AFC Process. 

signation of a Long-Term Network Resource 

r to undesignate all or a portion of a long-term DNR, the Customer should 
form to the following process: 

Step 1:  Enter Request(s) on OASIS 

In o to indicate to the ICT that the Customer wants to undesignate
long-term DNR permanently or temporarily, the Customer shall submit a 1

The 1 MW “proxy” request shall: 

indicate the date and time on which the permanen
should become effective, or the START_TIM

include the following statement in the OASIS customer comment 
field, “Undesignation of [ARef]; information to follow via email to 
ICTLTTSR@spp.org.” 

To request simultaneous designation

immediately after entering the request to undesignate the existing 
Network Resource. The request for alternate designation must 
include: (i) an attestation in accordance with Section 30.2 of the 
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Tariff (ii) the AREF of the 1 MW proxy request in the customer 
comment field, along with the following statement, “Undesignation 

• 

e source and submitted proximately in the 
queue. The 1 MW proxy request shall include (i) an attestation in 

of [ARef]; information to follow via email to ICTLTTSR@spp.org.” 
and (iii) all other necessary information required under Section 29.2 
of the Tariff. 

To request a clustered study of a permanent undesignation and 
any other request(s) for transmission service, the related requests 
must be from the sam

accordance with Section 30.2 of the Tariff (ii) the AREF(s) of the 
related transmission service request(s) in the customer comment 
field along with the following statement, “Undesignation of [ARef]; 
information to follow via email to ICTLTTSR@spp.org.” and (iii) all 
other necessary information required under Section 29.2 of the 
Tariff. 

• 

e customer comment field along with the following 
signation of [ARef]; information to follow via email 

To request a concomitant study of a temporary undesignation 
and any other request(s) for transmission service, the 1 MW proxy 
request shall include (i) an attestation in accordance with Section 
30.2 of the Tariff (ii) the AREF(s) of the related transmission service 
request(s) in th
statement, “Unde
to ICTLTTSR@spp.org.” and (iii) all other necessary information 
required under Section 29.2 of the Tariff. 

Follo
the custo
TSR w

Step 2

wing the submission of all related TSRs, the Customer should update 
mer comment field of the undesignation request and each related 

ith all related ARef(s),  

: Email Request Form to ICT 

The Customer must email “Form to Undesignate or Cluster (Alternate 
Netwo es” to rk Resource Designation) Network Resourc
ICTL

http:

TTSR@spp.org. The form is available at: 

//www.oatioasis.com/EES/EESdocs/FAXForms%2Ehtm  

e form, the Customer shall: On th

• ing its ARef; 

• 

• d; and 

identify the DNR to be undesignated by provid

indicate that it is requesting an undesignation of the relevant DNR 
in the appropriate column; 

indicate the capacity of the DNR that will be undesignate

Comment [EC6]: Reque
ARefs in the seller comment
proxy is acted upon. 

st ICT to include related 
 field when the 1MW 

Comment [EC7]: Reque
ARefs in the seller commen
proxy is acted upon. 

st ICT to include related 
t field when the 1MW 

Comment [EC8]: Currently, this form has a note 
indicating that it is for “future use” and the form is 

 to C, D, and E filing 
sections 30.3 and 

Attachment E, and Orders 890‐A and 890‐B, 
clustering is required to be done at the request of 
the customer, and the content of the form is 
provided on the BP page  
 

 right form   

otherwise blank.  
 
Future time appears to be linked
still pending, but per OATT 

Also, I don’t think this is the

mailto:ICTLTTSR@spp.org
mailto:ICTLTTSR@spp.org
mailto:ICTLTTSR@spp.org
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• indicate the date and time on which the permanent undesignation 
should become effective, or the START_TIME and STOP_TIME 

• 

Step 3

during which the temporary undesignation should be effective. 

If an Alternate Network Resource designation or a clustered or 
concomitant study of the undesignation request and related 
request(s) for transmission service is desired by the Customer, the 
ARef(s) of the related transmission service request(s) must also be 
provided.  

: Confirmation of Receipt of Request 

mer should receive confirmation from the ICT that it has 
ved the email with th

The Custo
recei e form attached. The ICT may provide such 
confirmation by email or facsimile. 

Step 4: Confirmation of Receipt of Request 

For 
servi
acco  Customer.. 

For ansmission 
servi ustomer in 
acco
custo
Tarif

2.3  Eval
for T

 of an Existing Network 
Resource, per OATT Attachment D, the designation will be studied 

If the C
a requ
undes te the 
requests in a coordinated manner. The SISs will be conducted in 
accord

If the
design

undesignation requests without a related request for transmission 
ce, the ICT will manually ANNUL or RECALL the requested DNR in 
rdance with the information provided by the

undesignation requests with a related request for tr
ce, the ICT will issue a SIS Agreement to the C
rdance with the Tariff. If the SIS Agreement is executed by the 
mer and returned to the ICT within the time limits specified in the 

f, Step 5 below will apply. 

uation of Long-Term Request Coupled with a Related Request 
ransmission Service 

2.3.1 Simultaneous Designation of an Alternate Network 
Resource and an Undesignation Request 

For requests to simultaneously request designation of an Alternate 
Network Resource and undesignation

both with the undesignation and without.  The Customer will receive 
two System Impact Study Agreements 

ustomer email notification under Section 2.2 above includes 
est to study the Alternate Network Resource request with 

ignation of the existing DNR request, the ICT will evalua

ance with Section 3.2.2.2 of Attachment D of the Tariff. 

 SIS indicates that the Alternate Network Resource 
ation request can be accommodated, in whole or part, 



 

without the undesignation of the existing network resource and 
without the need for transmission upgrades, the Customer may 
elect 
Netwo
CONF
uncon
deadli

If the
design
with th tion of the existing resource, but without the 
need for transmission upgrades, the Customer must CONFIRM 
both: 
reques
service
applica
of the
Resou

If the 
accom
a FS A
OATT
applica
and th ignated Network Resource status. 

2.3.2 C
Reque

For re
any o
consid
Attach

If the C
a requ
other 
SIS to evaluate the requests in a coordinated manner. The SIS is 
condu
D.  

If the
accom part, without the need for transmission 
upgrades, the Customer must CONFIRM: (i) the request to 
undes
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ignate the existing DNR; and (ii) any of the desired related 

to CONFIRM only the request to designate the Alternate 
rk Resource to obtain service. If the Customer fails to 
IRM any related request by the applicable deadline, 
firmed requests will be RETRACTED at the end of the 
ne.  

 SIS indicates that the Alternate Network Resource 
ation request can only be accommodated, in whole or part, 
e undesigna

(i) the request to undesignate the existing DNR; and (ii) the 
t to designate the Alternate Network Resource to obtain 
. If the Customer fails to CONFIRM both requests by the 
ble deadline, both requests will be RETRACTED at the end 

 deadline, and the DNR will retain its designated Network 
rce status.  

SIS indicates that transmission upgrades are necessary to 
modate the requests, the ICT will provide the Customer with 
greement (FSA) within the deadlines specified in Entergy’s 

.  If the FSA is not executed by the Customer by the 
ble deadline, the requests will be RETRACTED by the ICT, 

e DNR will retain its des

lustered Evaluation of a Permanent Undesignation 
st with any other Transmission Service Request(s) 

quests to cluster a Permanent Undesignation request with 
ther Transmission Service Request(s), the requests will be 
ered as a “Queue Cluster” pursuant to Section 8 of 
ment D.  

ustomer email notification under Section 2.2 above includes 
est to cluster the Permanent Undesignation request with any 
Transmission Service Request, the ICT will perform a single 

cted in accordance Section 3.2 and Section 8 of Attachment 

 SIS indicates that the clustered requests can be 
modated, in whole or 

Transmission Service request(s). If the Customer fails to CONFIRM 
the requests by the applicable deadline, the requests will be 
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RETRACTED at the end of the deadline, and the DNR will retain its 
designated Network Resource status.  

If the 
accom ustomer with 
a FS Agreement (FSA) within the deadlines specified in Entergy’s 
OATT
applica
and th

2.3.3 C
Reque

Reque
Service Request(s) with a Temporary Undesignation request,  will 
be stu
for Un

If the C
a req
Servic
ICT w
coordi
Sectio  E.  

If the
accom
upgrad
undes

SIS indicates that transmission upgrades are necessary to 
modate the requests, the ICT will provide the C

.  If the FSA is not executed by the Customer by the 
ble deadline, the requests will be RETRACTED by the ICT, 

e DNR will retain its designated Network Resource status. 

oncomitant Evaluation of a Temporary Undesignation 
st with any other Transmission Service Request(s) 

sts to concomitantly evaluate any other Transmission 

died pursuant to Attachment E, Section 2.2 (Study Process 
designating Network Resources). 

ustomer email notification under Section 2.2 above includes 
uest to concomitantly evaluate any other Transmission 
e Request with the Temporary Undesignation request, the 
ill perform a single SIS to evaluate the requests in a 

nated manner. The SIS is conducted in accordance with 
n 3.2 Attachment D and Section 2.2 of Attachment

 SIS indicates that the clustered requests can be 
modated, in whole or part, without the need for transmission 
es, the Customer must CONFIRM: (i) the request to 

ignate the existing DNR; and (ii) any of the desired related 
Transmission Service request(s). If the Customer fails to CONFIRM 
the requests by the applicable deadline, the requests will be 
RETRACTED at the end of the deadline, and the DNR will retain its 
designated Network Resource status.  

If the 
accom
a FS A
OATT
applica
and th

2.4 Requests Su

After the relevant ditional 
capacity released b
through the Base 
calculations.  The T
undesignation requ

SIS indicates that transmission upgrades are necessary to 
modate the requests, the ICT will provide the Customer with 
greement (FSA) within the deadlines specified in Entergy’s 

.  If the FSA is not executed by the Customer by the 
ble deadline, the requests will be RETRACTED by the ICT, 

e DNR will retain its designated Network Resource status. 

bject to the AFC Process 

requests are CONFIRMED by Customers, any ad
y the undesignation is made available to other Customers 
Case Model updating process for FSs, SISs, and AFC 
SRs with the highest priority right to capacity released by the 
est are the Long-Term PTP Service TSRs and requests to 

Comment [EC9]: Need to discuss ICT Practices 
for ensuring that TSRs that are dependent on the 

re not confirmed without 
tion. 

requested undesignation a
confirmation of the undesigna

Comment [EC10]: Need to discuss ICT Practices 
 dependent on the 
t confirmed without 

tion. 

for ensuring that TSRs that are
requested undesignation are no
confirmation of the undesigna
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designate Network Resources on an annual basis that were submitted prior to 
the undesignation request but remaining pending in the FS queue.  The TSRs 
with
Ser
in t
Ter
und

Add
eac
calc
unde
que
righ

IX. 
 
5. 
The
for  System on the INFO.HTM webpage on the 
Transmission Provider’s OASIS.  The methodology can be accessed by selecting the link 
on mission System” or by 
sele : 

http
osti

A c
AFC

 the next highest priority are the Long-Term Firm PTP Service and Network 
vice TSRs that were submitted after the undesignation request and pending 
he SIS and the AFC Process.  The TSRs with the lowest priority are the Short-
m Firm PTP Service TSRs and Non-Firm TSRs that were submitted after the 
esignation request and are pending in AFC Process queue. 

itional capacity released by an undesignation request is made available to 
h group of TSRs consistent with these priority rights by:  (i) updating AFC 
ulations and the Base Case Models used in FSs and SISs to reflect 
signation requests and higher priority TSRs; (ii) evaluating the TSRs in each 

ue in the order requests were submitted; and (iii) respecting the preemption 
ts of higher priority TSRs. 

TRANSMISSION INFORMATION 
 
CBM & TRM 

 Transmission Provider posts its methodology for determination of CBM and TRM 
the Transmission Provider’s Transmission

that webpage entitled “CBM/TRM on the Entergy Trans
cting the below link

://w oatioasis.com/EESww. /EESDocs/Entergy%20CBM%20and%20TRM%20P
ng%20-%20Nov%2012%20Version%20_LSE%20rev_.pdf. 

ustomer wishing to request CBM may do so by sending an email to 
DATAREQUEST@entergy.com.  



 

 

Memorandum 

To: Entergy, SPC Stakeholders 

From: ICT 

Date: December 5, 2011 

Re: ICT Position on Entergy’s Proposed Changes to Business Practice for the Undesignation 

of Network Resources 

 

A. Background 

Entergy has recently proposed to change its Business Practices regarding the undesignation of 

Network Resources.  Citing FERC Order 890-A compliance, the new Business Practices will result in (i) 

the practice of performing a System Impact Study for standalone undesignations to be discontinued, (ii) 

requesting Network Customers will not be required to upgrade any facilities to accommodate any  

undesignation, and (iii) Entergy will be responsible for mitigating any transmission issues that may arise 

from the undesignation.  The proposed changes also provide that requests for undesignation, in 

coordination with another request to designate new Network Resources or new Point to Point service, will 

be evaluated through the System Impact Study process. 

 

B. ICT Position on Proposed Business Practice Changes 

The ICT agrees with Entergy that the changes described above are consistent with FERC Order 

890-A.  However, all undesignation requests, whether standalone or in conjunction with requests for new 

Network Resources, should be treated equally under the Business Practices.  Further, the requesting 

customer, and any subsequent customer, should not be responsible to mitigate any reliability impacts 

identified during the process.  The ICT is also of the position that any change to the current process 

should specifically provide for mitigation of reliability impacts caused by an undesigation of a Network 

Resources.   

Presently, requests for undesignation (both standalone and clustered with a redesignation or 

request for a new Network Resource) are evaluated through the System Impact Study process.  The 

proposed changes would eliminate the study for standalone undesignations, and grant those undesignation 

requests outright.  Again, the ICT agrees that eliminating the System Impact Study is appropriate and in 

accordance with Order 890-A for all requests to undesignate a Network Resource.  However, the ICT 

believes that a study must be performed in order to determine what transmission issues may exist without 
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the Network Resource in question, and to determine what, if any, upgrades would be necessary to 

maintain reliability.   

Order 890-A requires that the Transmission Provider be responsible for all reliability issues 

caused by the undesignation of a Network Resource.  The ICT understands that Entergy intends to handle 

the impact of these undesignations in the real-time environment.  The ICT questions whether real-time 

operations is the proper place to address long-term changes in Network Resources.  While acknowledging 

that this may be an option in the short-term, the Transmission Provider should construct the necessary 

transmission facilities for reliability impacts in the long-term process.  In accordance with Attachment T 

of the Entergy OATT, any such reliability upgrades necessary to accommodate an undesignation are 

properly classified as Base Plan upgrades.  As such, subsequent Transmission Customers who might 

impact the facilities required for the undesignation should not be assigned Supplemental Upgrades for 

those facilities.  Entergy, as the Transmission Provider, should be responsible for all upgrades necessary 

to maintain reliability. 

Therefore, the ICT proposes a new study process to evaluate the reliability impacts of 

undesignations of Network Resources and to determine their cost allocation pursuant to Attachment T. 

This study process, called the Reliability Study (“RS”), would be performed by the ICT following the 

submission of a standalone undesignation request.  First, the request would be immediately accepted by 

the ICT Tariff Administration desk.  Second, the RS would be performed by the ICT following 

acceptance of the request to undesignate.  The requesting Network Customer would not be charged for the 

study, nor would the undesignation be contingent upon the study results.  Third, following the ICT’s 

completion of the RS, any upgrades that are necessary to accommodate the undesignation would be 

classified as Base Plan.  The ICT will post an analysis report on OASIS.  Finally, if the Network 

Customer confirms the undesignation request(s), the ICT would then update the then-current Base Plan, 

as necessary.   

The Reliability Study process will prevent customers subsequent in the transmission service 

queue from being assigned Supplemental Upgrades that were due to undesignation requests that were 

accepted prior to the subsequent customers’ transmission service request.  The ICT is willing to work 

with Entergy and stakeholders to develop any appropriate procedures, revisions to business practices and 

tariff changes that may be necessary to implement this Order 890-A requirement.  

 

 



Attachment 5



 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
ICT DRAFT 2012 BASE PLAN 

December 12, 2011 
Stakeholder Net Conference 

 
•  M e e t i n g  M i n u t e s  •  

9:00 a.m. – 11:00 a.m. 
 

 

Administrative Items 
 
Brandon Hentschel, SPP, called the meeting to order at approximately 9:00 a.m.  A list of those 
in attendance is attached. 
 
DRAFT 2012 Base Plan Review 
 
Ben Roubique, SPP, explained the purpose of the net conference was to give the Stakeholders a 
chance to provide feedback regarding the recently posted ICT Draft 2012 BP.  The ICT and 
Entergy will consider any feedback while finalizing the 2012 BP and 2012-2016 CP.  The ICT 
expanded the BP horizon from 3 to 5 years while developing the Draft 2012 BP.   
 
Brandon Hentschel reviewed projects that were added or removed from the 2011 BP to the 2012 
Draft BP.  The ICT added 58 projects to the Draft 2012 Base Plan and the ICT identified which 
projects were added as a result of the BP horizon changing from 3 to 5 years.  Brandon solicited 
feedback from the Stakeholders regarding Draft 2012 BP.   
 
Roberto Paliza expressed concern that the Ironman-Tezcuco 230kV project was removed from 
the Base Plan.  He believes that there were real time issues on the Waterford-Tezcuco 230kV 
lines last summer and the line is heavily loaded in the later summer cases.  Brandon pointed out 
that the latest long term models show the need for that project starting 2020 summer.  Joe Payne 
asked Roberto if he could provide Entergy and the ICT more information regarding the real time 
issues because he isn’t aware of real time issues on the Tezcuco line.  Roberto said he would 
provide Entergy and the ICT the information to consider while developing the BP and CP. 
 
Tina Lee asked if there are any differences between the Draft BP and Entergy’s Draft CP.  
Brandon mentioned that there are a couple projects in the posted Draft BP that are not included in 
the Draft CP.  Those projects are expected to be removed from the Draft BP.  Those projects are 
the LC Bulk-Line 673 tap upgrade and the new Holland Bottoms-Searcy Price 161kV line.   
Entergy has verified that the rating on the LC Bulk-Line 673 tap line should be higher and the ICT 
verified the line does not overload at the higher rating.  Entergy is proposing a cap bank as an 
alternative to the new Holland Bottoms-Searcy Price 161kV line.  The ICT is showing a need by 
date of 2018 summer driven by the ICT 100MW rule to address voltage issues on the Cabot to 
Searcy Price 115kV line.  The ICT is in the process of reviewing the cap bank as an alternative 
and expects it will replace the new Holland Bottoms-Searcy Price 161kV line.  Since it will not take 
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three years to build the cap bank, it will be considered a potential future BP project in the 2012 
BP. 
 
Roberto mentioned that there were real time issues last summer on the Hot Springs 500/115kV 
autotransformers and asked if the ICT or Entergy identified this issue in any sensitivity analysis. 
The ICT and Entergy did not identify this issue.  Charles Long pointed out that the dispatch 
causing this issue exceeds the planning criteria quite a bit.  Potential changes to the TPL 
standards would require Entergy to address N-1, G-1 issues and Entergy did perform that 
analysis but did not see the Hot Springs autos overload.  There were issues last summer because 
Catherine Unit 4 was offline and hydro generation was very low at Carpenter, Remmel, and 
Blakely which provides a dispatch scenario that is far beyond the scope of the planning criteria.  
 
Roberto asked if the changes to the TPL Standards will result in more projects and if anyone 
knows when the changes are expected to be effective.  Charles Long explained that the proposed 
changes would require Entergy to perform different sensitivities that would probably result in more 
projects.  He isn’t sure what sensitivities will be required.  FERC is in the process of accepting or 
denying the TPL Standards.  There is a chance that FERC will accept pieces of the new 
standards or they might deny all of the new standards.  The effective date of the new standards 
depends on what FERC decides. 
 
Brandon Hentschel explained that the ICT expects to finalize the BP by the end of the year after 
reviewing any feedback from the Stakeholders and Entergy regarding the 2012 Draft BP. 
 
Action Items 
 
Action items: 
 

1. Roberto Paliza will provide Entergy and the ICT information in regards to real time 
issues on the Waterford-Tezcuco 230kV line. 

 
 
Adjournment 
 
Meeting adjourned at approximately 9:45 a.m. 
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Attendance Sheet 

Company  Last Name  First Name 

Southwest Power Pool  Cook  English 
Southwest Power Pool  Clark  Bryan 

Entergy Services, Inc.  Long  Charles 

Paliza Consulting, LLC.  Paliza  Roberto 

GDS Associates  Tynes  Keith 

The Empire District 
Electric Company  Warren  Bary 
KGen Power  Lee  Tina 
Southwest Power Pool  Filat  Eddie 
Southwest Power Pool  Roubique  Benjamin 
   Hartman  Dan 

Entergy  Payne  Joseph 
Entergy  Daspit  Laurence 
Entergy Services  Ralston  Alan 
Southwest Power Pool  Hentschel  Brandon 
Entegra Power Group/UPP  Turner  Rebecca 
AECC  Frizzell  Ronnie 

Occidental Energy 
Ventures  Harris  Brenda 

Constellation  Panchal  Harshikesh 
Southwest Power Pool  Maxey  Sherri 
Southwest Power Pool  Lyle  James 
   Roberts  Casey 

 



Attachment 6



 

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
ICT STAKEHOLDERS POLICY COMMITTEE and OPEN ERSC WORKING GROUP 

MEETING 
January 26, 2012 

Pan American Life Building New Orleans, LA 
 

•  D r a f t  M e e t i n g  M i n u t e s  •  
9:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m. 

 
 

Agenda Item 1- Introduction and Roll Call 
 
Lanny Nickell, SPP, called the meeting to order at approximately 9:07 a.m. There were 72 in 
attendance in person and by teleconference. 
 
Agenda Item 2- Administrative Items 
 
Lanny Nickell reviewed the agenda which was posted prior to the meeting on the SPP website 
and available at the meeting. Mr. Nickell reviewed the December 9, 2011 ICT SPC meeting 
minutes. Mr. Nickell asked for a motion of approval of the minutes for the previous meeting. There 
were no objections, changes or modifications, and the motion was moved, seconded, and passed. 
 
Agenda Item 3- WPP Recommendation   
 
The WPP Recommendation for expansion of the On Peak Offer Period to 24 hours was 
presented. Roberto Paliza, Paliza Consulting LLC, discussed the proposal via teleconference. 
Mark McCulla, Entergy, stated when the WPP was started the software being used was not 
designed for the 24 hour period, but with the upgrades since that time the software is now 
capable of performing the 24 hour offer period. Rob Thomson, Entergy, discussed the model 
changes necessary for the extension. Although the process should continue to be monitored, 
Mr. Thomson saw no issues with the changes at this time. Jennifer Vosburg, NRG La-Gen, 
made a motion to approve the WPP Task force Recommendation. Tina Lee, K-Gen Power, 
seconded. With no further discussion the motion passed unanimously. Lanny Nickell inquired if 
the approval process could be expedited. Glen Bernstein, Entergy, stated Entergy would still 
want to have time to provide comments, but should be able to get those done right away and 
not use the full three week period. 
 
Agenda Item 4- Procedural Schedules for Entergy Change of Control Filings  

 
Tony Green, SPP, presented the listings of the current schedules in the Arkansas Public 
Service Commission and Louisiana Public Service Commission dockets for the Entergy Change 
of Control filings. This was an informational calendar listing requested by the Stakeholders. 
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Agenda Item 5- Entergy Business Practice Changes  
 
Agenda Item 6- Attachment C, D, E Update 
 
Ben Roubique, SPP, discussed the current status of the ICT’s review of the Entergy Business 
Practice changes. Mr. Roubique stated the ICT had received stakeholder comments on the 
proposed changes and was trying to schedule a meeting next week (Jan. 30-Feb. 3) with 
Entergy to discuss the ICT’s position. Erin Murphy, Entergy, also commented on the Business 
Practice changes. After the conclusion of the open discussion, Jennifer Vosburg asked what 
would be the next step in the process. Mr. Roubique stated the ICT would bring their position 
back to the ICT SPC, who could then make a recommendation on that position, which would 
then follow the same protocol as other SPC recommendations. Mr. Roubique took an action 
item to have the ICT’s Entergy Business Practice changes position ready for consideration at 
the next ICT SPC meeting. Mr. Roubique and Ms. Murphy also provided updates on 
Attachments C, D, and E, noting that Entergy’s compliance filing was due on February 16th, and 
that the ICT and Entergy were preparing to implement the new tariffs.  
  
Agenda Item 7- ITC Holdings Corp. Presentation 
 
Brian Thumm, ITC Holdings, presented an overview of ITC Holdings Corp., and a presentation 
of high level details of the transaction between ITC Holdings and Entergy. Mr. Thumm provided 
comments on several aspects of the transaction. Multiple Stakeholders asked questions of Mr. 
Thumm, both those in attendance and by teleconference. 
 
Agenda Item 8- Entergy Reports 
 
Mark McCulla, Kham Vongkhamchanh, Entergy, and others presented the reports to the 
Stakeholders that were discussed at the ERSC Working Group meetings on January 25, 2012. 
This included Entergy’s ICT transition plan, Entergy’s 2012-2016 Final Construction Plan, and 
Entergy’s plan for FERC Order 1000. 
 
Agenda Item 9- ICT Reports 
 
Don Shipley, SPP, presented the Reliability Task Force update for the ERSC Working Group. 
The presentation included TLR 5 analysis, TLR/LAP overlap assessment, and a Congestion 
Management Process update. The presentation also included action item responses from the 
12/9/11 ICT SPC meeting for analysis on the March 2010/March 2011 TLR and LAP data and 
the combined TLR/LAP ERSC Metrics. Roberto Paliza discussed several aspects of the 
TLR/LAP overlap assessment. Jennifer Vosburg discussed questions on the ERSC Metrics 
update for combined TLR/LAP activity. The ICT stated it would include the new charts in the 
next ERSC Metrics report. 
 
Ben Roubique provided an update on the MBPC study. Mr. Roubique reported the Sensitivity 
Analysis is in progress but all other analysis is complete. The high level results will be presented 
at the next ERSC meeting in February, with the final report and results completed March 16, 
2012. Mr. Roubique also presented an overview of the final ICT 2012 Base Plan, and also the 
2013 ICT Reliability Assessment scope.  Mr. Roubique requested comments from stakeholders 
on the Reliability Assessment Scope.   
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David Shaffer, Wright & Talisman, presented the WPP Task Force update.  
 
 
 
Agenda Item 10- Action Items Review 
 
Action items: 
 

1. The ICT will have its recommendation on the Entergy Business Practice changes ready 
for consideration at the next ICT SPC meeting. 

 
 
Agenda Item 11- Adjournment 
 
Meeting adjourned at approximately 2:00 p.m. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Lanny Nickell 











Attachment 7



Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”)
INDEPENDENT COORDINATOR OF TRANSMISSION (“ICT”) FOR ENTERGY

FOURTH QUARTER 2011 ASSESSMENT
Report to the Entergy Users Group

February 16, 2012

Background
The ICT conducts a quarterly assessment of the Entergy Available Flowgate Capability (AFC) 
data retention processes to provide a reasonable assurance that data retention processes will 
prevent data loss.  The most recent assessment was performed on February 15, 2012.  
Conducting the assessment on behalf of the ICT:

Tim Phillips, Chair of the Entergy Users Group
Scott Brown, SPP ICT Support Engineer
Joe Codemo, SPP Lead Compliance Analyst - IT
Heather Harris, SPP Internal Audit

Representing Entergy:

Tim Angel, Supervisor, System Hardware Support
Connie Wells, Sr. Staff Analyst, Transmission Compliance
Mike Gazzillo, Project Manager (on the phone)
Matt Briggs, Manager System Integration
John Snodgrass, Archive/ Backup Operator
Jade Ivy, Storage Engineer
Len Bassham, Backup Operator
James Nuss, IT Consultant (on the phone)

Assessment Scope and Methodology
On February 15, 2012 the ICT met with Entergy staff to review regular AFC and Weekly 
Procurement Process (WPP) AFC data retention processes.  The ICT examined the regular AFC 
and WPP data retention processes and investigated FERC Lost, Inaccurate or Mishandled 
submissions since the last assessment.  

The ICT performed a random sampling of compliance with key process controls to provide 
reasonable assurance that regular AFC, WPP-AFC data retention processes will prevent data 
loss.  

Upon arrival onsite, the ICT requested Entergy make the following available for inspection:

1. Evidence to verify Energy Management System (“EMS”) weekly full and daily 
incremental backup processes were performed.

a) Weekly full image backup logs for the dates. 11/26/2011, 12/10/2011 and 
1/21/2012.

b) Daily incremental backup logs for the dates 11/10/2011, 12,25,2011 and 
1/13/2012.



c) Logs created from restoration testing of the above full and incremental 
backups.

d) Transmittal documentation from both Information Vaulting Service (“IVS”) to 
substantiate tapes created for above backups were sent offsite.

e) Tapes that were removed from the rotation during the November 1, 2011 
through January 31, 2012 period were properly identified and logged.

f) Obtain and review updated process documentation for regular AFC and 
Weekly Procurement Process (WPP) AFC data retention processes.

2. Evidence to verify AFC, WPP AFC and HDR data monthly archive backup and 
restoration processes were performed.

a) Remedy service requests from archive cycles performed during December 
2011.

b) Archive backup logs from archive cycles performed during December 2011.
c) Veritas backup logs for the same – December 2011.
d) Veritas logs from the restoration testing of archive cycles performed for 

December 2011.
e) Evidence of restored file checksums comparison to backup list checksums for 

the December 2011 backup to ensure backup process produced no 
discrepancies. 

3. Evidence of current plus three months AFC data are stored on the EMS and current 
plus 12 months AFC data. 

4. Root cause analysis of FERC filings for the period. 

In addition to the random sampling performed, the ICT reviewed the results of Entergy’s internally 
performed and detailed gap analysis of the quarter including the steps taken to remediate any 
issues found.

Achievements
The ICT would like to take this opportunity to highlight accomplishments noted during the 
February 15, 2012 assessment.

 For the period of November 1, 2011 – January 31, 2012 Entergy continued to develop 
more efficient and reliable data backup/archive and retention procedures.  

 During the transition to move the new backup devices from Pine Bluff, AR to Little Rock, 
AR, Entergy no delays or incidents were incurred that exceeded the target window.  

 For the period of November 1, 2011 – January 31, 2012 Entergy reduced the number of
gaps reported from twelve (12) to one (1).  

 The ICT appreciates the transparency Entergy continues to show through the continuous 
self assessments and gap reporting to the ICT.    

Results of the ICT Assessment

Item 1 – EMS Weekly Full and Daily Incremental Backup and Restoration Processes

During the review the ICT found that the weekly full and daily incremental backup processes 
were completed successfully for all sampled dates. 

The ICT examined screenshots from VaultWeb/VaultTrac (http://vaultweb.nst-ivs.com), IVS’ 
internet-based barcode tracking system, of IVS online tape histories for the sampled dates.  All 
sampled tapes were appropriately sent offsite.



See Attachment A for a listing of all gaps reported by Entergy in the full and incremental backup 
processes.

Item 2 – AFC, WPP AFC, and HDR Data Monthly Archive Backup and Restoration Processes
  
An inspection of the December 2011 monthly archive backup and restoration logs confirmed 
that regular AFC, WPP AFC, and HDR data files were properly backed up to archive and test 
restored.  An examination of the checksum process logs determined that all files archived for the 
month of December 2011 were successfully transferred from the EMS to online file storage.

The ICT reviewed the December 2011 Remedy incident ticket and found the corporate external 
review and archive-to-tape process to be complete.  

Item 3 – AFC Data Storage

The ICT reviewed evidence to substantiate current plus three months of AFC data was stored on 
the EMS and current plus 12 months AFC data was stored online.  The ICT found that all AFC 
data was stored as required by Entergy policy and procedure.

HDR/AFC End-of-Life

Entergy acknowledged during the November 2008 assessment that certain AFC data was 
reaching end-of-life (older than five years) and no longer needs to be retained.  This data 
resides on archive tapes that also contain HDR data for the same time period with a 25 year 
retention schedule.  Entergy is continuing to work to complete a historical data split of the 
HDR/AFC/WPP data.  Entergy plans to install a replacement system for the archival system that is 
currently in place.  The target for completion of this is May, 2012.

Summary of Entergy’s internal review and gap analysis results
Upon arrival onsite, Entergy reported the following for the period.  

1. Entergy reported the following status on items noted during the November assessment.
a. Still in remediation – Entergy Backup Archive and Recover Transition (EMBART) 

Project
i. The NetBackup upgrade is completed for the Master and Media servers 

from version 6.0MP4 to 7.1.0.2
ii. The new Media and Master server hardware have been received and the 

replacement target date is by May 2012.
iii. Discussions and review on tapeless data retention have been had with 

Legal, as well as a meeting has been scheduled with Entergy Data 
Retention to finalize the configuration of WORM based archive. 

iv. Continuous reviews are in progress to determine the technical and 
procedural implications resulting from the EMBART project.  

b. Updates to documentation:
i. Backup Monitoring and Archival Data procedures have been updated for 

“housekeeping issues”.  (readability, clerical and renumbering) 
ii. The audit preparation procedure is currently in progress of being updated 

to reflect the changes made. 



Entergy’s Detailed Internal Gap Analysis Results
   
November 2011 to January 2012 Gap Analysis

Entergy self reported one (1) issue that occurred during the month of January, 2012.

During the month of January Entergy has reported that no HDR data was transferred to the EVA 
for the dates of January 8th-10th, so no incremental data HDR backup data was captured to 
tape.  The backups ran successfully for each day; yet had 0kb of HDR data captured.  This Gap 
was discovered on the 9th of January and escalated to the programming team, which identified 
the error to be the data was not successfully transferred.  A new script was implemented to 
correct the error on January 11th and the data was transferred successfully to the EVA from the 
source.  A successful backup was completed of this data as normally scheduled.     

See Attachment A for a listing of the backup gap identified by Entergy during the period.

Conclusion

The ICT wishes to thank Entergy for their transparency and efforts to make significant progress in 
improving the AFC, WPP AFC and HDR data backup and retention processes.  

FERC Filings –

Filings made by Entergy to FERC since the 3rd quarter assessment was discussed in some depth.

 November 21st, 2011

Net Schedule File

On November 8, 2011, Entergy discovered that the Net Schedule File did not update from 15:45 
until corrected at 22:45 on November 8, 2011. The Net Schedule File is only used in the AFC 
process during the Operating Horizon and should be updated every hour. A database account 
permissions change occurred on November 8, 2011 which resulted in the error. This error was 
subsequently corrected on November 8, 2011 at 23:15 to allow the Net Schedule File to resume 
updating. 

The error potentially impacted the non-firm AFC calculations in the Operating Horizon on 
November 8, 2011 between 16:15 and 23:15. The AFC process continued to use the schedule 
data last updated at 14:45, thus any changes in schedules during the duration of this error were 
not reflected in AFC calculations. Due to the number of schedules processed during this time 
period, it is not technically feasible to determine the exact impact to AFC calculations.

December 13th, 2011

Transmission Outage Data

On November 29, 2011, the ICT identified that an outage for the 500/115KV Transformer at El 
Dorado EHV Substation was not being modeled. The outage was listed in the Transmission 



Automated Outage Request System (TAORS) but the automated process used for modeling 
outages in RFCALC for the AFC process did not download this outage. This impacted the AFC 
calculations in the Operating and Planning Horizons from November 2, 2011 until corrected 
November 29, 2011. Upon further investigation, Entergy determined that the outage input in 
TAORS did not include the Transformer. To preclude recurrence, Entergy will review outages 
submitted and include transformers in TAORS as part of the outage approval process when 
needed. 

Not modeling these outages may have impacted AFC values and some Transmission Service 
Requests (TSRs) processed during the error period. Due to the complexity of data evaluation it is 
not technically feasible to determine the exact impact on AFCs. 

Entergy manually added the outage to the AFC process on November 29, 2011 at 20:40. The 
exact impact to AFC calculation or specific customers is not technically feasible due to the 
number of TSRs potentially impacted during this time period.

 Flowgate PMAX

On November 30, 2011 at 08:30, the ICT identified that STRLAGN_PMAX showed zero AFC and 
max FLOW for Operating and Planning Horizons in RTRFCALC. The flowgate STRLAGN_PMAX is the 
PMAX flowgate for the Koch facility at Sterlington. The ICT determined that at least one customer 
had a firm reservation, but that there should be additional capacity available on the flowgate 
for other TSRs. Upon further investigation, it was discovered that the tie line connecting the KOCH 
bus to the STERLN bus in EMS had been incorrectly removed in State Estimator. The line was 
restored in the state estimator November 30, 2011, at approximately 08:50 and RTRFCALC 
Operating and Planning Horizons were executed to populate the FLOW and AFC values for the 
STRLAGN_PMAX flowgate. 

This error potentially affected customers requesting service during the time period identified 
above. The exact impact to AFC calculation is not technically feasible since it is not possible to 
determine when the line was removed in RTNET.

December 27th, 2011

EMS Network Model

On December 13, 2011, the ICT identified that the newly constructed 230 KV Coly-Hammond line 
was showing out of service in the AFC models for the Planning and Study Horizons. Entergy 
determined that the line was put in service December 8, 2011 at approximately 20:00 and the 
outage associated with this work continued to exist in AFC models. The EMS Network model was 
corrected for the Operating and Planning Horizons on December 13, 2011 at 17:20 by manually 
removing the outage in the AFC process. The Study Horizon model, which is normally updated 
twice a month, was correct for the December 7, 2011 update and then was updated as 
scheduled on December 15, 2011 which removed the outage. 



While modeling the line out of service may have resulted in incorrect AFC values, it is not 
technically feasible to determine the exact impact on AFCs. Additionally, Transmission Service 
Requests (TSRs) processed during the time the error existed could have resulted in incorrectly 
granting or denying service. This issue could have potentially affected customers requesting 
service in the Operating and Planning Horizons.

January 25th, 2012

Incorrect Outage Entry

On January 11, 2012, the Independent Coordinator of Transmission (ICT) identified and Entergy 
confirmed that a topology error existed in the RFCALC files. Upon further investigation, it was 
determined that the input outage file for RFCALC had three outage entries which incorrectly 
had the lines out of service. The outage file is created using data from Entergy’s Transmission 
Automated Outage Request System (TAORS) which is used to identify all planned outage 
requests. Entries that are designated as a Hot Line Hold (HLH) are not taken out of service and 
therefore, are not used in AFC calculations. On December 20, 2011 a code change for TAORS 
was being tested and some files were inadvertently placed in production. As a result, when a 
change was made to the description of an outage request in TAORS entered as a HLH, the entry 
was incorrectly changed to show the line as out of service. This error resulted in the incorrect 
outage file for RFCALC to be included in the AFC process. 

Entergy corrected the code on January 12, 2012; however, the review of outages was not 
completed and corrections made to the outage entries until January 17, 2012. The error may 
have impacted the AFC calculations for the Operating and Planning Horizon from December 
20, 2011 to January 17, 2012. During the review, Entergy was able to determine that there was no 
impact to the AFC calculation on December 21, 2011 through December 25, 2011 and January 
4, 2012 through January 6, 2012. This potentially impacted any customer requesting service 
during the time period the outages were incorrectly included in the AFC process; however, it is 
not technically feasible to determine the exact impact.

Attachment A
Entergy Internal Gap Log

Date of 
Backup

Full or Inc Offsite or 
Onsite

Status Explanation for Gap

1/8/2012-
1/10/2012

Full and 
INC

Both OKb Backup Determined the backup was 
correct. Escalated to programming 

team and determined data was 
not successfully transferred.  Once 

data transferred, backups 
completed 11-January. 



Attachment B
Entergy Internal Media Error Log

Date Description
None reported for 4th quarter 2010



Attachment 8



 

 

Entergy Services, Inc. 
Mail Unit L-ENT-24A 
639 Loyola Avenue 
New Orleans, LA  70113 
Tel   504-576-4993 
Fax  504-576-5123 
e-Mail  gpierc2@entergy.com 
 

  

Gregory D. Pierce 
Director Transmission Compliance 
 

 
 
December 13, 2011 
 

 
VIA ELECTRONIC FILING  
 
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C.  20426 
 
Re: Entergy Services, Inc.; Docket No. ER05-1065-000 

Report of AFC-Related Errors 
 
 
Dear Secretary Bose: 
 
Pursuant to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (“Commission”) April 24, 2006 Order in 
Entergy Services, Inc., 115 FERC ¶ 61,095 (2006) (“April 24 Order”), Entergy Services, Inc., acting as 
agent for the Entergy Operating Companies,1 hereby notifies the Commission it has recently become 
aware of the following AFC-related error. 
 
In the April 24 Order, the Commission conditionally accepted Entergy’s proposal to establish an 
Independent Coordinator of Transmission (“ICT”) for the Entergy System.  As the Commission is 
aware, the Southwest Power Pool, Inc. acts as Entergy’s ICT.  In the April 24 Order, the Commission 
imposed an obligation for Entergy to “notify the Commission, the ICT and the Users Group within 15 
days if Entergy discovers that it has lost data, or reported inaccurate data, or otherwise believes that it 
has mismanaged data.”  See April 24 Order at P 110.  Accordingly, Entergy submits the following 
summaries of mismanaged data. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1  The Entergy Operating Companies include:  Entergy Arkansas, Inc., Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, LLC, Entergy 

Louisiana, LLC, Entergy Mississippi, Inc., Entergy New Orleans, Inc., and Entergy Texas, Inc.  The Entergy 
Operating Companies and Entergy Services, Inc. are referred to collectively herein as “Entergy.” 



Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
December 13, 2011 
Page 2 

Transmission Outage Data  
  
On November 29, 2011, the ICT identified that an outage for the 500/115KV Transformer at El Dorado 
EHV Substation was not being modeled.  The outage was listed in the Transmission Automated Outage 
Request System (TAORS) but the automated process used for modeling outages in RFCALC for the AFC 
process did not download this outage.  This impacted the AFC calculations in the Operating and Planning 
Horizons from November 2, 2011 until corrected November 29, 2011. Upon further investigation, Entergy 
determined that the outage input in TAORS did not include the Transformer. To preclude recurrence, 
Entergy will review outages submitted and include transformers in TAORS as part of the outage approval 
process when needed. 
 
Not modeling these outages may have impacted AFC values and some Transmission Service Requests 
(TSRs) processed during the error period. Due to the complexity of data evaluation it is not technically 
feasible to determine the exact impact on AFCs.  
 
Entergy manually added the outage to the AFC process on November 29, 2011 at 20:40.  The exact impact 
to AFC calculation or specific customers is not technically feasible due to the number of TSRs potentially 
impacted during this time period. 
 
Flowgate PMAX 
 
On November 30, 2011 at 08:30, the ICT identified that STRLAGN_PMAX showed zero AFC and max 
FLOW for Operating and Planning Horizons in RTRFCALC.  The flowgate STRLAGN_PMAX is the 
PMAX flowgate for the Koch facility at Sterlington.  The ICT determined that at least one customer had a 
firm reservation, but that there should be additional capacity available on the flowgate for other TSRs.  
Upon further investigation, it was discovered that the tie line connecting the KOCH bus to the STERLN 
bus in EMS had been incorrectly removed in State Estimator.  The line was restored in the state estimator 
November 30, 2011, at approximately 08:50 and RTRFCALC Operating and Planning Horizons were 
executed to populate the FLOW and AFC values for the STRLAGN_PMAX flowgate.   
 
This error potentially affected customers requesting service during the time period identified above.  The 
exact impact to AFC calculation is not technically feasible since it is not possible to determine when the 
line was removed in RTNET. 
 
In the event that further information is needed, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned. 
 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
/s/Gregory D. Pierce 
Gregory D. Pierce 
Director, Transmission Compliance 



Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
December 13, 2011 
Page 3 

 
 
cc:  Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
 ICT Users Group 
 Service List; Docket No. ER05-1065-000



 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 I hereby certify that I have this 13th day of December, 2011, served the foregoing 

document upon the Southwest Power Pool, Inc., the ICT Users Group, and each person 

designated on the official service list compiled by the Secretary in this proceeding. 

 
 /s/ Nicole A. Livaccari   
Nicole A. Livaccari 
Mail Unit L-ENT-24A 
New Orleans, LA 70113 
Tel:  (504) 576-4296 
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Entergy Services, Inc. 
Mail Unit L-ENT-24A 
639 Loyola Avenue 
New Orleans, LA  70113 
Tel   504-576-4993 
Fax  504-576-5123 
e-Mail  gpierc2@entergy.com 
 

  

Gregory D. Pierce 
Director Transmission Compliance 
 

 
 
December 27, 2011 
 

 
VIA ELECTRONIC FILING  
 
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C.  20426 
 
Re: Entergy Services, Inc.; Docket No. ER05-1065-000 

Report of AFC-Related Errors 
 
 
Dear Secretary Bose: 
 
Pursuant to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (“Commission”) April 24, 2006 Order in 
Entergy Services, Inc., 115 FERC ¶ 61,095 (2006) (“April 24 Order”), Entergy Services, Inc., acting as 
agent for the Entergy Operating Companies,1  hereby notifies the Commission it has recently become 
aware of the following AFC-related error. 
 
In the April 24 Order, the Commission conditionally accepted Entergy’s proposal to establish an 
Independent Coordinator of Transmission (“ICT”) for the Entergy System.  As the Commission is 
aware, the Southwest Power Pool, Inc. acts as Entergy’s ICT.  In the April 24 Order, the Commission 
imposed an obligation for Entergy to “notify the Commission, the ICT and the Users Group within 15 
days if Entergy discovers that it has lost data, or reported inaccurate data, or otherwise believes that it 
has mismanaged data.”  See April 24 Order at P 110.  Accordingly, Entergy submits the following 
summary of mismanaged data. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1  The Entergy Operating Companies include:  Entergy Arkansas, Inc., Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, LLC, Entergy 

Louisiana, LLC, Entergy Mississippi, Inc., Entergy New Orleans, Inc., and Entergy Texas, Inc.  The Entergy 
Operating Companies and Entergy Services, Inc. are referred to collectively herein as “Entergy.” 



Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
December 27, 2011 
Page 2 

EMS Network Model  
 
On December 13, 2011, the ICT identified that the newly constructed 230 KV Coly-Hammond line 
was showing out of service in the AFC models for the Planning and Study Horizons. Entergy 
determined that the line was put in service December 8, 2011 at approximately 20:00 and the outage 
associated with this work continued to exist in AFC models.  The EMS Network model was corrected 
for the Operating and Planning Horizons on December 13, 2011 at 17:20 by manually removing the 
outage in the AFC process.  The Study Horizon model, which is normally updated twice a month, was 
correct for the December 7, 2011 update and then was updated as scheduled on December 15, 2011 
which removed the outage.   
 
While modeling the line out of service may have resulted in incorrect AFC values, it is not technically 
feasible to determine the exact impact on AFCs. Additionally, Transmission Service Requests (TSRs) 
processed during the time the error existed could have resulted in incorrectly granting or denying 
service. This issue could have potentially affected customers requesting service in the Operating and 
Planning Horizons.  
 
 
In the event that further information is needed, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned. 
 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
/s/Gregory D. Pierce 
Gregory D. Pierce 
Director, Transmission Compliance 
 
 
cc:  Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
 ICT Users Group 
 Service List; Docket No. ER05-1065-000



 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 I hereby certify that I have this 27th day of December, 2011, served the foregoing 

document upon the Southwest Power Pool, Inc., the ICT Users Group, and each person 

designated on the official service list compiled by the Secretary in this proceeding. 

 
 /s/ Nicole A. Livaccari   
Nicole A. Livaccari 
Mail Unit L-ENT-24A 
New Orleans, LA 70113 
Tel:  (504) 576-4296 
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Entergy Services, Inc. 
Mail Unit L-ENT-24A 

639 Loyola Avenue 
New Orleans, LA  70113 
Tel   504-576-4993 

Fax  504-576-5123 
e-Mail  gpierc2@entergy.com 
 

 
 

Gregory D. Pierce 
Director Transmission Compliance 
 

 

January 25, 2012 

 

 

VIA ELECTRONIC FILING  

 

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

888 First Street, N.E. 

Washington, D.C.  20426 

 

Re: Entergy Services, Inc.; Docket No. ER05-1065-000 

Report of AFC-Related Errors 

 

 

Dear Secretary Bose: 

 

Pursuant to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (“Commission”) April 24, 2006 Order in 

Entergy Services, Inc., 115 FERC ¶ 61,095 (2006) (“April 24 Order”), Entergy Services, Inc., acting as 

agent for the Entergy Operating Companies,
1
 hereby notifies the Commission it has recently become 

aware of the following AFC-related error. 

 

In the April 24 Order, the Commission conditionally accepted Entergy’s proposal to establish an 

Independent Coordinator of Transmission (“ICT”) for the Entergy System.  As the Commission is 

aware, the Southwest Power Pool, Inc. acts as Entergy’s ICT.  In the April 24 Order, the Commission 

imposed an obligation for Entergy to “notify the Commission, the ICT and the Users Group within 15 

days if Entergy discovers that it has lost data, or reported inaccurate data, or otherwise believes that it 

has mismanaged data.”  See April 24 Order at P 110.  Accordingly, Entergy submits the following 

explanation of mismanaged data. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
1  The Entergy Operating Companies include:  Entergy Arkansas, Inc., Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, LLC, Entergy 

Louisiana, LLC, Entergy Mississippi, Inc., Entergy New Orleans, Inc., and Entergy Texas, Inc.  The Entergy 

Operating Companies and Entergy Services, Inc. are referred to collectively herein as “Entergy.” 



Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 

January 25, 2012 

Page 2 

 2 

 

Incorrect Outage Entry 

 

On January 11, 2012, the Independent Coordinator of Transmission (ICT) identified and 

Entergy confirmed that a topology error existed in the RFCALC files. Upon further investigation, it 

was determined that the input outage file for RFCALC had three outage entries which incorrectly had 

the lines out of service.  The outage file is created using data from Entergy’s Transmission Automated 

Outage Request System (TAORS) which is used to identify all planned outage requests. Entries that 

are designated as a Hot Line Hold (HLH) are not taken out of service and therefore, are not used in 

AFC calculations. On December 20, 2011 a code change for TAORS was being tested and some files 

were inadvertently placed in production. As a result, when a change was made to the description of an 

outage request in TAORS entered as a HLH, the entry was incorrectly changed to show the line as out 

of service. This error resulted in the incorrect outage file for RFCALC to be included in the AFC 

process.  

 

Entergy corrected the code on January 12, 2012; however, the review of outages was not 

completed and corrections made to the outage entries until January 17, 2012. The error may have 

impacted the AFC calculations for the Operating and Planning Horizon from December 20, 2011 to 

January 17, 2012.  During the review, Entergy was able to determine that there was no impact to the 

AFC calculation on December 21, 2011 through December 25, 2011 and January 4, 2012 through 

January 6, 2012. This potentially impacted any customer requesting service during the time period the 

outages were incorrectly included in the AFC process; however, it is not technically feasible to 

determine the exact impact. 

 

In the event that further information is needed, please do not hesitate to contact the 

undersigned. 

 

 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

/s/Gregory D. Pierce 

Gregory D. Pierce 

Director, Transmission Compliance 

 

 

cc:  Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 

 ICT Users Group 

 Service List; Docket No. ER05-1065-000
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

 I hereby certify that I have this 25th day of January, 2012, served the foregoing 

document upon the Southwest Power Pool, Inc., the ICT Users Group, and each person 

designated on the official service list compiled by the Secretary in this proceeding. 

 

 /s/ Mary E. Bornholdt   

Mary Bornholdt 

Mail Unit L-ENT-24A 

New Orleans, LA 70113 

Tel:  (504) 576-7177 
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Entergy Services, Inc. 
Mail Unit L-ENT-24A 
639 Loyola Avenue 
New Orleans, LA  70113 
Tel   504-576-4993 
Fax  504-576-5123 
e-Mail  gpierc2@entergy.com 
 

  

Gregory D. Pierce 
Director Transmission Compliance 
 

 
 
February 28, 2012 
 

 
VIA ELECTRONIC FILING  
 
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C.  20426 
 
Re: Entergy Services, Inc.; Docket No. ER05-1065-000 

Report of AFC-Related Errors 
 
 
Dear Secretary Bose: 
 
Pursuant to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (“Commission”) April 24, 2006 Order in 
Entergy Services, Inc., 115 FERC ¶ 61,095 (2006) (“April 24 Order”), Entergy Services, Inc., acting as 
agent for the Entergy Operating Companies,1  hereby notifies the Commission it has recently become 
aware of the following AFC-related error. 
 
In the April 24 Order, the Commission conditionally accepted Entergy’s proposal to establish an 
Independent Coordinator of Transmission (“ICT”) for the Entergy System.  As the Commission is 
aware, the Southwest Power Pool, Inc. acts as Entergy’s ICT.  In the April 24 Order, the Commission 
imposed an obligation for Entergy to “notify the Commission, the ICT and the Users Group within 15 
days if Entergy discovers that it has lost data, or reported inaccurate data, or otherwise believes that it 
has mismanaged data.”  See April 24 Order at P 110.  Accordingly, Entergy submits the following 
summary of mismanaged data. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1  The Entergy Operating Companies include:  Entergy Arkansas, Inc., Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, LLC, Entergy 

Louisiana, LLC, Entergy Mississippi, Inc., Entergy New Orleans, Inc., and Entergy Texas, Inc.  The Entergy 
Operating Companies and Entergy Services, Inc. are referred to collectively herein as “Entergy.” 



Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
February 28, 2012 
Page 2 

NETMOM Database 
 
On February 14, 2012, Entergy identified that the 230 KV Doc Bonin-LAFA Acadiana Mall line was 
showing out of service in the AFC models for the Operating and Planning Horizons. Upon further 
investigation, Entergy determined that the NETMOM database update on February 14, 2012 at 
approximately 08:30 to reflect changes at the Bonin substation contained an error. The EMS Network 
model was corrected for the Operating and Planning Horizons on February 14, 2012 at 15:37 by 
manually correcting the NETMOM database.   
 
Modeling with this configuration may have resulted in incorrect AFC values; however, it is not 
technically feasible to determine the exact impact on AFCs. Additionally, Transmission Service 
Requests (TSRs) processed during the time the error existed could have resulted in incorrectly granting 
service. One TSR for NRG was denied and three TSRs for NRG were not granted full service during 
this time period but it cannot be determined if this was a result of this error.  
 
In the event that further information is needed, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned. 
 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
/s/Gregory D. Pierce 
Gregory D. Pierce 
Director, Transmission Compliance 
 
 
cc:  Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
 ICT Users Group 
 Service List; Docket No. ER05-1065-000



 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 I hereby certify that I have this 28th day of February, 2012, served the foregoing 

document upon the Southwest Power Pool, Inc., the ICT Users Group, and each person 

designated on the official service list compiled by the Secretary in this proceeding. 

 
 /s/ Nicole A. Livaccari   
Nicole A. Livaccari 
Mail Unit L-ENT-24A 
New Orleans, LA 70113 
Tel:  (504) 576-4296 
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