
1

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Entergy Services, Inc. ) Docket Nos. ER05-1065-011
          OA07-32-008

_________________________________________

MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE RESPONSE
AND RESPONSE

OF
SOUTHWEST POWER POOL, INC.

TO STAKEHOLDER PROTESTS ON
PROPOSED TARIFF REVISIONS

__________________________________________________   

Pursuant to Rule 213 of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s 

(“Commission” or “FERC”) Procedural Rules, 18 C.F.R. § 385.213 (2009), Southwest 

Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”), in its capacity as the Independent Coordinator of Transmission 

(“ICT”) for Entergy Services, Inc. (“Entergy”), hereby moves for leave to respond, and 

responds, to various stakeholder comments and protests concerning proposed tariff 

modifications filed by Entergy on April 3, 2009 (“April 3 Filing”), in the form of 

Attachments C, D, and E (collectively “Criteria Attachments”) to Entergy’s Open Access 

Transmission Tariff (“OATT” or “Tariff”).1  In support, SPP states as follows:

                                               
1 Comments and protests were filed on May 4, 2009, by:  The Conway Corporation, The 

West Memphis Utilities Commission, The City of Osceola, Arkansas, The City of 
Benton, Arkansas, and The Hope, Water and Light Commission (collectively “Arkansas 
Cities”); Cottonwood Energy Co. LP (“Cottonwood”); East Texas Electric Cooperative, 
Inc., Sam Rayburn G&T Electric Cooperative, Inc., and Tex-La Electric Cooperative of 
Texas, Inc. (collectively “ETEC”); Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation, the 
Lafayette Utilities System, the Louisiana Energy and Power Authority, the Municipal 
Energy Agency of Mississippi, the Mississippi Delta Energy Agency, the Clarksdale 
Public Utilities Commission, and the Public Service Commission of Yazoo City (“LMA  
Customers”); Occidental Chemical Corporation (“Occidental”); and Union Power 
Partners, L.P. (“UPP”) (collectively, “Protestors”).
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I.   MOTION FOR LEAVE TO RESPOND

The Commission’s rules do not generally permit responses to protests.2 However, 

this rule has been waived for good cause, such as where a response will assist the 

Commission’s decision-making and/or aid in the explication of issues.3

SPP respectfully requests that the Commission find good cause to accept this 

response.  As shown below, certain of the stakeholder protests are grounded on factual 

misstatements or misunderstandings concerning proposed tariff modifications.  In other 

instances, stakeholders have asserted positions based on assumptions that purport to, but 

do not accurately, reflect the ICT’s role or responsibilities.  In yet other instances, 

stakeholders have cited concerns and urged modifications to the current process without 

any acknowledgement of the ongoing efforts by the ICT to facilitate resolution of these 

very issues.  This response is intended to correct and clarify such oversights in order to 

ensure a complete and accurate record. 

II.   RESPONSE

A.    Introduction And Overview

Due to the history and complexity of the issues involved in this proceeding, it 

should come as no surprise that the April 3 Filing drew fire from numerous stakeholders 

on a broad range of topics.  On several issues, Protestors assert conflicting positions, 

reflecting the diverse interests and objectives of the various market participants that make 

up Entergy’s stakeholder constituency.

                                               
2 See Rule 213(a)(2). 

3 See, e.g., Midwest Indep. Transmission Sys. Operator, Inc., 117 FERC ¶ 61,092, 
at P 20 (2006) (accepting answer to protest to provide information and assist in 
decision making); Pac. Gas & Elec. Co., 116 FERC ¶ 61,313, at P 14 (2006) 
(same).
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The shear breadth of the comments that were filed makes any detailed, issue-by-

issue response by SPP impractical.4   Indeed, even attempting to categorize the comments 

into discrete topical areas is not a straight-forward task.  Nonetheless, to respond as 

efficiently as possible, SPP has grouped stakeholder criticisms into the following general 

categories: (i) complaints regarding the inadequacy of the ICT‘s authority (including, 

allegedly, an attempt to circumscribe the ICT’s authority through unduly restrictive tariff 

definitions of the ICT’s “review and validate” responsibility); (ii) challenges to proposed 

tariff modifications that implicate issues of Commission policy; (iii) protests to the 

proposed use of business practices, in lieu of tariff provisions, to address technical 

processes or administrative details; (iv) challenges to tariff provisions that have 

previously been considered and decided by the Commission; (v) concerns regarding tariff 

processes or modeling issues that are the subject of ongoing remedial efforts by the ICT; 

and (vi) miscellaneous requests by stakeholders for additional clarification regarding 

intent/import of certain tariff modifications.  In the discussion that follows, SPP provides 

its response to each of these items.

                                               
4 In that regard, SPP will not respond to issues raised by stakeholders that have 

already been addressed in the SPP’s initial comments filed on May 4, 2009
(hereinafter “SPP Comments”).  Suffice to note, however, that with respect to 
several of these issues, including the use of “pseudo resources” to model load 
serving entities’ (“LSE”) shortfalls (see Cottonwood at 22; UPP at 18-20; UPP at 
18-20),; the need to consider modeling modifications to account for Qualifying 
Facility (“QF”) “puts” (see, e.g. Occidental at 14-15; LMA Customers at 16-17; 
UPP at 15-18), and the inclusion of transmission upgrades not yet placed in-
service in the short-term models (see, e.g. Cottonwood at 19-20;), SPP is on 
record as generally agreeing with the positions advanced by stakeholders.  
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B.    Discussion

1. Arguments that the ICT Lacks, or has Failed to Exercise, Sufficient 
Authority to Effectively and Independently Oversee Entergy Operations
are Without Merit.

Protestors make multiple arguments regarding the general authority of the ICT 

and the division of responsibilities between Entergy and the ICT.5   Many Protestors 

allege that the ICT’s authority and responsibility are unduly limited by Entergy’s 

proposed revisions to the Criteria Attachments, and thus, the ICT’s authority is 

improperly “bifurcated,” which “frustrates the ability of customers to seek a timely or 

effective resolution when problems [] arise.”6  As a result, these Protestors argue that the 

ICT should be given greater authority to “direct Entergy to apply the correct data or 

methodology,”7 and should not feel constrained by the limits prescribed by Entergy’s 

OATT.8  In addition, LMA Customers request that the ICT be required to assume the 

scheduling function that is performed by Entergy in accordance with the Commission’s 

approval of the ICT arrangement.9

a. Protests alleging insufficient ICT authority are collateral attacks on 
prior Commission orders.

  Arguments suggesting more expansive ICT authority are not new.  In fact, such 

arguments, questioning the basic structure of the ICT arrangement, were specifically 

                                               
5 See e.g., ETEC at 3.

6 See Cottonwood at 9-11.

7 See LMA Customers at 12.

8 See UPP at 10-11.

9 LMA Customers Protest at 42-43.
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considered, and ultimately rejected, by the Commission in the ICT Order.10 In that order, 

the Commission made clear that the authority to develop Available Flowgate Capacity 

(“AFC”) criteria and other terms and conditions of transmission service rested with 

Entergy and that the ICT’s charge was to implement such criteria and tariff provisions in 

accordance with their terms.  The Commission went on to note that while the ICT (and 

other parties) were free to bring any disagreements regarding such criteria and provisions

to the Commission, “the Commission is the final judge as to what criteria are necessary 

for a just, reasonable and not unduly discriminatory AFC process.”11   

In the ICT’s view, misunderstandings regarding the sufficiency and scope of the 

ICT’s authority have contributed to stakeholders’ expectations that are incompatible with 

the basic framework of the ICT arrangement, as originally approved by the Commission.  

Because it is bound to exercise its independent judgment within this approved 

framework, including adherence to Commission policy and approved tariff terms, the 

ICT does not view itself as an advocate for stakeholder interests any more than it views 

itself as an advocate for Entergy interests.  

This is not to say, however, as some stakeholders have suggested, that the ICT 

will categorically reject any stakeholder-proposed modification simply because it 

conflicts with an existing practice or tariff provision that has previously been accepted by 

the Commission.  As the ICT has explained on several occasions, when stakeholders seek 

to revisit Commission-approved criteria, standards, or tariff provisions by asserting 

arguments previously considered and rejected by the Commission, the ICT will consider 

                                               
10 See Entergy Servs., Inc. 115 FERC ¶ 61,095 (2006) (“ICT Approval Order”).

11 Id. at P 66.
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whether stakeholders have demonstrated changed circumstances or new evidence that, in 

the ICT’s view, might convince the Commission to reach a different conclusion than 

previously reached.  By following this approach, the ICT has, in fact, endorsed

stakeholder proposals for modifications to existing (and Commission-approved) 

standards, including, e.g., proposals seeking greater transparency in the WPP. Under this 

paradigm, the ICT is merely presuming – subject to the changed circumstances/new 

evidence standard for rebutting – the validity and appropriateness of approved tariff 

provisions/practices in a manner that is consistent with (if not compelled by) the Federal 

Power Act (“FPA”) and the provisions of Attachment S of the Entergy OATT.

b. Protests challenging the ICT’s “review and validate” responsibilities, 
as defined in the Entergy OATT, have been previously addressed.

Several Protestors claim that the Entergy Tariff improperly limits the ICT’s 

authority through narrow definitions governing the ICT’s “review and validation” role

under Attachments C and D.12   However, these same arguments, as well as the ICT’s 

response, were presented to the Commission in comments to Entergy’s May 18, 2007

compliance filing submitted in response to the Commission’s April 4, 2007 order.13  

Because the “review and validation” issue has been thoroughly vetted and is presently 

pending before the Commission, the ICT will not respond in detail to the stakeholders’ 

most recent challenges.  It is sufficient to note that the “review and validation” definitions 
                                               
12 See e.g., LMA Customers at 8-12; Cottonwood at 9-11.

13 See Entergy Servs. Inc.,119 FERC ¶ 61,009, at P 1 (2007) (“April 4 Order”) 
(directing Entergy to revise the Criteria Manuals “…to clarify the role of Entergy 
as Transmission Provider and the role of Southwest Power Pool as the ICT.”); see 
also Motion for Leave to Answer and Answer of Southwest Power Pool, Inc. to 
Protests and Comments Concerning Criteria Manual Compliance Filing, Docket 
No. ER05-1056-008 (June 25, 2007).
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included in Entergy’s OATT reflect the mutual understanding of Entergy and the ICT --

i.e., the parties who negotiated the delegation of responsibilities memorialized under 

Attachment S of the Entergy OATT and the ICT Agreement, both of which were 

approved by the Commission.14   Stakeholder comments concerning what should have 

been negotiated or included in the ICT Agreement should not defeat the intent of the 

contracting parties or alter the bargain struck between them.

2. Stakeholders’ Policy-Based Objections to Certain Proposed Tariff 
Modifications are not well Pled.

a. Non-confirmed counterflows should not be considered in AFC 
calculations.

LMA Customers object to Entergy’s proposed treatment of counterflows in 

determining AFC values.  Specifically, LMA Customers argue that Entergy’s AFC 

process improperly “disregards counterflows from TSRs that have been accepted or 

counter-offered but not confirmed.”15  LMA Customers note, however, that available 

capacity is algebraically decremented for TSRs that are accepted or counter-offered (but 

not confirmed) and that contribute positive flow. LMA Customers ask for consistent 

treatment for all accepted or counter-offered (but not confirmed) TSRs such that both the 

positive and negative impact of TSRs are reflected in the AFC process.16

SPP does not agree with the LMA Customers’ request to algebraically add 

counterflows to the AFC calculations.  Currently, accepted and counter-offered TSRs are 

algebraically decremented from AFCs to account for the TSR’s positive impact on the 

                                               
14 See ICT Approval Order at P 241.

15 See LMA Customers at 15.

16 Id.  
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flowgate in order to prevent the risk of possibly overselling transmission service.  Once 

that TSR is confirmed, that service is added to the base flows, at which time the 

counterflows associated with that TSR are also considered for that service.  In contrast, 

modeling the negative impact on flowgates of non-confirmed counterflow TSRs could 

result in the oversell of transmission service because there is no guarantee that the TSR 

will be ultimately confirmed.  Accordingly, in SPP’s view, Entergy’s proposed treatment 

of counterflows in the AFC process is reasonable and should be approved by the 

Commission.

b. Delaying benchmarking in the AFC models is reasonable until 
NERC standards are approved.

UPP argues that Entergy’s Attachment C inappropriately defers the benchmarking 

of the AFC models to actual events to some future date.17  By doing so, Entergy has 

allegedly failed to ensure the accuracy of its transmission models.  In responding to this 

claim, Entergy has argued that it is premature to revise Attachment C to reflect 

benchmarking because the NERC reliability standards implementing the benchmarking 

requirement have not been completed or approved by the Commission.18  However, UPP 

takes exception to Entergy’s position and contends that the lack of NERC standards does 

not serve as a bar to implementing benchmarking now.  Instead, UPP asks the 

Commission to direct Entergy to begin benchmarking in its current transmission 

modeling and make any necessary adjustments to that benchmarking when the NERC 

standards are finally approved. 

                                               
17 See UPP at 20.  

18 See April 3 Filing, Exhibit 3, Comment 265.
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SPP does not agree with UPP’s argument insisting that Entergy begin the 

benchmarking of the AFC models before NERC has completed its work.  Rather, SPP 

believes it is reasonable for Entergy to wait until the NERC process is completed and the 

benchmarking standards are approved before revising Attachment C to implement 

benchmarking.  In this regard, SPP notes that, in its oversight role, it has worked closely 

with Entergy and stakeholders to improve AFC modeling and its accuracy.  SPP intends 

to continue this work through the stakeholder process as well as through the recently-

formed AFC task force.  Therefore, despite the UPP’s claims to the contrary, SPP does 

not believe it is necessary for the Commission to impose benchmarking at this time.

c. Data from the Scenario Analyzer should not be made available 
upon request.

LMA Customers argue that Entergy should provide data relating to the results of 

the Scenario Analyzer when requested by a customer.19   LMA Customers contend this 

data is necessary to assure transparency and to evaluate the validity of the posted AFC 

calculations.  Id. at 15.

SPP does not agree with LMA Customers’ request for data underlying the results 

of the Scenario Analyzer.  Currently, Entergy posts on OASIS the AFC Data file which is 

created during each RFCalc resync and provided to OA for purposes of calculating AFC 

values.  The base flows and TDF information provided in this AFC Data file, along with 

any additional impacts due to changes in reservation information in between resyncs, is 

the underlying database for the Scenario Analyzer.  Some of the data inputs used by 

RFCalc to create the AFC Data file are available on OASIS (e.g. transmission outage and 

TSR information).  Other information used as inputs to create the AFC Data file (e.g., 

                                               
19 See LMA Customers at 14.
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TSR stack, generation dispatch and outage), however, is provided by LSEs and could be 

considered proprietary to the LSEs.    As a result, convincing LSEs to provide the 

information necessary to calculate accurate AFC data could become more difficult if 

LSEs know that this data could be made available to any requesting customer.    In SPP’s 

view, the data currently required to be posted under Attachment C and the ICT’s 

oversight of the AFC process are sufficient to ensure the transparency of AFC values.  

Accordingly, the ICT does not support the request for additional Scenario Analyzer data.

d. Commission action on regional coordination in the AFC 
process is not necessary at this time. 

Cottonwood objects to the lack of inter-regional coordination by Entergy for 

purposes of calculating AFCs.20  Cottonwood contends that by not exchanging data and 

models with neighboring utilities there is phantom congestion in the Operating and 

Planning Horizons that can lead to TLR events due to the lack of properly modeled loop 

flows from adjoining control areas.  Cottonwood recommends two solutions.  First, the 

Commission should direct Entergy and the ICT to exchange AFC models and data for the 

Operating and Planning Horizons with neighboring utilities.  Second, the Commission 

should direct Entergy to modify its AFC models to accurately reflect the loop flows and 

data from external control areas. Id. at 15.

In accordance with Attachment S, the ICT is not responsible for inter-regional 

coordination for purposes of calculating AFCs.  Nonetheless, SPP agrees that the sharing 

of data and models from neighboring utilities is a crucial component to accurate AFC 

modeling.  SPP recognizes that certain steps have been taken to further this goal.  For 

example, with the KT’s assistance, Entergy has entered into an agreement to coordinate 

                                               
20 See Cottonwood at 14.
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the sharing of AFC models with the Tennessee Valley Authority (“TVA”).  Moreover, 

SPP continues to work closely with Entergy to encourage and help facilitate the 

completion of similar agreements with other adjoining utilities including Entergy and 

SPP RTO’s current efforts to negotiate a comprehensive seams agreement.  Therefore, 

the ICT believes that no direct action by the Commission or changes to Entergy’s 

Attachment C directing further inter-regional coordination are required at this time.

e. Protestors have not justified proposed changes to the criteria 
for monitored flowgates.

Arkansas Cities raise certain objections to the criteria for monitored flowgates in 

Attachment C.21  Specifically, Arkansas Cities request that the criteria under section 2.1 

for selecting higher voltage facilities be consistent between Attachment C and Entergy’s 

Local Planning Criteria.22  Arkansas Cities also argue that the initial selection of 

monitored flowgates should be based solely on previous studies of when a transmission 

facility exceeded its rating and should not be based on NERC reliability violations during 

real-time operations.23  In addition, Arkansas Cities maintain that the current criteria 

under section 2.2 should be modified to give transmission customers the ability to request 

a review of a particular flowgate for addition or removal.24  Finally, Arkansas Cities 

requests that Entergy and the ICT to develop a process to evaluate the monitoring of 

flowgates outside the Entergy Transmission system.25  

                                               
21 See Arkansas Cities at 3-4.

22 Id. at 3

23 Id. at 4.  

24 Id.

25 Id.  See also ETEC at 4.
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In the April 3 Filing, Entergy explained that section 2.1 of Attachment C is 

merely a description of the procedure for the one-time historical analysis that was 

performed to establish Entergy’s initial list of flowgates.26  Therefore, Arkansas Cities’ 

objections to the continuing operation of that provision are moot at this point.

Furthermore, Section 2.2.1 provides that, consistent with applicable NERC 

Reliability Standards, external flowgates to the Entergy system may be added to 

Entergy’s list of monitored flowgates.  Therefore, Arkansas Cities’ request for Entergy 

and the ICT to establish a separate procedure to coordinate monitored flowgates with 

neighboring control areas is unnecessary because a NERC Standard is being developed to 

govern this process.

Finally, Entergy’s criteria for monitored flowgates does not need to be revised to 

address Arkansas Cities’ concern regarding transmission customers’ ability to request a 

review of a particular flowgate for addition or removal.  Currently, customers can request 

a review of a flowgate through the stakeholder process, and the ICT will perform an 

analysis of that request.

f. A network customer’s capacity rights are subject to change 
when designating new network resources.

Arkansas Cities oppose Entergy’s proposed treatment of a network customers’ 

existing capacity rights when designating a new network resource.   Arkansas Cities 

specifically object to language providing that a network customer must “surrender” or 

lose its capacity rights when it undesignates a network resource in favor of designating a 

new network resource, arguing that customers should not lose their capacity rights unless 

the customer intends to do so by going “onto another transmission providers system on a 

                                               
26 See April 3 Filing, Exhibit 3, Comments 158, 192, and 193.
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permanent basis.”27  In addition, Arkansas Cities contend that grandfathered customers 

seeking to transition to network service and changing network resources but not load 

should not be required to pay for new upgrades to accommodate the switch and that, in 

such circumstances, “[t]he customer’s current capacity should be completely credited.”28

The modifications sought by Arkansas Cities are without merit.  As Arkansas 

Cities correctly note (at 9), a network customer’s load and resources have already been 

studied and its power flows are accounted for on the system.  Consequently, when a 

customer taking grandfathered service seeks to transition to network service without 

changing existing contracted service, there is no change to the system’s power flows that 

would require alteration of the capacity rights along the original contracted path or the 

need to perform a SIS.  However, when a network customer makes changes to its original 

service, e.g., new load or resource, then the network customer, in essence, begins a “new” 

service that needs to be re-examined to determine its impact on the system.  Like any 

other request for new service, a SIS must be performed to determine whether any system 

upgrades are necessary in order to grant the service. Therefore, the ICT’s view, 

Attachment D’s section 1.3 requiring a SIS for the designation of additional or different 

network resources and the requirements for the undesignation of network resources under 

section 3.2.2.2 is reasonable.  

g. Entergy’s attestation requirements for the designation of 
network resources are reasonable.

  
UPP and LMA Customers take issue with certain procedures and specific data 

required to be provided by Network Customers for the designation of Network Resources 
                                               
27 See Arkansas Cities at 10.

28 Id. at 11. 
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under Attachment E.29  Specifically, UPP and LMA Customers both raise objections to 

Entergy’s proposed attestation requirements.30 UPP maintains that Entergy’s proposal 

gives Network Customers additional flexibility beyond the requirements of Order No. 

890, and therefore, does little to reduce “speculative” designations of Network Resources 

that tend to tie up transmission and unfairly lead to displacement of short-term firm point-

to-point service.31  

LMA Customers argue Entergy’s proposed deadline for attestation submissions 

impose “an unreasonable burden on Network Customers.”  According to LMA 

Customers, Entergy’s proposed attestation provisions force transmission customers to 

“’lock into particular supply arrangements before they have full knowledge, not only as 

to the availability of transmission service, but also as to whether they will be assigned the 

costs of required upgrades and, if so the magnitude of those costs.”32 LMA Customers 

further contend that the timing for a Network Customer to notify the ICT of any changes 

related to off-system resources should be extended by modifying section 7.5.5 of 

Attachment E to allow for three business days (rather than one).33

As SPP noted in it is initial comments, the final product that emerged from the 

stakeholder process did not resolve every criticism or concern identified in the course of 

the protracted negotiations.  Nonetheless, the tariff modifications ultimately proposed by 

Entergy, on balance, resulted in significantly improved transparency and processes for 
                                               
29 See UPP at 60-68; LMA Customers at 43-44.  

30 Id.

31 See UPP at 68.  

32 LMA Customers at 43-44.  

33 Id.  
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Entergy’s AFC calculations, study procedures, and TSR evaluation.34  The objections 

raised by UPP and LMA Customers relating to the procedures for designating Network 

Resources and the submittals to satisfy Order No. 890’s attestation requirements for 

changes to off-system resources are good examples of where a consensus between the 

parties could not be reached.  

SPP worked with Entergy to develop the approach for designating Network 

Resources and the attestation requirements that was ultimately adopted by Entergy.  

While SPP acknowledges that Entergy’s proposed tariff provisions may not strictly 

follow the Commission’s guidance in Order Nos. 890 et seq., SPP believes that Entergy’s 

proposal strikes a reasonable balance between Network Customers and Point-to-Point 

customers.  Moreover, from an operational perspective, the ICT believes that Entergy’s 

proposed procedures are feasible.  Therefore, in SPP’s view, the Commission should 

accept Entergy’s proposals for the designation of Network Resources and the attestation 

requirements under the “comparable or superior to” standard of Order No. 890, et seq.

3. Many of the Concerns Raised by Stakeholders are Technical in Nature 
and Should Only be Included in Posted Business Practices.

Several Protestors oppose Entergy’s proposal to include certain procedures in its 

posted Business Practices instead of having those procedures embedded in Entergy’s 

proposed tariff revisions.35  They contend that under this approach transmission 

customers “will lack the procedural and substantive protections afforded them in 

                                               
34 See SPP Comments at 2-4.  

35 See e.g., ETEC at 6-7; Cottonwood at 16-21; LMA Customers at 5-8, 39-40; UPP 
at 12-15.
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Commission proceedings”36 and that only upon implementation of “offending practices” 

will customers be “eligible to begin the lengthy and often fruitless process of seeking 

relief under FPA § 206 or § 306.”37  Therefore, these Protestors assert that many of those 

Business Practices belong in Entergy’s OATT, and that the Commission should “review 

the actual business practices to apply the ‘rule of reason’ test,” so that “a determination 

can be made that content included in the business practices does not otherwise belong in 

[Entergy’s] OATT.”38  Protestors also request that the Commission set a schedule for 

Entergy’s Business Practice filings,39 notice those filings, and permit stakeholders to 

comment on the filings.40

With regard to the specific matters Entergy reserved to its Business Practices, 

Protestors identified the following modeling procedures or assumptions that, in their 

view, should be subject to explicit tariff provisions: frequency of resynchronizations,41

facility and line ratings,42 transmission reliability margin (“TRM”),43 zonal import 

                                               
36 LMA Customers at 6; see also LMA Customers at 39 (“some measure of 

customer protection must be provided”).

37 LMA Customers at 8.

38 UPP at 13.

39 See ETEC at 7.

40 See UPP at 14.

41 See Cottonwood at 16-17 (The AFC Manual should state the “triggers for 
resynchronization and define the criteria under which Entergy will act”).

42 Id. at 18-19 (“The Commission should, at a minimum direct Entergy to describe 
its line rating methodology and include its reasoning for deviating from this 
industry-standard practice”); see also LMA Customers at 39-40.

43 See Cottonwood at 35 (“there is no specification of the methodology for 
calculating TRM, nor actual measurement used for SIS and FS processes”).
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limits,44 counterflows,45 transmission upgrades not in service,46 and modeling base 

flows.47  

a. Protests demanding that the process detail currently contained 
in Business Practices be incorporated as part of the Entergy 
Tariff are not solidly grounded.

SPP does not agree that the full scope of process detail used to create the AFC and 

long-term models must be incorporated in Attachment C or Attachment D.  As explained 

in the SPP Comments, SPP has independently reviewed each issue described by 

stakeholders and has determined, based on its practical knowledge of the process, that 

this type of process-related information is properly part of posted Business Practices in 

order for Entergy, the ICT, and stakeholders to efficiently review and modify the 

practices as circumstances warrant.48

As Entergy indicated in the April 3 Filing, issues like facility rating development, 

TRM methodology, and certain AFC modeling practices were discussed at length in the 

stakeholder meetings used to review the Criteria Attachments and in other stakeholder 

forums.   SPP believes that this review with stakeholders produced meaningful changes to 

                                               
44 See Cottonwood at 20-21. See also UPP at 29-30 (Entergy’s OATT should 

“explain how zonal import limits are determined, where they are 
identified/posted, how often they are updated, and the conditions under which 
they are used”).

45 See Cottonwood at 21 (Attachment C should include the policies and procedures 
for modeling and accounting for counterflows).

46 See Cottonwood at 20 (“The Commission should require Entergy to include in the 
AFC models all upgrades that will be constructed to satisfy confirmed 
transmission requests”).

47 See Arkansas Cities at 6 (Entergy failed to provide details “on how Firm Network 
Resource Reservations are to be handled in Study Horizons”).

48 See SPP Comments at 4-7.  
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the Criteria Attachments and agrees with LMA Customers’ request that issues like the 

process used for facilities rating should be reviewed and validated independently by the 

ICT.  SPP commits to review each Business Practice that is posted by Entergy, and will 

also review any change to the current Business Practices (or any operational condition 

that causes the ICT to question the current process as described therein).  The ICT is 

empowered to recommend modifications to Business Practices or criteria if it deems the 

process is discriminatory or otherwise unreasonable. If Entergy does not agree with the 

ICT’s recommendations, Entergy is then required to bring this dispute to the Commission 

for resolution.   Thus, maintaining these process-related details in Business Practices will 

be fully transparent to both the Commission and stakeholders and will allow the ICT to 

more effectively monitor and implement changes to these practices, as appropriate.

b. Protests that request further information or detail should be 
resolved through the stakeholder process rather than this 
proceeding.

With respect to many stakeholders’ questions or requests for more information on 

certain processes (e.g. response factor calculations49 and enforcement of thermal limits50), 

SPP believes that this proceeding is not the appropriate forum for these requests.  Rather, 

the stakeholder process approved by the Commission and facilitated by the ICT is 

designed to address these types of issues.  The stakeholders have a variety of working 

groups and task forces that are available to facilitate these requests.  Alternatively, these 

issues can be pursued through formal requests in accordance with the Stakeholder 

                                               
49 See UPP at 31-32 (Entergy should explain the reasoning for employing different 

response factor calculations for different horizons and provide more information 
generally on how these response factors are used in calculating APCs).

50 See id. at 30 (Entergy needs to provide more information on the enforcement of 
zonal limits in the Base Case models).
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Communication Protocol.51  Minutes of each meeting are posted to the ICT website and 

formal communications are included in the ICT’s quarterly reports to the Commission.  

Thus, SPP would recommend that requests for additional data be referred through these 

stakeholder procedures, rather than addressed as part of the deliberations on Entergy’s 

OATT revisions. 

4. Protestors Have Provided No Justification for Revisiting Prior 
Commission Determinations.

a. Protests that directly raise the cost allocation methodology 
incorporated in Attachment T should be dismissed as collateral 
attacks on previous Commission orders.

Several protestors take issue with Entergy’s cost allocation methodology as 

described in Attachment T.   For example, Cottonwood argues that there is no basis for 

Entergy to limit its Construction Plan to a three-year horizon.52  Cottonwood’s argument 

is based on the fact that NERC’s Reliability Standards specify that assessments are 

conducted for both the near-term (1-5 years) and long-term (6-10 years) study horizons.53

By only looking three years into the future, Entergy’s approach is criticized as “flawed” 

because it removes from the evaluation process for long-term TSRs those upgrades that 

are needed to reliably meet existing and projected demand over the 10-year planning 

horizon. Further, according to Cottonwood, by maintaining the three-year horizon, 

Entergy effectively shifts the upgrade costs to customers requesting long-term 

transmission service or seeking to designate new long-term network resources beyond the 

                                               
51 See e.g., ICT’s First Quarterly Performance Report for 2008, Docket No. ER05-

1065, at 41 (filed Mar. 31, 2008).

52 See Cottonwood at 24-27.

53 Id. at 26.   
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three-year Base Planning horizon.  The fix, in Cottonwood’s view, is to require both 

Entergy and the ICT to identify, in their respective Construction and Base Plans, all 

reliability upgrades anticipated over the 10-year planning horizon.54

LMA Customers also criticize certain features of Entergy’s planning and cost 

allocation tariff provisions, urging the Commission to reject Attachment D because it 

impermissibly forces transmission customers to bear the burden of reliability upgrades.   

LMA Customers highlight the presence of base case overloads in Entergy’s models as 

compounding the alleged inequities of Entergy’s tariff filing.55

Again, stakeholders seem to misunderstand or misstate the basic purpose of the 

Construction Plan and Base Plan dichotomy, as approved by the Commission.  While 

stakeholders correctly point out that Entergy is required to develop both 5 year and 10 

year reliability assessments in accordance with NERC standards, neither the Base Plan 

nor Construction Plan is used for this purpose.  In accordance with Attachments K and T 

to the Entergy Tariff, the ICT-developed Base Plan is created solely for cost allocation 

purposes and is limited to a 3 year time frame.56  The ICT uses the Base Plan for its

determination regarding whether Entergy or a transmission customer requesting service 

should bear the cost of an upgrade required to grant such service.    Similarly, Entergy’s 

Construction Plan considers shorter-term projects that it has committed to fund that are 

required to maintain system reliability or to accommodate confirmed transmission service 

(regardless of whether the ICT determined the specific project to be Supplemental or 

                                               
54 Id.  

55 See LMA Customers at 19-37.

56 See Attachment K at § 7; Attachment T at § 3.2.



21

Base Plan) as well as other projects that Entergy chooses to build.    The Construction 

Plan is developed based on a more limited time frame than the NERC reliability 

assessments in order to allow Entergy to make necessary funding decisions, and any 

difference between the Construction Plan and Base Plan is reported to the Commission.57  

To the extent that stakeholders are protesting the basic format and purpose of the Base 

Plan and Construction Plan, the ICT does not believe that stakeholders have 

demonstrated circumstantial changes sufficient to warrant relitigation of these issues in 

this docket.

b. Requested changes to the basic functions of the System Impact 
Study and the Facilities Study have not been supported. 

Protestors take issue with the differences between the System Impact Study 

(“SIS”) and Facilities Study (“FS”) under Attachment D.   Although taking slightly 

different tacks, both Cottonwood and UPP urge use of the breaker-to-breaker 

methodology to identify constraints in both the FS and the SIS.   UPP argues that the 

“bus-to-bus methodology is more likely to identify more constraints, giving anomalous 

results that are not corrected until the Facilities Study stage.”58

SPP does not agree with stakeholders that the SIS process should use the more 

detailed breaker-to-breaker analysis.  In fact, as the Commission has recognized, the SIS 

process is designed to provide customers only the initial analysis of the impact of a 

request for transmission or interconnection service rather than the more extensive, 

                                               
57 See Differences Report by Southwest Power Pool, Inc., Docket No. ER05-1065, 

at § 2.1 (filed May 8, 2009).

58 UPP at 45.
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detailed analysis requested by stakeholders.59  In order to meet the Commission-

mandated deadlines, the SIS process is necessarily limited to a bus-to-bus DC analysis

associated with a breaker-to-breaker analysis that only considers thermal limits on the 

transmission system and provides a high level estimate of the costs of any required 

upgrades.  The FS process, on the other hand, provides the detailed breaker-to-breaker 

AC analysis that considers both thermal and voltage violations on the transmission 

system and allows the transmission provider to provide a detailed cost estimate for any 

required upgrades.  

The SIS process is designed to give customers adequate information to make a 

decision whether to continue pursuing a specific transmission or interconnection service 

request without requiring the time or costs of the more detailed FS.  For example, the ICT 

reported in its latest quarterly report, the ICT had 16 SIS in progress during the last 

quarter while Entergy only had 8 FS in progress.60  The volume of SIS performed in 

comparison with the volume of FS requested demonstrates that the current SIS/FS 

processes are working to provide this information as intended, and the ICT believes that 

Entergy should not be required to change its current approach.  

                                               
59 See generally Preventing Undue Discrimination and Preference in Transmission 

Service, Order No. 890, 2006-2007 FERC Stats. & Regs., Regs. 
Preambles ¶ 31,241 at P 957; 961 (2007).

60 See ICT’s First Quarterly Performance Report for 2009, Inc., Docket No. ER05-
1065, at 36 (filed Mar. 31, 2009).
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5. A Broad Range of Issues are Currently Being Addressed by the ICT 
Through the Stakeholder Process as Envisioned by the Commission in 
its Approval of the ICT Arrangement.

a. Base case overloads should be addressed through measured 
reforms to improve modeling accuracy rather than infeasible 
demands for elimination of all overloads.

Several Protestors argue that the April 3 Filing should be modified to address 

concerns regarding base case overloads in the Entergy models and their impact on 

transmission funding determinations under Entergy’s Tariff.61  These parties claim that if 

upgrades are needed for reliability, they should not be funded by customers pursuant to 

particular long-term transmission service requests, but should instead be addressed in 

Attachment D.62  

Cottonwood argues that since Entergy and the ICT do not use the full “toolbox” 

for mitigating transmission constraints (manual operating guides, generation redispatch, 

and load shedding) when evaluating TSRs, the costs assigned to customers for upgrades 

to accommodate such a request “are unreasonably high.”63  Cottonwood proposes three 

steps to resolve this issue, comprising of: (i) filing Entergy’s Local Planning Criteria with 

the Commission; (ii) filing the ICT’s criteria for identifying Base Plan Upgrades; and (iii) 

either stop using the “toolbox” for mitigating transmission constraints to avoid 

constructing reliability upgrades or use the toolbox uniformly “across both reliability 

planning and TSR processing.”64  Cottonwood also suggests that the Commission direct 

Entergy to adopt “either a ‘make whole’ payment or another compensation mechanism” 
                                               
61 See Cottonwood at 31; Occidental at 2; Arkansas Cities at 13.

62 See Arkansas Cities at 13.

63 See Cottonwood at 27.

64 Id. at 28.
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to protect customers against system-driven reductions in the value of Supplemental 

Upgrades.65

As Entergy acknowledged in the April 3 Filing, these types of contested issues 

have been a much discussed agenda item in the stakeholder meetings on Attachments C 

and D as well as many other stakeholder meetings and discussions.66  In fact, 

stakeholders, through the Stakeholder Policy Committee, adopted two comprehensive 

proposals that were ultimately considered by both the ICT and Entergy.67

Certain features of the stakeholder proposals, such as using manual operating 

guides to sell more transmission service or ignoring a Network Customer’s preferred 

dispatch, were rejected by the ICT because they were determined to be incapable of being 

implemented on a consistent, non-discriminatory basis.  Other suggestions, such as the 

negative generation solution and requests to allow the incorporation of short-term 

resources in a Network Customer’s dispatch file,68 were endorsed by the ICT.  While 

these solutions have not eliminated base case overloads, SPP believes that the 

improvements to the AFC process thus far have allowed for a more accurate 

                                               
65 Id. at 32.

66 See April 3 Filing, Transmittal Letter from Floyd L. Norton to the Honorable 
Kimberly Bose at 12-16.

67 See ICT’s Fourth Quarterly Performance Report for 2007, Docket No. ER05-
1065, at §§ 4.5, 6.2.1 (filed Dec. 31, 2007).

68 LMA Customers recognized this important improvement in their protest and 
requested that the Commission set a deadline for Entergy to implement the 
software required to allow Network Customers to submit this type of data.  See
LMA Customers’ at 17-18.  The software package was delayed for more than a 
year due to the issues surrounding the WPP development and Entergy’s transition 
to OATi.  SPP agrees with LMA Customers’ suggested approach and is confident 
that the addition of short-term resources to the Network Customers’ dispatch files 
will deliver a marked improvement to the accuracy of the AFC models.
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representation of the AFCs on the Entergy transmission system, even as other practical 

solutions are being explored.  Further, SPP does not believe that it is possible to eliminate 

base case overloads due to multiple factors, including the lack of accounting of planning 

redispatch in the AFC models, continuous resynchronizations of the AFC models, 

changing system conditions (such as transmission outages and WPP reservations), the 3% 

cutoff for evaluating TSRs, and phantom congestion created through the use of 

unreserved and unconfirmed resources to meet the load of LSEs.

In addition to the solutions developed for the AFC model, SPP has facilitated 

efforts to identify beneficial upgrades on Entergy’s transmission system, including the 

Acadiana Load Pocket project as well as the ICT’s development of the ICT Strategic 

Transmission Expansion Plan.  While not eliminating base case overloads, SPP believes 

that these efforts, as well as the transmission planning performed in accordance with 

Attachment K of the Entergy Tariff, will lead to future transmission development and 

decrease the amount of congestion on Entergy’s transmission system.  As next discussed, 

the stakeholders’ focus on the total elimination of base case overloads in their criticism of 

Entergy’s cost allocation methodology is misplaced since the existence of base case 

overloads does not, by itself, unfairly allocate the costs of reliability upgrades to 

transmission customers.

b. The mere existence of base case overloads does not prove that 
reliability upgrades are improperly assessed to transmission 
customers.

Many Protestors expressed concerns with regards to the treatment of base case 

overloads in Attachment D.  UPP asserts that Entergy’s changes to the cost allocation for 

pre-existing base case overloads, as reflected in sections 6.2 and 6.3 of Attachment D, 
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result in improper cost shifts that are contrary to Order 890’s principles.69    As such, UPP

argues that the Commission should reject Entergy’s revisions and reinstate the original 

sections 6.2 and 6.3.70    

LMA Customers similarly argue that Entergy’s Attachment D revisions are 

inconsistent with other, longer standing, provisions of Entergy’s Tariff, and do not cure 

the problems in cost allocation resulting from pre-transfer base case overloads.71  LMA 

Customers point out that Entergy has effectively removed certain language from its 

Tariff,72 both in practice and in several filings, but Entergy has not gone about the 

removal process properly.73  UPP makes a similar argument that Entergy and the ICT are

not complying with the requirements of a Commission-accepted rate schedule and that 

Entergy has impermissibly removed language from its Tariff.74  UPP asserts that the 

Commission should reject claims by Entergy that the language was originally included in 

                                               
69 See UPP at 41-42.  See also Order No. 890 at P 559.  

70 See UPP at 42.  

71 See LMA Customers at 27-32.  LMA Customers argue that Entergy’s proposed 
language is unlikely to have any beneficial effect, from a customer’s standpoint, 
for two reasons: new transmission is notoriously “lumpy” and cannot be sized to 
match the amount of additional load placed on a flowgate by a customer's service 
request and, in the absence of some mechanism that would compel Entergy to 
construct the facilities needed to eliminate a pre-existing overload, language that 
aims to protect a service requestor from those costs will be ineffective.

72 The language LMA Customers argue has been “removed” is: “To the extent that 
the overload necessitating the upgrades existed in the Base Case Model before the 
proposed transfer was simulated and was only exacerbated by the transfer, the 
Facilities Study will identify the portion of the cost of the upgrade attributable to 
the new TSR.”  See Attachment D, § 6.2, designated Entergy Services, Inc., 
FERC Electric Tariff, Rate Schedule No. 2, at Original Sheet Nos. 21-22.  

73 Id. at 29-30.  

74 UPP at 43.  
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error.75   In UPP’s view, Entergy and the ICT have failed to comply with the Tariff for 

two and a half years.76        

As SPP explained in its March 5, 2008 response to a formal communication from 

a stakeholder addressing this very issue, the Entergy tariff makes clear the ICT’s duties 

regarding the allocation of costs associated with a new request for transmission service.  

While stakeholders are correct to point out that certain controversial language was 

removed from previous versions of Attachment D in Entergy’s July 13 Filing,77 the 

inclusion or removal of this specific language did not alter the ICT’s process for 

determining the cost responsibility for upgrades required to accommodate requests 

transmission or interconnection service.  As stated in the March 5 Response, “[t]he ICT’s 

identification of the portion of the cost of the upgrade attributable to the new TSR, under 

Section 6.2 of the SIS/FS Manual [now Attachment D], is dependent on the ICT’s 

Attachment T analysis and classification of the necessary upgrades as Base Plan or 

Supplemental.  No further identification or analysis is necessary or required under the 

Entergy OATT.”78  

Also misplaced is stakeholders’ assertion that Attachment T requires that the ICT 

improperly assign reliability upgrades to transmission customers because of overloads 

that exist in the base case.  In fact, the development of the ICT Base Plan, in addition to 

                                               
75 Id. at 37-38

76 Id. 

77 See April 3 Filing, Exhibit 1 at 47-48.

78 See ICT’s Revised First Quarterly Performance Report for 2008, Docket No. 
ER05-1065, Attachment 8 at 2 (filed Mar. 13, 2008).
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the MW Capacity calculation performed by the ICT, ensures that only the costs 

associated with a customer’s service request are assigned to that customer.  

It bears repeating that the ICT Base Plan is developed through more stringent 

criteria than Entergy’s Planning Criteria and is designed to ensure that any reliability 

upgrade is not assigned to a transmission or interconnection customer.79  However, some 

base case overloads may not require a reliability upgrade because an effective mitigation 

option exists (e.g. the use of an operating guide or redispatch scheme).  These base case 

overloads are effectively addressed by the ICT through the SIS process and the cost 

allocation process.  The ICT, in the SIS process, will only consider the impact of the 

requested service on the congested facility in accordance with Attachment D.80  For 

example, if a transmission facility in the base case shows 102% loading and a requests for 

transmission service adds 2% of flow on that facility, the ICT would only identify 

sufficient upgrades to alleviate 2% of the congestion rather than the full 4% required to 

bring the facility to 100% of its rating.  

However, as stakeholders recognize, upgrades are rarely that precise and are 

typically “lumpy.”  The ICT addresses this issue through its MW Capacity calculation 

performed in accordance with Attachment T.81  In order to calculate the MW capacity 

created by a specific upgrade, the ICT takes into account any pre-existing loading on the 

congested facilities.  For instance, if a facility is overloaded by 10 MW in the base case, 

                                               
79 See 2008 Annual Report by Southwest Power Pool, Inc., Docket No. ER05-1065, 

at 11 (filed Feb. 11, 2009); Differences Report by Southwest Power Pool, Inc., 
Docket No. ER05-1065, at § 2.4 (filed May 8, 2009).

80 See Attachment D at § 4, Preamble.

81 See Attachment T at § 4.3.5.1.
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the requested transmission service adds 10 more MW to the already overloaded facility 

and a 30 MW “lumpy” upgrade is required to alleviate the impact of the transmission 

service, the MW capacity calculated by the ICT would only be 20 MW (the 10 MW of 

loading that existed in the base case is excluded from the ICT’s calculation).  Because the 

MW capacity created by the specific upgrade is accounted for in the Unit Rate calculation 

(Cost of the Upgrade / MW Capacity = Unit Rate) used to determine the amount the 

customer will receive as financial payments for future use of the upgrade, per Attachment 

T, the lower MW Capacity calculation ensures that the transmission customer receives a 

higher financial payment to account for any pre-existing base case overloads.  In the 

above example, for a $3 million upgrade, the transmission customer would receive 

$150,000/MW for any future use of the upgrade rather than the $100,000/MW if the MW 

Capacity calculation included the base case overload.  This ICT determination ensures 

that, even for lumpy upgrades, transmission customers are not improperly subsidizing 

Entergy’s transmission system.

c. The reporting requirements for the SIS and FS process should 
not be expanded.

Several Protestors requested that the reporting requirements for the SIS and FS 

process in Attachment D be expanded to provide additional information and data to 

customers.  Specifically, Cottonwood asked that the SIS report include information 

related to base case overload facilities, constrained facilities, and mitigation measures 

available to respond to incremental loading.82  Cottonwood and UPP both requested that 

the power flow models for SIS and FS be posted to OASIS by the ICT.83  UPP also asked 

                                               
82 See Cottonwood at 33-34.    

83 See UPP at 60; Cottonwood at 34.  
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that the SIS report retain the high level planning estimate associated with upgrades and 

additional information with respect to ATC values.84  In addition, UPP requested that the 

FS report contain additional information when there is a material change in transmission 

upgrades identified in the SIS.85  Finally, Arkansas Cities asked that the ICT provide 

customers with “all of the input data, modeling assumptions, power system models, and 

detailed results of thermal, voltage, and stability analyses performed in the evaluation of 

long-term service requests.”86

The Commission should decline stakeholders’ requests for additional data and 

reporting associated with the SIS and FS processes.  Certain of the requested data, e.g.,

power flow models, IDEV files, model-related files, and documentation of other 

assumptions utilized in the SIS and FS process, are available through postings on OASIS  

upon request by the customer. Moreover, the usefulness of the other requested 

information has not been demonstrated to be justified given the resource burdens 

associated with its production.  In the SPP’s view, the stakeholder process is the proper 

forum for the parties to continue to discuss and consider whether the additional data and 

reporting requested by stakeholders is appropriate for inclusion in the TSR Business 

Practices.  For now, Entergy’s tariff proposal represents a reasonable accommodation for 

the reporting and data under the SIS and FS processes.

                                               
84 See UPP at 57.  

85 Id. at 58-59. 

86 Arkansas Cities at 7-8.  
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6. Stakeholders have Identified Several Tariff Provisions that Would 
Benefit from Additional Clarification. 

In their initial comments, Protestors requested additional clarification and/or 

explanation concerning the import of certain tariff modifications included in Entergy’s 

April 3 Filing.  SPP has reviewed the requests for clarification and, with respect to the 

following provisions, agrees that additional explanation could avoid potential interpretive 

disputes in the future.  

Attachment C

 Section 2.2.1(ii) – SPP supports the suggestion that this provision be 
clarified to apply to facilities added by entities other than Entergy or 
additional details be included in the Entergy Business Practices.  (East 
Texas Coops at 4)

 Section 2.2.2 – SPP agrees that the phrase “as necessary to maintain 
reliability” could benefit from additional clarity/definition. (Arkansas 
Cities at 4)

 Section 3.2 – With respect to Entergy’s non-firm AFC formula, SPP
supports the requested clarification concerning whether “Remaining ETCs” 
have any associated counterflows. (Arkansas Cities at 5)

 Section 5.1 and 5.2:  SPP partially agrees with the suggestion that these 
provisions be clarified to make clear that Entergy adjustments to the TRM 
values would also consider corresponding adjustments to facility ratings as 
applicable. (East Texas Coops at 5)

 Section 6 –Because LSEs use designated agents to manage their data, SPP
agrees with the suggested modification to recognize that “LSEs or their 
designated agents” may submit any required data. (East Texas Coops at 5-
6)

 Section 7.1.1.4 - SPP agrees that a provision should be added clarifying 
that Entergy is required to provide the same data that other Network 
Customers must provide. (UPP at 28)

Attachment D

 Section 2.1 –  SPP agrees with UPP that the scope of the ICT’s role in 
developing NERC and SERC Regional Models should be clarified to 






