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1.

Overview

1.1

Entergy
Entergy Services, Inc. (Entergy or ESI) 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., 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 69kV - 500kV 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 Weekly Procurement Process (WPP). In its filing, Entergy identified Southwest Power Pool,
Inc. (SPP) as the candidate it had chosen to perform the function of the ICT. 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), satisfied the independence requirement of operating in the
capacity of the ICT for Entergy and conditionally approved the tariff changes filed by Entergy. The ICT
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.
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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
The ICT is required by section 7 of Attachment S of Entergy’s OATT to provide quarterly reports

to all Interested Government Agencies pertaining to SPP’s performance as the ICT. Also, in the ICT
Approval Order the FERC required that the ICT prepare a yearly report to measure the success of the ICT
and the WPP in meeting Entergy’s claimed objectives, including benefits, 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 ICT 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 shall have forty-five
(45) days to respond to this report as well as any Market Participant.

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 to examine transmission issues

affecting electricity service within Arkansas. On May 29, 2009, the APSC issued an order that, among
other things, directed SPP to report on two matters that directly implicate the operation of the ICT: (i)
Entergy membership in SPP RTO; and (ii) completion of a seams agreement between Entergy and SPP.
1.5.1

SPP RTO Cost/Benefit Study
The APSC directed SPP, with the assistance of an independent third party, to conduct a
comprehensive cost/benefit study to determine the benefits of the entire Entergy System, or
Entergy Arkansas as a stand-alone entity, joining the SPP RTO. The APSC ordered that the
cost/benefit study should be completed by December 31, 2009.
In compliance with the APSC directive, SPP filed a proposed work plan for the cost/benefit study.
However, the recently formed Entergy Regional State Committee (E-RSC) will assume
responsibility for administering the study after finalization of all E-RSC governing documentation.
See section 1.6.

1.5.2

SPP/Entergy Seams Agreement
The APSC determined that SPP and Entergy should work to negotiate and complete a
comprehensive seams agreement in order to eliminate or reduce “rate pancaking” between the
two systems. After receiving comments on SPP’s and Entergy’s efforts in negotiating an
agreement, the APSC ordered that a seams agreement should be completed by December 31,
2009. The APSC also directed SPP and Entergy to file monthly reports on the progress being
made toward completion of a seams agreement.
The monthly reports filed during this quarter stated that Entergy and SPP have made progress on
proposals that addresses the coordination of: (i) regional planning initiatives for reliability and
12/31/2009
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economic projects; (ii) the evaluation and processing of transmission and interconnection service
requests; and (iii) review/analysis of data utilized to calculate AFC. Entergy and SPP are also
actively pursuing agreement on issues related to cost allocation and the confidentiality of data.
The reports indicated that considerable work and challenges remain for the completion of a
seams agreement by the end of December 2009.
1.6

Entergy Regional State Committee (E-RSC)
As reported last quarter, Entergy’s state retail regulators have begun the process of creating the

E-RSC to collectively address transmission concerns on the Entergy System. On October 12, 2009, the
E-RSC held a public meeting to discuss draft By-laws, E-RSC authority and responsibility, and the E-RSC
budget. The E-RSC By-laws are scheduled to be fully adopted and incorporated in December 2009. See
Attachment 1.
Under the draft By-laws, the E-RSC will be the administrator of the cost/benefit study ordered by
the APSC. Consequently, a working group of the E-RSC has worked with Entergy and SPP in drafting
the cost/benefit study scope and assumptions that will be used for the study. On October 20, 2009, the
E-RSC published a Request for Proposals for interested vendors to bid on conducting the cost/benefit
study. A December 2, 2009, deadline was established for vendors’ proposals and the E-RSC expects to
finalize the vendor selection process by mid-January. In accordance with this timetable, the final
cost/benefit study is estimated to be completed in July 2010.
1.7

Entergy Plans for ICT Arrangement – Docket No. ER09-555
The Commission’s March 17, 2009 order directed Entergy to make a filing one-year prior to the

expiration of the ICT arrangement (i.e., November 2010) that explained Entergy’s plans for continuing the
ICT arrangement in its current, or a modified, form or replacing the ICT arrangement at the end of the
current four-year term.
Entergy made such a filing on November 17, 2009, to comply with the Commission’s directives.
In the filing, Entergy explained that, at this time, it was considering only two alternatives: (i) modifying the
ICT arrangement; or (2) joining the SPP RTO. However, Entergy also explained its evaluation of both
alternatives was dependent on the E-RSC’s cost/benefit study that will analyze the impact of Entergy
membership in the SPP RTO that will not be completed until July 2010 (see section 1.6) and the E-RSC’s
consideration of potential modifications to the ICT arrangement due in the spring of 2010. Entergy
indicated that this timing would make it difficult for Entergy to make a decision prior to the filing date
necessary (i.e., September 18, 2010) to extend, modify, or terminate the ICT arrangement. Therefore,
Entergy stated that an extension of the current ICT arrangement for an interim period would likely be
12/31/2009
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required in order for Entergy to adequately consider the recommendations from the E-RSC and to provide
a bridge during a transition to the implementation of either alternative.

2.

Reliability Coordination (RC)

2.1 Overview
In the ICT Approval Order, paragraph 94, the Commission stated that the ICT shall act as the
Reliability Coordinator for Entergy’s transmission system. On November 1, 2006, Entergy formally
transitioned the Reliability Coordinator function to the ICT. As the Reliability Coordinator for Entergy, the
ICT has authority over all matters within the scope of its duties as a North American Electric Reliability
Council (NERC) Reliability Coordinator. The ICT’s performance of these duties has been strictly on an
independent basis utilizing information from Entergy, Market Participants, and other balancing authorities
in analyzing Entergy’s system and taking any necessary actions under its authority as the Reliability
Coordinator. The ICT is in compliance with the standards set forth by NERC and has complied with all
Southeastern Electric Reliability Council (SERC) Reporting Standards and deadlines. The ICT
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 will retain its obligations as the Control Area Operator and
Transmission Provider.
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2.2 Monthly SERC Filing Requirements
The ICT submitted monthly SERC RC filings for the period of September 1, 2009 to November
30, 2009. The monthly filings certify the ICT is compliant with the following standards:
2.2.1

TOP-007 Reporting System Operating Limits (SOL) and Interconnected Reliability Operating
Limits (IROL) Violations: The ICT 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 September 1, 2009 to
November 30, 2009.

2.2.2

PER-003 Operator Credentials: All ICT 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: The ICT conducts next day reliability
analysis for the Entergy footprint to ensure ongoing reliability in the transmission system under
normal and contingency situations. In addition, the ICT Reliability Coordinator considers adjacent
Reliability Coordinator areas in its analysis to prevent unacceptable burdens being placed on the
adjacent system.

2.3

Other SERC Filing Requirements
No other SERC filings or self-certifications were required during the current reporting period.

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 the ICT shall have exclusive authority to execute TLR procedures under NERC
Standards IRO-006-3 and PER-004-1. Therefore, the ICT Reliability Coordinator has and exercises the
authority to execute TLR events as it deems necessary. To mitigate the number of TLRs on Entergy’s
system, the ICT Reliability Coordinator 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.
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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 is on the transmission system. Actions taken by the ICT Reliability
Coordinator 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 the ICT 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 thirty-one (31) TLR Level 3, 4, and 5 events with a total
curtailment of 75,506 MWh’s from September 1, 2009 to November 30, 2009. For comparison
purposes, during the same period in the previous year there were a total of eighty-three (83) TLR
Level 3, 4, and 5 events initiated with a total of 289,365 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 67,761 MWh’s of Non-Firm service and 7,745 MWh’s of Firm service were curtailed
from September 1, 2009 to November 30, 2009. A total of 289,365 MWh’s of Non-Firm service
and 16,274 MWh’s of Firm service were curtailed during the same timeframe in the prior year.
Figures 3 and 4 illustrate the MWh’s curtailed broken down by monthly totals and Firm and NonFirm service.

Figure 3
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Figure 4

2.4.2

TLR Analysis
During the current reporting period, the total number of TLR events decreased by sixty-three (63)
percent, the total Non-Firm MWh's curtailed decreased by seventy-seven (77) percent and total
Firm MWh's curtailed decreased by fifty-two (52) percent compared to the same quarter last year.
The comparatively large reduction in both the level of TLR events and MWh’s curtailed from the
same period last year is primarily due to significant weather conditions related to hurricanes that
occurred in 2008.
The circumstances contributing to the TLR events called this period are summarized below:
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●

White Bluff-Sheridan for loss of Mabelvale-Sheridan accounted for six (6) of the TLR
events and thirty-five (35) percent of the total MWh's curtailed during this reporting
period.



McAdams 500-230 for loss of McAdams-Lakeover had a single TLR Level 5a event that
accounted for the majority of the Firm MWh's curtailed during the reporting period.

2.4.3

ICT Reliability Improvement Plan
The ICT RC group developed the Reliability Improvement Plan (RIP) in an effort to minimize the
level and severity of TLR events on Entergy’s system. The ICT RC group took no actions under
the RIP during this reporting period.

2.4.4

Designated Network Resource (DNR) Technical Team
As previously reported, the ICT RC group and Entergy have agreed on a procedure to determine
the internal Non-Firm schedules (NN-6) during a TLR Level 5 event and for curtailing internal
Non-Firm schedules not currently in the Interchange Distribution Calculator (IDC) model. While
the ICT RC group and Entergy have settled on the necessary changes to Entergy’s Tariff to
implement this procedure, the tariff changes are included in a broader package of changes to the
Entergy Tariff that includes Entergy’s Local Area Procedures (LAP). By the end of this reporting
period, Entergy had not made the broader tariff filing including the necessary tariff changes to
implement the NN-6 procedure.
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3.

Tariff Administration (TA)

3.1

Overview
Section 3.1 of Attachment S to Entergy’s OATT establishes that the ICT shall oversee the

provision of transmission service for Entergy and provide TA functions to evaluate (grant or deny) all
transmission service requests (TSR) on a non-discriminatory basis consistent with the TSR Processing
Criteria and Transmission Study Criteria. This section of the report will address the ICT’s oversight of TA
for short-term TSRs. The ICT’s oversight of long-term TSRs is discussed in section 4 of this report.
3.2

AFC Studies and Research
The activities of the ICT TA group from September 1, 2009 through November 30, 2009,

included, among other things, the ongoing analysis of models and AFC software errors; work on AFC
modeling issues related to the inclusion of transmission upgrades in the short-term models, the WOTAB
load pocket, and the calculation of net interchange and the dispatching of external control areas;
modeling for a Load Serving Entity (LSE) to stack reservations for network service; suspension of NonFirm sales during a TLR; implementing changes to the TSR process required by FERC Order Nos. 890,
et seq.; participating in the DNR Technical Team; and coordinating Entergy’s move to the Open Access
Technology, Inc. (OATI) software. A more detailed description of these and other activities is provided
below.
3.2.1

Ongoing studies
On a daily basis, the ICT’s AFC Engineers analyze and respond to TSRs, AFC model problems,
transmission constraints, and other issues identified through the TSR process and specific
stakeholder concerns and questions.

3.2.2

Suspension of Non-Firm Sales
As reported last quarter, the ICT TA and the ICT RC groups, in conjunction with stakeholders,
finalized a process to address stakeholders’ concern about the sale of Non-Firm transmission
service during a TLR that could be implemented with the move to OATI. Consequently, the ICT is
committed to working with Entergy to implement this process now that OATI is in operation.

3.2.3

WPP Support
The ICT TA group continues to support the interface between the WPP and the AFC process on
a weekly basis.
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3.2.4

Implementation of Order Nos. 890 et seq. Requirements
The ICT continues to work with Entergy to finalize the business practices associated with the
Conditional Firm service established by FERC Order Nos. 890 et seq.

3.2.5

Criteria Manuals
Entergy filed the Criteria Manuals (now Attachments C, D, and E to the Entergy OATT) with the
Commission on April 3, 2009. By the end of this reporting period, the Commission had not yet
acted on Entergy’s filing.
In filing the Criteria Manuals, Entergy stated that it intended to post certain business practices on
the more detailed and technical processes associated with the Criteria Manuals to allow the ICT
and stakeholders the flexibility to continue to discuss and make technical improvements and
adjustments to these processes. Consistent with this commitment, Entergy circulated a part of its
draft business practices to stakeholders on July 17, 2009. To date, Entergy has not finalized or
posted the remaining business practices associated with the filing of the Criteria Manuals.

3.2.6

DNR Technical Team
During this reporting period, the ICT TA group continued to participate in the DNR Technical
Team. See section 2.4.4.

3.2.7

AFC Modeling Improvements Task Force
As previously reported, a task force was formed to address three specific AFC modeling issues
discussed in more detail in sections 3.2.8, 3.2.9, and 3.2.10 below.

3.2.8

Modeling of Transmission Upgrades
Starting in October 2008, the ICT TA group has expressed its concerns about Entergy’s current
practice of excluding all transmission upgrades in the short-term AFC models until the time the
upgrades are actually placed in-service, while allowing the transmission service granted in
reliance on those upgrades to be reflected in the AFC models. In the ICT’s view, if the granted
transmission service is included in the AFC base case models, then the upgrades for that service
should also be included in the models as of the date those upgrades are projected to go into
service. Entergy stated that, in its view, the criteria under section 2.3.1.1 of Attachment D for
including certain “provisional” transmission upgrade facilities in the long-term modeling process
do not apply to the short-term AFC models.
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As part of the discussions over the Criteria Manuals, the ICT TA group recommended that
Entergy omit from Attachment C any language concerning its current practice of excluding
upgrades not yet in-service from the AFC models. Instead, the ICT asked Entergy to post its
current short-term modeling process in a business practice, thereby allowing Entergy, the ICT,
and stakeholders to continue further discussions and explore alternative solutions to improve
Entergy’s current modeling practice. Entergy agreed to this recommendation and Attachment C
included a reference to Entergy’s business practices on short-term modeling.
As reported last quarter, Entergy circulated a draft of its proposed business practices that
addressed this issue to stakeholders. The ICT presented the draft proposal at the October NearTerm Transmission Issues Working Group (NTTIWG) meeting for comments. The ICT intends to
work with Entergy to address any concerns raised in stakeholder comments and make a final
proposal at the January 2010 NTTIWG meeting.
3.2.9

Modeling Issues Identified for the WOTAB Load Pocket
As previously reported, the ICT and Entergy have identified improvements needed to the current
modeling practice involving the dispatch of units in the load pockets needed to enforce the zonal
import limits in the AFC models.
As part of the discussions over the Criteria Manuals, the ICT TA group and Entergy agreed that
the details about the process for enforcing zonal import limits in the modeling process would be
included in posted business practices and not in Attachment C. Entergy also agreed that the
business practice that addresses the modeling of zonal import limits will be subject to further
stakeholder review and additional development activities to explore alternative solutions to
improve Entergy’s current modeling practice.
During this quarter, the task force discussed this issue and recommended that the zonal import
limit adjustment in the AFC models is no longer needed. Consistent with this recommendation,
Entergy agreed to discontinue the use of the automated zonal import limit adjustment and reflect
this change in Entergy’s business practices. The ICT and Entergy will continue to monitor the
AFC process to ensure that any concerns regarding the zonal import limits are adequately
addressed.

3.2.10 Net Interchange and External Control Area Dispatch Modeling
Entergy and the ICT have agreed on the need to modify the current AFC modeling assumptions
related to first-tier external control area dispatch and net interchange, which rely on real-time
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adjustments from Entergy’s state estimator model. However, Entergy and the ICT could not
reach a final conclusion on how to modify these assumptions in the Criteria Manuals. Therefore,
the ICT recommended that Entergy remove the detailed description of the external control area
dispatch and net interchange modeling practices from the tariff and place it in a business practice
to allow the ICT, Entergy, and stakeholders the flexibility to explore alternative assumptions and
develop specific recommendations to improve the process. However, Entergy, in response to
stakeholder feedback, included the process-related detail in the Criteria Manual filing, but agreed
to continue to discuss alternatives to the current modeling practices with the ICT and
stakeholders. Entergy also agreed to discuss the implementation of more targeted generation
dispatch and net interchange alternatives that would not require software modifications.
As previously reported, the task force has discussed this issue and recommended that Entergy
use coordinated TSR and unit dispatch from the external control areas to calculate net
interchange and set the dispatch for those areas. At the October NTTIWG meeting, the ICT
reported that Entergy is currently coordinating TSR and unit dispatch data with two (2) external
control areas. The ICT reports that it will continue to work with Entergy to coordinate the receipt
and incorporation of additional information from other external control areas.
3.2.11 Reservation Stack for Load-Only Balancing Authorities
As previously reported, Entergy has agreed to work with the software vendor to implement an
automated modeling process to allow LSE customers to provide a stack of reservations for the
modeling of network service to meet their load in the Study Horizon. Entergy has informed the
ICT, however, that the work on the software patch has been delayed due to higher priority issues,
including the replacement of Entergy’s OASIS vendor. See section 3.2.12.
During this quarter, the OATI conversion required Entergy to make changes to the Study Horizon
process. As a result, Entergy and the ICT will evaluate the current process to determine which
issues remain to be addressed before moving forward with additional automation for the
reservation stack process.
3.2.12 AFC Systems Capability/OASIS Replacement Project
During this quarter, the ICT and Entergy provided additional training and support to Entergy’s
transmission customers on the new OATI products WebOASIS and WebTrans. On September
28, 2009, Entergy completed the move to OATI as the software vendor to replace the current
OASIS and OASIS Automation (OA) tools. The implementation of the OATI software was
successful, but Entergy and the ICT are continuing to address and resolve specific issues arising
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from the conversion. The ICT reports the conversion was completed with no significant
operational or service impacts.
3.3

ICT Processing of TSRs
Transmission Customers have the responsibility to submit a complete and accurate request for

service via the OASIS website. The ICT TA group then assesses the completed requests for Non-Firm
Hourly service, Firm and Non-Firm Daily, Weekly, and Monthly service. The ICT TA personnel utilize the
e-terra automation software to access and evaluate TSRs to determine whether each TSR should be
accepted or refused. The ICT TA group will accept or refuse short-term TSRs 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 ICT Planning Engineers. The
ICT’s oversight of long-term TSRs and the planning process is discussed in detail 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 the ICT from
September 1, 2009 to November 30, 2009, as compared to the same time period in the
prior year. As shown, there was a 25.8 percent decrease in the total number of TSRs
received by the ICT during this reporting period. The percentage difference for each type
of service by duration was as follows: Hourly – 23.4 percent, Daily – 26.8 percent,
Weekly – 48.6 percent, Monthly – 53.9 percent, and Yearly – 32.8 percent. These
percentage changes can also be seen in Figure 12.
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Figure 5

12/31/2009

19

FERC ICT Quarterly Performance Report: September - November 2009

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 September 1,
2009 through November 30, 2009, 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 the
ICT from September 1, 2009 through November 30, 2009, 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 the ICT are currently listed in “study”
due to the fact that a final decision has not yet been made on the TSR.
The ICT 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 for DNR 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

12/31/2009

23

FERC ICT Quarterly Performance Report: September - November 2009

3.3.1.4 The following Figures 10 and 11 illustrate the number of TSRs, sorted by type, that the
ICT processed from September 1, 2009, to November 30, 2009, and for the same period
of the previous year. Figure 12 offers an illustration of the percentage change in service
types from September 1, 2009, to November 30, 2009, 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.” The ICT assumed the planning function for Entergy on November 17,
2006, the ICT implementation date. This section of the report will describe all the ICT functions that relate
to generation interconnection, long-term planning, and the approval of long-term transmission service.
4.2

Recommended Expansion Planning/Investment
Base Plan/Construction Plan
As reported last quarter, the ICT solicited stakeholder comments on the overall planning process

and on specific transmission issues and construction projects after the annual Transmission Planning
Summit on August 11, 2009. All comments received through this process were compiled and posted on
Entergy’s OASIS. At the September 15, 2009 Long-Term Transmission Issues Working Group (LTTIWG)
meeting, the ICT reviewed the comments with stakeholders and invited additional discussion and
comment.
Subsequently, the ICT developed a draft 2010 Base Plan taking into consideration the ICT’s
reliability assessment of Entergy’s draft 2010-2012 Construction Plan and the input of stakeholders and
other interested parties, including state regulators. The ICT posted its draft 2010 Base Plan on Entergy’s
OASIS on October 14, 2009. The ICT also presented an overview of the plan to stakeholders at the
October 20, 2009 LTTIWG meeting and invited stakeholders to submit any additional comments. The
development of the ICT’s Base Plan and Entergy’s 2010-2012 Construction Plan will continue through the
remainder of 2009. Entergy has indicated that it expects to provide a final 2010-2012 Construction Plan
to the ICT in December 2009. The ICT expects to then finalize and post its 2010 Base Plan by early
January 2010.
Also during this reporting period, Entergy provided the ICT with an update (Update 2) to Entergy’s
current 2009-2011 Construction Plan. The ICT posted the update to Entergy’s OASIS on October 14,
2009. This update added two new construction projects that were committed to for transmission service
reservations, and also changed the funding status for one upgrade project from “Proposed and In-Target”
to “Approved”. Because these changes did not impact the status of any Base Plan projects, there was no
need to update the ICT Base Plan.
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4.3

10 Year Strategic Plan
In accordance with the process established under the ICT Strategic Transmission Expansion Plan

(ISTEP), the ICT is proceeding with its work on the following ISTEP 2009 matters:
Entergy System Economic Studies
The Stakeholder Policy Committee (SPC) requested the ICT to perform economic studies in 2009
for the following five (5) projects:
1. South Central Arkansas / Northeast Louisiana Constraint - this project is meant to
address North to South flows
2. Central Arkansas constraint - this project is meant to address South to North flows
3. Lake Charles 230kV Loop - this project is meant to relieve the 138kV flowgate issues
4. Baton Rouge / South Mississippi Constraint - this project is meant to address Central to
South flows
5. Jackson Area - this project is meant to improve load-serving capability in the Jackson
Area
During this quarter, the ICT presented preliminary results for the Lake Charles loop project at the
October 20, 2009 LTTIWG meeting. The ICT reports that it expects to complete its analysis for all
projects by the end of January 2010.
4.4

WOTAB and Amite South Recommendation
As reported last quarter, the SPC requested additional background and supporting information on

a recommendation adopted by the LTTIWG for the ICT to perform an 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 the WOTAB and Amite South load pockets, while providing net
savings to customers.
During this quarter, Roberto Paliza prepared a revised recommendation to include the requested
information. At the September 2009 LTTIWG meeting, the stakeholders also amended the
recommendation to remove the reference to the WOTAB and Amite South load pockets and to allow the
study scope to determine the load pockets and specific units to be studied. The LTTIWG adopted the
revised recommendation and forwarded it to the SPC for consideration. At the October SPC meeting,
stakeholders added a statement of intent that the study be performed and funded as one of the five (5)
free economic studies in 2010 provided for under Entergy’s Attachment K. The SPC approved the
amended recommendation by a vote of 14-8.
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4.5

Inter-Regional Coordination
During the current reporting period, the ICT has been actively involved in inter-regional

coordination. The ICT’s activities in each region are discussed below.
SPP RTO
SPP RTO, the ICT, and Entergy continued work on the five (5) stakeholder-selected regional
economic studies to be performed under the Entergy/SPP Regional Planning Process (ESRPP).
The ICT presented initial results and an update on the progress of the studies at the October 20,
2009 LTTIWG meeting. Stakeholders were invited to comment and ask questions. The ICT expects the
draft study results to be completed in the first quarter of 2010.
Southeast
The ICT is actively involved in the Southeast Regional Planning Stakeholder Group (RPSG). The
third meeting of the 2009 planning cycle was held September 29, 2009. At that meeting, the Southeast
Transmission Owners presented the preliminary results of the five (5) sensitivity studies selected to
address economic constraints to regional transfers within the southeast region and solicited stakeholder
input and feedback. The five (5) sensitivity studies are ongoing, with final results expected to be
presented in the fourth quarter at the annual Southeastern Regional Transmission Planning Summit on
December 15, 2009. None of the selected studies directly involve Entergy as a source or sink region.
Nonetheless, the ICT will monitor the study process for any incidental impact on Entergy.
The ICT also participates in the Southeastern Inter-Regional Participation Process (SIRPP),
which addresses inter-regional planning for the SERC region as required under Order No. 890. The ICT
staff is directly involved in the Study Team and Process Team which evaluate studies across the
southeast region.

As reported last quarter, SIRPP stakeholders selected five (5) sensitivity studies to

address economic constraints to inter-regional transfers within the larger southeast region, which includes
Entergy. During this quarter, the final sensitivity study results were posted on the SIRPP website.
The SIRPP’s first stakeholder meeting for the 2009/10 planning cycle was held on October 27,
2009. Stakeholders selected the following five (5) new sensitivity studies to be performed by the Study
Team over the next year:
1. Entergy to Georgia ITS = 2000 MW (Step 2)
2. MISO to TVA = 2000 MW (Step 1)
3. Northern Kentucky to Georgia ITS = 1000 MW (Step 1)
4. MISO & PJM West (SMART) to SIRPP = 3000 MW (Step 1)
12/31/2009
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5. SPP to SIRPP = 3000 MW via HVDC (Step 1)
A draft study scope for the five (5) sensitivity studies has been circulated to stakeholders for
review and discussion. A meeting is scheduled for December 8, 2009, to take stakeholder input on the
scope of the studies. The ICT will continue to follow and participate in the study process as it affects the
Entergy system.
4.6

Louisiana Public Service Commission (LPSC) Technical Conference
As previously reported, a LPSC-led task force was created to engage in a collaborative effort to

consider the following issues: (i) the potential benefits to Entergy ratepayers of transmission upgrade
alternatives; (ii) the effect of transmission upgrades on Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, LLC and Entergy
Louisiana, LLC RMR units; (iii) a congestion cost/benefit analysis; (iv) methods to potentially reduce the
high level of TLRs (both economic and reliability); (v) the cost of requiring Transmission Customers to
re-dispatch; (vi) benefits or costs of transmission upgrades to Transmission Owners other than Entergy;
and (vii) an SPP update on the South Louisiana Reliability Loop.
During the current reporting period, the task force held several conference calls to discuss these
issues in further detail in an effort to clarify and seek consensus on potential solutions. The ICT
continues to participate in the task force in a supporting role to facilitate discussion and resolution of the
issues assigned to the task force. A report on the task force’s activities is expected to be filed by the
LPSC staff in the first quarter of 2010.
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4.7

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 are performed by the ICT and its contractors 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 they 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 20 percent cost estimate, 180 day limit for 10 percent cost estimate)
At the conclusion of this quarter (September 1, 2009 – November 30, 2009), there were two (2)

active Feasibility Study projects; six (6) active SIS projects; and three (3) active FS projects being
conducted by the ICT. Additionally, the study process for two (2) generation interconnection projects was
completed. Five (5) new generation interconnection projects were also added to the GIRS queue during
the reported quarter.
This section discusses the status of the GIRS for the quarter, including occurrences where due
dates for studies were met or delayed and a delay letter was sent to the Transmission Customer.
Generally, the ICT 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, the
ICT is required to consider the implications of all prior studies before commencing the next study in the
queue. Accordingly, for many of the study delays, the cause of the delay involves events beyond the
ICT’s control.
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4.7.1

Figure 14 shows the twenty-two (22) GIRS that were active during the reporting period and their
current status.
Figure 14

GI Project #

Fuel Type

Capacity
Requested

Project
Validation
Date

216

NG

251 MW

10/18/2007

217

NG

42.4 MW

12/20/2007

221

NG

875 MW

4/15/2008

222

NG

570 MW

5/16/2008

12/31/2009

Delay Letters
Feasibility
Study delay
letters were
sent on
1/25/08
3/18/08
9/9/08
Delay letter
for SIS
issued
10/29/08
SIS delay
letters were
sent on
4/30/08
7/22/08
8/20/08
Delay letter
for FS issued
1/5/09
2/4/09 &
4/13/2009
SIS delay
letters were
sent on
10/9/08
11/17/08
Delay letter
for FS issued
3/24/2009
SIS delay
letters were
sent on
10/9/08
11/17/08
12/12/08
Delay letter
for FS issued
4/13/2009

Completion
Date

LGIA Tendered
5/13/2009

LGIA Tendered
5/28/2009

LGIA Tendered
7/14/2009

LGIA Tendered
7/10/2009

Status

Awaiting
Executed LGIA

Awaiting
Executed LGIA

Awaiting
Executed LGIA

Awaiting
Executed LGIA
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223

Wind

125 MW

5/21/2008

224

Wind

100 MW

8/27/2008

225

NG

13 MW

8/27/2008

226

Nuclear

206 MW

12/23/2008

FS delay
letter was
sent on
5/4/09
FS delay
letter was
sent on
5/4/09
FS delay
letter was
sent on
6/2/09
-FS delay
letter was
sent on
9/9/2009
10/2/2009
FS delay
letter was
sent on
10/29/2009
11/25/2009
SIS delay
letter was
sent on
8/4/09

227

NG

127MW

1/5/2009

228

BIO

115 MW

2/2/2009

231

NG

31 MW

3/18/2009

232

NG

650 MW

4/13/2009

--

233

Wind

150 MW

8/27/2009

--

234

Wind

199 MW

8/27/2009

--

235

NG

510 MW

8/28/2009

--

236

NG

510 MW

8/28/2009

--

237

NG

550MW

9/1/2009

--

238

NG

550MW

9/1/2009

--

12/31/2009

LGIA Tendered
8/26/2009

Awaiting
Executed LGIA

LGIA Tendered
8/26/2009

Awaiting
Executed LGIA

LGIA Tendered
8/12/2009

LGIA Executed
10/9/2009

FS Report
Posted
10/9/2009

Awaiting
Tendered LGIA

FS Report
Posted
10/9/2009

LGIA Tender by
12/18/2009

FS Agreement
Received
8/3/2009

FS Report To
Post
12/21/2009

SIS Report
Posted
11/20/2009

FS Agreement
Due
12/21/2009

LGIP Validated
4/13/2009
Feasibility
Study Posted
11/13/2009
Feasibility
Study Posted
11/13/2009
LGIP Validated
8/28/2009
LGIP Validated
8/28/2009
SIS Agreement
Received
10/7/2009
SIS Agreement
Received
10/7/2009

Withdrawn
9/25/2009
SIS Agreement
Due
12/14/2009
SIS Agreement
Due
12/14/2009
Withdrawn
9/1/2009
Withdrawn
9/1/2009
SIS Report To
Post By
12/31/2009
SIS Report To
Post By
12/31/2009
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239

NG

640MW

9/3/2009

--

240

NG

650MW

10/2/2009

--

241

NG

650MW

11/19/2009

--

242

NG

120MW

11/19/2009

--

4.8

Scoping Call
Held
10/1/2009
SIS Agreement
Received
10/26/2009
LGIP Validated
11/19/2009
LGIP Validated
11/19/2009

Withdrawn
10/2/2009
SIS Report To
Post By
2/1/2010
Scoping Call by
12/21/2009
Scoping Call by
12/21/2009

TSR Studies (TSRS)
TSRs are received by the ICT 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. These studies are performed by ICT Planning and its
contractors and must be completed in sixty (60) calendar days.
During the current reporting period, the ICT completed thirty-three (33) SIS. Entergy and the ICT
also completed five (5) FS during this reporting period.
4.8.1

The ICT did not miss the sixty (60) day deadline for any SIS.

4.8.2

There was one (1) FS that required a delay letter.
4.8.2.1 OASIS 1658088. This project had an original FS estimated completion date of October
6, 2009. A FS delay letter was sent on October 6, 2009 for an October 21, 2009
estimated completion date. The delay in the FS was due to the complexity of the study.
The FS was posted on October 21, 2009.

4.8.3

The ICT had nine (9) 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:
1691866, 1694305, 1694306, 73453022, 73515306, 73561076, 73561334, 73578868, and
73579662.

4.8.4

Entergy and the ICT had two (2) 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:
1669330 and 1675861.
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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
The ICT 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, the ICT oversees the
operation of the WPP and independently reviews the WPP’s results.
The ICT anticipates that the WPP will evolve and improve over time as parties gain more
experience with the process. Therefore, the ICT will continue to monitor the WPP and, as appropriate,
will recommend enhancements to the process.
5.2

WPP Issues Working Group (WPPIWG)
Pursuant to the ICT Approval Order and the deliberation of the SPC, the WPPIWG was formed.

Members include technical representatives from various Entergy stakeholders, Entergy, and the ICT. The
group meets monthly and reports its agenda and minutes to the SPC at their regular meetings.
During the past quarter, the ICT focused on the operation and results of the WPP at the WPPIWG
meetings held each month. In these meetings the following items concerning the WPP were discussed:
weekly summaries of the WPP results, granting Automatic Generation Control (AGC)/Operating Reserves
transmission service through the WPP, review of the WPP Quarterly Report, Hold Harmless violations,
WPP transparency, a WPP logic issue, requests to expand the period for on-peak offers in the WPP, and
scheduling of WPP offers. A more detailed discussion of some of these items is provided below.
5.2.1

AGC/Operating Reserves
As reported last quarter, third-party suppliers with AGC/Operating Reserves capability currently
must qualify for delivery of these services outside the WPP. This can be done by either the thirdparty supplier having Network Resource Interconnection Service (NRIS) or the Participating
Network Customer (PNC) obtaining transmission service by submitting a TSR on behalf of the
third-party supplier into the AFC process. This requirement is necessary because the load flow
used in the WPP only represents the MWs of energy flowing from the generating unit and does
not account for the transmission system impact of providing AGC/Operating Reserves.
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The ICT reports that Entergy and the ICT have examined several proposals to grant the
AGC/Operating Reserves transmission service within the WPP. However, at the time of this
report, Entergy and the ICT continue to work at defining the details of these proposals to
determine their viability. As a result, a specific solution has not yet been identified or tested.
The ICT considers this a priority item and will continue to provide stakeholders with updates until
a proposal is ready to be presented to the group or the ICT determines that another course of
action is necessary.
5.2.2

Hold Harmless Violations
Entergy, at the request of the ICT, provided stakeholders with an overview of the operation of the
Hold Harmless provision under Attachment V. This provision states that if a PNC’s Run 1
production costs exceed the PNC’s production costs from Run 0, then all of that PNC’s network
resources and offers will be excluded from the WPP and Run 1 will be re-run without such
resources and offers. Entergy explained that the failure of the Hold Harmless provision usually
occurs when the production costs of a third-party supplier’s offers are marginal in comparison to
the production costs of Entergy’s fleet of owned-resources.
Stakeholders asked whether any “post analysis” is conducted to determine which offers caused
or contributed to the failure of the Hold Harmless provision. The ICT stated that it conducts
sensitivity testing designed to determine if the WPP model solution is reasonable when a Hold
Harmless violation occurs. The ICT noted, however, that it is not possible through this testing to
indubitably pin-point the offer(s) that caused or contributed to the violation.

5.2.3

WPP Transparency
As reported last quarter, the SPC adopted a WPPIWG recommendation for increased WPP
transparency by having the ICT post on OASIS the binding transmission constraints, i.e., limiting
flowgates, identified by the optimization Runs 0 and 1 in the WPP. In accordance with
established procedures, the SPC recommendation was forwarded to Entergy for its consideration
and formal response. Entergy’s formal response was issued on August 28, 2009, and was
included as an attachment to the prior quarter’s report.
On September 22, 2009, the ICT issued its formal response. See Attachment 3. In summary, the
ICT did not endorse the SPC recommendation for the posting of the binding transmission
constraints from the optimization runs of the WPP. The ICT stated that the recommendation did
not address the ICT’s stated concern that, due to the structure of the WPP, the information on
binding transmission constraints was market sensitive and posting this information could lead to
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strategic bidding and be harmful to ratepayers. As a result, the ICT determined there were no
changed circumstances or new evidence that would justify reconsideration of the Commission’s
prior rulings that the WPP was sufficiently transparent. The ICT also addressed each of the
additional arguments raised in the SPC recommendation and found that they did not warrant the
disclosure of the requested information.
5.2.4

WPP Results
As previously reported, the ICT provides a summary of WPP results at each WPPIWG meeting.
In doing so, the ICT gives a general discussion about the results without disclosing any
information about the underlying data and analysis. Stakeholders have expressed frustration
over the lack of detailed information about the WPP results. Due to the strictures of Attachment
V, however, the results of the WPP are considered confidential. Therefore, the ICT cannot
disclose any details about the WPP results that are not publicly available under the Tariff.
During this quarter, stakeholders asked the ICT to consider disclosing the Operating Weeks in
which no offers were accepted due to a violation of the Hold Harmless provision under
Attachment V. After evaluating this recommendation, Entergy agreed to accommodate the
stakeholders’ request. Accordingly, the ICT’s weekly summary of WPP results will now include
additional information on when the Hold Harmless provision fails.

5.2.5

Offer Periods in the WPP
As reported last quarter, stakeholders have asked the ICT to provide reports on what actions are
being taken to include off-peak offers in the WPP. In reporting on this issue, the ICT has
explained that the reason the off-peak offer component was removed from the WPP was due to
limitations in current SCUC model software and hardware technology. The ICT stated that to
date there have been no significant changes in this technology that would warrant the ICT
conducting any further testing. Therefore, no actions have been taken, or are expected to be
taken, until technology advances are seen that can address the complexity of adding this
component back into the WPP.
During this quarter, stakeholders also asked the ICT to examine whether the current on-peak
period (hours 0700 to 2200) could be expanded to include some of the off-peak hours. In
accordance with Attachment V, Entergy has the discretion to change the on-peak period.
Therefore, the ICT agreed to perform testing on whether increasing the number of hours in the
current on-peak period would have any adverse impact on the WPP results. The ICT agreed to
report back to the group and Entergy after the ICT has completed its analysis.
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5.2.6

WPP Logic Issue
In the last WPP Quarterly Report, SPP explained that a potential weakness was identified in the
WPP logic related to the evaluation of a generating resource’s economic characteristics under
certain circumstances. As a result, Entergy and the ICT instituted an “interim” procedure to
evaluate WPP results prior to finalization to ensure that the potential weakness in the WPP logic
did not impact the WPP’s resource selection.
When this issue was originally reported, SPP withheld certain details about the identified WPP
logic issue due to concerns about releasing competitively sensitive market data. At that time,
Entergy and the ICT agreed to report back to stakeholders and regulators with more information
after completing their investigation of the matter and a permanent software fix was implemented.
During this quarter, Entergy and the ICT investigated the nature of the identified WPP logic issue
and determined that a software modification was necessary to enhance the WPP model’s
evaluation of a generating resource’s economic characteristics. Entergy and the ICT worked with
the SCUC model vendor to develop the necessary software fix. Entergy and the ICT completed
their testing of the new software, implemented the new SCUC model, and discontinued the
interim process at the end of this reporting period. Therefore, due to the timing of this report,
further details can be found in the next WPP quarterly report on December 15, 2009.

5.2.7

Actual vs. Scheduled Energy Output of Selected WPP Offers
Entergy reported that as part of its monitoring of the WPP results it noticed an instance where
energy scheduled from a third-party supplier’s particular unit that was offered and selected in the
WPP was actually delivered from a different unit in real-time. Entergy stated that, consistent with
the purpose of the WPP, only the resources selected by the WPP should be used to fulfill the
energy requirement during the Operating Week. Entergy noted that this was a singular incident
and that it intended to contact the third-party supplier directly to discuss the details. Entergy,
however, used this opportunity to remind stakeholders that third-party suppliers must adhere to
the specific offers selected in the WPP when delivering scheduled energy.

5.3

WPP Quarterly Report
In accordance with the Commission’s order in Docket No. ER09-555, the ICT filed a quarterly

report on the WPP’s operations and savings on September 15, 2009. As reported, the WPP’s quarterly
results represented a significant improvement from the prior reporting period. In particular, the
Commission-mandated metrics showed an increased number of participating generators and a
corresponding increase in the number of third-party supplier offers submitted and accepted. The primary
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reason for these increases was due to the high load requirements during the summer peak season that
provided more opportunity for third-party supplier offers to compete with and displace Entergy’s more
expensive generating units. Based on the ICT’s calculated savings from the quarter, the total estimated
savings from the first two reporting periods of WPP operations was just over $ 9.5 million. More details
and analysis on the quarterly results of WPP’s operations and savings can be found in the filed report.
The filing date for the next WPP quarterly report is December 15, 2009.
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6.

Stakeholder Process

6.1

SPC Organization Chart
The following chart displays the organization of the various stakeholder groups that make up the

stakeholder process that was mandated in the ICT Approval Order. At the top of the chart is the SPC.
The SPC is a broad committee of all interested Entergy stakeholders that makes specific
recommendations to the ICT based on the consensus of the group. The SPC has also formed the Rate
Pancaking Task Force (RPTF). Next, various permanent working groups exist under the direction of the
SPC, including the NTTIWG, the LTTIWG, the WPPIWG, and the Users Group (which is formed as an
adjunct to the NTTIWG). Each working group is designed to investigate technical issues and make
recommendations for the SPC to consider. The working groups also have the ability to form temporary
task forces that study discrete issues and present findings back to the working group. As shown in the
third level of the chart, two such groups are the Base Case Overload Task Force (BCOTF), which is
formed under the NTTIWG, and the Base Case Contingency Overload Task Force (BCCOTF), which is
formed under the LTTIWG. At the April 23, 2009 SPC meeting, it was decided to re-engage the
Operational Efficiency Task Force (OETF) to look specifically at the issue of one-stop shopping (i.e.,
utilizing one OASIS site and a single TSR to reserve transmission on the Entergy and SPP systems) that
was re-introduced during the RPTF study process.
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SPC

RPTF
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Task Force

6.2

IssueTrak Update
As previously reported, the ICT implemented IssueTrak to help manage stakeholder

communications with the ICT. The SPP IssueTrak can be viewed at: www.spp.issuetrak.com.
The ICT continues to encourage stakeholders to access and utilize IssueTrak for all informal
communications with the ICT. ICT Management reviews IssueTrak to make certain that open items are
responded to in a timely manner.
Since the last report, a total of sixteen (16) issues have been entered into IssueTrak. Figure 15
below shows the breakdown of the issues by ICT department.
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Figure 15
Issues Received by IssueTrak
June 2009 – August 2009

Contract Services - General
ICT Planning
ICT Reliability
ICT Tariff
ICT WPP
Total

0
2
1
13
0
16

The statistics for September 2009 to November 2009 are below:


A total of sixteen (16) new issues were assigned this quarter:
Disposition:
Eleven (11) issues have been closed with an average close time of 8.77 days
Five (5) remain open and have been open for an average of 20.8 days
Priority:
1 was marked Critical
11 were marked High
4 were marked Medium



For the five (5) that were in opened status at the end of November:
Priority:
4 were marked High
1 was marked Medium

6.3

SPC Meeting Reports

6.3.1

October 21, 2009, SPC Meeting – Sheraton North, Houston, TX: Twenty-four (24) attendees
participated in person and on the phone. Meeting minutes and all meeting attachments are
provided in this report. See Attachment 4.
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ICT Staff Report and Communications
The ICT announced the Annual Stakeholder Survey will begin November 30, 2009, and
encouraged all stakeholders to respond to the survey and give their feedback on the performance
of the ICT. Also, the ICT took an action item to determine whether improvements could be made
on the connectivity via the internet for those not able to attend the SPC meetings in person.
ICT Regulatory Update
The ICT gave an update on the formation of the E-RSC. The ICT also reported that the E-RSC
posted on the SPP website its request for proposal for the cost/benefit study being performed to
study Entergy’s potential membership in the SPP RTO. In responding to stakeholder questions,
the ICT stated that the E-RSC had agreed upon the scope of the cost/benefit study. However,
the ICT agreed to work with the E-RSC to form a task force to discuss and finalize the
assumptions and modeling data for the cost/benefit study. The ICT stated that the E-RSC’s first
status report on the cost/benefit study is due on March 12, 2010. The ICT also led the discussion
on determining the SPC meeting schedule for 2010.
Working Group Reports
The ICT presented additional updates from the NTTIWG, LTTIWG, WPPIWG, and Users Group
teams. Each working group submitted presentations containing updates for each group. Those
presentations are included in the SPC meeting minutes and attachments referenced therein.
Additional details can also be found in the discussion provided in sections 3, 4, 5, and 8,
respectively.
6.4

OETF Update
The ICT reports that the Transmission Request Advocacy Assistance and Coordination (TRAAC)

proposal was voted out on an October 6, 2009, SPC conference call. See Attachment 5. On October 1314, 2009, the TRAAC proposal was submitted to the SPP Market and Operations Committee (MOPC) for
its consideration. The OETF expects that SPP’s and Entergy’s formal responses to the TRAAC proposal
will be available prior to the January 20, 2010 SPC meeting.
6.5

RPTF Update
As a final RPTF report, no further activity or interest has been expressed by the stakeholders to

pursue funding for further studies to better determine the long-term value from eliminating pancaked
rates. No other updates are required until the MOPC assigns the RPTF further tasks.
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7.

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

communications between stakeholders and the ICT. The protocols developed by the stakeholder process
state that communications between stakeholders and the ICT 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 the ICT or regulatory bodies, but provides an operating
procedure the ICT will use for sorting and designating communications.
Stakeholders may provide written positions at stakeholder and working group meetings and all
written material will be considered a formal communication. Stakeholder communication on issues
currently under consideration in the stakeholder process must be presented at stakeholder and working
group meetings or through the established exploder protocols to be considered formal communications.
Stakeholders may also provide written communication directly to the ICT on issues that are not under
consideration in the stakeholder process but are relevant to ongoing ICT activities. The stakeholders
must conspicuously mark the written communication as formal. Stakeholders may provide positions over
e-mail to the ICT management. E-mail messages must be identified as formal; otherwise, e-mail
messages will be considered informal communication. All communication required to be posted pursuant
to FERC regulations shall be sent to the ICT as required and will be considered formal communication.
Stakeholders should be actively engaged in the SPC meetings and may also have
representatives at the working groups. The ICT 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 the ICT 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
communication.
In comments to prior reports, stakeholders have expressed concern that the ICT report only
accounts for formal communications and do not adequately reflect the stakeholders’ informal
communications with the ICT. While the ICT continues to believe that the reporting of only “formal”
communications is consistent with the communication procedures unanimously adopted prior to the startup of the ICT operations, the ICT agrees that stakeholders’ informal communications should also be
accounted for and tracked in the report. Accordingly, the ICT proposed and implemented IssueTrak to
manage these stakeholder communications. See section 6.2.
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7.1

Formal Communications During the Current Reporting Period

7.1.1

On August 25, 2009, David Baugh, on behalf of Cottonwood Energy, sent a formal
communication to the ICT requesting a copy of all operation guides used to develop the ICT’s
2010 Base Plan and Entergy’s 2010-2012 Construction Plan. He requested this information so
that Cottonwood may replicate the transmission planning studies done by the ICT and Entergy.
See Attachment 6. The ICT responded via e-mail to Mr. Baugh on September 8, 2009.
Specifically, the ICT stated that its Reliability Assessment of Entergy’s 2010-2012 Construction
Plan did not examine Operating Guides because the Reliability Assessment is intended to identify
potential problems, while the ICT’s Base Plan is intended to identify solutions. Therefore, there
were no Operating Guides to provide in response to the request. See Attachment 7. However, on
the September 15, 2009 LTTIWG conference call Entergy provided a Long-Term Planning
Potential Operating Guide List. The ICT is pursuing a process by which a redacted set of
Operating Guides can be provided to stakeholders.
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8.

Users Group and Data/Software Management

8.1

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 from the Commission, the Users Group
was formed under the SPC and addresses 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 the ICT 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.
8.2

Assessment of Entergy’s AFC Backup Process
For this quarter, the onsite assessment of the Entergy AFC backup processes, although originally

scheduled for November 20, 2009, was delayed until December 16, 2009, due to Entergy resource
constraints and an unrelated FERC audit. During the onsite assessment, the ICT will perform a random
sampling of compliance with key process controls to provide a reasonable assurance that AFC and WPPAFC data retention processes were properly carried out to prevent data loss during the period of August 1
through October 31, 2009. Upon completion of sampling and testing, the ICT will release the report for
the onsite assessment in conjunction with the next ICT Quarterly Report for December 2009 through
February 2010.
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8.3

Data Accuracy and Management
Pursuant to the ICT Approval Order at paragraphs 110 and 304, the ICT and Users Group are

required to track and provide an annual report on certain metrics related to the occurrences by Entergy of
software or data management errors that have resulted in lost, inaccurate, or mismanaged data. In
anticipation of providing that information in its annual report, the ICT is collecting data for each category
identified in the ICT Approval Order. In addition, when problems are discovered, the ICT and Users
Group work with Entergy to alleviate incompleteness and 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.
The ICT, 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
8.3.2 below. Analysis of these instances will occur during the ICT’s next scheduled onsite assessment.
In addition, the ICT Approval Order, at paragraph 110, established procedures the ICT must
follow for reporting complaints and errors related to Entergy’s data systems. Under those procedures, the
ICT shall post any Transmission Customer complaints related to Entergy’s data systems on OASIS within
24 hours of such complaint. In addition, the ICT shall post on OASIS within 24 hours any notice received
by Entergy that Entergy has discovered data has been lost, reported inaccurately, or mismanaged.
Further, in the next scheduled report, the ICT shall advise Interested Government Agencies whether
Entergy has remedied the problem. In cases where Entergy has not remedied the problem, the ICT is
required to provide a timetable indicating when Entergy proposes to implement a remedy and the ICT’s
views on the adequacy of the remedy. See section 8.3.2. Each filed data error report discussed in
section 8.3.2 below was posted to Entergy’s OASIS within 24 hours after filing.
8.3.1

Inaccurate Data
As of the date of this report, no instances of inaccurate data were known to the ICT that had not
already been reported as discussed in more detail in section 8.3.2.

8.3.2

Filed Data Error Reports
8.3.2.1 November 5, 2009, Docket No. ER05-1065-000: Report of AFC Related Error
Web Trans Exclude Flag
On October 20, 2009, Entergy identified a software error that inadvertently changed the
exclude flag from “no” to “yes” in WebTrans for three long-term TSRs. When the exclude
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flag in WebTrans is set to “yes” it removes the impact of TSRs from the AFC calculation.
The exclude flag is utilized when long-term TSRs are in “study” status and have not yet
been “accepted”. Here, the long-term TSRs were confirmed and unconfirmed, and
therefore, should not have been excluded from Entergy’s AFC calculation.

Entergy

implemented a software change on October 27, 2009, to correct the error.
Entergy reported that it reviewed the audit log and could not determine when the software
error occurred. Entergy also reported that the software error potentially impacted the
AFC values for the Planning and Study Horizons during the period of the error, but the
specific impact was indeterminable. See Attachment 8.
The ICT will review this issue with Entergy in the next scheduled onsite assessment to
make sure Entergy has determined the root cause of the problem. The ICT will also
determine if the corrective action taken by Entergy has resolved the problem.
8.3.2.2 November 25, 2009, Docket No. ER05-1065-000: Report of AFC Related Error
Incomplete Study Horizon Path Definition
On November 10, 2009, the ICT informed Entergy of an incomplete path definition for
ARMN to OSCEOLA because it did not include certain proxy flowgates in its list of the top
fifteen flowgates. Entergy investigated the issue and determined that the problem was
caused by an incorrect sink definition in an input file for Entergy’s PowerGem software,
Entergy reported that the error only impacted the Study Horizon.
As a result of this error, the ICT incorrectly accepted two (2) TSRs on November 10,
2009. After the error was identified, the ICT correctly refused the TSRs. Entergy
corrected the sink definition and updated the Study Horizon on November 11, 2009. See
Attachment 9.
The ICT will review this issue with Entergy in the next scheduled onsite assessment to
make sure Entergy has determined the root cause of the problem. The ICT will also
determine if the corrective action taken by Entergy has resolved the problem.
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8.4

Modeling Assumptions Log
As discussed in section 7, the ICT has established a formal communication procedure for a

stakeholder to raise any issue or make a reasonable request to the ICT. Under this procedure, a
stakeholder must either provide a written request to ICT management or provide a written request to one
of the stakeholder e-mail exploder lists. The ICT 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, the ICT 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 working groups referenced in section 6.
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Attachment 1

Entergy Regional State Committee (ERSC)
October 12, 2009
Astor Crown Plaza Hotel – New Orleans, LA
ERSC Members
APSC – Chairman Paul Suskie
LPSC – Commissioner Jimmy Field
MPSC – Commissioner Brandon Presley
CNO – Councilwoman Cynthia Willard-Lewis
PUCT – Commissioner Ken Anderson
Welcoming Remarks
Meeting called to order at 12:39 by Chairman Suskie. Detailed agenda is included as
Attachment 1.
Chairman Suskie thanked Entergy and his fellow regulators for their continued
participation in this process. Stressed that the ERSC process is open and transparent and
will continue to be so.
Commissioner Field is appreciative of Chairman Suskie’s leadership and fellow
regulators for their participation.
Commissioner Presley echoed his appreciation of fellow regulators and he looks forward
to building on the successes of the ICT and working through the issues and challenges.
Councilwoman Cynthia Willard-Lewis welcomed the group to New Orleans and looks
forward to working with fellow regulators in this process.
Commissioner Ken Anderson is appreciative of fellow regulators for their participation.
Introductions of meeting attendees. See Attachment 2.
FERC Report
Patrick Clarey, FERC Staff, in addition to bringing best wishes from FERC Chairman
Wellinghoff for the ERSC process, gave a brief overview of recent happenings at the
FERC including:
•
John Norris has been nominated by the Senate Energy and Natural Resources
Committee for the FERC Commission; this needs to be voted on in the full
Senate
•
Sundeen Kelly declined a Presidential nomination to the FERC Commission
•
Tom Sheets has been named General Counsel of FERC
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•
•
•

2009 – 2014 FERC Strategic Plan has been published and is available on
www.ferc.gov
FPL fined $25 million for the Florida blackout
FERC has initiated an audit of Entergy from April 2006 to present. The audit
letter is available on www.ferc.gov

See Attachment 3.
Status and Discussion of Most Recent Draft of ERSC By-Laws
Chairman Suskie walked through the edits to the ERSC By-Laws and explained some
detail to these changes. See Attachment 4.
In Article I, Paragraph 3; Commissioner Field suggested that ‘shall not’ be inserted into
the first sentence in the place of ‘intended to’.
In Article IV, Paragraph 8 Voting Procedures; the Commissioners discussed the merits of
a unanimous vote on policy matter versus a four-fifths vote. Chairman Suskie stated that
any legally binding decision or ones that could effect to ratepayers should be unanimous,
but those on policy matters that are not binding could remain 4/5. Chairman Suskie
agreed to draft some language to this effect and circulate it amongst the members for
approval and adoption.
Chairman Suskie asked for approval of the By-Laws with the noted changes:
•
Commissioner Anderson approved the By-Laws for the PUCT
•
Councilwoman Willard-Lewis approved the By-Laws for the CNO
•
Chairman Suskie approved the By-Laws for the APSC
•
Commissioner Field will seek LPSC approval in November
•
Commissioner Presley will seek MPSC approval in late October
Update on the Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) Scope to evaluate Entergy’s operating
companies joining the SPP-RTO
Jay Caspary (SPP) described the process that was used to develop the scope document for
the CBA study. Caspary noted that there has been participation by staff or representatives
from each of the regulatory agencies represented on the ERSC. Caspary also explained
that the scope document was created to address the FERC funded part of the CBA study
as the main study and includes an Addendum to describe possible additional studies that
stakeholders might decide to separately fund with the study consultant. Caspary also
commented that many of the stakeholder concerns voiced in this process were very
detailed and might not yet be addressed in the scope but would be addressed later when
the study assumptions are detailed with the study consultant. Chairman Suskie added that
the stakeholder’s concerns will be addressed in the assumptions list created in Phase II of
the work plan. See Attachment 5.
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Commissioner Field asked about the breakdown of costs and benefits for the individual
Entergy Operating Companies and whether that is included in the main CBA study
funded by FERC. The scoping team responded that this is included in the main study,
but that Entergy will be performing this work and will not require outside funding.
Chairman Suskie asked Entergy what assurances are there that the Entergy breakout of
benefits by Operating Company will be an open and transparent process. Kim Despeaux
(Entergy) responded they will take the hourly outputs from the study consultant and feed
those inputs into a program that will calculate the cost allocations based on the Entergy
system agreement. Despeaux also said many of the commission’s staffs and consultants
should have sufficient knowledge of this process. Commissioner Anderson asked if the
study consultant would be able to validate these results. Despeaux agreed to this and also
said they would only be doing cost allocations to the Operating Companies and not any
of the imbedded systems. This point was agreed to by the ERSC.
Jennifer Vosburg (NRG, LAGen) asked when the stakeholders input will be asked for
and how much input to the assumptions will the study consultant have. Jay Caspary
answered that we need to start the stakeholder input process as soon as we have an
approved scope document. It was also communicated that the study consultant will be
asked for assumption recommendations and those will be considered and ultimately
decided on by the ERSC.
The question was asked whether or not the Addendum studies that will be funded by
individual stakeholders will be made publicly available. It was decided that the results of
those studies would be made public if the funder decided to do that.
Bill Booth (CNO) asked if we would vote today on approving the scope. Chairman
Suskie echoed that question and said he could approve on behalf of the APSC.
Commissioner Anderson said he could get formal approval next week but could give
approval to move forward today. Councilwoman Willard-Lewis and Commissioner
Presley approved on behalf of the CNO and MPSC. Commissioner Field agrees with the
scope document but would get final approval along with the By-Laws in November.
Chairman Suskie asked if we should proceed with the RFP, understanding that scope
might change slightly. It was agreed unanimously to get the RFP out as soon as possible.
Presentation and Discussion of the role and authority of the ERSC in regards to the
ICT Arrangement
Kim Despeaux (Entergy) presented the Entergy position on the role and authority of the
ERSC. She stated they separated these points into two main areas: during the remainder
of the current ICT term and then as part of a modified ICT arrangement that could be
implemented following the initial term of the ICT arrangement. Despeaux also
commented that Entergy is very committed to the ERSC. See Attachment 6.
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Chairman Suskie asked about the proposed Advisory Role in the Modified ICT and that it
seems to be consistent with the voting discussion earlier in the meeting. Commissioner
Anderson asked how this role is handled in the SPP-RSC. Chairman Suskie summarized
the role of the SPP-RSC and explained that its role is also advisory and not mandated.
Commissioner Field asked if the SPP-RSC had the authority to mandate transmission be
built. Chairman Suskie responded the SPP-RSC does not have that authority. Kim
Despeaux stated that Entergy would expect the ERSC authority to be advisory.
Commissioner Anderson commented that the ERSC and SPP-RSC roles should be
different based on the fact that an RTO is an independent body and Entergy is not.
Commissioner Presley agreed and stated that the ERSC should have more authority and
needs to be a decisional body and not for collaboration only.
Bill Booth (CNO) asked about the options of the ERSC filing alternative proposals in the
event of a disagreement. Kim Despeaux agreed this is meant to work like the SPP-RSC
and follow 205 filing rights. Booth then asked about the comments regarding transfer of
control. Kim Despeaux explained that they and their regulators have concerns about the
transfer of operational control of assets. They do not feel an ERSC agreement would lead
to that situation.
Becky Turner (Entegra Power Group) asked about the role of the ERSC in determining
what a modified ICT would look like. Kim Despeaux responded that the ERSC would
have an advisory role in determining how a modified ICT could be structured. Chairman
Suskie stated he felt the ERSC should officially state what role they feel they should have
in this process. Phil Hayet (LPSC) commented that there is an Addendum study to look
at a modified ICT.
Bill Booth (CNO) asked what Entergy felt were the disadvantages of joining the SPPRTO. Kim Despeaux responded that if the costs and benefits were there she did not
know of any disadvantages.
Tom Allen (GDF SUEZ) urged the ERSC members to set up some metrics to determine
successes versus failures as they develop this process. It is important to all parties to
know if we are making progress on major issues such as: Base Case Overloads, TLRs,
curtailments, among others. Kim Despeaux responded that there would probably be
considerable dialogue in regards to the correct metrics that might need to be measured.
Becky Turner (Entegra Power Group) asked if the November ICT filing from Entergy in
regards to the future of the ICT would include possible modifications to the ICT. Kim
Despeaux said that at this point this had not been decided and that most likely they would
be asking FERC for additional time to make this filing. Entergy will need to understand
the CBA results and ERSC recommendations before making a decision.
In closing this agenda item, Commissioner Field said he is appreciative that Entergy is
willing to discuss the role and authority with this group. Commissioner Presley added
that Tom Allen’s comments regarding success metrics were very appropriate.
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Chairman Suskie asked for any stakeholder comments.
Katherine King (representing LEUG) provided substantial comments regarding the
ERSC’s advisory role, authority, advisory issues, and success metrics. She also
commented on the success the ERSC process has already brought in relation to the use of
Note B and encourages the ERSC to continue to address and resolve issues. Suggested
the ERSC establish a list of priority issues. See Attachment 7.
Becky Turner (Entegra Power Group) stated that she feels that it is an issue that Entergy
only has a 3 year planning horizon and no long-term planning that is transparent or used.
Dave Wilson (Arkansas Cities) commented on the Transmission Request Advocacy
Assistance and Coordination (TRAAC) process that has been drafted by a stakeholder
group. This plan would ease requesting transmission service when needed on both the
SPP and Entergy systems. See Attachment 8.
Gary Newell (representing LUS, LEPA, MEAM, and MDEA) said his clients are highly
supportive of the ERSC and also agree with Tom Allen’s comments regarding metrics.
The system and stakeholders need objective measures on how the system is working.
Chairman Suskie asked how the ERSC should come to a conclusion on what metrics
would be appropriate. Chairman Suskie also asked if the SPP process of taking
recommendations by stakeholders and vetting that into a proposal and recommendation
might work. Newell responded that this process might work and that we needed a list of
6-10 criteria that would need to be voted on for consensus. Commissioner Field asked
what metrics do other RTO’s use to measure success. Newell responded that there are
some industry criteria such as SAIDI which is a measure of system availability; but that
we also need to look at TLR’s and firm curtailment frequency. Newell stated that RTO’s
generally have congestion pricing that reflects areas with high curtailments and
contingencies. Commissioner Field asked Bruce Rew (SPP-ICT) if the ICT did any
evaluation of the Entergy system in regards to TLR’s and curtailments. Rew responded
that all evaluations are posted as part of the FERC ICT Quarterly Performance Report.
Carl Monroe (SPP) suggested that he could send out the SPP RTO Corporate Metrics for
review. Monroe also stated that FERC is working on a standard set of RTO metrics but
that list would be longer term in coming.
Chairman Suskie stated that the role and authority of the ERSC would be decided on two
scenarios: remaining term of the ICT and an enhanced ICT after the current term of the
ICT expires. Will need to address the enhanced ICT role and authority sometime prior to
November 2010 and Entergy’s intentions are known. Kim Despeaux agreed they could
work together prior to that filing which should be around the time the CBA results are
known. Patrick Clarey (FERC) suggested in the November filing that Entergy include a
roadmap to the ultimate filing.
Miscellaneous ERSC Issues
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Ben Bright (SPP) presented a template for the ERSC budget. This template did not
include any dollar amounts and suggested that the ERSC needed to determine how many
meetings and the number of participants that would be funded for each agency to be able
to create a draft budget with dollar amounts. SPP is also suggesting that the ERSC adopt
a formal travel policy and might use the current SPP-RSC travel policy as a temporary
measure until they adopt their own. Bright briefly described the travel policy and
reimbursement process used for the SPP-RSC. SPP and Entergy have also engaged in
conversations to determine the best method for reimbursement of the ERSC expenses to
SPP from Entergy. Chairman Suskie suggested that it be included in the current ICT
agreement for the remainder of the initial ICT term, and then work the ERSC into the
scope of services in a future enhanced ICT. Other discussion included Chairman Suskie
agreeing to move towards formal incorporation of the ERSC in Arkansas. Commissioner
Field accepted Chairman Suskie’s offer to drive that process. See Attachment 9.
After brief closing comments the meeting was adjourned at 3:56 p.m.
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Entergy Regional State Committee (ERSC) Meeting
New Orleans, Louisiana
October 12, 2009 - 12:30 pm
AGENDA
I.

Welcoming Remarks (10 minutes)
•
•
•
•
•

APSC – Chairman Paul Suskie
LPSC – Commissioner Jimmy Field
MPSC – Vice Chairman Brandon Presley
CNO – Councilwoman Cynthia Willard-Lewis
PUCT – Commission Ken Anderson

II.

FERC Report - Patrick Clary (5 minutes)

III.

Status and Discussion of Most Recent Draft of ERSC By-laws (15 minutes)

IV.

Update on the Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) Scope to evaluate Entergy’s operating
companies joining the SPP-RTO (60 minutes)
•
•

Report on the draft proposed scope of the CBA – Jay Caspary, SPP
Report of Stakeholder Comments on the CBA scope

Break (15 minutes)
V.

Presentation and Discussion of the role and authority of the ERSC in regards to the
ICT arrangement (90 minutes)
•
•
•

VI.

Miscellaneous ERSC Issues (30 minutes)
•
•
•

VII.

Kim Despeaux, Entergy
Stakeholder Comments
ERSC Discussion on Timeframe to determine role and authority

ERSC budget (Travel and meeting expenses, consultant contract expenses, etc.)
Administrative Support the SPP-ICT is able to provide – Ben Bright, SPP
Other Issues?

Closing Comments (5 minutes)
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FERC Update – Entergy RSC meeting
October 12, 2009 New Orleans

First, Chairman Wellinghoff sends his congratulations
and best wishes. It is a tremendous credit to all of
you in this room that you have come together and
formed such an organization. Special credit goes to
all of you at the table for having the vision to create
such an organization as well as to Entergy and SPP
for their support and assistance in creating the RSC.

Recent FERC-related events

Last Thursday the US Senate Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources unanimously
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approved the nomination of John Norris to be a FERC
Commissioner. The nomination now goes before the
full Senate.

Other personnel news – late last month
Commissioner Suedeen Kelly announced she was
declining a re-nomination from the President. She is
expected to serve until Congress adjourns later this
year.

Also in September Chairman Wellinghoff named
Nevada attorney Thomas Sheets to be FERC’
General Counsel. Mr. Sheets has over 32 years
experience in the energy industry including Senior VP
and General Counsel of Southwest Gas Corporation.
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Other recent FERC docket -related events

Last week FERC approved a $25 million civil
penalty as part of a settlement with Florida Power &
Light stemming from a February 2008 blackout that
affect South Florida. Of the $25 million FP&L will pay
$10 million to NERC to offset its budget, $10 million to
the US Treasury and $5 million in extra reliability
enhancements for the FP&L system.

Also last week, FERC issued a request for
additional comments surrounding the Order 890
transmission planning process. This request resulted
from a series of technical conferences held across the
country in September to examine regional Order 890
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planning issues. Comments are due by November
9th.

Earlier in the month, FERC’s Office of
Enforcement issued an audit commencement letter to
Entergy. According to the letter the audit will
evaluate, among other things, practices related to
bulk electric system planning and operations as well
as compliance with Open Access Transmission Tariff
requirements.

Finally, this month FERC released its 2009-14
Strategic Plan. The plan sets out FERC’s mission as
reliable, efficient and sustainable energy for
consumers. In order to fulfill the mission the plan
involves the two primary goals of (1) ensuring rates
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and terms are not unduly discriminatory or preferential
and (2) promoting the development of safe, reliable
and efficient energy infrastructure.
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SPP.org
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1

Entergy CBA V8.3 Scope / Work Plan
ERSC Meeting
October 12, 2009

Page 24 of 49

Outline
•

Recognize significant contributions of
collaborative efforts to date

•

Provide an overview of process

•

Highlight key points/issues of V8.3

•

Timeline in Draft Exhibit B

•

Answer questions and address unresolved
issues with action plan to facilitate moving
forward

SPP.org
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3

Process to date
•

Significant efforts by commissioners, staff and
consultants of APSC, LSPC, New Orleans,
MPSC, and PUCT, as well as several
stakeholders

•

6 conference calls to create V7.0 which was
posted for stakeholder review, prepared
responses and edits which are summarized /
posted, and created V8.3

•

Comments on V7.0 from AC, AECC, Entergy,
EPSA, KGen, LUEG & SUEZ, LUS, and NRG, as
well as APSC, LPSC, New Orleans and PUCT.
SPP.org
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Entergy CBA Evolution
•

In addition to formal comments, several
parties like AECC, Cleco Power, LUS, LEPA
and NRG expressed interest in being part of
this study and providing support to help
ensure that results and findings are accurate.

•

Scope has been expanded to reflect these
needs, with addendum to perform analyses
beyond that which will be funded by FERC.

SPP.org
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Communications Will Be KEY
•

ERSC exploder being used exclusively for
CBA Study related notices for meetings,
posting, findings, issues

•

Dedicated webpage at www.spp.org at
http://spp.org/section.asp?pageID=123

•

Open and transparent process with frequent
communications via at least monthly reports, 3
face-to-face summits, and webinars as
needed.

•

Post/track project milestones/deliverables
SPP.org
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Entergy CBA Overview
•

FERC funded CBA Study with sensitivities,
plus an Addendum with illustrative, not
exhaustive, list of potential assessments to
address stakeholder needs which will be
performed based on separate funding and
contracts completed during Phase IV

•

Key study assumptions, absent details, have
been outlined. Lots of outstanding questions
on specifics that will be resolved during RFP
process and shared with stakeholders via
postings, summits/webinars & formal reports
SPP.org
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Entergy CBA Work Plan
•

Phase I – RFP

•

Phase II – Finalize Study Scope

•

Phase III – Set Up

•

Phase IV – Technical Analyses

•

Phase V – Cost Benefit Studies

•

Phase VI – Reports & Findings

SPP.org
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Addendum
•

FERC funded CBA Study will only focus on
aggregate benefits to Entergy, not individual
Operating Companies, customers, affected
parties, etc.

•

Placeholder to provide detailed results to
sponsors for analyses and supplemental
scenarios that are finalized and committed for
funding by sponsors during Phase IV of CBA
Study.

SPP.org
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SPP.org
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Jay Caspary
Director, Transmission Development
501.614.3220
jcaspary@spp.org
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12/3/2009

Entergy-Regional State
Committee

October 12, 2009
Meeting

Role and Authority of E-RSC
 Two periods



During remainder of initial term of the ICT
arrangement
As part of a Modified ICT arrangement that
could be implemented following the initial term
of the ICT arrangement

1
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12/3/2009

During Remainder of Initial Term
 Role
 Lead and manage cost-benefit analysis
 Develop recommendation on preferred
alternative to follow initial ICT: SPP RTO or
Modified ICT
 Provide input and guidance on additional
transmission system issues





Cost Allocation methodologies
Base Plan/Construction Plan
Economic Transmission upgrades
Etc.

During Remainder of Initial Term
 Authority
 Decisional authority, in coordination with the
FERC, on administration and oversight of
cost-benefit analysis (selection of independent
entity, assumptions, sensitivities, etc.)
 Advisory on:






preferred alternative,
cost allocation methodologies
Base Plan/Construction Plan
economic transmission projects
other transmission issues

2
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12/3/2009

During Remainder of Initial Term
 Proposed authority



Appears consistent with current draft of ERSC By-laws
Allows for the E-RSC to commence operating
immediately




Does not require modifications to the Operating
Companies’ OATT
Does not trigger retail jurisdictional transfer of
control provisions; if triggered, an Operating
Company would be required to obtain applicable
retail regulator’s prior approval

Modified ICT Arrangement
 Role
 Lead and manage any future cost-benefit analysis
 Provide input and guidance on transmission system
issues
 Proposed changes to Cost Allocation methodology
 Other proposed changes to Operating Companies
OATT
 Base Plan/Construction Plan
 Economic Transmission upgrades
 Etc.

3
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12/3/2009

Modified ICT Arrangement
 Authority



Decisional authority on future cost-benefit analysis
While we want to obtain some experience with operation of E-RSC
prior to reaching a final conclusion, we believe granting to E-RSC
the right to have the Operating Companies file under Section 205 of
the Federal Power Act the cost-allocation policies approved by the
E-RSC may be appropriate






cost allocation policy change subject to approval of at least 4 out of 5
retail regulatory commissions
proposed policy positions would be referred back to retail regulatory
commissions prior to E-RSC vote

Advisory on:





Proposed changes to Operating Companies’ OATT
Base Plan/Construction Plan
economic transmission projects
other transmission issues

4
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ERSC – Budget and Expenses

October 12, 2009

www.spp.org
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ERSC Budget

www.spp.org

Other Budget Considerations
• Projections and Forecasts
• How many years in future?

• Proposed Meeting Schedule
• How many meetings per year?
• How many people budgeted per regulatory agency per
meeting?

• Budget vs. Actual Checkpoints
• Regularly scheduled presentations

• Where does SPP turn with questions?
www.spp.org
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Travel Policy
• Encourage the development of a formal travel
policy for the ERSC
•
•
•
•

Approvals
Receipts
Timeliness
Participation

• Suggest using a temporary policy until formal
policy approved
•
•
•
•

SPP RSC Travel Policy and Expense reimbursement form
All expenses must be approved by an E-RSC member
All expenses must be accompanied by a receipt
All expenses must be submitted within 60 days
www.spp.org

ICT-SPP Administrative Support
• Meeting logistics and support
• Facilitation and Coordination

www.spp.org
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ICT Contract Modification
• Suggest using the ICT Contract as a vehicle for
reimbursement of ERSC expenses from Entergy
• Update Attachment A as an additional service
1. budgeting for Entergy Regional State Committee

• Update Section 3 – to provide for Compensation
• Requires FERC filing and approval
• Note: We are looking at additional options for this as well.
Will provide more detail.

www.spp.org

Other ERSC Discussion
• Incorporation?
• ERSC Contract Approval?
• Executive Director?

www.spp.org
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Questions?

www.spp.org
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Attachment 2

Attachment 3

ICT POSITION STATEMENT
CONCERNING STAKEHOLDER POLICY COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDATION ON WPP TRANSPARENCY
(September 22, 2009)

The ICT has considered the August 7, 2009 motion of the Stakeholder Policy
Committee (“SPC”), which recommended that the ICT post on OASIS the binding
transmission constraints, i.e., limiting flowgates, identified in the optimization runs 0 and
1 of the Weekly Procurement Process (“WPP”). The ICT has also considered the August
28, 2009 response of Entergy to the SPC recommendation.
Based on an independent review of the positions advanced by the parties, the ICT
does not endorse the SPC recommendation for the posting of the binding transmission
constraints from the optimization runs of the WPP due to the ICT’s unaddressed concerns
over the release of market sensitive information and the absence of changed
circumstances or new evidence that would justify reconsideration of the Commission’s
prior rulings on WPP transparency. A detailed discussion of the parties’ positions and
the ICT’s analysis and response are provided below.
SPC Motion on WPP Transparency
The recommendation on WPP transparency originated in the WPP Issues
Working Group (“WPPIWG”). The recommendation was discussed and approved by the
WPPIWG on July 21, 2009, and sent to the SPC for consideration.
The WPPIWG recommendation was discussed at the July 23, 2009 SPC meeting.
The SPC agreed that the recommendation should be supplemented to include additional
background information and analysis before being accepted for a formal vote. As
requested, the recommendation was revised to include the following additional arguments
in support of its approval: (1) other markets such as the Midwest ISO, ERCOT, PJM, and
SPP-RTO post binding transmission constraints as identified in their market processes;
(2) Entergy identifies and posts information on limiting flowgates associated with its
AFC process, System Impact Studies (“SIS”), Facility Studies (“FS”), transmission
loading relief (“TLR”) events, and local area procedures (“LAP”); (3) pursuant to
Attachment K, the ICT’s identification of potential economic upgrades includes
consideration of constrained flowgates in the WPP; (4) the “Hold Harmless” provision in
Attachment V serves as a safety net to prevent uneconomic outcomes (i.e., increased
production costs) in the WPP; and (5) the posting of the binding transmission constraints
in the WPP will assist stakeholders in understanding the WPP results and increase
confidence and participation in the WPP.
On August 7, 2009, the revised recommendation was discussed on an SPC
conference call. At the conclusion of the call, the SPC unanimously adopted the
recommendation. In accordance with established procedures for SPC motions, the
adopted recommendation was then forwarded to Entergy for their consideration and
formal response.

Entergy Response
In its response, Entergy takes the position that the SPC recommendation should
not be adopted. Entergy’s position is based primarily on two grounds: (1) the
Commission has already determined that the WPP is sufficiently transparent and the
SPC’s new arguments and information offered in support of the recommendation do not
show changed circumstances nor do they demonstrate that the Commission’s prior
rulings were based on inaccurate or incomplete information; and (2) posting the binding
transmission constraints would be bad public policy because it would involve the release
of market sensitive information that could lead to strategic bidding in the WPP.
Entergy also responds to the additional claims accompanying the SPC’s
recommendation. Entergy contends the fact that other markets and other Entergy
transmission processes post information about binding transmission constraints is
inapposite to the WPP and does not support disclosure. Entergy states that the WPP is a
procurement process that is limited to the Entergy region and includes data limited to
projected variable production costs of Entergy units. Entergy further asserts that, in the
WPP context, Entergy is the only obligatory party and suppliers are paid on a pay-as-bid
basis. As such, Entergy claims the disclosure of binding transmission constraints raises
strategic bidding concerns that may not arise in other markets. Moreover, the WPP is
different from the other Entergy processes because only the WPP includes detailed
optimized production cost data.
In addition, Entergy argues the analysis and consideration of constrained
flowgates under Attachment K and the current recommendation to post binding
transmission constraints have nothing to do with each other, and therefore, do not support
disclosure. Finally, Entergy notes that the Hold Harmless provision would provide little
protection because the strategic bidding that could result from the release of this market
sensitive information could lead to increased offer costs and reduced savings achieved in
the WPP.
ICT Analysis
In evaluating the SPC recommendation, the ICT first recognizes that the current
request is similar to an earlier request by the SPC for increased WPP transparency. In
June 2007, the SPC adopted another recommendation for the disclosure of certain data
and models utilized in the WPP. One component of that request was the posting of a list
of congested flowgates from the optimization runs of the WPP on OASIS.
In response to the June 2007 SPC recommendation, the ICT set out the following
standard of review that the ICT would apply to SPC recommendations. Under that
standard, the ICT stated that it would first look to Commission orders for guidance. In
those instances where the Commission has previously considered and ruled on an issue,
the ICT would not endorse a position contrary to the Commission’s prior ruling unless:
(1) circumstantial changes can be shown that, in the ICT’s judgment, could/should cause
the Commission to reconsider its original decision; or (2) information provided to the
2

ICT indicates that the Commission’s original decision was based on inaccurate or
incomplete data.
The ICT response to the June 2007 SPC recommendation noted that the
Commission had previously ruled on the issue of WPP transparency. In doing so, the
Commission rejected prior requests for the disclosure of bid and offer data finding the
WPP was “sufficiently transparent.” 1 The Commission recognized that this type of
information should not be released because it “could lead to strategic bidding behavior,
not least-cost bidding strategies.” 2
Applying this standard of review to the June 2007 SPC recommendation, the ICT
supported the disclosure of certain information because of the experience gained from the
development and testing of the WPP, but declined to endorse the disclosure of other
information. In particular, the ICT did not endorse the request for disclosure of the
congested flowgates in the WPP because this could involve the release of market
sensitive information that could lead to strategic bidding. The ICT stated that the request
for this information could be renewed after gaining operational experience under the
WPP and if the ICT’s market sensitivity concerns were adequately addressed.
As with the June 2007 SPC recommendation, the current SPC recommendation
must meet the “changed circumstances/new information” standard in order to gain the
ICT’s endorsement. In other words, the current recommendation must demonstrate that
previously identified concerns regarding the release of market sensitive information are
no longer valid (i.e., changed circumstances) or were based on information that was
inaccurate or incomplete. As detailed below, the current SPC recommendation does not
meet these requirements.
The SPC recommendation contends that six months of operational experience
with the WPP demonstrates that information on the binding transmission constraints is
needed to help parties understand the results of the WPP and increase participation and
competition in the WPP. The ICT does not agree. In the ICT’s view, any transparency
benefits from releasing information on the binding transmission constraints are
outweighed by the consequences associated with the posting of this information. As the
Commission previously determined, publication of market sensitive information obtained
through the operation of the WPP could promote bidding behavior that is anticompetitive and contrary to the basic procurement principles underlying the WPP.
Nothing in the material presented in support of the SPC recommendation, or in the ICT’s
actual experience with the WPP, demonstrates to the ICT’s satisfaction that these
concerns have been overtaken by changed circumstances.

1

See Entergy Servs., Inc., 115 FERC ¶ 61,095, at P 292, order on reh’g, 116 FERC
¶ 61,275, at P 226 (2006).

2

See Entergy, 115 FERC ¶ 61,095, at P 292.
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Next, the SPC recommendation includes additional arguments and “new”
information meant to demonstrate the prior decisions on WPP transparency were based
on inaccurate or incomplete information. In particular, the SPC recommendation
contends that other markets (i.e., Midwest ISO, ERCOT, PJM, and SPP-RTO) post their
binding transmission constraints, and therefore, the ICT should do the same for the WPP.
In the ICT’s view, this argument does not justify disclosure because it fails to recognize
the significant distinctions between the identified markets and the WPP. In organized
markets like the Midwest ISO, ERCOT, PJM, and SPP-RTO, there is price transparency
with congestion being quantified as a specific cost through Locational Marginal Pricing
(“LMP”). Moreover, these markets have cost caps to help contain prices and have a
market monitor to prevent gaming.
In contrast, the WPP is not an organized market, but rather a weekly procurement
program designed to foster competition among third-party suppliers. In the WPP, there is
no price transparency. The WPP, unlike the identified markets, evaluates the cost of a
WPP Participant’s existing generating resources and third-party supplier offers in order to
select an optimal mix of resources that minimizes the production costs for meeting the
WPP Participant’s network load requirements. In the ICT’s view, releasing information
on the location of specific congestion on the transmission system could result in potential
gaming in the WPP by suppliers increasing their offer price to capture the benefits from
relieving that congestion. This could, in turn, reduce the potential cost savings from
lower production costs and reduce ratepayer benefits from the WPP. Therefore, the ICT
believes that, unlike the circumstances involving organized markets, the release of market
sensitive information on binding transmission constraints in the WPP could be harmful to
the pricing of bids and resource selection in the WPP.
Similarly, the SPC recommendation argues that because Entergy posts
information about limiting flowgates in its other processes that evaluate and/or grant
transmission (i.e., AFC process, SIS, FS, TLRs, and LAPs) the WPP should do the same.
Again, this argument fails to address the significant differences between Entergy’s other
processes and the WPP. For example, in the AFC process (and other referenced Entergy
processes) the evaluation of service requests is limited to a transmission component only,
which has a fixed cost (i.e., load-ratio share or tariff rate). As a result, a customer cannot
adjust its pricing to affect the analysis. That is not the case in the WPP. As discussed
above, customers can adjust the pricing of their offers to reflect additional costs (e.g.,
congestion) which impact the offer selection in the WPP. Consequently, the availability
of information on limiting flowgates in Entergy’s other processes does not raise the same
strategic bidding concerns as in the WPP, and therefore, does not support the argument
for the disclosure of the same information in the WPP.
The SPC recommendation also makes reference to the ICT’s authority under
Attachment K to perform studies to identify potential economic upgrades to Entergy’s
transmission system. In accordance with that authority, the ICT will identify upgrades
for problem flowgates by using screening criteria that could include, inter alia,
constrained flowgates in the WPP. In the ICT’s view, the fact that the ICT may utilize
information on constrained flowgates from the WPP in the context of its economic
planning studies has nothing to do with and does not justify the disclosure of this
4

information on a weekly basis in the WPP. It is the potential harm flowing from the
release of market sensitive information in the bidding process under the WPP that creates
the potential for anti-competitive bidding. The ICT’s authority to consider flowgate
constraints in the planning process poses no such problem.
Finally, the SPC recommendation argues that the Hold Harmless provision in
Attachment V acts as a “safety net” to protect against uneconomic outcomes (i.e.,
increased production costs) in the WPP. However, reliance on the Hold Harmless
provision does not mitigate concerns regarding the opportunity for anti-competitive use
of market sensitive flowgate information and the potential for lower savings in the WPP
due to this anti-competitive behavior.
Under the Hold Harmless provision, a WPP Participant cannot be subject to
production costs that are greater than it would have faced but for the WPP. In other
words, as noted in the SPC recommendation, the Hold Harmless provision ensures that
offers will be accepted through the WPP only where there are “net” savings to the WPP
Participant. Consequently, while the Hold Harmless provision protects against
production costs exceeding a certain level, it does not protect against, nor can it prevent,
any unwarranted reduction in the “net” savings of the WPP due to increased production
costs that are the product of a strategic bidding behavior resulting from the release of
market sensitive information.
Therefore, contrary to the claims of the SPC
recommendation, the Hold Harmless provision does not address the ICT’s concern about
the potentially harmful impacts from releasing information on the binding transmission
constraints in the WPP and any corresponding reduction in the savings and benefits from
the WPP.
For the foregoing reasons, the ICT does not endorse the current SPC
recommendation to increase transparency in the WPP by posting on OASIS the binding
transmission constraints in the WPP optimization runs.
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Attachment 4

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
ICT STAKEHOLDERS POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING
October 21, 2009
Sheraton North, Houston, TX
-MinutesAgenda Item 1- Administrative Items
SPP Chair, Bruce Rew, called the meeting to order at 8:00 a.m. There were 21 in attendance
and 3 participating by teleconference.
Agenda Item 2- Agenda Review
Bruce Rew reviewed the agenda which was posted prior to the meeting on the SPP website and
at the meeting. No additions or changes to the agenda were presented.
Agenda Item 3- Approval of July 2009 Minutes and Conference Calls
The meeting minutes from the July 23, 2009 SPC meeting, along with minutes from conference
calls on August 7, August 13, and October 6, 2009 were approved by the SPC (Rick Henley,
CWL Jonesboro, so moved; Becky Turner, Entegra, second)
Agenda Item 4- ICT Staff Report and Other Items
Bruce Rew introduced Tony Green, SPP, who announced the Stakeholder Survey will begin
November 30, 2009. Mr. Rew requested everyone to respond to the survey as participation was
significantly lower last year and Stakeholder’s feedback would be greatly appreciated.
Robert Mechler, RRI Energy, requested that the next ICT SPC meetings have better internet
connections for the Stakeholders which would allow information to be shared easier and make
for better meetings. Becky Turner and Jennifer Vosburg, NRG, concurred with Mr. Mechler.
Action Item- Determine if improvements can be made to the SPC meetings by providing
internet access and/or WebEx or similar vehicle for the participants both onsite and
teleconferencing.
Agenda Item 5- ICT Regulatory Update
Jeff Price, Wright & Talisman, presented the regulatory update. Mr. Price provided an overview
from the October 13, 2009 meeting of the Entergy Regional State Committee (ERSC). This
overview included discussion from the meeting regarding the budget for the ERSC and the
authority of the ERSC. Mr. Price also provided an update on the status of the Request For
Proposals (RFP) associated with the Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) being performed to study
1

Entergy’s potential membership in the SPP RTO. Mr. Price announced that the RFP was
provided to candidates on October 20, 2009 and had been posted to the SPP website. Becky
Turner asked if a list of vendors for the CBA has been posted or made publicly available. Mr.
Rew responded that the ICT would review whether this list was public and respond to Ms.
Turner’s request. David Cheshire, Exxon Mobil, asked if the CBA scope assumptions had been
approved. Dr. Keith Berry, Arkansas Public Service Commission, commented. Mr. Price stated
that, while the scope of the CBA has generally been agreed to by the ESRC, the more detailed
assumptions and modeling data are still subject to further discussion and development. Jennifer
Vosburg stated the assumptions for the CBA need to be determined soon before a vendor was
chosen in order to not slow down the process. Because the first status report for the CBA was
due March 12, 2010, the ICT agreed to work with the ERSC to form a task force to discuss and
finalize the assumptions as soon as possible.

Next, there was discussion concerning upcoming SPC meeting dates and times. George
Heintzen, Conway Corporation, suggested that there should be coordination between the ERSC
meetings and the SPC meetings. Bruce Rew agreed that it was the ICT’s intent to coordinate
those meetings. Dr. Keith Berry suggested the ERSC meeting be held after the SPC meeting.
Mr. Rew also asked the stakeholders if the current format of having the Working Group
meetings prior to the SPC meeting was still sufficient. The stakeholder group concurred.
With that suggestion in mind, discussion was held to determine the SPC meeting schedule for
2010. The following schedule for SPC meetings was agreed to, with dates and location:
January 19-20
April TBD
July 20-21
October 19-20

Little Rock, AR
Baton Rouge, LA
Houston, TX
Austin, TX

Action Item- Determine the dates of the April SPC meeting in Baton Rouge, LA.
Agenda Item 6- LTTIWG Report
Jody Holland, SPP, delivered the LTTIWG report. The first part of the report gave outlines of the
Limiting Elements, ESRPP, ISTEP, and 2010 Base Plan presentations from the LTTIWG
meeting on October 20, 2009. Robert Mechler asked if there was a further breakdown of the
numbers presented. Mr. Holland said the final report will contain those numbers. Becky Turner
asked if the reports included the limiting facilities, and Mr. Holland stated he would research and
respond. Ms. Turner suggested that for the studies, a better process may be to have an
objective for the study, then pick the projects that meet that objective. Mr. Holland
acknowledged the idea, but the Tariff would need to be researched to determine if that
approach was possible.
Action Item- SPP will determine if using an objective-based study approach is within Tariff
guidelines.
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Roberto Paliza, Paliza Consulting, stated his concern from the LTTIWG meeting, that the Base
Plan is a 3 year term, not longer (10 year). His point is that a project can turn into a reliability
upgrade which changes the cost allocation. Becky Turner indicated that her opinion was that the
Tariff did not limit base Plan studies to 3 years, only the cost allocations were limited to 3 years.
Mr. Holland agreed with that position. Mr. Paliza asked if the task force mentioned in the
LTTIWG meeting was going to be formed. Mr. Holland confirmed that the LTTIWG will form a
task force to address the 3 year term for Base Plan issue.

The second part of the LTTIWG discussed in detail the RMR Displacement Study
recommendation. Jody Holland reviewed the recommendation that was discussed and
approved in the LTTIWG meeting. Ronnie Frizzell, AECC, made a motion that the SPC approve
the recommendation. Becky Turner seconded the motion. David Cheshire then held discussion
that the study should be done in 2010, and as such should be one of the five free studies for
that year. Mr. Holland reiterated the recommendation states the study will begin in 2010.
Roberto Paliza supported Mr. Chesire’s position on the study being one of the five free studies.
Mr. Frizzell accepted a friendly amendment to his motion that the RMR Study be one of the five
free studies for 2010.
Gary Newell, LVS, LEPA, MEAM, MDEA, asked how we determine which RMRs to study. Is it
all RMR units, or how would the units be chosen? Roberto Paliza stated that determination
should be part of the scope of the study. Robert Mechler asked if the LTTIWG would be the
entity that chooses the five free projects. Becky Turner brought to the discussion that per
Attachment K of the Tariff, the ICT should be required to do the RMR study and therefore it is
not pertinent to determine if this needs to be one of the designated five free studies. Mr. Mechler
agreed with Ms. Turner’s comments. Jody Holland commented that how the load pockets are to
be determined and what is designated as an RMR needs to be discussed. Mark McCulla,
Entergy, stated that for this study we should be clear on both what an RMR is and any
assumptions on bid prices.
Becky Turner reiterated her position after Jody Holland’s and Marc McCulla’s comments. Rick
Henley commented that the RMR study shouldn’t be one of the five free studies for 2010. Ms.
Turner stated she wants the ICT to make a determination to decide if the RMR Study is the
responsibility of the ICT to perform due to requirements of Attachment K. David Cheshire
commented that regardless of the outcome of Ms. Turner’s request, this study needs to be done
in 2010 without delays.
Jody Holland commented that “potential economic upgrades” drive this study and makes it
determinable as one of the five free studies performed by the ICT. Becky Turner disagreed with
Mr. Holland’s comments. Gary Newell and Marc McCulla commented on economic upgrades
based on TLR’s. David Cheshire stated that other “gray areas” exists for the study and that
environmental issues could also be a factor. Dave Wilson, Arkansas Cities, questioned if the
study is too broad, and whether Entergy could come back and say “no” to the study. Bruce Rew
stated that yes, Entergy could say “no” to the study, but that the ICT makes the final
determination if the study should be performed. Jeff Price further added if the study is related to
the Tariff, then Entergy has the final decision as it is their Tariff.
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Bruce Rew called the question to bring the motion to a vote. The specific recommendation:
The Long Term Transmission Issues Working Group recommends that the ICT perform an
economic/transmission study to determine the set of transmission upgrades needed to
significantly reduce or eliminate the use of Reliability Must Run (RMR) units while providing net
savings to customers. The load pockets and specific units to be studied will be identified in the
scope of the study. The study will be performed and funded as one of the five free studies for
2010 under Section 14.5 Attachment K.
A roll call vote was taken. The motion passed 14 Yeas, 8 Nays.
Action Item- ICT will determine if the RMR displacement study qualifies as an Attachment K
required study.
Agenda Item 7- NTTIWG report
Dowell Hudson, SPP, presented the NTTIWG report. Discussion centered on the OATI OASIS
software. Gary Newell commented that OATI is developing the interface with Analyzer, but how
will OATI keep a common interface with its other clients with customized changes. Mr. Hudson
responded that OATI does upgrade releases to its software that includes changes from clients.
OATI has agreed that the interface is a good upgrade and will include it in a future release but
that it did not make the November 2010 release. Roberto Paliza commented that in his
discussions with several users of the OATI software that there are questions on the Analyzer
and Flowgates and the communication of those issues. Mr. Hudson stated those are concerns
they have addressed with OATI and there is a list of issues that is being reviewed with the
vendor and those will be improved soon.
Don Shipley, SPP, spoke briefly on internal Non-firm Service Curtailment. This is still a priority
and will be addressed as soon as possible.
Agenda Item 8- WPPIWG Report
Bruce Rew delivered the WPPIWG report. The first part of the presentation provided the results
of the WPP for the quarter as presented in the WPP Quarterly Report filed with FERC. Dr. Keith
Berry , in response to slide 6 of the WPP presentation, asked for more detail regarding “the
weakness” in the WPP logic and how this weakness affected the WPP results. Mr. Rew
responded that additional details were unable to be publicly announced at this time because
doing so could bring about strategic bidding to take advantage of this weakness.
Roberto Paliza next commented on the difference between projected savings and actual
savings and asked if the ICT could perform an analysis to determine the percentage of
projected savings that are realized by Entergy into actual savings. Mr. Rew responded that
there are multiple variables that could affect any calculation of actual savings and it would be
difficult to produce that type of comparison due to those variables.
David Cheshire inquired whether the statistics for displaced legacy oil and gas units were
reported in the presentation, and whether the ICT had analyzed the oil and gas savings. Gary
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Newell also commented on this reporting metric and commented on the increased usage of oil
and gas generation based on a year to year comparison. Alan Ralston, Entergy, commented
that a year to year comparison may not be applicable due to the many factors that contribute to
the usage of a particular unit. As a specific example, the significant hurricane activity from 2008
during the applicable time frame skewed any comparison of generation output from 2008 to the
current year. Mr. Newell further commented that the projected savings seemed to rely on one
week of service during the reporting period. Mr. Ralston also stated that procurement separate
from the WPP process can also be included in the reported savings.
The second part of the presentation covered the ICT WPP Transparency Position Statement.
Roberto Paliza had several comments on this subject, and was disappointed in the way the ICT
addressed this issue. Mr. Paliza disagreed with many aspects of the ICT’s response including
the ICT’s description of FERC’s approval of the current level of WPP transparency and the ICT’s
rejection of the comparison to AFC data. Additionally, Mr. Paliza understood the ICT’s “strategic
bidding” concern to essentially be a concern over the existence of vertical market power in the
WPP. Thus, Mr. Paliza commented that he would have liked the ICT response to include a
statement that a market monitor needs to be established for the WPP to address this market
concern. Dowell Hudson responded that the ICT is not mandated as a market monitor by
FERC, and Bruce Rew stated that it is clear that the ICT’s role in the WPP is oversight and
administration, not to act as a market monitor. Further, Mr. Rew stated that the WPP is not
recognized as a market by FERC. Finally, Mr. Price stated that the ICT’s response was
properly limited to the specific recommendation made by stakeholders and that a response to a
stakeholder recommendation was not the appropriate forum for that type of statement.
Becky Turner requested that the ICT discuss the next steps for the transparency
recommendation. Mr. Paliza also inquired about the process for the stakeholders to make a
proposal for a Market Monitor. Mr. Rew responded that he didn’t have any suggestions other
than those already available, and that neither the ICT nor Entergy stakeholders have the
unilateral authority to expand the ICT’s scope.
Agenda Item 9- OETF Report
Dowell Hudson gave a review of the OETF report. Mr. Hudson stated the TRAAC (Transmission
Request Advocacy Assistance and Coordination) proposal was scheduled for review by the
MOPC. Mr. Hudson reported that he had not received any formal communication from Entergy
nor SPP on the proposal and he would work with both Entergy and SPP members in organizing
the comments and future activities concerning the OETF proposal. No discussion was brought
by the Stakeholders.
Agenda Item 10- Users Group Report
Tim Phillips, SPP, presented the User’s Group report. No discussion was brought by the
Stakeholders.
Agenda Item 11- Action Items Review
The following action items were noted from the meeting.
5

1. SPP to determine if improvements can be made to the SPC meetings by providing
internet access and/or WebEx or similar vehicle for the participants both onsite and
teleconferencing.
2. Stakeholders to determine the dates of the April SPC meeting in Baton Rouge, LA.
3. SPP will determine if using an objective-based study approach is within Tariff guidelines.
4. ICT will determine if the RMR displacement study qualifies as an Attachment K required
study.
5. SPP to deliver an ICT roster in SPP, including employee roles and contact information.
Agenda Item 13- Adjournment
Meeting adjourned at approximately 11:50 a.m.

Respectfully Submitted,

Bruce Rew, Secretary
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
ICT STAKEHOLDERS POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING
October 21, 2009
Sheraton North, Houston, TX
• DRAFT AGENDA •
8:00 a.m. – 3 p.m.
1. Introductions and roll call........................................................................................................ Bruce Rew
2. Review of meeting agenda ................................................................................................................... All
3. Approval of July 2009 minutes and conference calls ........................................................................... All
4. ICT Staff report ...................................................................................................................... Bruce Rew
5. ICT Regulatory update .........................................................................................................ICT/Entergy
a. Entergy RSC
6. LTTIWG ............................................................................................................................... Jody Holland
a. RMR Displacement Recommendation
7. NTTIWG Report .................................................................................................................... Jodi Woods
a. New OASIS system
8. WPPIWG Report ............................................................................................................... Debbie James
9. OETF Report ....................................................................................................................Dowell Hudson
10. Users Group report .................................................................................................................Ty Mitchell
11. Action Items review ............................................................................................................................. All
12. Adjournment ........................................................................................................................... Bruce Rew
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
ICT STAKEHOLDERS POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING
July 23, 2009
Sheraton, New Orleans, LA
•

D raft

MINU TES

•

Agenda Item 1 – Administrative Items
SPP Chair, Bruce Rew, called the meeting to order at 8:00 a.m. There were XX in attendance.
(Attachment 1 – Attendance List).
Agenda Item 2 – Agenda Review
Bruce Rew reviewed the agenda which was posted prior to the meeting. The LTTIWG report will be
moved up earlier in the agenda. No additions to the agenda were presented (Attachment 2 – Agenda).
Agenda Item 3 – Approval of April 23, 2009 Minutes
The SPC approved the meeting minutes from the April 2009 meeting in Houston, Texas, as posted on the
SPP ICT web page (Attachment 3 – April 23, 2009 Minutes).
Agenda Item 4 ICT Staff Report and Communications
Bruce Rew discussed that the ICT has several on-going activities that will be presented and discussed.
This will be done with separate reports from the working groups or task forces that have responsibility for
the projects.
Agenda Item 9 – LITTWG Report
Jody Holland, ICT, presented the LTTIWG Report (Attachment 4 - LITTIWG Report). Jody discussed the
key items from the June 9, 2009 meeting. These items included a Base Plan and Construction Plan
update, Reliability Assessment update, and future transmission planning summits. Entergy will also hold
a technical conference on August 11 to discuss the differences between the Base Plan and Construction
Plan. This is in conjunction with the ICT Transmission Planning Summit.
At the July 22, 2009 meeting, the focus was the ISTEP update and other activities that are currently being
worked on. The draft Reliability Assessment and Construction Plan Evaluation for 2010 has begun. The
five free economic studies have been selected and the thermal and transfer analysis is to be completed
by December 2009. The economic analysis portion will begin next year. The ICT will provide a posting of
the top 15 limiting elements. These have been provided to Entergy and should be posted within 60 days
based on staffing devoted to the planning summit activities during the next month.
At the LITTWG meeting the prior day, a recommendation was approved for submittal to the SPC. The
recommendation is as follows:
•

“The LTTIWG recommends that the ICT performs an economic/transmission study to determine
the set of transmission upgrades needed to significantly reduce or stop the use of Reliability Must
Run (RMR) units – located in the WOTAB and Amite South load pockets – while providing net
savings to customers.”

The SPC charter requires that action items be presented at least five days in advance of any meeting.
The SPC discussed what action should be taken. The committee resolved that the recommendation
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needed additional background and information to be appropriately evaluated. The requested study may
actually already have been done through requirements in Louisiana. The SPC charged the LITTWG to
draft supporting information and provide that to the SPC. Per the SPC charter, if a sufficient number of
SPC members recommend scheduling a conference call one will be scheduled, otherwise it will be
brought up at the October SPC meeting in Houston.
Agenda Item 5 – ICT Regulatory Update
Jeff Price, legal for the ICT, presented the regulatory update (Attachment 5– Regulatory Update). Jeff
Price discussed the Arkansas Public Service Commission Docket #08-136-U. This docket is on-going in
Arkansas and required a cost-benefit study for Entergy and Entergy Arkansas joining the SPP RTO
versus continuing the ICT arrangement. This was to be completed by the end of the year. FERC has
volunteered to fund part of the study covering the entire Entergy system. Jennifer Vossberg expressed
concern about this being an Arkansas docket only. The APSC docket has been filed with FERC in docket
ER05-1065. It is expected that there will be a response from FERC related to this effort.
Jeff also provided an update on the LPSC, May 19, 2009, technical conference in which planning issues
were discussed. There also was a FERC technical conference in Charleston, SC, on June 24. This
conference focused on the future of the Entergy continuing with the ICT or other arrangements such as
joining the SPP RTO. Attachment C was filed on May 28, 2009 and was modified to reflect the transition
to the OATI software. The effective date is pending OATI implementation.
Agenda Item 6 – Operational Efficiency Task Force
The OETF report was given by Dowell Hudson, ICT, (Attachment 6 – OETF Report). The OETF was
recently restarted to look at the opportunity to perform one-stop shopping between the SPP and Entergy.
The OETF has met and developed an initial plan. This effort is planned in two phases. The first phase
will focus on defining initiatives for implementation without making changes to existing OATT’s. Phase
two will be more focused towards resolutions for long-term operational and planning issues and are
considered on-going in their development efforts.
Agenda Item 7 – NTTIWG Report
The Near Term Transmission Issues Working Group report was presented by ICT staff member Jodi
Woods (Attachment 7 - NTTIWG Report). The NTTIWG has been working on AFC model improvements
and has a task force working on those issues. The three areas are enforcing zonal import limits for load
pockets, external control area dispatch, and transmission upgrades in the AFC models.
The NTTIWG is also working on AFC business practices and have circulated a draft to stakeholders.
Suspension of non-firm sales during a TLR is also being considered.

Agenda Item 8 – WPPIWG Report
Bruce Rew gave the WPPIWG Report for Debbie James who was unable to attend the meeting due to
the WPP operational analysis (Attachment 8 – WPPIWG Report). The WPPIWG had some action items
from the last SPC meeting. Bruce reviewed the list including expanding the range of WPP hours,
increase transparency, and AGC/operating reserves process. There was discussion on on-peak vs offpeak hours and the ability to expand to off-peak offers. After some discussion, Bruce agreed to get back
with Becky Turner on this issue. The quarterly report was also covered and discussed.
The WPPIWG presented a recommendation that was approved earlier in the week (Attachment 9- WPPIWG Transparency Recommendation). The following recommendation is presented:
To provide transparency in the WPP and help in the understanding of the WPP results, the
WPPIWG recommends that the ICT begin posting on the OASIS the transmission binding

2

constraints, i.e., limiting flowgates, identified by the optimization program in Run 0 and Run 1 of
the WPP.
The SPC discussed the recommendation and requested additional background material. Roberto will
work with the ICT staff and WPPIWG to provide a recommendation by close of business on July 30 to the
SPC. The SPC will have a conference call on August 7, 2009 at 10:00 a.m. central time to review the
recommendation. If the recommendation is not received, the SPC conference call meeting will be
postponed or canceled.

Agenda Item 10 – Users Group Report
Ty Mitchell gave the Users Group Report (Attachment 9 - Users Group Report). Ty covered the AFC and
WPP-AFC data backup review performed. The FERC filings were also reviewed and discussed.
Agenda Item 11 – Action Items review
The following actions items were noted from the meeting.
1. WPPIWG provide the SPC with a detailed transparency recommendation to the SPC for
further action.
2. ICT staff will provide further response to the addition of off-peak impacts of the current onpeak assessments used in the WPP.
3. The LTTIWG will provide a detailed recommendation regarding the proposal presented to the
SPC.
The next ICT SPC meeting will be held during October 21, 2009 in Houston, TX.
Agenda Item 13 – Adjournment
Meeting adjourned at approximately 11:23 a.m.

Respectfully Submitted,

Bruce Rew, Secretary
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
ICT STAKEHOLDER POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING
August 7, 2009
Via Teleconference
• Meeting Minutes •
Introductions
Dowell Hudson of the ICT, called the meeting to order at 10:04 a.m. A roll call was taken and
there were 21 people in attendance.
Attendees:
Rebecca Turner, Entegra
David Baugh, Kelson Energy
Joan Walker-Ratliff, Conoco Phillips
Brenda Harris, Oxy
John Simpson, RRI Energy
Ronnie Frizzell, Arkansas Electric Coop
Robert Lona, GDF Suez
Mark Hicks, Arkansas Cities
Tina Lee, Kgen Power
Roberto Paliza, Paliza Consulting
John Heisey, Entegra
Matt Wolf, Entergy
Al Ralston, Entergy
Susan Morris, FERC
David Shaffer, Wright and Talisman, P.C.
Antoine Lucas, WPP
Jim Case, Entergy
Mary Bornholdt, Entergy
Dowell Hudson, ICT
Kim Gorter, ICT
Debbie James, WPP

Discussion on the Recommendation to Post Binding Transmission Constraints on OASIS
(Attachment 1 – Binding Transmission Constraints)
Mr. Hudson gave a brief recap for the purpose of the meeting. Roberto Palizo, with Palizo
Consulting, prepared a proposal via the WPP Issues Working Group that requests that the ICT
begin posting on OASIS the binding transmission constraints, i.e., limiting flowgates, identified by
the optimization program in Run 0 and Run 1 of the WPP. This posting would provide
transparency in the WPP and help in understanding the WPP results. Mr. Palizo then requested
that the title of the proposal be changed to “Posting of Binding Transmission Constraints.” There
was no objection to the title change. Mr. Hudson asked if there were any additional comments or
Relationship-Based • Member-Driven • Independence Through Diversity
Evolutionary vs. Revolutionary • Reliability & Economics Inseparable
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if clarification was needed before moving to vote on the proposal. John Simpson, with RRI
Entergy, requested the motion go forward and Rebecca Turner, with Entegra, seconded the
motion.
Voting Results:
Those voting in favor of the proposal:
David Baugh, Kelson Energy
Rebecca Turner, Entegra
John Simpson, RRI Energy
Brenda Harris, Oxy
Joan Walker-Ratliff, Conoco Phillips
Ronnie Frizzell, Arkansas Electric Coop
Tina Lee, Kgen Power
Robert Lona, GDF Suez
Mike Boustany, Constellation (by proxy)
Those voting against the proposal:
None
Those abstaining from voting:
None
The revised recommendation will be sent out on the exploder to all interested parties. It will also
be forwarded to Entergy and then to the ICT for their review and consideration.
Ms. Turner, with Entegra, asked how long it would take for the ICT to make their
recommendation. Mr. Hudson responded that Entergy would first respond and then the ICT
would comment on it. Ms. Turner then asked how long Entergy would take to respond. David
Shaffer, with Wright and Talisman, responded that evaluation timeframe depended on the
complexity of the issue but indicated a response could be expected in approximately 30 days.
Other Issues:
Mr. Palizo asked for an update on the OATI conversion project. Mr. Hudson responded that
Entergy is required to file with FERC 15 days in advance of the Go Live date. As of today, FERC
is expecting an end of August delivery date. Jim Case, with Entergy, commented that Entergy
will know more next week in regard to the date but they are hoping for an August 31st launch
date.
Mr. Palizo expressed concern that certain functionality in the new OATI OASIS (webOASIS),
such as Scenario Analyzer, was lacking the functionality of the current AREVA software and that
the customer interface in general was poorly designed. He asked if other customers were
encountering the same issues. John Simpson, with RRI Entergy, agreed with Mr. Palizo’s
concerns and added that he found it difficult to locate information on limiting flowgates and
response factors. Mr. Hudson responded that he recognized that more customer training may be
required. Mr. Hudson also added that if the stakeholders wanted to ask for an extension of the
implementation date that these issues would need to be elevated in a formal SPC meeting as
soon as possible.
Relationship-Based • Member-Driven • Independence Through Diversity
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Since there were no additional comments, the meeting adjourned at 10:30 a.m.
Respectfully Submitted,
Kimberly Gorter
SPP Staff
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
ICT STAKEHOLDERS POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING
August 13, 2009
Conference Call
•

D raft

MINU TES

•

SPP Chair, Bruce Rew, called the conference call to order at 3:00 p.m. There were 26 in attendance on
the call (Table 1 – Attendance List). The conference call had been requested by a group of stakeholders.
The stakeholders presented a recommendation included in appendix one of these minutes. Bruce Rew
discussed the urgency of the meeting and discussion to decide the action to be taken on implementation
of the new OASIS system. Entergy currently has a FERC filing in place with the intent of implementing
the new OATI system no later than August 31 and has an advance notification requirement of 15 days.
Peter Collins, NRG, discussed the proposed motion and the reasons for the concerns. There is additional
training required and they desired to have enhanced functionality of the new OASIS system. In their
opinion, the current system provides functionality that needs to be included in the new system. Mark
McCulla, Entergy, discussed the process that Entergy has gone through to get to this point. Entergy
could support a delay of implementation until September 28, 2009. Implementing enhancements to the
application at this point would most likely not be possible in the time frame proposed in the motion.
The SPC discussed at length the new OATI application and functionality that would provide stakeholders
improved functionality.
A compromise SPC position was reached as follows:
The SPC supports a proposed September 28, 2009 implementation of the new OATI system.
The NTTIWG will immediately begin development of an OATI application enhancement list that
will be provided to Entergy with a target of September 15. This list will contain OATI OASIS
application enhancements that Entergy will pursue with OATI.
The motion was approved by the SPC. The call finished up with a discussion of how Entergy can
improve the training they are providing for the new system. Training calls will be held at 1:00 pm central
time to facilitate greater participation by stakeholders.
The meeting adjourned at approximately 4:11 p.m.

Respectfully Submitted,
Bruce Rew
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TABLE ONE:
Company
Arkansas Electric Coop. Corp.
ConocoPhillips
Entegra Power Group
Entegra Power Group/UPP
Entergy
Entergy
Entergy
Entergy
Entergy
Entergy
Entergy
Entergy Services, Inc.
Fordis Energy
Kelson Energy
KGen Power
NRG
NRG Louisiana Generating, LLC
Paliza Consulting, LLC.
RRI Energy
Southwest Power Pool
Southwest Power Pool
Southwest Power Pool
Southwest Power Pool
Southwest Power Pool
Suez
Zachary David Wilson, P.A.

DRAFT

Last Name
Frizzell
Clynes
Heisey
Turner
Bornholdt
Norton
McCulla
Wells
Cassingham
Goin
Bigelow
Wolf
Chang
Saylor
Lee
Collins
Vosburg
Paliza
Simpson
Rew
Hudson
Woods
Mitchell
Davis
LONA
Wilson

First Name
Ronnie
Terri
John
Rebecca
Mary
Mac
Mark
Connie
Paul
Michael
Christina
Matt
Richard
Woody
Tina
Peter
Jennifer
Roberto
John
Bruce
Dowell
Jodi
Ty
Julie
ROBERT
Zachary
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APPENDIX ONE:
PROPOSED MOTION TO SPC
Background:
Entergy is converting its current OASIS operating platform from Areva to OATI. At the July 23, 2009 ICT
SPC meeting, Entergy announced that it would activate the new OATI software during the month of
August, 2009. Beginning in July, 2009, Entergy and OATI held training and demonstrations for Entergy
transmission customers on the new OATI system. There are serious concerns on the part of the
transmission customers regarding the cutover to OATI:
1)

2)

3)

The transition to a new operating system in what has historically been a month with peak
loads, adds uncertainty to the transmission customers who heavily rely on the accessibility
and functionality of the transmission system. Given the peak season, it is best to delay the
implementation of the new software to a less critical timeframe so as to minimize any
inadvertent impact that the transition may entail. The possible interruptions created by the
transition to a new software platform during peak loads could impact the transmission
customer’s requirements to meet its energy needs, and as such, a deferral of the release to a
less critical time is prudent.
The limited training that has been available to the transmission customers has raised
concerns and questions on several critical functionalities of the existing software that do not
seem to be currently functional in the OATI system. Additional time is needed to continue to
work with OATI and the transmission customers to make sure the functionality of the OATI
product matches the expectations of the transmission customers and maintain the
functionality of the existing system.
Additional training is needed for transmission customers before the system goes live.
Although the training provided has given a general overview of the new system, additional
training to better understand all the functionalities is needed.

Therefore, the SPC stakeholders move that the ICT and Entergy delay the go live transition of the
Entergy Oasis from August, 2009 to a date not earlier than November 1, 2009 to allow for the resolution
of the above referenced problems.

DRAFT
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
ICT STAKEHOLDERS POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING
October 6, 2009
Conference Call
-Minutes-

SPP Chair, Bruce Rew, called the conference to order at 9:02 a.m. There were 25 in attendance
in person and on the call (Attachment 1- Attendance List). The call had been requested
specifically to discuss the Operating Efficiency Task Force’s recommended proposal for the
development of the Transmission Request Advocacy Assistance and Coordination (TRAAC)
function.
George Heintzen, Conway Corporation, provided a background for the need for the
development of TRAAC. Mr. Heintzen stated that some transmission users needed an easier
mechanism to request transmission service. David Wilson, Zachary David Wilson P.A.,
furthered explained the need for TRAAC by emphasizing that some customers seeking
transmission service, who fall under both the tariffs of SPP and Entergy, need an advocate to
whom they can voice their concerns and help them work through the complexities of ordering
service within the two tariffs. Gary Newell, Thompson Coburn, gave the examples of how
different timelines for different tariffs may make it difficult for some customers to commit to
service. Henry Thompson, Arkansas Cities & NLR, reiterated Mr. Wilson’s comments on the two
tariffs and stated that TRAAC would help these customers shepherd TSR requests through the
process of obtaining transmission service and give them advice on how to make and finish the
requests.
Several questions were asked and general discussion was provided by the group. The
questions included determining where the TRAAC function would reside, how it was to be
budgeted, when and how SPP/Entergy would work on TRAAC, how would TRAAC assure
independence for decisions, who has the ability to use TRAAC and does it provide an
advantage, and how much involvement would the ICT have in TRAAC. The general consensus
was that there would be some additional costs for TRAAC but budget and costs would be
worked out with further discussions with the Stakeholders, SPP, and Entergy. TRAAC is
proposed to be an assistance and education function within the ICT and not to replace or be
added to any tariff language. Mr. Thompson also gave some details as to how TRAAC would
report bi-weekly on the status of the transmission service requests until such time as there were
no multiple tariffs in place. By reporting weekly or bi-weekly and discussing within the SPC
meetings, TRAAC activity could be validated to assure fairness.
Mr. Thompson noted that SPP had not been involved in the decision for the TRAAC proposal,
and that it was expected and recommended for the Markets and Operating Policy Committee
(MOPC) to review the proposal. Mr. Wilson added that the proposal would be the vehicle by
which the ICT and Entergy could review the process. The group agreed with multiple
conversations that MOPC should review the proposal and give further direction on the specifics
of the implementation of TRAAC, if approved.

Mr. Rew asked for a formal recommendation from the group. Gary Newell recommended that
the ICT SPC adopt the proposal for the development of the TRAAC function. George Heintzen
provided a second. Mr. Rew asked for any objections. , The proposal passed without opposition.
Mr. Rew asked if anyone from the SPC would be at the MOPC meeting next week to answer
questions and review the proposal with the MOPC members. Mr. Wilson stated that, if
necessary, someone could be there but no plans were being made at this time. It was proposed
by several that teleconferencing would be the best avenue. Mr. Rew agreed to verify the
availability of teleconferencing. Ronnie Frizzell, AECC, stated that this issue was listed last on
the MOPC meeting agenda. Mr. Wilson stated they were expecting action from MOPC on this
item at this meeting. Mr. Thompson agreed with Mr. Wilson and that as the last item it may not
receive attention from MOPC. Mr. Rew stated he would speak with Carl Monroe, SPP, to move
the TRAAC proposal up in the MOPC meeting agenda.
With no further discussion, the meeting adjourned at approximately 9:50 a.m.

Respectfully Submitted,
Bruce Rew

2

Company
Arkansas Electric Coop. Corp.
ConocoPhillips
Entegra Power Group
Entergy
Entergy
Entergy
Entergy
Calpine
Tenaska Power Services
Conoco‐Phillips
North Little Rock
Thompson Coburn
Conway Corporation
Zachary David Wilson, P.A.
City of West Memphis
Exxon Mobil
NRG Louisiana Generating, LLC
City of Benton
Wright & Talisman
Southwest Power Pool
Southwest Power Pool
Southwest Power Pool
Southwest Power Pool
Southwest Power Pool

Last Name
Frizzell
Clynes
Heisey
McCulla
Despot
Bornholdt
Warren
Charytoniuk
Lane
Walker‐Ratliff
Russ
Newell
Heintzen
Wilson
Pedersen
Cheshire
Henry
Vosburg
McKinney
Shaffer
Rew
Bright
Green
Mitchell
Gorter

First Name
Ronnie
Terri
John
Mark
Larry
Mary
Cameron
Wiktor
Sarah
Joan
Mike
Gary
George
Zachary David
Todd
David
Carl
Jennifer
Terry
David
Bruce
Ben
Tony
Ty
Kim

LTTIWG Report
SPC Meeting – Houston, TX
October 21, 2009

Since 7/23/2009 SPC Meeting

•

Planning Summit 8/11 in New Orleans

•

Entergy/SPP Regional Planning Process
(ESRPP) 8/12 in New Orleans

•

LTTIWG meeting 9/15 by netconference

•

LTTIWG meeting 10/20 in Houston

SPP.org
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Planning Summit – 8/11
•

Agenda Topics and Discussion
•

Entergy Draft 2010-2012 Construction Plan

•

ICT Reliability Assessment and Evaluation of Entergy’s Draft
Construction Plan

•

Breakout Planning Sessions

•

Update on Economic Planning Studies (ISTEP)

•

Update on Inter-Regional Planning Processes
1.

Southeast Inter-Regional (SIRPP)

2.

Southeast Regional (SERTP)

3.

Eastern Interconnect (EIPC)

SPP.org
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Planning Summit Presentations

•

All 2009 Summit Presentations posted at:
http://www.oatioasis.com/EES/EESdocs/2009_
Transmission_Summit_Presentations.htm

•

Stakeholder Comments posted at:
http://www.oatioasis.com/EES/EESdocs/Summ
itNotesandReceivedComments2009rev1.pdf

SPP.org
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2010-2012 Draft Construction Plan
•

Entergy’s Draft 2010-2012 Draft Construction
Plan posted at:
http://www.oatioasis.com/EES/EESdocs/Draft
%20201012%20ETR%20Construction%20Plan%20Final_
Rev%2008_03_09.pdf

SPP.org
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ESRPP Meeting – 8/12
•

Review of Initial Study Results and
Stakeholder Input
•

Turk - McNeil 345 kV

•

Spadra-Russellville 161 kV

•

(Tie) Turk- Fulton – El Dorado 345 kV

•

(Tie) Messick 500/230 kV Autotransformer

•

Flint Creek-Chamber Springs-Fort Smith-ANO 345 kV

SPP.org
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LTTIWG meetings
•

9/15 discussion:
•

RMR Displacement Study Recommendation and
Approval

•

Entergy Presentation on Operating Guides used in the
development of the Construction Plan

•

Review of stakeholder comments from the Summit and
during the comment period

•

Update on ISTEP Study

•

Update on ESRPP Study

SPP.org
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Entergy Presentation on Operating Guides
used in the development of the Construction
Plan
Entergy Long Term Planning Potential Operating Guide List

Updated:

8-Sep-09

This spreadsheet contains the list of operating guides currently relied on by Entergy in planning for the long-term reliability needs of the
Entergy transmission system. Operating guides are utilized consistent with the current and approved NERC Reliability
Standards.

Operating Guide used as a mitigation measure?

Potential Issue

Operating Guide

Brookhaven to Norfield 115 kV line overload
due to loss of Franklin to Bogalusa 500
kV line

Generation Redispatch

Vicksburg to Bolton 115 kV line overload due to
the loss of the Baxter Wilson to Ray
Braswell 500 kV line

Generation Redispatch

Belle Point to Little Gypsy 230 kV line overload
due to the loss of the Waterford to
Tezcuco 230 kV line

Generation Redispatch

Jonesboro to Hergett 161 kV line overload due
to the loss of Marked Tree to
Harrisburg 161 kV line

Generation Redispatch

2009 - 2011
Construction
Plan

(1)

(1)

(1)

(1)

SPP.org

2010 - 2012 Draft
Construction
Plan

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No
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Entergy Presentation on Operating Guides
used in the development of the Construction
Plan
Operating Guide used as a mitigation
measure?

Potential Issue

Operating Guide

Terrebone to Greenwood 115 kV and Wilbert to
Livonia 138 kV lines overload due to loss of
Webre to Wells 500 kV line

Upon outage of the Webre to Wells
500 kV line, open Teche - Bayou
Sale 138 kV line and Champagne
to Krotz Springs 138 kV line.

Conway West to Conway South 161 kV line
overload due to the loss of the Pleasant Hill to
Quitman 161 kV line.

Open Hamlet 161 kV breaker
(2009 in-service)

Wells 500-230 kV autotransformer overload
due to loss of Wells to Richard 500 kV line

Open Wells 500-230 kV
autotransformer reactor bypass to
power flows through the
autotransformer by increasing the
impedance of the circuit. Does not
involve a reconfiguration of the
system topology. (automatic)

SPP.org

2009 - 2011
Construction Plan

2010 - 2012 Draft
Construction Plan

No

No

Utilize as operating
guide until Holland
Bottoms is
constructed

Utilize as operating
guide until Holland
Bottoms is
constructed

No

No
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Entergy Presentation on Operating Guides
used in the development of the Construction
Plan
Operating Guide used as a mitigation
measure?
2009 - 2011
Construction Plan

2010 - 2012 Draft
Construction Plan

Open Fairview reactor bypass
breaker to reduce power flows on
the Gypsy to Madisonville 230 kV
line by increasing the impedance
of the circuit. Does not involve a
reconfiguration of the system
topology. (automatic)

No

No

Low voltage at Colonial Academy and/or
Cecelia to Semere 138 kV overload due to loss
of Richard to Colonial Academy 138 kV line

Close Scott 138 kV bus tie
breaker.

No

No

Mossville to Alfol 69 kV line overload due to
loss of a parallel Mossville to Alfol 69 kV line

Close normally-open point
between West Lake and Trousdale
69 kV busses.

Yes

Yes

Potential Issue

Operating Guide

Little Gypsy to Madisonville 230 kV line
overload due to loss of either Slidell to Front
Street 230 kV line, Front Street to Michoud 230
kV line, or Franklin to McKnight 500 kV line

(1) Due to its market sensitive nature, unit information and re-dispatch details are considered confidential and will not be made
available to the public.

SPP.org
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LTTIWG meetings
•

10/20 discussion:
•

Limiting Elements Posting

•

Update on ISTEP Study

•

Update on ESRPP Study

•

ICT 2010 Draft Base Plan

SPP.org
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Limiting Elements Update

SPP.org
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LTTIWG RECOMMENDATION AS APPROVED
BY SPC
•

Recommendation
“The LTTIWG recommends to the SPC that the ICT/Entergy immediately
begin the posting of data on OASIS such that all users, owners and
operators of the Entergy Transmission System can Identify the Limiting
Component(s) and Define for all Critical Facilities the Rating Based on the
Next Limiting Component within the Same Facility. In addition the
LTTIWG recommends that the ICT/Entergy begin the posting of Limiting
Component(s) and Define for these Facilities the Rating Based on the
Next Limiting Component within the Same Facility for all overloaded
elements identified in OATT System Impact Studies and Facility Studies.
If available, an estimate of the upgrade cost for the Limiting Component(s)
shall be included in the posting.”
LTTIWG recommends that the ICT perform Cost analysis on ‘Limiting
Elements’

SPP.org
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ICT Response
•

1st Step – Work with Entergy on one-time
Posting
•

ICT Posted the ‘Limiting Elements’ document 3/4/2009

•

Posted at:

•

http://www.oatioasis.com/EES/EESDocs/Entergy%20A
FC_Flowgate%20LE_Posting_V6.2.pdf

SPP.org
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ICT Response
•

•

2nd Step – ICT determines costs for upgrades
•

ICT sorted out all terminal equipment devices for cost
estimations

•

Used One Line diagrams, Power Flow Models, EMS,
and Internal database to investigate ‘Limiting
Elements’

•

Assessed cost using estimates from past Facilities
Studies

•

ICT split the list of Limiting Elements into 2 parts

3rd Step - Entergy Review of Upgrades
•

Entergy completed the review of the 1st list of upgrades
and made comments
SPP.org
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Arkansas Area
Description

Entergy Notes

Line Rating

1st Limiting Element

ICT Cost Estimate

Cost
per
MVA

1

ANO-FT SMITH 500 FTLO ANO 500/161

Seven 2000A Switches in Ft. Smith Bay
Seven 2000A CT's With Auxiliary CT's 1299MVA
which may limit effective rating to
(1500A)
1500A

7 CT's @ ANO ~ 1500A

Replace 7 CT
$3637/
$1,575,000 (+433MVA)
MVA

1

ANO-FT SMITH 500 FTLO ANOPLEASANT HILL 500

Seven 2000A Switches in Ft. Smith Bay
Seven 2000A CT's With Auxiliary CT's 1299MVA
which may limit effective rating to
(1500A)
1500A

7 CT's @ ANO ~ 1500A

Replace 7 CT
$3637/
$1,575,000 (+433MVA)
MVA

ANO-PLEASANT HILL 500 FTLO ANOMABLEVALE 500

One 2500A Switch at ANO, two 2000A
Traps at ANO, two 2000A Switches at 1732MVA
ANO, as many as 5 sets of 2000/5 CTs (2000A)
at ANO

2

3

4
4
4

5

WEST MEMPHIS-BIRMINGHAM STEEL
FTLO SANS SOUCI-SHELBY 500

1732MVA
(2000A)

COUCH-LEWISVILLE 115 FTLO ANO-FT. CT's Appear to be 1200/5 but tapped at 160MVA
SMITH 500
600/5 - All other equip listed at 1200 A (800A)
COUCH-LEWISVILLE 115 FTLO DOLET CT's Appear to be 1200/5 but tapped at 160MVA
HILLS-SOUTHWEST SHREVEPORT
600/5 - All other equip listed at 1200 A (800A)
COUCH-LEWISVILLE 115 FTLO
CT's Appear to be 1200/5 but tapped at 160MVA
ELDORADO-LONGWOOD 345
600/5 - All other equip listed at 1200 A (800A)

ELDORADO-MT. OLIVE 500 KV PTDF

There are two 2000A Line traps at
Eldorado (A and B phase)
It would appear that the new 3000A
1732MVA
GCBs would be fitted with 3000A CTs (2000A)
One Old Elementary shows a 1200/5
Single Ratio CT on 9205 or 9208 for
metering

SPP.org

CT @ ANO ~2000A
4 switches @ ANO ~2000A

W. Memphis line trap, 3
Breakers ~2000A
W. Memphis 5 switches
~2000A

CT @ Couch ~800A
CT @ Couch ~800A
CT @ Couch ~800A

CT @ ElDorado ~2000A
2 Line Traps @ El Dorado
~2000A
5 Switch @ El Dorado ~2000A

Replace CT $225,000
Replace 4 Switches
$2367/
$800,000
MVA
($1,025,000)
(+433MVA)
Replace Line Trap
$500,000
Replace 3 Breakers
$2,700,000
$5160/
Replace 5 switches
MVA
$1,000,000
($4,200,000)
(+814MVA)
Replace CT $150,000
(+ 0 MVA)
Replace CT $150,000
(+ 0 MVA)
Replace CT $150,000
(+ 0 MVA)

N/A
N/A
N/A

Replace CT $225,000
Replace 2 Line Traps
$1,000,000
$2703/
Replace 5 Switches
MVA
$1,000,000
($2,225,000)
(+823MVA)
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Mississippi Area

Description

6

7

8

Entergy Notes

Line Rating

FRANKLIN-RAY BRASWELL 500 FTLO CTs in Breaker J2404 (4 sets) also
FRANKLIN-BOGALUSA 500
appear to be 2000/5 CT's

FRENCH BRANCH-SLIDELL 230 FTLO IT appears that switches S8422 and
DANIEL-MCKNIGHT 500
S8600 at French Branch would need
upgrade at a minimum

BAXTER WILSON-RAY BRASWELL 500
This one looks right as is
FTLO GRAND GULF-FRANKLIN

1732MVA
(2000A)

1st Limiting Element

5 Switches @ Franklin
~2000A
1 Trap @ Franklin ~2000A
1 Breaker @ Franklin ~2000A

797MVA
(2000A)

Breaker & 2 Switches @
Slidel ~2000A
Switch @ French Street
~2000A

1732MVA
(2000A)

Facilities Study# 1598291
Ray Bras 2 Breaker & 4
Switches
Bax Wilson 1 breaker & 6
switches ~2000A

SPP.org

ICT Cost Estimate

Cost
per
MVA

Replace 5 switches
1,000,000
Replace 1 Line Trap
$2771/
$500,000
MVA
Replace 1 Breaker
$900,000
($2,400,000)
(+866MVA)
Replace Breaker
$500,000
Replace 2 Switches
$300,000
$7037/
Replace Switch
MVA
$150,000
($950,000)
(+135MVA)
$4,585,776
(Committed to by
Entergy)

N/A
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Description

9

HOT SPRINGS-ETTA 500 FTLO SHERIDANELDORADO EHV 500

Sheridan South
Entergy Notes

Line Rating

2165MVA
(2500A)

10

MABLEVALE-SHERIDAN 500 FTLO WHITE
BLUFF-SHERIDAN

1732MVA
(2000A)

10

SHERIDAN MABELVALE 500 FTLO WHITE
BLUFF-KEO 500

1732MVA
(2000A)

11

11

12
13
13
13

SHERIDAN ELDORADO 50O FTLO SHERIDAN- All of these would almost certainly have to 1732MVA
MAGNET COVE
be done together to realize any real increase (2000A)
in ATC through the area.
Essentially, every switch, breaker, trap, and
CT with a rating of 2000A or less would have 1732MVA
to be replaced as the ring bus ratings would (2000A)
not be increased until all of the equipment in
the ring was upgraded.
SHERIDAN-MAGNET COVE FTLO SHERIDAN1732MVA
The construction evolution would be long as (2000A)
ELDORADO 500
many crippling outages would have to be
coordinated.
SHERIDAN-WHITEBLUFF 500 FTLO
1732MVA
MABLEVALE-WRIGHTSVILLE
(2000A)
Also - the EHV constraints mask the
underlying 115 kV constraints that would 1732MVA
WHITE BLUFF-SHERIDAN 500 FTLO WHITE
likely only allow a marginal increase if all of (2000A)
BLUFF-KEO 500
the EHV work were to be done.
WHITE BLUFF-SHERIDAN FTLO MABELVALE1732MVA
SHERIDAN 500
(2000A)
SHERIDAN-ELDORADO 500 FTLO HOT
SPRINGS-ETTA 500

14

WHITE BLUFF-KEO 500 FTLO SHERIDANMABELVALE 500

2165MVA
(2500A)

14

WHITE BLUFF-KEO 500 FTLO WHITE BLUFFSHERIDAN 500

2165MVA
(2500A)

SPP.org

1st Limiting Element

10 Switches@ Hot Springs ~2500A

Mabelvale 4 Switches & Line Trap-2000A

Mabelvale 5 Switches & Line Trap
~2000A
Sheridan CT ratio ~2000A
El Dorado switch & line trap all
~2000A
Sheridan CT ratio ~2000A
El Dorado switch & line trap all
~2000A
Line Trap @ Sheridan ~2500A
Switch @ Sheridan ~2500A
CT @ Sheridan ~2000A

ICT Cost Estimate

Cost
per
MVA

Replace 10 Switches
$2,000,000
(+433MVA)

$4619/M
VA

Replace 4 Switches
$800,000
Replace Line Trap
$500,000
($1,300,000)
(+433MVA)
Replace 5 Switches &
Line Trap $1,500,000
(+433MVA)
Replace CT $225,000
Replace Switch & Line
Trap $700,000
($925,000)
(+433MVA)
Replace CT $225,000
Replace Switch & Line
Trap $700,000
($925,000)
(+433MVA)
Upgrade switch and line
trap @ Sheridan $700,000
(+381MVA)
Upgrade CT $225,000
(+433MVA)

CT @ Sheridan ~2000A

Upgrade CT $225,000
(+433MVA)

CT @ Sheridan ~2000A

Upgrade CT $225,000
(+433MVA)

White Bluff 5 switches ~2500A
KEO 5 switches & line Trap
~2500A

White Bluff 5 switches ~2500A
KEO switch & line Trap ~2500 A

$3002/M
VA

$3464/M
VA
$2136/M
VA

$2136/M
VA
$1837/M
VA
$520/M
VA
$520/M
VA
$520/M
VA

Replace 5 Switches
$1,000,000
Replace 5 Switches and $6562/M
Line Trap $1,500,000
VA
($2,500,000)
(+381MVA)
Replace 5 Switches
$1,000,000
Replace 1 Switch & 1 Line $4462/M
Trap $700,000
VA
(1,700,000)
(+381MVA)
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Wells – Richard Area
Description

Entergy Notes

Line Rating

1st Limiting Element

ICT Cost Estimate

Cost
per
MVA

15

I count 3 2000A switches at Richard
that would need to be replaced as well
WELLS-RICHARD 500 FTLO MCKNIGHT1732MVA
as one line trap.
FRANKLIN 500
(2000A)
Additional study would likely identify
breaker 1300 as a limit.

3 Switches @ Richard ~2000A

Replace 3 Switches
$600,000
(+550MVA)

$1090/
MVA

15

I count 3 2000A switches at Richard
that would need to be replaced as well
WELLS-RICHARD 500 FTLO MT. OLIVE1732MVA
as one line trap.
HARTBURG 500
(2000A)
Additional study would likely identify
breaker 13000 as a limit.

3 Switches @ Richard ~2000A

Replace 3 Switches
$600,000
(+550MVA)

$1090/
MVA

15

WELLS-RICHARD 500 FTLO
PERRYVILLE-BAXTER WILSON

I count 3 2000A switches at Richard
that would need to be replaced as well
1732MVA
as one line trap.
(2000A)
Additional study would likely identify
breaker 13000 as a limit.

3 Switches @ Richard ~2000A

Replace 3 Switches
$600,000
(+550MVA)

$1090/
MVA

WELLS-RICHARD 500 KV PTDF

I count 3 2000A switches at Richard
that would need to be replaced as well
1732MVA
as one line trap.
(2000A)
Additional study would likely identify
breaker 13000 as a limit.

3 Switches @ Richard ~2000A

Replace 3 Switches
$600,000
(+550MVA)

$1090/
MVA

15
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Where we are going
•

3rd Step (Cont.) - Entergy Review Upgrades
•

Entergy is working on completing the 2nd list

•

After 2nd list is finished post both on OASIS

•

ICT is using Terminal Equipment Limiting
Elements as solutions for the ISTEP Projects
where feasible

•

Expect to post revised 1st list 4th QTR ’09 and
revised 2nd list 1st QTR ’10

SPP.org
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ISTEP Update

SPP.org
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ISTEP 2009
1. South Central Arkansas/Northeast Louisiana constraint – to
address North to South flows
2. Central Arkansas constraint – to address South to North
flows
3. Lake Charles 230 kV Loop (relieve 138 kV Flowgate
NELLC_NELLCB)
4. Baton Rouge/South MS constraint – to address Central to
South flows
5. Jackson Area
Yesterday’s presentation focused on preliminary results for
project 3 since 1 and 2 have been presented previously.

SPP.org
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Project 3.
Lake Charles 230kV Loop
Background
High Generation Levels in Texas combined with
low generation levels in WOTAB
• West to East Flows Observed
• Affected Flowgates
1.Nelson-Lake Charles Bulk #1 ftlo Nelson-Lake Charles
Bulk #2 (NELLC_NELLCB)
2.Flowgate has been identified in current System Impact
Studies

SPP.org
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Project 3.
Lake Charles 230kV Loop
Modeling and Assumptions
• Used Oct 29, 2008 Operational day-ahead model
• TLR curtailment called Oct 29, 2008 @ 6:25am
1.Nelson-Lake Charles Bulk #1 ftlo Nelson-Lake Charles Bulk
#2 (NELLC_NELLCB)
2.Nelson – Richard 500kV Transmission Line Out of Service

• Actual Generation / Load / Transactions used in the
model simulation
SPP.org
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Results Summary
FG Description

1

Fix in
Project No.

MVA
Added

New MVA
Rating

3

223 ckt 1

382

Nelson – Lake Charles Bulk
138kV #1
FTLO
Nelson – Lake Charles Bulk
138kV #2
(NELLC_NELLCB)

SPP.org
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Preliminary Cost Estimate
Limiting Element Listing
Project 3: Lake Charles 230kV Loop
Description

Line Rating

Limiting Element

ICT Cost Estimate*

Nelson-Lake Charles Bulk
138kV #1 FTLO NelsonLake Charles Bulk 138kV #2

159MVA (665A)

Nelson

Replace Switch, CT, & Line
Trap

Switch, CT, & Line Trap –
1200A

(NELLC_NELLCB)

$87,500
(382MVA)~1600A

Lake Charles Bulk
Breaker, Switch, CT, & Line
Trap – 1200A

Replace Breaker, Switch, CT,
& Line Trap
$222,500
(382MVA)~1600A

Nelson-Lake Charles ckt 1
Transmission Line – 665A

Rebuild Transmission Line
11.54 miles
$6,231,600
(382MVA)~1600A

* costs for upgrades to substation bus, and/or breaker relaying, and/or line
relaying are not included in the above estimates. If required, additional costs
will apply.
SPP.org
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Project 3.
Lake Charles 230kV Loop
Base Flow
•

Any additional transfer with the loss of the Nelson-Lake
Charles Bulk 138kV #1 will require the upgrade of
circuit #2, which will double the cost.

ckt 1
ckt 2

SPP.org
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ESRPP Update
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Source/Sink Areas for Transfer Analysis
SPP Areas
SPP (all)

EMDE
AEP West
CLECO

SWPA

OGE

OG&E

EES Ark

Empire District

AEPW

SWPA

Entergy Areas

EES Gas

Entergy (all)
Entergy Gas Units
(Primarily Louisiana)

CLECO

Entergy Arkansas

WOTAB

Amite South

Amite
South

WOTAB

SPP.org
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FCITC Results: Turk-McNeil 345 kV
•

Showing Positive Results in the following transfers: (From – To)
•

Entergy - SPP

•

Entergy Arkansas – SPP

•

Entergy Arkansas – AEPW

•

Entergy Gas Units – OG&E

•

Entergy Gas Units – AEPW

•

SWPA – Entergy Gas

•

OG&E – Amite South

•

OG&E – EES Gas Units

•

AEPW – Entergy Arkansas

•

SPP – Entergy

•

SPP – Entergy Arkansas
SPP.org
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FCITC Results: Spadra-Russellville 161 kV
•

This project is showing no transfer improvement
between control areas

SPP.org
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FCITC Results: Turk-Fulton-El Dorado 345 kV
•

Showing Positive Results in the following transfers: (From – To)
•

Entergy - SPP

•

Entergy Arkansas – OG&E

•

WOTAB – EMDE

•

SWPA – Entergy Gas

•

OG&E – Amite South

•

OG&E – EES Gas Units

•

SPP – Entergy Arkansas

SPP.org
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FCITC Results: Messick 500/230 kV Auto
•

Showing Positive Results in the following transfers: (From – To)
•

Entergy Arkansas – OG&E

•

CLECO – Amite South

•

CLECO – EES

•

CLECO – WOTAB

•

SWPA – Entergy Gas

•

SPP – Entergy Arkansas

SPP.org
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FCITC Results: Flint Creek-Chamber SprFt Smith-ANO 345 kV
•

Showing Positive Results in the following transfers: (From – To)
•

Entergy – EMDE

•

Entergy – OG&E

•

Entergy Arkansas – AEPW

•

Entergy Arkansas – EMDE

•

Entergy Arkansas – OG&E

•

Entergy Arkansas – SPP

•

SWPA – Entergy Gas

•

WOTAB – AEPW

•

WOTAB – OG&E

•

WOTAB – SPP

SPP.org
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Where We Are Going
•

•

Updating the MDWG model
•

Current Entergy Generation and Loads

•

Topology changes (Entergy facilities that have changed since
last MDWG model update)

Perform Transfer Sensitivity
•

Entergy’s Draft 2010 – 2012 Construction Plan

•

Determine planning level cost estimates &
construction timelines for each project

•

Report

•

Recommend projects that show benefit
SPP.org

35

Next Steps
•

Next Meeting: Draft Report, Stakeholder Input

•

Post Final Report 1st QTR ‘10

•

First Meeting of Next Cycle:
•

Select 2009 ESRPP Step 2 (Detailed Studies)

•

Select 2010 ESRPP Step 1 (High level Studies)

SPP.org
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2010 Draft Base Plan Update

SPP.org

37

ICT 2010 Draft Base Plan

•

ICT 2010 Draft Base Plan posted at:
http://www.oatioasis.com/EES/EESdocs/DRAF
T_2010_Base_Plan.pdf

SPP.org
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Completed and Current Activities
•

•

Completed Activities
•

Reliability Assessment & Construction Plan Evaluation

•

Review of Stakeholder Comments

•

Review of Latest Model Updates

•

Development of Proposed Upgrades

Current Activities
•

Refinement of Proposed Upgrades

•

Present for Stakeholder Input at LTTIWG
SPP.org
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2010 Draft Base Plan Project List
•

•

Over 100 projects have been reviewed
•

68 Projects: Review Substantially Complete

•

A Few Areas Undergoing Continued Review

Projects Not Carried Over from 2009 Base Plan
•

10 have been completed

•

8 have been displaced by new projects

SPP.org

40

New Projects Identified
NEW

Beebe 115 kV Substation: Install 21.6 MVAR Capacitor Bank

EAI

Displaces Ward Capacitor BP08‐011

NEW

Benton North to Benton South: Upgrade 115 kV Line

EAI

Displaces Bauxite Capacitor BP08‐014

NEW

Holland Bottoms ‐ Hamlet 161 kV Line: Construct new 161 kV
Line

EAI

Displaces Morrilton East‐Gleason BP09‐024 and
Gleason‐Tyler BP09‐025

NEW

Harrison East to Everton Road: Replace 600 A switches and
line trap at Harrison East with 1200 A equipment

EAI

NEW

Melbourne ‐ Sage 161 kV Line: Upgrade line to at least 1200 A

EAI

NEW

Construct 2nd Dynegy to Pecan Grove 230 kV line

EGSL

NEW

Construct new Willow Glen to Conway 230 kV line

EGSL

NEW

Bayou Steel to Tezcuco 230 kV line ‐ Construct new line

ELL

Displaces Belle Point‐Tezcuco BP09‐009

NEW

Bogue Chitto 500/230 kV Substation

ELL

Displaces Brookhaven‐Mallilieu 115 kV Upgrade BP09‐
021 and Norfield‐Mallilieu 115 kV BP09‐022

NEW

Getwell Area Improvements
Install 2nd 392 MVA 230 kV / 115 kV Auto
Getwell ‐ Hernando 115 kV Line: Construct 2nd Parallel 115
kV Line (Constructed at 230 kV / Operated at 115 kV)

EMI

NEW

Florence‐Florence SS‐Star 115 kV Line: Upgrade

EMI

NEW

McAdams Area Upgrades
Add 2nd 615 MVA 500 kV / 230 kV Auto
McAdams ‐ Pickens 230 kV line: Upgrade

EMI

NEW

TEMCO 138 kV CT Upgrade

ETI

NEW

Cedar Hill ‐ Plantation 138 kV line: Upgrade

ETI

NEW

Plantation to Conroe 138 kV line: Upgrade

ETI

SPP.org

Displaces Reconductor Nelson‐Moss Bluff 230 kV BP08‐
021
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Next Steps
•

•

•

Finalize 2010 Base Plan
•

Further analysis and refinements of proposed projects

•

Review any additional input from Stakeholders

•

Review any additional input from Entergy

•

Review any changes to Entergy’s Final Construction Plan

•

Make any changes prompted by these reviews and input

•

Post final Base Plan and Construction Plan on OASIS

January 2010 LTTIWG
•

Present 2010 Base Plan

•

Review draft scope for the 2011 Reliability Assessment and
Base Plan; get stakeholder input

Draft Differences Report for FERC
SPP.org
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LTTIWG RMR Displacement Study
Recommendation

SPP.org
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LTTIWG RMR Displacement Study Recommendation

•

Background
•

To date, the ISTEP study effort has been focused on transmission
upgrades to relieve highly constrained flowgates but no study has
been done on RMR displacement which was identified as one of
the main goals of the ISTEP effort.

•

Displacement of existing RMR units by highly efficient resources
located in Entergy could bring significant savings to ratepayers. A
study to determine the necessary upgrades to enable this
displacement and provide a high-level estimate of the net savings
would be helpful in developing the strategy to significantly reduce
or eliminate the use of RMR units and realize savings for
customers.

SPP.org

44

LTTIWG RMR Displacement Study Recommendation
•

Considerations
•

Section 14 of Attachment K states the following in reference to
identification of potential economic upgrades: “The ICT will
identify such upgrades based on screening criteria, which may
include considerations such as frequent transmission loading
relief events, frequently constrained flowgates in the Available
Flowgate Capability process or the Weekly Procurement Process
(WPP), flowgates with high congestion costs as identified in the
WPP process, and commonly invoked must-run operating
guides.”

•

The goals of the ISTEP defined in its scope are: “Improving
Load-Serving Capability, Improving Inter-Regional Transfer
Capability, Improving Load Pockets/Load Centers, and Relieving
Constraining Flowgates.”
SPP.org
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LTTIWG RMR Displacement Study Recommendation
•

Considerations, cont.
•

The RMR displacement study would not be one of the five free
studies identified by the ICT for 2009 because it would disrupt the
existing work plan and schedule for these studies.

•

The following options have been identified for funding the RMR
displacement study: a) it could be one of the free studies for
2010; or b) it could be funded by interested parties and requested
via the economic study queue. If funded by interested parties,
these parties and the ICT would determine the scope of the study
and accordingly, the ICT would provide a cost estimate for the
study.
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LTTIWG RMR Displacement Study Recommendation
•

Recommendation
•

The Long Term Transmission Issues Working Group
recommends that the ICT perform an economic/transmission
study to determine the set of transmission upgrades needed to
significantly reduce or eliminate the use of Reliability Must Run
(RMR) units while providing net savings to customers. The load
pockets and specific units to be studied will be identified in the
scope of the study. The study will be performed and funded as
one of the five free studies for 2010 under Section 14.5
Attachment K.

SPP.org
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Jody Holland
Manager, ICT Planning
501-614-3315
jholland@spp.org
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NTTIWG Update
SPC
10/21/2009

NTTIWG Update
• AFC Modeling Improvements Task Force Update
– ICT Proposal for Including Approved Upgrades in the
AFC models was reviewed and comments were
provided from the NTTIWG participants
– External Control Area Data Coordination is on-going.
The ICT and Entergy are currently working with the
External Control Areas to improve the interchange
and dispatch modeling

NTTIWG Update
• OATI Update
– Paul Cassingham provided an update on the
conversion to OATI. This conversion was
successfully completed on September 28th.
– OATI has taken into consideration customer
requested enhancements such as
improvements to the Scenario Analyzer
features. Some enhancements may be
completed by the end of the year.

NTTIWG Update
• Line Loading Relief Credit
– Effective January 1, 2010, Entergy will
discontinue crediting for any line loading relief
action
– Total TLR relief credits for 2009 have been
$10,556.24 and was primarily for non-Firm
Service

NTTIWG Update
• Update of Entergy Filing to Implement
Curtailment of Internal Non-Firm Service

NTTIWG Update
• Posted Entergy Preemption Business
Practice
– The Preemption Business Practice has been
posted under the Special Notice link on the
Entergy OASIS
– One significant improvement is that lower
priority service will not be preempted until the
higher priority service has been Confirmed.
Previously, the preemption was completed at
Acceptance of the higher priority request.
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ICT WPP Report
Stakeholder Policy Committee
October 21, 2009
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WPP Quarterly Report
•

The ICT filed the second WPP Quarterly Report with
FERC on September 15, 2009 for the period June
through August 2009.

•

WPP metrics included in the report were:
•

The number of merchant generators participating each week and the
corresponding MWs committed in the WPP.

•

A historical comparison of Entergy’s legacy units pre-WPP and postWPP.

•

Historic “baseline” study of cost savings from Entergy’s Weekly
RFP.

•

A description of the operational adjustments that Entergy and the
ICT had to make with respect to soft constraints.

•

Estimated WPP savings.
SPP.org
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WPP Quarterly Report
•

The ICT does not endorse all of the metrics as
meaningful measurement tools for assessing the
WPP’s performance.

•

The ICT believes that historical comparisons are
inherently unreliable because there are numerous
factors such as weather, system conditions, fuel prices,
plant outages and availability of hourly/daily economy
purchases that could account for variations from one
period to the next.

•

The ICT believes that metrics tied directly to the data
inputs and results of the WPP model are the most valid
for estimating cost savings and other WPP benefits.

SPP.org
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WPP Quarterly Report
•

The WPP’s estimated savings for the first quarter were
approximately $7.5 million, bringing the total estimated
savings for the WPP to approximately $9.5 million.

•

Compared to last quarter, there were an increased number of
participating generators, increase in the number of thirdparty supplier offers submitted and accepted, and an
increase in the amount of energy forecasted to be purchased
through the WPP.

•

The ICT reported that there was a reduction in the level of
accepted third-party supplier offers and savings attributable
to the WPP towards the end of the summer due to mild
temperatures and continuous decreases in the price of
natural gas.

•

The report demonstrates that the WPP continues to delivery
meaningful benefits and savings to Entergy’s customers.

SPP.org
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WPP Quarterly Report
•

SPP reported that a potential weakness in the WPP
logic had been identified and that the ICT and Entergy
are investigating the nature of the identified issue to
determine whether any software modification is
necessary.

•

In the interim, the ICT and Entergy have instituted a
procedure to evaluate the WPP results prior to
finalization to ensure that the potential weakness in the
WPP logic does not impact the WPP’s resource
selection.

•

The ICT and Entergy committed to provide more
information after their investigation has been
completed.

SPP.org

Inclusion of Off-Peak Offers in the WPP
•

During pre-WPP testing offers were simulated with 24-hour
availability (i.e., both on-peak and off-peak hours). That testing
showed that the inclusion of off-peak offers caused SCUC Model
problems and increased infeasible WPP results. Therefore, Entergy
and the ICT agreed to remove off-peak offers from the WPP.

•

Stakeholders have asked the ICT to report back on the steps being
taken to include off-peak offers into the WPP in the future.

•

The ICT has explained that without significant changes in the WPP
software and hardware technology, expanding the on-peak hours to
include the off-peak hours will increase the risk of the WPP model
producing infeasible results and cancellation of the WPP.

•

At this time, the ICT and Entergy do not have plans to perform the
extensive testing necessary to expand the on-peak period since no
SCUC model changes have been implemented to address the
problems encountered during the pre-WPP testing. The ICT,
however, will revisit this issue once the technological limitations
have been addressed.

SPP.org
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AGC/Operating Reserves Process
•

Currently third-party suppliers with AGC/Operating Reserves
capability must qualify for delivery outside the WPP.

•

Either the third-party supplier must have Network Resource
Interconnection Service (NRIS) or the PNC must obtain
transmission service by submitting a TSR on behalf of the thirdparty supplier into the AFC process.

•

This requirement is necessary since the load flow used in the
WPP only represents the MWs of energy flowing from the unit
and does not account for the transmission system impact of
providing AGC/Operating Reserves.

•

Entergy and the ICT are currently working to define the details of
a proposal to grant the AGC/Operating Reserves transmission
service within the WPP. The feasibility of this proposal will be
determined pending the outcome of these efforts.

SPP.org
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ICT WPP Transparency Position
Statement
•

On August 7, 2009, the SPC adopted the WPPIWG
recommendation to increase WPP transparency by
asking the ICT to post on OASIS the binding
transmission constraints identified in the WPP
optimization runs.

•

On August 28, 2009, Entergy issued its formal response
not to adopt the SPC recommendation.

•

On September 22, 2009, the ICT issued its formal
response.

SPP.org
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ICT WPP Transparency Position
Statement
•

The ICT found that the operational experience with the
WPP and the materials supporting the SPC
recommendation did not present sufficient changed
circumstances to outweigh the concerns of releasing
market sensitive information obtained through the
WPP.

•

In addition, the SPC recommendation’s analysis and
arguments did not persuade the ICT that the prior
decisions on WPP transparency were based on
inaccurate or incomplete information.

•

Accordingly, the ICT did not endorse the SPC
recommendation on WPP transparency.
SPP.org

Bruce Rew
Vice President of Engineering
501-614-3214
brew@spp.org
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Entergy Users Group
Report to the ICT Stakeholders Policy Committee
October 21, 2009
SPP.org
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AFC and WPP-AFC Data Backup
•

•

Quarterly Assessment was performed 8/20/2009
•

Sampled evidence of the backup process

•

Sampled evidence of the test restoration process

•

Sampled the OASIS Automation log check evidence

Findings
•

Entergy continues to be one month behind on backups.

•

No notable exceptions found. Two carryover issues:
1.

Recommendation to implement Network Operations Manager not completed

2.

Recommendation for additional disk space not completed (disk space has
been re-ordered; Entergy staff is manually ensuring that there is sufficient
disk space for restoration)

SPP.org
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FERC Filings
•

June 11, 2009: OA Configuration for Preemption
1. In the competing requests window, the list of “defender” reservations was
truncated if the constrained flowgate impacted more than 1,300 paths. OA was
patched to include the possibility of a impact on all paths.

•

June 18, 2009: AFC Impact Log
1. On June 3, 2009, the servers that host OA had insufficient disk space to run OA
properly. OASIS was used for TSR process for approximately 4 hours. Entergy
cleared additional space on the server and monitored the disk usage going
forward.

•

July 23, 2009: AREVA OASIS Scenario Analyzer
• The Scenario Analyzer was unavailable for approximately 7 hours when Entergy
conducted a back up site drill. Due to differences in software, this issue will not
occur when OATI is providing Entergy’s OASIS software.

SPP.org
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Questions?

SPP.org
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Tim Phillips
Chair, Entergy User Group
501-614-3562
tphillips@spp.org

Attachment 5

Attachment 6

Cottonwood*
Energy
Suite1180
3355WestAlabama,
Texas77098
Houston,
August25,2009
Mr. JodyHolland
SouthwestPowerPoolEntergyIndependent
Coordinatorof Transmission
415NorthMcKinley,Suite140
Little Rock,AR 72205
Sent via email: ihollgnd@;Bp.otg.
Re: Requestfor EntergyOperatingGuidesUsedfor 2010BasePlanandConstruction
System
Planfor Entergy'sTransmission
Mr. JodyHolland,
CottonwoodEnergy("Cottonwood")is formallyrequestinga copyof all operatingguides
utilizedby the ICT and/orEntergyto developthe 2010BasePlanandConstructionPlan
reliabilityplanningprocesses.
for the mostrecentEntergyelectricaltransmission
Cottonwoodrequirestheseoperatingguidesto allow it to replicatethetransmission
planningstudiesperformedby the ICT andEntergyin the abovestatedprocesses.
Pleaserespondasto the processin which Cottonwoodcanreceivetheseoperatingguides
in a timely manner.

Sincerely,

David Baugh
Cottonwood Energy

Attachment 7

From: Steve Purdy
Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2009 2:01 PM
To: david.baugh@kelsonenergy.com
Cc: Jody Holland; Dodson, Terry; 'woody.saylor@kelsonenergy.com'
Subject: RE: Request
David:
Thanks for your letter. The development of the ICT 2010 Base Plan began immediately following the
Entergy Transmission Summit on August 11, 2009 and is currently underway with completion
expected by the end of the year as per the schedule. Part of this development will be an
examination of Entergy's Operating Guides as possible mitigation plans. This examination is not yet
complete, but will be part of the completion of the overall Base Plan.
The ICT's Reliability Assessment, which was posted on Entergy's OASIS and presented at the
Transmission Summit, did not examine Operating Guides because the Reliability Assessment is
intended to identify potential problems, while the Base Plan is intended to identify solutions.
Therefore, there are no Operating Guides to provide in response to your request.
However, included on the agenda for the September 15 LTTIWG call (attached) is a presentation by
Entergy regarding the Operating Guides that Entergy used in the development of the draft
Construction Plan, which may answer some of your questions.
In addition, the ICT is currently pursuing a process by which a redacted set of Operating Guides can
be provided to stakeholders.
Please let me know if you have questions.
Thanks,
Steve
Steve Purdy
Lead Engineer, ICT Planning
Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
415 N McKinley, Suite 140
Little Rock AR 72205
501.614.3371
spurdy@spp.org

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

November 05, 2009

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 an AFC error that may have resulted in 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
November 05, 2009
Page 2
Web Trans Exclude Flag
On October 20, 2009, Entergy identified that three long-term Transmission Service Requests (TSRs),
one confirmed and two unconfirmed, had the exclude flag in WebTrans incorrectly set to “yes” from
October 6 until October 20 due to a software error. The exclude flag in webTrans removes the impact
of TSRs from the AFC calculations when it is set to “yes”. This flag should be set to “yes” when longterm TSRs are in “study” and have not yet been “accepted”. The exclude flags for these TSRs were
checked prior to the conversion from Areva OASIS to OATi OASIS on September 28. The exclude
flags for these TSRs were also manually changed to “no” on September 17, September 30 and October
8, respectively, for each of the three TSRs.
Entergy has reviewed the audit log and has not been able to determine the date that the software error
caused these exclude flags to inadvertently change back to “yes”. Entergy believes that this error had
the potential to impact the AFC values for the Planning and Study Horizons; however, the specific
impact is indeterminable.
A software change was put in production on October 27, 2009 to correct the 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
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Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
November 05, 2009
Page 3
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that I have this 5th day of November, 2009, 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

3

Attachment 9

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

November 25, 2009

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 an AFC error that may have resulted in 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
November 25, 2009
Page 2
Incomplete Study Horizon path definition for ARMN to OSCEOLA
On November 10, 2009, the ICT identified that one path, ARMN to OSCEOLA, did not have specific
proxy flowgates included in its list of top fifteen flowgates. After investigation, Entergy determined
that the problem was caused by an incorrect sink definition in an input file for Entergy’s PowerGem
software, which only impacted the Study Horizon. The ICT’s responses to two transmission service
requests were affected by this incomplete path definition when they were submitted and erroneously
accepted November 10, 2009. Later that day, following identification of the error, the ICT correctly
refused the transmission service requests. The sink definition was corrected and Study Horizon
updates were performed on the following day, November 11, 2009.
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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Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
November 25, 2009
Page 3
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that I have this 25th day of November, 2009, 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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