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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. SPP
initiated its duties, as set forth in Attachment A of the ICT Agreement and further defined in Attachment S
of Entergy’s OATT on November 17, 2006, with select reliability functions starting on November 1, 2006.
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1.3

ICT Duties Pursuant to Attachment A of the ICT Agreement

1.3.1

Act as Reliability Coordinator for Entergy’s transmission system.

1.3.2

Calculate Available Flowgate Capability (AFC) and grant and deny requests for transmission
service under Entergy’s OATT.

1.3.3

Grant and deny requests for interconnection service under Entergy’s Large Generator
Interconnection Procedures (LGIP) and Large Generator Interconnection Agreement (LGIA).

1.3.4

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

1.3.5

Perform a regional planning function.

1.3.6

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

1.3.7

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

1.3.8

File such reports as may be required by the ICT Agreement, Attachment S of Entergy’s OATT, or
as otherwise required by the FERC or Entergy’s Retail Regulators.

1.3.9

Conduct stakeholder meetings.

1.4

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

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

1.4.2

This report shall be forwarded to each of the Interested Government Agencies and will be made
publicly available, subject to redaction or other means necessary to protect the confidentiality of
certain report aspects.

1.5

Arkansas Public Service Commission (APSC) Public Hearing
As previously reported, the APSC initiated a general proceeding 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.
On February 11, 2010, the APSC initiated a new proceeding to examine whether Entergy
Arkansas, Inc. (EAI), as a stand-alone entity, should join the SPP RTO or whether it would be prudent for
EAI to enter into a successor Entergy System Agreement. The APSC also directed Entergy and SPP to
file a seams agreement with its status report for February and to continue to provide detailed reports on
the progress of any remaining coordination issues in this proceeding. The APSC directed parties to file
testimony on the relevant issues in March and April and scheduled a show cause evidentiary hearing for
both March and May.
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.
It was previously reported that the Entergy Regional State Committee (E-RSC) would assume
responsibility for administering the study after its governing documentation was approved.
However, the E-RSC was informed this quarter that, consistent with the protocols for federal
procurement, the Commission would be responsible for administering the study.
Accordingly, the Commission posted a new Request for Proposal (RFP) to perform the
cost/benefit study on January 20, 2010, on a U.S. government website. In accordance with the
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RFP, the Commission received vendors’ written proposals by February 3, 2010, and the
Commission then conducted in-person interviews.
On February 25, 2010, the Commission awarded a contract to Charles River and Associates
(CRA) to conduct a comprehensive cost benefit study on Entergy and Cleco Power joining SPP
RTO. As an addendum to that study, CRA will perform a cost benefit study on EAI, as a standalone entity, joining SPP RTO.
An E-RSC meeting is scheduled for March 2010 to discuss the CRA study process and for
stakeholder input on the data and assumptions necessary for the study. Under the current time
table, CRA’s cost/benefit study is to be completed by September 30, 2010.
1.5.2

SPP/Entergy Seams Agreement
The APSC determined that SPP and Entergy should work to negotiate and complete a
comprehensive seams agreement by December 31, 2009, in order to eliminate or reduce “rate
pancaking” between the two systems. 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 detailed the progress made by Entergy and SPP to
implement a comprehensive seams agreement to enhance the coordination of operations and
planning between the two systems. In the report for February, Entergy and SPP submitted a
letter agreement incorporating several protocols to reflect a seams agreement that addressed the
following areas: (i) regional coordination of planning initiatives for reliability and economic projects
under Order No. 890; (ii) coordination of expansion planning activities beyond Order No. 890
requirements; (iii) coordination of affected system study activities for both interconnections and
transmission service requests (TSRs); and (iv) the granting of flowgate financial rights. The
report stated that work was still being done in the areas of: (i) exchange and coordination of data
utilized to calculate AFC/TFC values; and (ii) cost allocation. Once agreement is reached on
these areas and the protocols are executed, they will be incorporated into the seams agreement.
Finally, stakeholders requested the seams agreement also address the issues of one-stop
shopping and rate de-pancaking. However, the report noted that Entergy and SPP agreed that
these issues were more appropriately considered as part of the E-RSC process.
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2.

Reliability Coordination (RC)

2.1 Overview
In the ICT Approval Order, paragraph 94, the Commission stated that the SPP shall act as the
Reliability Coordinator for Entergy’s transmission system. On November 1, 2006, Entergy formally
transitioned the Reliability Coordinator function to SPP. As the Reliability Coordinator for Entergy, SPP
has authority over all matters within the scope of its duties as a North American Electric Reliability Council
(NERC) Reliability Coordinator. SPP’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.
SPP is in compliance with the standards set forth by NERC and has complied with all Southeastern
Electric Reliability Council (SERC) Reporting Standards and deadlines. SPP participates in the SERC
Daily Coordination Telecom, in which the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) Reliability Coordinator
System Operator initiates and leads the call. In the ICT Approval Order, paragraph 149, the Commission
also stated that Entergy will retain its obligations as the Control Area Operator and Transmission
Provider.
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2.2 Monthly SERC Filing Requirements
SPP submitted monthly SERC RC filings for the period of December 1, 2009 to February 28,
2010. The monthly filings certify that SPP is compliant with the following standards:
2.2.1

TOP-007 Reporting System Operating Limits (SOL) and Interconnected Reliability Operating
Limits (IROL) Violations: SPP monitors for IROL and SOL violations and will implement a
contingency plan when those events occur, which includes developing an action plan to return the
system within limits.
Note: No SOL or IROL violations occurred within the reporting period of December 1, 2009 to
February 28, 2010.

2.2.2

PER-003 Operator Credentials: All SPP RC personnel are NERC Certified and have undergone
the proper training to maintain such certification.

2.2.3

PER-004 Operator Credentials: RC Operators are present at the RC desk twenty-four (24) hours
per day, seven (7) days per week.

2.2.4

IRO-004 Reliability Coordination - Operations Planning: SPP conducts next day reliability
analysis for the Entergy footprint to ensure ongoing reliability in the transmission system under
normal and contingency situations. In addition, SPP considers adjacent Reliability Coordinator
areas in its analysis to prevent unacceptable burdens being placed on the adjacent system.

2.3

Yearly SERC Filing Requirements
On January 21, 2010, SPP submitted SERC annual certifications confirming compliance with

monthly and quarterly operating standards and adequate staffing to perform the Reliability Coordinator
function.
2.4

Transmission Loading Relief (TLR) Events
Section 5 of Attachment S to Entergy’s OATT in conjunction with the Reliability Coordinator

Protocol provides that SPP shall have exclusive authority to execute TLR procedures under NERC
Standards IRO-006-3 and PER-004-1. Therefore, as ICT Reliability Coordinator, SPP has exercised the
authority to execute TLR events as it deems necessary. To mitigate the number of TLRs on Entergy’s
system, SPP will re-dispatch generators, reconfigure and modify transmission maintenance and outage
schedules, as well as adjust transmission schedules and reduce load to mitigate critical conditions.
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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 SPP on TLR levels
one through four include curtailment or holding of Non-Firm transmission service. Reallocation,
curtailment, or holding of Firm transmission service occurs when TLRs reach levels five or above. This
report identifies TLR procedures invoked by SPP during the reporting period in connection with TLR Level
3, 4, and 5 events – i.e., the levels which allow for the curtailment of transmission service.
2.4.1

Review of TLRs
As Reliability Coordinator, SPP initiated forty-nine (49) TLR Level 3, 4, and 5 events with a total
curtailment of 64,674 MWh’s from December 1, 2009 to February 28, 2010. For comparison
purposes, during the same period in the previous year there were a total of fifty-two (52) TLR
Level 3, 4, and 5 events initiated with a total of 105,930 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 61,072 MWh’s of Non-Firm service and 3,602 MWh’s of Firm service were curtailed
from December 1, 2009 to February 28, 2010. A total of 96,898 MWh’s of Non-Firm service and
9,032 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 Non-Firm
service.
Figure 3
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Figure 4

2.4.2

TLR Analysis
During the current reporting period, the total number of TLRs decreased by six (6) percent from
the same period last year. There was also an overall decrease in the total MWh’s curtailed,
including a thirty-seven (37) percent decrease in Non-Firm service curtailments and a sixty (60)
percent decrease in Firm service curtailments when compared to the same quarter last year.
The White Bluff-Sheridan for the loss of Mabelvale-Sheridan flowgate accounted for nine (9) of
the TLR events called this period with a total of 20,426 MWh’s curtailed during this quarter. This
flowgate was constrained by load and generation patterns.
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2.4.3

ICT Reliability Improvement Plan
SPP’s 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 SPP RC group took no actions under
the RIP during this reporting period.

2.4.4.

Designated Network Resource (DNR) Technical Team
As previously reported, SPP’s 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. Entergy
included the necessary tariff changes to implement this procedure as part of a broader tariff filing
made on February 23, 2010, to implement supplemental curtailment procedures along with the
NERC TLR Procedures and Entergy’s Local Area Procedures (LAP).
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3.

Tariff Administration (TA)

3.1

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

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

AFC Studies and Research
The activities of SPP’s TA group from December 1, 2009 through February 28, 2010, included,

among other things, the ongoing analysis of AFC models; reviewing the practices and processes for all
AFC horizons; working with Entergy and Open Access Technology, Inc. (OATi) to address issues related
to the transition from AREVA to OATi; work on AFC modeling issues related to the inclusion of
transmission upgrades in the short-term models and the calculation of net interchange and the
dispatching of external control areas; suspension of Non-Firm sales during a TLR; and participating in the
Operational Efficiencies Task Force (OETF) created underneath the Stakeholder Policy Committee
(SPC). A more detailed description of these and other activities is provided below.
3.2.1

Ongoing studies
On a daily basis, SPP’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, SPP’s TA and 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. At the January 2010 Near-Term
Transmission Issues Working Group (NTTIWG) meeting, SPP reported that with the move to
OATi completed SPP and Entergy are working together to finalize this procedure to be distributed
to stakeholders for their review and comment. SPP would like to get this procedure in place prior
to the beginning of the summer months.
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3.2.3

WPP Support
SPP’s TA group continues to support the interface between the WPP and the AFC process on a
weekly basis.

3.2.4

Implementation of Order Nos. 890 et seq. Requirements
SPP 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 SPP 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, SPP’s 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, SPP’s 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 SPP’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
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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.
As part of the discussions over the Criteria Manuals, SPP’s 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, SPP asked Entergy to post its current short-term
modeling process in a business practice, thereby allowing Entergy, SPP, 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.
After the January 2010 NTTIWG meeting, SPP distributed the final draft of the proposed business
practices to stakeholders for their review. All final concerns and comments will be discussed at
the May 2010 NTTIWG meeting
3.2.9

Modeling Issues Identified for the WOTAB Load Pocket
As previously reported, actions have been taken to improve the modeling practices in the
WOTAB Load Pocket. SPP will continue to monitor the situation but no further action is
warranted at this time.

3.2.10 Net Interchange and External Control Area Dispatch Modeling
Entergy and SPP 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
adjustments from Entergy’s state estimator model. However, Entergy and SPP could not reach a
final conclusion on how to modify these assumptions in the Criteria Manuals. Therefore, SPP
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
SPP, 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 SPP and stakeholders. Entergy
also agreed to discuss the implementation of more targeted generation dispatch and net
interchange alternatives that would not require software modifications.
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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 January 2010 NTTIWG meeting, SPP
reported that Entergy continues to coordinate TSR and unit dispatch data with two (2) external
control areas. SPP 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 Load Serving Entity (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 SPP, however, that the work on the software patch has been delayed due to higher
priority issues, including the replacement of Entergy’s OASIS vendor.
The OATI conversion required Entergy to make changes to the Study Horizon process. Entergy
and SPP continue to 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
On September 28, 2009, Entergy completed the move to OATi as the software vendor to replace
the current OASIS and OASIS Automation (OA) tools. During this quarter, SPP and Entergy
continued to research and resolve issues related to the new OATi software package.
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3.3

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

service via the OASIS website. SPP’s TA group then assesses the completed requests for Non-Firm
Hourly service, Firm and Non-Firm Daily, Weekly, and Monthly service. The e-terra automation software
is used to access and evaluate TSRs to determine whether each TSR should be accepted or refused.
Short-term TSRs are accepted or refused based upon the AFC at that particular time. Long-term TSRs or
requests outside the AFC Study Horizon (18 months) require a System Impact Study (SIS) and/or a
Facilities Study (FS) performed by SPP Planning Engineers. SPP’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 SPP from December 1,
2009 to February 28, 2010, as compared to the same time period in the prior year. As
shown, there was a 10.4 percent decrease in the total number of TSRs received by SPP
during this reporting period. The percentage difference for each type of service by
duration was as follows: Hourly +2.0 percent, Daily – 29.4 percent, Weekly – 48.5
percent, Monthly – 32.7 percent, and Yearly – 19.3 percent. These percentage changes
can also be seen in Figure 12.
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Figure 5
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3.3.1.2 The following figures (Figures 6, 7, and 8) illustrate the total number and percentage
change of confirmed versus refused service requests for the period from December 1,
2009 through February 28, 2010, compared to the same period in the previous year. The
request type of “other” includes TSRs that are in the following statuses: study, accepted,
withdrawn, displaced, invalid, declined, superseded, counteroffer, annulled, and
retracted. Also, included in the figures below is the total number of requests received by
month during the same time periods.
Figure 6
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Figure 7

Figure 8
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3.3.1.3 Figure 9 compares the ultimate disposition for the total amount of TSRs received by SPP
from December 1, 2009 through February 28, 2010, and the same time period for the
previous year. Since each TSR is received and queued with a status of “study” pending
final disposition, some TSRs received by SPP are currently listed in “study” due to the
fact that a final decision has not yet been made on the TSR.
SPP 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 1 to this report provides a more detailed analysis of the TSRs
received during the current reporting period. The graphs in Attachment 1 present the
disposition of each TSR received by service duration.
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Figure 9
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3.3.1.4 The following Figures 10 and 11 illustrate the number of TSRs, sorted by type, that SPP
processed from December 1, 2009, to February 28, 2010, and for the same period of the
previous year. Figure 12 offers an illustration of the percentage change in service types
from December 1, 2009, to February 28, 2010, versus the same period of the previous
year.
Figure 10

3/31/2010

24

FERC ICT Quarterly Performance Report: December 2009 – February 2010

Figure 11

Figure 12
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4.

Planning and Tariff Studies

4.1

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

pursuant to the OATT and the provision of interconnection service pursuant to the [LGIP] and [LGIA].”
Section 3.1 (a) (5) of Attachment S also states “[t]he ICT shall prepare the Base Plan pursuant to the
Transmission Planning Protocol.” SPP assumed the planning function for Entergy on November 17,
2006. This section of the report will describe the functions performed by SPP relating to generation
interconnection, long-term planning, and the approval of long-term transmission service.
4.2

Recommended Expansion Planning/Investment
Base Plan/Construction Plan
At the Long-Term Transmission Issues Working Group (LTTIWG) meeting on December 8, 2009,

SPP reviewed the draft 2010 ICT Base Plan with stakeholders and solicited their input on the proposed
projects. Subsequently, the final Entergy 2010-2012 Construction Plan was posted on Entergy’s OASIS
on December 17, 2009. The final ICT 2010 Base Plan was posted on Entergy’s OASIS on January 12,
2010.
At the LTTIWG meeting on January 19, 2010, the final Entergy 2010-2012 Construction Plan and
the final ICT 2010 Base Plan were presented to stakeholders. SPP solicited comments from the
stakeholders and any additional discussion regarding the final postings.
Subsequent to the completion of the final planning documents, SPP and Entergy worked together
to develop a report to identify the differences between the ICT 2010 Base Plan and the Entergy 20102012 Construction Plan. The report identified two (2) projects that were in the ICT Base Plan but not in
the Entergy Construction Plan. The report, however, stated that Entergy and SPP continued to evaluate
whether the system conditions addressed by the two (2) projects identified in the ICT’s Base Plan could
be addressed by an alternative project in Entergy’s Construction Plan. The Differences Report was
finalized and filed with the Commission and posted on Entergy’s OASIS on February 17, 2010.
Entergy provided a draft 2011-2013 Construction Plan to SPP. On February 16, 2010, SPP
hosted a LTTIWG meeting and presented SPP’s 2011 Reliability Assessment Scope of Entergy’s draft
2011-2013 Construction Plan to the stakeholders for their review and comments.
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4.3

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

(ISTEP), SPP is proceeding with its work on the following matters identified by the ISETP in 2009:
Entergy System Economic Studies
The SPC requested SPP 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
SPP presented the preliminary results of the engineering analysis for the remaining economic
studies at the January 2010 LTTIWG meeting. SPP posted the completed economic studies on Entergy’s
OASIS on February 17, 2010.
4.4

RMR Displacement Study
As reported last quarter, the SPC approved a recommendation 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 located in load pockets, while providing net
savings to customers.
At the January 2010 SPC meeting, SPP agreed to perform the study outside of the ISTEP study
process and free of charge. SPP intends to present the study scope to the SPC at the May 2010
meeting.
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4.5

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

SPP’s activities in each region are discussed below.
SPP RTO
SPP and Entergy continued work on the five (5) stakeholder-selected regional economic studies
to be performed under the Entergy/SPP Regional Planning Process (ESRPP).
During this quarter, the Entergy SPP RTO Regional Planning Process 2009 Step 1 High-Level
Analysis Report was posted to Entergy’s OASIS on February 25, 2010. Stakeholders will be invited to
comment and ask questions at the March 2010 LTTIWG meeting.
Southeast
SPP is actively involved in the Southeast Regional Transmission Planning Process (SERTP)
formally called the Southeast Regional Planning Stakeholders Group (RPSG). The fourth quarter
meeting of the 2009 planning cycle was held December 15, 2009. At that meeting, the Southeast
Transmission Owners presented the final results of the five (5) sensitivity studies selected to address
economic constraints to regional transfers within the southeast region. The final five (5) sensitivity studies
along with the 2009 SERTP Summit presentations are posted on their web page. The study of the
Gulfport, MS to Georgia project involves the Daniel to McKnight line, which is partly owned by Entergy.
None of the other selected studies directly involve Entergy as a source or sink region. Regardless, SPP
continues to monitor this process for any incidental impact on Entergy.
SPP 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. SPP staff is
directly involved in the Study Team and Process Team which evaluate studies across the southeast
region.

As reported last quarter, the final sensitivity studies selected by the SIRPP stakeholders to

address economic constraints to inter-regional transfers within the larger southeast region, which includes
Entergy, were posted on the SIRPP website. During this quarter, the sensitivity studies were subject to
stakeholder review and discussion. There have been no further meetings or discussion since December,
2009. However, SPP continues to monitor this process for any incidental impact on Entergy.
The SIRPP’s second stakeholder meeting for the 2010 planning cycle was held on December 8,
2009. At that meeting, stakeholders provided input on the scope of the sensitivity studies to be performed
by the Study Team for the 2010 planning cycle. During this quarter, the Study Team also continued its
work on the SIRPP 2009/2010 interchange/tie lines update and the SIRPP 2009/2010 Base Case
Development. SPP will continue to follow and participate in the study process as it affects the Entergy
system.
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4.6

Louisiana Public Service Commission (LPSC) Technical Conference
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. SPP completed
its analysis of the western portion of the South Louisiana Reliability Loop and posted it to Entergy’s
OASIS on January 27, 2010. The LPSC staff has delayed the final report of the task force pending the
completion and final report by Entergy on its analysis of the South Louisiana Bulk and Central Arkansas
230 kV projects. SPP continues to participate in the task force in a supporting role to facilitate discussion
and resolution of the issues assigned to the task force.
4.7

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 SPP 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 (December 1, 2009 – February 28, 2010), there were two (2)

active Feasibility Study projects; six (6) active SIS projects; and four (4) active FS projects being
conducted by SPP. Additionally, the study process for three (3) generation interconnection projects was
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completed. Four (4) 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, SPP is in constant contact with a customer throughout the course of a study and the
transmittal of a delay letter is not the customer’s first notification of a delay. It also bears noting that
Entergy’s OATT requires that all studies be processed and studied in queue order. For this reason, SPP
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 SPP’s control.
4.7.1

Figure 14 shows the twenty-one (21) 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

3/31/2010
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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

Completion
Date

LGIA Tendered
5/13/2009

LGIA Tendered
5/28/2009

Revised FS
Report to Post
on 3/12/2010

Status

Awaiting
Executed LGIA

Awaiting
Executed LGIA

Awaiting
Posting of
Revised FS
Report
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GI Project #

Fuel Type

Capacity
Requested

Project
Validation
Date

Delay Letters

Completion
Date

Status

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

222

NG

570 MW

5/16/2008

223

Wind

125 MW

5/21/2008

224

Wind

100 MW

8/27/2008

226

Nuclear

206 MW

12/23/2008

227

NG

127MW

1/5/2009

SIS delay
letters were
sent on
10/9/08
11/17/08
12/12/08
Delay letter
for FS issued
4/13/2009
FS delay
letter was
sent on
5/4/09
FS delay
letter was
sent on
5/4/09
-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

228

BIO

115 MW

2/2/2009

231

NG

31 MW

3/18/2009

233

Wind

150 MW

8/27/2009

--

234

Wind

199 MW

8/27/2009

--

237

NG

550MW

9/1/2009

SIS delay
letter was
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LGIA Tendered
7/10/2009

LGIA Tendered
8/26/2009

LGIA Executed
1/25/2010

Awaiting
Executed LGIA

LGIA Tendered
8/26/2009

Awaiting
Executed LGIA

Revised FS
Report Posted
2/26/2010

Awaiting
Tendered LGIA

LGIA Tendered
12/18/2009

LGIA Executed
1/28/2010

FS Report
Posted
1/28/2010

Awaiting
Tendered LGIA

FS Report to
Post on
3/22/2010

Awaiting
Posting of FS
Report

SIS to Post on
3/15/2010
SIS Agreement
Due
12/14/2009
SIS to Post on
3/15/2010

Awaiting
Posting of SIS
Withdrawn
12/9/2009
Awaiting
Posting of SIS
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GI Project #

Fuel Type

Capacity
Requested

Project
Validation
Date

Delay Letters
sent on
12/30/2009
2/9/2010
SIS delay
letter was
sent on
12/30/2009
2/9/2010
SIS delay
letter was
sent on
2/1/2010

238

NG

550MW

9/1/2009

240

NG

650MW

10/2/2009

241

NG

650MW

11/19/2009

--

242

NG

120MW

11/19/2009

--

243

Wood

60MW

12/9/2009

244

Coal

13MW

12/30/2009

245

Wood

65MW

2/5/2010

246

Steam

37MW

2/9/2010

3/31/2010

Completion
Date

Status

SIS to Post on
3/15/2010

Awaiting
Posting of SIS

SIS to Post on
4/5/2010

Awaiting
Posting of SIS

FS Report to
Post on
3/12/2010
FS Report to
Post on
3/12/2010
SIS Agreement
Issued
12/29/2009
SIS Agreement
Executed
2/17/2010
SIS Agreement
Issued
2/23/2010
SIS Agreement
Executed
2/26/2010

Awaiting
Posting of FS
Report
Awaiting
Posting of FS
Report
Withdrawn
1/25/2010
Awaiting
Posting of SIS
Report
Awaiting
Execution of
SIS Agreement
Awaiting
Posting of SIS
Report
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4.8

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

short-term monthly requests that extend partially or completely outside the eighteen (18) month AFC
Study Horizon require a SIS and, if needed, a FS. These studies are performed by SPP planning
personnel and SPP’s contractors and must be completed in sixty (60) calendar days.
During the current reporting period, SPP completed twenty (20) SIS. Entergy and SPP also
completed three (3) FS during this reporting period.
4.8.1

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

4.8.2

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

4.8.3

SPP had thirteen (13) 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:
73582638, 73592502, 73595626, 73604644, 73604647, 73604648, 73619116, 73621194,
73654920, 73658520, 73659139, 73779396, and 73783023.

4.8.4

Entergy and SPP had four (4) 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:
1694305, 1694306, 73561076, and 73595626.
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5.

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

operation of the WPP by the Transmission Provider.” Attachment V of Entergy’s OATT governs the WPP
and took effect March 17, 2009, after the Commission conditionally approved Entergy’s filings to amend
Attachment V made on January 16, 2009, in Docket Nos. ER08-513 and ER09-555.
5.1

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

the WPP successfully began the week of March 23, 2009. Currently, SPP oversees the operation of the
WPP and independently reviews the WPP’s results.
SPP anticipates that the WPP will evolve and improve over time as parties gain more experience
with the process. Therefore, SPP 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 SPP. The
group meets monthly and reports its agenda and minutes to the SPC at their regular meetings.
During the past quarter, SPP 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, update on a WPP logic
issue, miscalculation of the hourly flexibility requirement, and requests to expand the period for on-peak
offers in the WPP. 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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SPP and Entergy have been examining several proposals to grant the AGC/Operating Reserves
transmission service within the WPP. During this quarter, Entergy and SPP concluded that the
existing processes for evaluating AGC/Operating Reserves capability remains the best option for
the WPP. SPP presented its conclusions on each of the alternative proposals that were
evaluated to stakeholders and identified the specific reason why each proposal could not be
adopted. Although Entergy and SPP currently believe retaining the existing processes is viable,
stakeholders have been encouraged to submit alternative proposals for further evaluation.
5.2.2

WPP Results
As previously reported, SPP provides a summary of WPP results at each WPPIWG meeting. In
doing so, SPP offers 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, SPP cannot disclose any details
about the WPP results that are not publicly available under the Tariff.
During this quarter, stakeholders asked SPP to consider disclosing the Operating Weeks in which
no violations of Attachment V occurred and no offers were selected by the WPP model. Entergy
declined the stakeholders’ request because the information is not required to be disclosed under
Attachment V of the Entergy OATT. Accordingly, the weekly summary of WPP results will not
include this additional information.

5.2.3

Offer Periods in the WPP
Last quarter, stakeholders asked SPP 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, SPP 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.
SPP completed its testing of an expanded on-peak offer period and reported to stakeholders that
while more offers were selected in the test cases, there was also a material increase in violations.
Based on the results of these tests, SPP concluded that expansion of the on-peak offer period
would adversely impact WPP results and would not benefit the process.
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5.2.4

WPP Logic Issue
SPP has previously reported a potential weakness in the WPP logic that was identified in the
security constrained unit commitment (SCUC) model. As a result, Entergy and SPP 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. Subsequently, SPP
and Entergy implemented a new version of the SCUC model that contained a permanent
software fix and discontinued the interim process to address the logic issue.
During this quarter, SPP reported that Entergy was still performing tests and analysis to confirm
conclusively whether, even with the new SCUC model, WPP results and offers could be
adversely impacted if details of the original WPP logic issue were disclosed. Therefore, SPP has
no more details about the WPP logic issue to report at this time. More information on this matter
can be found in the next WPP quarterly report on March 15, 2010.

5.2.5

Hourly Flexibility Requirement
During this quarter, Entergy reported that a problem was discovered related to the WPP’s hourly
flexibility requirement. Entergy stated that starting with the WPP Operating Week of June 20,
2009, the hourly flexibility requirement used in the WPP was set 600 MWs higher than intended.
Entergy explained that this miscalculation was caused by a new programming application
implemented by Entergy’s Energy Management Organization (EMO) to extract data from the
production cost model to be used by EMO to estimate its flexibility requirement values for the
WPP model. Entergy stated that it fixed the program error soon after it was discovered and
appropriate values for EMO’s hourly flexibility requirement were used starting with the WPP
Operating Week of October 10, 2009.

5.3

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

on the WPP’s operations and savings on December 15, 2009. As reported, the WPP’s quarterly results
showed a decrease in the number of third-party supplier offers submitted and accepted, total MWs
awarded through the WPP, and a corresponding reduction in the WPP’s estimated production costs
savings as compared to the prior reporting period. Based on SPP’s assessment of the data, the lower
level of third-party supplier offers accepted and MWs awarded were caused, in part, by a higher than
anticipated level of hold harmless violations and flexibility violations during this reporting period. These
violations were primarily the product of two factors. First, the load requirements in the Entergy region
were lower than normally associated with the fall season. In addition, the price of natural gas remained
low during this period, which decreased the cost differential between third-party suppliers’ offers and
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Entergy’s existing resources. These factors combined to decrease the value and competitiveness of the
third-party suppliers’ offers relative to Entergy’s existing legacy units. Based on SPP’s calculated savings
from the quarter, the total estimated savings from the first three reporting periods of WPP operations was
more than $ 10.5 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 March 15,
2010.
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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 SPP based on the consensus of the group. 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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6.2

IssueTrak Update
As previously reported, SPP implemented IssueTrak to help manage stakeholder

communications with SPP. The SPP IssueTrak can be viewed at: www.spp.issuetrak.com.
SPP continues to encourage stakeholders to access and utilize IssueTrak for all informal
communications. SPP reviews IssueTrak to make certain that open items are responded to in a timely
manner.
Since the last report, a total of eighteen (18) new issues have been entered into IssueTrak.
Figure 15 below shows the breakdown of the new issues by ICT department.

3/31/2010

39

FERC ICT Quarterly Performance Report: December 2009 – February 2010

Figure 15
Issues Received by IssueTrak
December 2009 – February 2010

Contract Services - General
Planning
Reliability
Tariff
WPP
Total

0
7
0
11
0
18

The statistics for December 2009 to February 2010 are below:


A total of 18 new issues were assigned this quarter, 3 issues remained open for the previous
quarter:
Disposition:
Eighteen (18) issues have been closed with an average close time of 15.08 days
Three (3) remain open and have been open for an average of 44.29 days
Priority:
3 were marked Critical
8 were marked High
7 were marked Medium



For the three (3) that were in opened status at the end of February:
Priority:
1 was marked Critical
1 was marked High
1 was marked Medium

6.3

SPC Meeting Reports

6.3.1

January 20, 2010, SPC Meeting – Crowne Plaza, Little Rock, AR: Fifty-one (51) attendees
participated in person and on the phone. Meeting minutes and all meeting attachments are
provided in this report. See Attachment 2.
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ICT Staff Report and Communications
SPP reported on the results of the 2009 Stakeholders Survey that showed customer service
improvements in all functional areas with the WPP having the most improvement. The survey,
however, emphasized the need for improvements in customer satisfaction for Reliability
Coordination and the effectiveness of the LTTIWG and NTTIWG stakeholder groups.
In response to a request from the last SPC meeting, SPP also made a presentation on the roster
and roles of SPP employees involved in ICT functions. The presentation included an explanation
of each department’s duties and responsibilities, including the roles of individual employees.
Regulatory Update
SPP gave an update on the progress of the E-RSC. SPP reported that a new RFP to perform the
cost/benefit analysis for Entergy membership in SPP RTO was posted January 20, 2010, on a
U.S. government website. Under the RFP, the Commission has requested that vendors submit
written proposals by February 3, 2010. The Commission will then conduct in-person interviews
and select the vendor to perform the study by the end of February. See supra section 1.5.1.
SPP also discussed a stakeholder issue relating to the OASIS automation software and the
timing of the release of capacity on the original path of a redirected TSR. SPP reported that
Entergy and SPP are continuing to evaluate whether any changes to the new OATi software to
add this functionality were necessary to track these transactions.
Working Group Reports
SPP 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.
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6.4

OETF Update
As previously reported, the SPC voted out a proposal by the OETF for the development of a

Transmission Request Advocacy Assistance and Coordination (TRAAC) function. This proposal was
submitted to the SPP Market and Operations Committee (MOPC) for its consideration.
On February 3, 2010, Entergy and SPP provided a response to the SPC recommendation for the
adoption of the TRAAC proposal. See Attachment 3. Entergy and SPP stated that they were unable to
provide an official position on the TRAAC proposal at this time. Rather, additional information and
discussion regarding the TRAAC proposal was needed in order to fully analyze the potential impact of the
proposal on each organization. Accordingly, Entergy and SPP requested a joint meeting of Entergy and
SPP stakeholders to discuss the TRAAC proposal.
A SPP and Entergy stakeholder meeting to discuss the TRAAC proposal has been scheduled for
March 16, 2010. At the meeting, both SPP and Entergy will answer questions and address specific
information on the matter. In addition, SPP Customer Relations Staff plans to present a new customer
service function structured to provide some of the services and data requested as part of the TRAAC
proposal.
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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 SPP. The protocols developed by the stakeholder process
state that communications between stakeholders and SPP will be classified as either formal or informal.
If stakeholders desire to have their positions noted and documented in regulatory reports, the
communication must be formal and follow the guidelines for formal communication provided below. This
procedure does not limit communications with SPP or regulatory bodies, but provides an operating
procedure for sorting and designating communications.
Stakeholders may provide written positions at stakeholder and 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 SPP on issues that are not under
consideration in the stakeholder process but are relevant to ongoing activities. The stakeholders must
conspicuously mark the written communication as formal. Stakeholders may provide positions over email to SPP 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 SPP 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. SPP may refer to positions taken during meetings in its FERC
reports, but will consider this informal communication. A written follow-up to a position taken at a meeting
will be required to identify a position as a formal communication. Periodic meetings will take place
between SPP and stakeholders. These meetings will be considered informal unless a stakeholder
requests in writing that the meeting be considered formal. All telephone calls will be considered informal
communication.
In comments to prior reports, stakeholders have expressed concern that such reports only
account for formal communications and do not adequately reflect the stakeholders’ informal
communications. While SPP continues to believe that the reporting of only “formal” communications is
consistent with the communication procedures unanimously adopted prior to the start-up of the ICT
operations, SPP agrees that stakeholders’ informal communications should also be accounted for and
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tracked in the report. Accordingly, SPP proposed and implemented IssueTrak to manage these
stakeholder communications. See section 6.2.
7.1

Formal Communications During the Current Reporting Period

7.1.1

On January 4, 2010, Becky Turner, on behalf of Entegra Power Group, LLC, sent a formal
communication to the ICT requesting additional information related to Entergy’s AFC error report
that was filed on December 17, 2009. See Attachment 4. SPP had not yet responded to the
formal communication during the period covered by this report. SPP’s response will be reflected
in the next quarterly report.
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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 SPP or separately, will evaluate Entergy’s IT systems and IT
resource allocations to measure their efficiency. If deemed necessary, recommendations for change will
be addressed to the Commission in order to correct the accuracy of data received by Transmission
Customers.
8.2

Assessment of Entergy’s AFC Backup Process
As previously reported, the quarterly on-site assessment of the Entergy AFC Backup Process,

originally scheduled for November 20, 2009, was performed by SPP on December 16, 2009, and
subsequently reported to the Users Group on January 20, 2010, at the SPC meeting. See Attachment 5.
Assessment Discussion for December SPP examined the regular AFC and WPP data
retention processes and reviewed the pending recommendations and issues from the August 2009
assessment.
The specifics of the data requested and validated as part of the audit can be found in the meeting
report referenced above. While Entergy provided some of the data requested, Entergy was unable to
provide most of the requested information in advance of the on-site assessment due to an ongoing,
unrelated FERC audit and continued resource constraints. However, SPP’s audit provided reasonable
assurance that the AFC and WPP-AFC data retention processes will prevent data loss.
SPP’s audit confirmed that Entergy’s Entergy Management System (EMS) weekly and daily AFC
data files were being properly backed-up and test stored with the exception of one day. The daily
incremental backup logs and restoration test logs for August 11, 2009, failed and Entergy agreed to file a
non-compliance report. SPP recommended Entergy create formal daily checklists related to the
performance of backups which require sign-off to ensure critical process steps are not omitted.
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SPP’s examination of Entergy’s internal Information Vaulting System (IVS) documentation and
restoration test logs confirmed that backup tapes were properly sent offsite for storage during the
December assessment.
SPP’s audit found that Entergy continues to be behind in AFC and WPP data archive and
restoration backup processes. As of the December assessment, AFC and WPP archive and restoration
backups were performed through July 2009, and were not performed for the current reporting period.
However, an inspection of the July 2009 archive backup and restoration logs confirmed that the AFC data
files were being properly backed up to archive and test restored. Entergy is developing a gap plan to fix
the problem. Until then, Entergy has suspended performance of the archive and removal processes.
Similar to the August assessment, SPP recommended that Entergy provide more resources to the team
responsible for the maintenance of this critical data and make a concerted effort to become current.
SPP’s examination of the OASIS Automation log verification process confirmed that Entergy is
properly verifying the presence of the OASIS Automation process log files.
In prior assessments, SPP found that the restoration testing would occasionally suspend due to
the lack of available disk space. Therefore, SPP recommended configuration of additional disk space on
the restoration test environment. SPP confirmed that Entergy had installed the additional disk space
during the current on-site assessment.
Further, during previous assessments Entergy identified certain AFC data that was reaching its
end-of-life and no longer needed to be retained. However, this data resides on archive tapes that also
contain High Data Rate (HDR) data that has a longer retention schedule. Entergy is currently finalizing
processes to resolve this issue and permit the end-of-life data to be expunged. Entergy is also evaluating
options for separating the AFC and HDR archive data going forward. SPP will continue to monitor this
task and ensure processes are put in place in a timely manner.
Previously, SPP recommended Entergy use the Network Operations Manager software to track
media errors as well as alert support staff in real-time when an error occurs. SPP was advised that the
Network Operations Manager software was still pending installation due to higher priority tasks and is
expected to be installed by the end of 2010. In the interim, the migration to Veritas Version 6 provides email notifications of problems encountered during the backup process, resolving the immediate need for
the Network Operations Manager software.

SPP recommended the installation of the Network

Operations Manager software be completed as soon as practical.
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Assessment Discussion for February The February quarterly on-site assessment of the
Entergy AFC Backup Process was performed by SPP on February 17, 2010, and subsequently reported
to the Users Group on March 4, 2010. See Attachment 6.
SPP examined the regular AFC and WPP data retention processes and reviewed the pending
recommendations and issues from the December 2009 assessment.
The specifics of the data requested and validated as part of the audit can be found in the meeting
report referenced above. All requested documentation was available upon arrival for the on-site
assessment with the exception of the November 2009 – January 2010 AFC and WPP data archive
backup and restoration cycles. However, SPP’s audit provided reasonable assurance that the AFC and
WPP-AFC data retention processes will prevent data loss.
SPP’s audit confirmed that Entergy’s EMS weekly and daily AFC data files were being properly
backed-up and test stored. However, SPP noted that the backup and restoration processes continue to
have occasional interruptions and extended run times as mentioned in previous assessments. Entergy
maintained this will be addressed with the installation of the Veritas Version 6 media server software.
Entergy also stated it is examining whether WPP data files should continue to be archived through this
process. SPP will continue to monitor this issue to ensure the new hardware is installed to remediate the
run time issues and the WPP data files are properly archived.
SPP’s examination of Entergy’s IVS transmittal documentation and restoration testing logs
confirmed that backup tapes were properly sent offsite for storage during the February assessment with
the exception of one daily incremental backup tape from the January 12, 2010. SPP requested additional
information from Entergy on this matter. The Users Group recommends that the verification of this offsite
storage data storage process remain as an open item until the additional requested information is
received and any recommendations will be made at that time.
As part of the August 2009 assessment, the Users Group also requested documentation to
confirm that backup tapes were properly sent to storage. SPP received the necessary documentation
and was able to confirm that the backup tapes were properly sent to storage during the February
assessment. Therefore, this item is now closed.
As reported in the December assessment, SPP found that the August 11, 2009 daily incremental
backup was not performed. Consequently, SPP recommended that Entergy create formal daily checklists
to ensure critical process steps are not omitted. During the February assessment, Entergy reported that
they have committed to hiring seven (7) additional resources to assist in the performance of all data
retention processes. SPP also confirmed that Entergy completed a noncompliance report in accordance
with Entergy policy and procedure to properly document the incident.
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As has been reported previously, Entergy continues to remain behind in AFC and WPP data
archive and restoration backup processes. As of the February assessment, AFC and WPP archive and
restoration backups were complete through August 2009, and were not performed for the current
reporting period. However, an inspection of the August 2009 archive backup and restoration logs
confirmed that the AFC data files have been backed up to archive and stored. SPP also confirmed that
Entergy implemented a gap plan in January 2010 to become and remain current on AFC and WPP data
archive backup and restoration processes. SPP will continue to monitor the gap plan and ensure that
Entergy does not continue to fall behind on data backups.
SPP’s audit confirmed that all AFC Data was properly stored in accordance with Entergy policy
and procedure. In addition, SPP confirmed that no tapes experienced multiple failures during the backup
process over the review period.
As a follow-up to the December assessment, Entergy has still not installed the Network
Operations Manager software to track media errors and real-time errors. Accordingly, SPP will continue
to monitor the migration to Veritas Version 6 to ensure it is implemented by the end of the first quarter
2010.
As reported in the December assessment, Entergy has certain AFC data that is reaching its endof-life and no longer needs to be retained. SPP confirmed during the February assessment that Entergy is
currently finalizing processes to resolve this issue and evaluating options for separating the AFC and
HDR archive data going forward.
During the February assessment, SPP and Entergy IT Staff reviewed and discussed the error
reports that were filed last quarter, but were not part of the December assessment. First, SPP confirmed
that Entergy had put a software change into production to correct the exclude flag error in webTrans.
Second, SPP confirmed that the path definition for ARMN to OSCEOLA was corrected in the input file for
Entergy’s PowerGem software and the models updated with the corrected inputs. As a result, SPP has
confirmed that the corrective action taken by Entergy should resolve the problems. No further issues
related to these problems have been observed by SPP.
In addition to reviewing the pending recommendations and issues from the August 2009 and
December 2009 assessments, SPP and Entergy IT Staff also reviewed and discussed most of the Lost,
Inaccurate, or Mishandled Data submissions made by Entergy during this reporting period. These filings
are discussed in more detail in section 8.3.2 below.
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8.3

Data Accuracy and Management
Pursuant to the ICT Approval Order at paragraphs 110 and 304, SPP 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, SPP is collecting data for each category
identified in the ICT Approval Order. In addition, when problems are discovered, SPP 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.
During the current reporting period, SPP is not aware of any occurrences of lost AFC data. SPP
working with the stakeholders and Entergy, identified instances during the current reporting period which
may have impacted the proper evaluation of TSRs due to inaccurate modeling assumptions or
mismanaged data. Additional details concerning these incidents are provided in section 8.3.2 below.
In addition, the ICT Approval Order, at paragraph 110, established procedures SPP must follow
for reporting complaints and errors related to Entergy’s data systems. Under those procedures, SPP
shall post any Transmission Customer complaints related to Entergy’s data systems on OASIS within 24
hours of such complaint. In addition, SPP shall post on OASIS within 24 hours any notice received by
Entergy that Entergy has discovered data has been lost, reported inaccurately, or mismanaged. Further,
in the next scheduled report, SPP shall advise Interested Government Agencies whether Entergy has
remedied the problem. In cases where Entergy has not remedied the problem, SPP is required to provide
a timetable indicating when Entergy proposes to implement a remedy and SPP’s views on the adequacy
of the remedy. See section 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 SPP 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 December 17, 2009, Docket No. ER05-1065-000: Report of AFC Related Errors
Inaccurate Network Resource Designation (NRD) Values
On September 28, 2009, Entergy discovered that the NRD values for the Nine Mile and
Sabine generating facilities were incorrect. Generally, NRD values are reviewed annually
3/31/2010

49

FERC ICT Quarterly Performance Report: December 2009 – February 2010

and updated as necessary. Entergy identified this error as part of its transition to OATi
OASIS from AREVA OASIS. Entergy corrected the NRD values after the error was
discovered.
Entergy reported that the incorrect NRD values had the potential to impact TSRs in the
Operating and Planning Horizons, but the actual impact could not be determined, See
Attachment 7.
SPP reviewed this issue with Entergy during the February audit. SPP has confirmed that
the corrective action taken by Entergy should resolve the problem. No further issues
related to this problem have been observed by SPP.
8.3.2.2 December 28, 2009, Docket No. ER05-1065-000: Report of AFC Related Errors
Incorrect Modeling of Outage in RFCALC
Outages on Entergy’s system are identified in Entergy’s online planned Transmission
Outage tool using Field Names for the station and devices. A translation table is then
used to convert the Field Names of the outages to their corresponding EMS names
before they are modeled in RFCALC.
Entergy reported that on December 10, 2009, it discovered an error in the translation of
an outage to EMS that resulted in an outage of a 230 kV line being incorrectly modeled
as an outage of a 500 kV line in RFCALC. Entergy corrected the modeling error the
same day. Entergy stated that the outage may have affected the response factors and
base flows computed in the Planning Horizon resyncs from November 12, 2009 and
Operating Horizon resyncs from November 29, 2009 until the modeling error was
corrected, but the actual impact was indeterminable. See Attachment 8.
SPP reviewed this issue with Entergy during the February audit. At that time, Entergy
stated it took immediate action by changing the outage in the append file which was
reflected in the Operating and Planning horizon resyncs. Entergy also indicated that it
was taking steps to develop an internal procedure to avoid this error in the future. SPP
has confirmed that the corrective action taken by Entergy should resolve the problem. No
further issues related to this problem have been observed by SPP.
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Incorrect Proxy Flowgate Flow Related to Modeling Error
SPP identified an error with the modeled flow on the CYPRESS_PMAX flowgate for
December 16, 2009, and contacted Entergy on December 15, 2009. Upon investigation,
Entergy confirmed that the flow on CYPRESS_PMAX flowgate was being incorrectly
computed in RFCALC.
Entergy reported that this error was introduced on December 7, 2009, when the Cypress
unit was put into service, but was modeled incorrectly. Entergy further stated that this
error impacted the flowgate flow in the Operating Horizon and may have impacted the
base flow computation in the Planning Horizon, but the actual impact was indeterminable.
See Attachment 8.
SPP reviewed this issue with Entergy during the February audit. At that time, Entergy
stated that took action on December 16, 2009, to correct Entergy’s network model and
reflect the changes in the Operating and Planning horizon resyncs. Entergy also
submitted a database change request to get it corrected in the future databases. Further,
Entergy updated the modeling and check off procedure to prevent this error occurring in
the future. SPP confirmed that the corrective action taken by Entergy should resolve the
problem. No further issues related to this problem have been observed by SPP.

8.3.2.3 January 20, 2010, Docket No. ER05-1065-000: Report of AFC Related Errors
Incorrect Accounting for Recalls in AFC Calculations for the Planning and Study
Horizons
On December 18, 2009, SPP notified Entergy of a problem with the accounting of recalls
in the AFC calculations for the Planning and Study Horizons. Upon investigation, Entergy
discovered there was a difference in the accounting for TSRs subject to recall in the
webTrans AFC calculator and the base flow modeling processes. As a result, inflated
AFC values were reflected on thermal flowgates when the credit for a recall was already
incorporated into the base flow model. Entergy did not observe this issue on proxy
flowgates.
On December 22, 2009, Entergy put a modeling change into production to correct the
accounting for recalls in calculated AFC values. Prior to that, SPP utilized a manual work
around to correct the calculated AFC values for thermal flowgates, but not for the proxy
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flowgates. SPP manually monitored the proxy flowgates to ensure that no other TSRs
were incorrectly impacted.
Entergy reported that this error could have resulted in the overselling of AFCs, but the
actual impact was indeterminable. See Attachment 9.
SPP reviewed this issue with Entergy during the February audit. SPP has confirmed that
the corrective action taken by Entergy should resolve the problem. No further issues
related to this problem have been observed by SPP.
Improper Accounting of the Impacts of Annulled and Displaced TSRs
Entergy was notified on December 17, 2009, that the Scenario Analyzer was showing a
fail value for a TSR due to an incorrect value on the DUKEHINDS_PMAX flowgate. Upon
investigation, Entergy determined that when an annulment or displacement of a TSR
occurred after a base flow recalculation webTrans failed to properly increment AFC
values to account for the annulled and displaced TSRs after its initialization. Entergy
implemented a software change to correct this issue on December 22, 2009.
Entergy reported that only the Study Horizon was impacted by this issue due to a daily
software restart that occurs without a base flow resynchronization, but the actual impact
was indeterminable. See Attachment 9.
SPP reviewed this issue with Entergy during the February audit. At that time, Entergy
explained that the software error within webTrans has been corrected. SPP has
confirmed that the corrective action taken by Energy should resolve the problem. No
further issues related to this problem have been observed by SPP.
Incorrect File Format
SPP noticed high AFC values for April 2010 and notified Entergy on December 28, 2009.
Upon investigation, Entergy determined that starting on December 21, 2009, the April
2010 TSR file had an incorrect format for two columns, which resulted in the exclusion of
some TSRs from the model for the Study Horizon. Entergy fixed the April 2010 file and
uploaded the corrected model results on December 28, 2009.
Entergy reported that this modeling error resulted in the approval of two 25 MW TSRs
that should have been refused. See Attachment 9.
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SPP reviewed this issue with Entergy during the February audit. At that time, Entergy
stated that the format of the file was corrected and the study horizon was re-ran. SPP has
confirmed that the corrective action taken by Energy should resolve the problem. No
further issues related to this problem have been observed by SPP.
Preemption Recall
SPP notified Entergy on January 5, 2010, of a problem with the challenger/defender
process which resulted in the double counting of AFCs and caused flowgates to be
oversold. Upon investigation, Entergy determined that the problem was caused by a
software error as part of the OATi transition. Entergy concluded this error would only
occur under limited circumstances Entergy implemented a software change to correct
this issue on January 7, 2010, See Attachment 9.
SPP reviewed this issue with Entergy during the February audit. SPP has confirmed that
the corrective action taken by Entergy should resolve the problem. No further issues
related to this problem have been observed by SPP.
Challenger not Recognizing Defender as Available for Preemption
SPP notified Entergy on January 6, 2010, of a problem with preemption where the
challenger did not recognize the defender as being available for preemption for the
Planning and Study Horizons. Upon investigation, Entergy determined that this error
would only occur under limited circumstances. Entergy implemented a software change
to fix the issue on January 18, 2010. Prior to that, SPP utilized a manual work around
under which SPP would evaluate and recommend the proper action when a TSR
received a FAIL status.
Entergy reported that the error had the potential impact of refusing a TSR that could have
been granted through competition or counter-offered at a lower MW amount than could
have been granted through competition, but the actual impact was indeterminable. See
Attachment 9.
SPP reviewed this issue with Entergy during the February audit. SPP has confirmed that
the corrective action taken by Entergy should resolve the problem. No further issues
related to this problem have been observed by SPP.
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8.3.2.4 February 11, 2010, Docket No. ER05-1065-000: Report of AFC Related Error
Incorrect Bus number in the Study Horizons
On January 27, 2010, Entergy discovered that a change to the monthly models in the
Study Horizon made on January 18, 2010, contained an incorrect bus number associated
with the Contingent Element (CE) of a specific flowgate. As a result, the Response
Factor for the flowgate was likely less than what the Response Factor would have been
had the correct bus number been associated with its CE. Entergy corrected the bus
number on January 27, 2010, and put a new model into production on February 4, 2010.
Entergy reported that no TSRs were impacted by the incorrect bus number and the AFC
on the affected flowgate was adequate across all time points of the Study Horizon. See
Attachment 10.
Due to the timing difference in the Users Group’s reports, this error report was not
discussed during the February assessment, SPP will review this issue with Entergy in
the next scheduled on-site assessment and include that discussion in the next quarterly
report.
Network Resource Designation
On February 1, 2010, Entergy discovered that the software logic in RFLOADER to
enforce NRD limits was not working. Upon investigation, Entergy determined that the
NRD logic was inadvertently disabled as a result of a configuration change to disable the
zonal import limit logic in RFCALC as recommended by the AFC Modeling Improvements
Task Force. Therefore, the NRD limits were not enforced in the calculation of AFCs since
November 12, 2009. SPP implemented a temporary work around on February 1, 2010, to
enable the NRD logic. A permanent software correction will be deployed after
development and testing is completed.
Entergy reported that this error may have impacted the dispatch of SPO generators at
approximately nine plants, but the actual impact is indeterminable. See Attachment 10.
Due to the timing difference in the Users Group’s reports, this error report was not
discussed during the February assessment, SPP will review this issue with Entergy in
the next scheduled on-site assessment and include that discussion in the next quarterly
report.
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ATC = Zero Posting
On February 1, 2010, Entergy discovered that the ATC = Zero Report posted on OASIS
did not contain the date range on the paths for which the ATC equaled zero for a period
of six months or longer. Upon investigation, Entergy determined that the date range was
excluded from the file during the transition to OATi OASIS on September 28, 2009.
Entergy corrected the files and uploaded all the available data to OASIS on February 2,
2010.
Entergy reported that the posting error had no impact on the calculation of AFC values.
See Attachment 10.
Due to the timing difference in the Users Group’s reports, this error report was not
discussed during the February assessment, SPP will review this issue with Entergy in
the next scheduled on-site assessment and include that discussion in the next quarterly
report.
Preemption Issue
As a result of a customer request for additional information on preemption made on
January 28, 2010, Entergy discovered that some of the Competition and Unconditional
Lead Times settings within Entergy’s Competition Module of webTrans were different
from the original values established during the transition to OATi webOASIS and
webTrans on September 28, 2009. Entergy corrected all the settings by February 4,
2010.
Entergy reported that it continues to review the issue to determine whether this error had
any impact on the processing of TSRs. See Attachment 10.
Due to the timing difference in the Users Group’s reports, this error report was not
discussed during the February assessment, SPP will review this issue with Entergy in
the next scheduled on-site assessment and include that discussion in the next quarterly
report.
8.3.2.5 February 24, 2010, Docket No. ER05-1065-000: Report of AFC Related Error
Incorrect Monitored Elements
On February 10, 2010, Entergy identified an inconsistency in a defined flowgate. Upon
further investigation, Entergy discovered that a flowgate definition in the RFCALC
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database did not represent the correct CE. Entergy corrected this error on February 11,
2010.
Entergy reported that this error resulted in an incorrect Line Outage Distribution Factor
(LODF).
Subsequently, Entergy initiated a review of all flowgates (limiting elements and contingent
elements). As of result of this review, Entergy identified two (2) other flowgates that had
incorrect monitored elements. Both of these errors were corrected on February 19, 2010.
See Attachment 11.
Due to the timing difference in the Users Group’s reports, this error report was not
discussed during the February assessment, SPP will review this issue with Entergy in
the next scheduled on-site assessment and include that discussion in the next quarterly
report.
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8.4

Modeling Assumptions Log

As discussed in section 7, SPP has established a formal communication procedure for a
stakeholder to raise any issue or make a reasonable request. Under this procedure, a stakeholder must
either provide a written request to SPP or provide a written request to one of the stakeholder e-mail
exploder lists. SPP has discussed the process for formal communication in multiple stakeholder
committee and working group meetings and has highlighted the adopted procedure in these meetings.
During the current reporting period, SPP received no formal requests to make a specific change
in modeling assumptions. However, numerous policy-related assumptions continue to be considered by
the various SPC working groups referenced in section 6.
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Request Comparison - Daily Requests
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Request Comparison - Weekly Requests
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Request Comparison - Monthly Requests
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Request Comparison - Yearly Requests
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Attachment 2

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
ICT STAKEHOLDERS POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING
January 20, 2010
Crowne Plaza, Little Rock, AR
-MinutesAgenda Item 1- Administrative Items
SPP Chair, Bruce Rew, called the meeting to order at 8:00 a.m. There were 48 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. The ICT Regulatory update was moved from the 5th item to the 11th item with no
objections. No other changes or additions to the agenda were presented.
Agenda Item 3- Approval of October 2009 Minutes
The meeting minutes from the October 21, 2009 SPC meeting were presented. Dave Wilson,
Arkansas Cities, proposed the acceptance of the minutes with the following addition under
Agenda Item 9- OETF Report:
Bruce Rew reported to the SPC today that the MOPC had given the go ahead to work on the
OETF TRAAC proposal and a subcommittee of a representative of AEP (Richard Ross),
Nebraska Public Power (Paul Malone) and Empire District (Barry Warren) were going to give
SPP staff guidance.
Jennifer Vosburg, NRG, seconded. The minutes with the addition were approved unanimously
by the SPC.
Agenda Item 4- ICT Staff Report – Stakeholder Survey Results and ICT Roster
Tony Green, SPP, presented the 2009 Annual Stakeholder Survey Results. Results were
communicated for the Tariff Administration, Reliability Coordination, Transmission Planning and
Studies, Weekly Procurement, and Stakeholder Process areas of the ICT. The survey tracked
the ICT’s performance in process effectiveness and improvement, as well as customer service
satisfaction and improvement. Customer service efforts showed improvement in all areas, with
the WPP process having the most improvement. However, the ICT needs to concentrate on
improvements in customer satisfaction for Reliability Coordination and the effectiveness of the
LTTIWG and NTTIWG stakeholder groups.
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Bruce Rew then gave a presentation showing the roster and roles of the SPP employees
involved in the ICT. The presentation gave a brief explanation of each department’s duties and
the roles of their employees, and included the personnel in Reliability Coordination, Planning,
Tariff Administration, and the Weekly Procurement Process.
Becky Turner, Entegra, asked how the number of employees assigned to the ICT and its tasks
compares to the number assigned to the RTO. Bruce Rew stated it was difficult to make a
determination as the tasks can function differently in the RTO than in the ICT, and it wouldn’t be
an “apples to apples” comparison.
Jennifer Vosburg stated that although this was good information, the stakeholders were looking
more for a description on the time spent on the ICT tasks versus the time spent on RTO tasks
by the SPP employees, in specific the time the ICT Director spends on each entity. Bruce Rew
answered that the majority of the ICT staff’s primary responsibility is on the ICT. Ms. Vosburg
also stated a concern that with turnover within the ICT positions in SPP that the ICT is losing
expertise to the RTO, which puts the ICT in a negative position within the learning curve with
new, less experienced SPP employees. Mr. Rew suggested that although there has been
turnover within the ICT, it is not extraordinary to the turnover rate for all of SPP, and that he
recognizes the stakeholders concern but there are several employees in each ICT department
that were there during the formation of the ICT. All of the existing ICT management has been
present since the ICT start up although some were not in a management role initially.
Gary Newell, LVS, LEPA, MEAM, MDEA, referenced a previous manpower presentation from
Debbie James, SPP, that shows SPP experiencing rapid employee growth in its current
structure, but then at the same time an “Enhanced ICT” is being possibly planned. Mr. Newell is
concerned how SPP going to address both these actions so that the ICT is still kept with priority
for personnel. Mr. Rew replied that the ICT is currently fully staffed and that recruitment of
quality employees is a priority for SPP, with over 40 new staff on schedule to be hired in 2010.
Mr. Rew also discussed the date for the 2nd 2010 ICT SPC meeting. It was confirmed and
agreed that the ICT Working Group and SPC meetings would be held May 10-11, 2010, at
Baton Rouge, LA. The ICT would continue the effort to coordinate the ICT SPC meeting with the
ERSC meeting.

Agenda Item 6- LTTIWG Report
Jody Holland, SPP, delivered the LTTIWG report. The first part of the report addressed two
action items from the October 21, 2009 ICT SPC meeting. The first action item stated that SPP
will determine if using an objective-based study approach is within Tariff guidelines. Mr.
Holland’s response was that SPP can use an objective-based study approach such as
POR/POD, and will discuss the methodology change starting at the beginning of the 2010 cycle
for these studies, with specific focus on ESRPP.
The second action item stated that the ICT will determine if the RMR displacement study
qualifies as an Attachment K required study. The ICT’s response to the action item is that SPP
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will agree to perform an RMR displacement study under the Attachment K guidelines outside of
the specified free economic studies process, and will try to perform the study by the end of the
year.
Mr. Holland then presented the LTTIWG report. There was a review of the meetings from
December 8, 2009 and January 19, 2010. Mr. Holland delivered updates on the 2010 Base
Plan, the BCCO (LTF), the ISTEP, and the ESRPP. In the BCCO (LTF) update, the LTTIWG
considered four options, with advantages and disadvantages for each option, to recommend to
the SPC. The LTTIWG voted unanimously to continue with Options 1 and 2 and to no longer
consider options 3 and 4, and the LTTIWG will present a final recommendation on those within
the next few months. Becky Turner inquired as to who would be providing Option 2. Mr. Holland
replied that SPP staff will provide that analysis.
In the ISTEP update, the 5 projects were listed and the studies for each were presented, with an
economic summary provided. A question was asked as to why Project 4 had increased
Congestion Costs. Mr. Holland explained that the study is looking to improve the transmission
on a need basis, and for this particular project the ICT couldn’t find a solution for transmission
service to relieve the congestion. Gary Newell asked, in particular for Project 5, if the congestion
cost for the project is specific to Entergy. If it was, there seemed to be a mismatch in benefit to
cost. The rate impact cost for the project will go to all customers, but the benefit will go to the
customer who buys energy from Entergy, and the customer who buys energy from someone
else will pay the cost but not receive the benefit. Mr. Holland stated that these studies are a step
1 analysis in the process. A step 2 analysis based on these findings can reveal the details Mr.
Newell is looking for, and that can be performed by anyone. Dr. Keith Berry, Arkansas Public
Service Commission, stated that the [possible] benefits for non-Entergy customers are not
reflected in the Economic Summary of the report. Mr. Holland agreed. Todd Pedersen, West
Memphis Utility Commission, stated if Projects 1 and 2 are not in the Base Plan, then they
should not be reflected in the rates. Mr. Holland agreed with Mr. Pedersen.
Becky Turner inquired if SPP was relying on OASIS Entergy postings for the limiting elements
used in the study. Mr. Holland replied that the limiting elements analysis was determined from
last year’s top 15 and then the next 15 elements. Ms. Turner then asked for Project 1 if there
were thermal elements that were limiting. Mr. Holland stated that there were, and these
elements were built 30 or more years ago without the thought of future needs at that time. Ms.
Turner also asked if it was the responsibility of the ICT to do further analysis. Mr. Holland
commented that the ICT works with Entergy on the analysis done, but that Entergy does the
“heavy lifting” portion of the analysis with SPP’s input. Henry Thompson, HHTJRINC, inquired
on how SPP determines heat rates (ISES) on non-Entergy units. Mr. Holland stated that SPP
uses an independent software, ABB Gridview, that gives heat rate data for both Entergy and
non-Entergy units.
David Cheshire, ExxonMobil, commented that if there may be a cost/benefits flaw in the ISTEP
process since the process is just looking at Entergy components and no other participants. Mr.
Cheshire asked if this process were to happen in the RTO, would the RTO look at all the
customers that are involved. Bruce Rew responded that the RTO looks at the entire footprint
and the customers within the footprint for decisions to be made that are similar to this process.
Mr. Cheshire stated if another party other than Entergy were to come in to the process, then
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some of the projects in the process could become economically feasible. Mr. Holland
commented that is possible, and reiterated his comments from prior in the report that this study
is an ICT level 1 study and can be used by other parties for further analysis.

Agenda Item 7- NTTIWG report
Jodi Woods, SPP, presented the NTTIWG report. The presentation contained a summary on the
2009 AFC flowgate analysis, OATI issues and updates from the conversion this year, and
previous action items. Jeff Price, Wright & Talisman on behalf of the ICT, addressed the
planned filing regarding the curtailment of NN6 service during a TLR. Mr. Price stated that the
ICT was renewing its commitment to have this issue presented to FERC as soon as possible
and would explore with Entergy all options available to implement the agreed-upon business
practice prior to the summer of 2010.
Jennifer Vosburg commented that this was the same conversation the ICT had with the
stakeholders last year, and yet the date for this filing continues to keep slipping. Ms. Vosburg
questioned why this issue was included with a larger filing and it would be unacceptable to go
through another peak season without this filing. Mark McCulla commented he was not familiar
with this issue. Ms. Vosburg further commented that this course is not acceptable and the ICT
should address this issue as soon as possible. Mr. Price agreed with Ms. Vosburg’s statement
that this issue should be brought to the Commission’s attention. Becky Turner added that the
NN6 issue goes beyond reliability and in a broader sense can make customers more
advantaged or more disadvantaged depending on their circumstance.
Action Item- Ongoing updates of a frequency of no less than weekly should be sent to the
Stakeholders on the NN6 filing issue until it is complete.
Agenda Item 8- WPPIWG Report
Antoine Lucas delivered the WPPIWG report. In his report he provided a summary of the WPP
quarterly report, including a brief summary of the WPP performance metrics. Mr. Lucas also
reported that the WPP Quarterly Report included the reporting of a miscalculation of a WPP
Participating Network Customer’s hourly flexibility profile that occurred during a number of WPP
operating weeks. Mr. Lucas also provided an update on the WPPIWG action item for the ICT to
investigate the inclusion of off-peak offers in the WPP. The ICT has agreed to conduct further
testing on expanding the on-peak offer period and to report the results of this testing to the
WPPIWG once testing is completed. Mr. Lucas also provided an update on the WPP
AGC/Operating Reserves process. The ICT has presented all proposals to improve the WPP
AGC/Operating Reserves offer process that were evaluated and ultimately rejected by the ICT
and Entergy. Mr. Lucas stated that the WPPIWG had been encouraged to develop and submit
more proposals to be evaluated to determine a solution to the issue.
Bill Booth, City of New Orleans, inquired as to what was the total effect due to the miscalculation
of the hourly flexibility requirement. Mr. Lucas responded that while some WPP post analysis
was done to identify the miscalculation, post analysis was not done to quantify the total effect of
the miscalculation. Mr. Lucas went on to state that the total effect, specific to the miscalculation
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only, would be difficult to calculate as a number of WPP software changes have been made
from the time the miscalculation occurred and was corrected.
Agenda Item 9- OETF Report
Dowell Hudson presented the OETF report. The report gave an overall view of the formation
and actions of the OETF up to this point, which included the design of a two phase approach by
the Task Force to develop a “one-stop shop” (TRAAC proposal) for Entergy and SPP in Phase
One, then find resolutions for LT operations & planning and further continue the customer
focused one-stop shop with initiatives developed through Seams Agreements in Phase Two. Mr.
Hudson then presented the current activity for the TRAAC proposal which included the next
steps to be performed by SPP and Entergy prior to February 1st, 2010, and reporting to the ICT
SPC in the May meeting.
Bill Booth asked if Mr. Hudson could explain further the characteristics of one-stop shopping.
Mr. Hudson gave a brief overview of the one stop shopping concept as it applies in SPP. Mr.
Booth commented that this concept is similar to MISO/PJM seams agreement. Mr. Booth also
asked if the TRAAC proposal would develop to a single Transmission request from a single
OASIS. Mark McCulla commented there are ranges of one-stop shopping that can be
considered, where the TRAAC is more of an advocate rather than a single OASIS for a single
Transmission Request. Mr. Hudson stated the TRAAC Phase I proposal is not developed to any
code specific requirement, but is designed within known compliance requirements. A comment
was made that this proposal focuses on long term service; will there be any effect on short term
service. Mr. Hudson replied that the TRACC development was intended for long term
transmission service and is not focused on short term service.
David Cheshire inquired if there had been further activity since the Rate Pancaking Task Force
(RPTF). Bruce Rew replied that no additional action has been taken since the RPTF last met
and produced these tasks. Mr. Hudson commented that any further tasks are out of scope at
this time. Bill Booth commented that since CRA completed its study, and that the RPTF study
had completed, what were the next steps for those studies. Bruce Rew stated the parties will
review the merits of the studies, and determine if any action should be taken. Mark McCulla
added that this is an area Entergy is to consider the options for enhancements to the ICT or
being a part of the RTO. George Heintzen, Conway Corporation, stated that the decision for
Entergy in an Enhanced ICT or going to the RTO could take years to accomplish so it is
important for the work on the TRAAC proposal to continue.

Agenda Item 10- Users Group Report
Tim Phillips, SPP, presented the User’s Group report. No discussion was brought by the
Stakeholders.
Agenda Item 5- ICT Regulatory Update
Ben Bright, SPP, and Jeff Price gave a review of the regulatory updates. Mr. Bright discussed
the developments for the Entergy-Regional State Committee (ERSC). Mr. Bright reported that
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the new RFP for the vendors to perform the cost benefit analysis has been posted as of today,
January 20, 2010 on the government website FBO.gov under the FERC division. FERC will be
making the vendor selections with written proposals due February 3, 2010 and in person
interviews later in February. Jennifer Vosburg inquired if the names of the vendors being
considered would be released. Mr. Bright state that further information for those vendors should
be addressed with Patrick Clary, FERC. Kip Fox, AEP, asked if the ERSC was 100% funded by
Entergy. Mr. Bright replied that Entergy was funding the ERSC. Jennifer Vosburg asked if this
cost was being passed through. Glen Bernstein, Entergy, stated the cost would be passed
through via the Tariff guidelines.
Jeff Price also gave a brief report on a specific issue brought by an Entergy stakeholder
concerning OASIS automation software and the timing of the release of capacity on the original
path of a redirected transmission service reservation (TSR). Mr. Price indicated that certain preOrder No. 890 case law seemed to indicate that capacity on the original path should not be
released until the redirected transmission service became unconditional for preemption
purposes. However, he also indicated that Order No. 890 and the adoption of the NAESB
OASIS standards did not address this issue while adopting standards that seemed to indicate
that capacity on the original path should be released (and thus the rights on the original path
extinguished) at the time a redirected TSR was confirmed. Both the pre-OATI and OATI OASIS
Automation software packages were designed to implement this second approach; thus,
additional software requirements would be needed to add the functionality to track the many
iterations that could result from postponing the release of capacity to the
conditional/unconditional deadline. Additionally, allowing Redirected TSRs to in effect hold
transmission capacity on two paths for lengthy periods of time could unnecessarily limit the
amount of transmission service available to other transmission customers. Finally, Mr. Price
indicated that, while Entergy and the ICT were continuing to evaluate this issue, no changes to
the software to modify the current approach were planned in the near-term. .
Becky Turner asked if the ICT intended to coordinate ERSC dates with the RFP requirement
dates. Ben Bright commented that the ICT would be coordinating those dates. Todd Pedersen
asked if there would still be a summit meeting in New Orleans. Mr. Bright replied that was
correct.
Agenda Item 11- Action Items Review
The following action items were noted from the meeting:
1. Ongoing updates of a frequency of no less than weekly should be sent to Stakeholders
on the NN6 filing issue until it is complete.
Agenda Item 13- Adjournment
Meeting adjourned at approximately 11:55 a.m.
Respectfully Submitted,

Bruce Rew, Secretary
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
ICT STAKEHOLDERS POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING
January 20, 2010
Crown Plaza, Little Rock, AR
• DRAFT AGENDA •
8:00 a.m. – Noon
1. Introductions and roll call........................................................................................................ Bruce Rew
2. Review of meeting agenda ................................................................................................................... All
3. Approval of October 2009 minutes and conference calls..................................................................... All
4. ICT Staff report ...................................................................................................................... Bruce Rew
a. Stakeholder Survey Results .............................................................................. Tony Green
5. ICT Regulatory update .........................................................................................................ICT/Entergy
6. LTTIWG ............................................................................................................................... Jody Holland
7. NTTIWG Report .................................................................................................................... Jodi Woods
8. WPPIWG Report ............................................................................................................... Antoine Lucas
9. OETF Report ....................................................................................................................Dowell Hudson
10. Users Group report ................................................................................................................Tim Phillips
11. Action Items review ............................................................................................................................. All
12. Adjournment ........................................................................................................................... Bruce Rew

Relationship-Based • Member-Driven • Independence Through Diversity
Evolutionary vs. Revolutionary • Reliability & Economics Inseparable
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Changes to October 21, 2009 Meeting minutes
Dave Wilson, Arkansas Cities:
Suggested changes to minutes for tomorrow previously provided:
I would merely repeat what you said during the OETF report portion of the meeting. Dowell said
no one had contacted him from the MOPC (what the minutes said he said). You then said that
you attended the MOPC meeting and that a MOPC subcommittee would consider that TRAAC
agreement. I reported same day of the SPC meeting to my clients the following:

Bruce Rew reported to the SPC today that the MOPC had given the go ahead to work on the
OETF TRAAC proposal, and a subcommittee of a representative of AEP (Richard Ross),
Nebraska Public Power (Paul Malone) and Empire District (Barry Warren) were going to give
SPP staff guidance.
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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
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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” drives 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.
3
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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 t 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
4
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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.

Added by unanimous vote on January 20, 2010:
Bruce Rew reported to the SPC today that the MOPC had given the go ahead to work on the
OETF TRAAC proposal and a subcommittee of a representative of AEP (Richard Ross),
Nebraska Public Power (Paul Malone) and Empire District (Barry Warren) were going to give
SPP staff guidance.
5
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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.
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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2009 ICT Annual Stakeholder Survey
January 20, 2010
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ICT Stakeholder Survey
•

ICT Survey launched November 30, 2009.

•

A total of 153 invitations to the survey were
sent to stakeholders.
¾

17 Stakeholders responded.

¾

p
as the 2008
This was the same number of respondents
Survey.

SPP.org
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Survey Contents
•

Fi
Five
main
i areas off concentration:
i
¾

Tariff Administration

¾

Reliability

¾

Transmission Planning and Studies

¾

Weekly Procurement Process

¾

Stakeholder Process

SPP.org
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Survey Contents
F
Four
main
i performance
f
criteria
it i within
ithi each
h area:
¾

Process effectiveness

¾

Process improvement

¾

Customer Service satisfaction

¾

C t
Customer
S
Service
i iimprovementt

SPP.org
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2009 ICT Stakeholder Survey Results
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2008
008 vs.
s 2009
009
The Customer Satisfaction Summaries show improvement in the accuracy,
responsiveness, and resolution of issues for most areas.
¾Reliability Coordination showed a loss in customer satisfaction
compared to 2008.
¾WPP had the greatest gain in customer satisfaction from 2008.

SPP.org
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2008
008 vs.
s 2009
009
Customer Service efforts have shown improvement in all areas (numbers are
based on a scale from 1 to 4)
4).
¾All areas are at the Somewhat Improved or greater level.
¾WPP has shown the most improvement from 2008.

SPP.org
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Summary
•

Participation same as 2008, but only 17
respondents would like more input from
respondents,
Stakeholders.

•

S
Scores
continue
ti
tto iimprove ffrom 2007
2007.

•

Focus areas for improvement from comments
and
d survey:
¾

Reliability Coordination efforts

¾

LTTIWG,NTTIWG, short term planning efforts

¾

Continue WPP improvement efforts

¾

Ease of communication and timely meeting material
SPP.org
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Tony Green
Business Analyst
Analyst- Engineering
501-688-1789
tgreen@spp.org
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ICT Employee Roster and Roles
January 20, 2010
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ICT Functions in SPP
•

The ICT functions in SPP are divided into four
departments
¾

ICT Reliability Coordination

¾

ICT Planning

¾

ICT Tariff Administration

¾

Weekly Procurement Process

SPP.org
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ICT Reliability Coordination
•

Operates and
O
d performs
f
the
h Reliability
R li bili
Coordination function and Next Day planning
and analysis.

•

NERC Certified Reliability Coordinator.

•

Organizes and follows NERC recognized and
approved ICT Reliability Plan.

•

Entergy footprint is the Balancing Authority
included in the Real-Time and Next Day
analysis
analysis.
SPP.org
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ICT Reliability Coordination
•

Three groups of employees
¾

Operators


¾

Engineers


¾

These are the Reliability Coordinator Operators that are on the
floor 24/7 managing the Balancing Authority grid operations.

The engineering
Th
i
i staff
t ff is
i responsible
ibl for
f the
th planning
l
i
activities
ti iti to
t
support the ICT Reliability Plan both in Real-Time and Next Day.

Business Analysis and Management


Support the activities of the operations and engineer staff;
handles administration and reporting duties.

SPP.org
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ICT Reliability Coordination
•

Operations Staff

Brian Strickland
Dewayne Wood
Garry Lehmkuhl
Heath Martin
Mark Kingan
Monte Grist
Wayne Johnson

Senior Day Operator
Senior Operator
Senior Operator
Senior Operator
Senior Operator
Senior Operator
Operator III

SPP.org
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ICT Reliability Coordination
•

Engineering Staff

Gene Jack

Engineer II

Temper Williams

Engineer I

Jason Tanner

Engineer II

SPP.org
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ICT Reliability Coordination
•

Business Analysis and Management

Kathy Jones

Senior Business Analyst

Don Shipley

Manager, Reliability Coordination

Jason Davis

Supervisor, Real Time & Current Day Engineering

SPP.org

8
45 of 161

ICT Planning
•

ICT Pl
Planning
i carries
i out the
h transmission
i i
system expansion and reliability planning of
the Entergy OATT, specifically Attachments D,
K, S, and T.

•

This covers the activities in the areas of
Transmission Service, Base Plan, and
Generation Interconnect.

•

Develops study methods and models to
support the planning activities.
SPP.org
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ICT Planning
•

ICT Planning carries an Engineering staff and a Business
Analysis staff
¾

Engineer staff


Transmission Service
Service- performs long-term
long term transmission service studies
using MUST and P/SSE software, applies Entergy OATT Attachment D,
develops reports and model data, and communicates with customers
and with Entergy (primarily ETS and TPD personnel).



Generation Interconnect- performs generation interconnection studies
(feasibility and system impact studies), applies Entergy OATT
Attachment N, developing and posting reports and model data, and
communicates with customers and with Entergy (primarily ETS and TPD
personnel).



Model Development- performs long-term powerflow model development
using P/SSE, applies Entergy OATT Attachment K, and communicates
primarily with model development engineer at Entergy.
Entergy
SPP.org
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ICT Planning
¾

Engineer staff


Base Plan- performs Reliability Assessment, Construction Plan
Evaluation and develops Base Plan in annual cycles; applies Entergy
OATT Attachment K; and communicates with customers and with
Entergy (primarily Local Area Planners and Supervisors).



Economic Studies- performs economic studies including multiple sets of
‘five free’ studies for intra-system, regional, and interregional processes
as well as customer requested economic studies; uses MUST and P/SSE
software; applies Entergy OATT Attachment K; and communicates with
customers and with Entergy.

SPP.org
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ICT Planning
¾

Business Analysis staff


Transmission Service- performs technical and clerical administration of
Long-term Transmission Service Queue process including System
Impact Study and Facilities Study Agreements; manages study
assignments; works with consultants; develops and posts reports;
tracks customer billing; communicates with customers and with
Entergy.



Generation Interconnection Analyst- performs technical and clerical
administration of Generation Interconnection Request Queue process
including Feasibility Study, System Impact Study, and Facilities Study
Agreements; manages study assignment; works with consultants;
develops and posts reports; tracks customer billing; communicates with
customers and with Entergy.
Entergy

SPP.org
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ICT Planning
•

Engineering Staff

Daniel Epperson
Eric Burkey
Brandon Hentschel
James Lyle
Timothy Miller
Harvey Scribner
Steve Purdy
Eddie Filat
Jody Holland

Engineer I
Engineer I
Engineer II
Engineer II
Engineer II
Lead Engineer
Lead Engineer
Senior Engineer
Manager, ICT Planning

SPP.org
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ICT Planning
•

Business Analysis Staff

Brad Finkbeiner Business Analyst II
English Cook

Business Analyst III

SPP.org
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ICT Tariff Administration
•

ICT Tariff Administration performs several functions in relation to
multiple aspects of Entergy
Entergy’s
s OATT. These duties include:
¾

Oversee the provision of transmission service for Entergy and provide TA
functions to evaluate all transmission service requests (TSR) on a nondiscriminatory
y basis consistent with the TSR Processing
g Criteria and
Transmission Study Criteria.

¾

The ongoing analysis of AFC models and AFC software errors.

¾

Ensure compliance of the AFC process with Entergy
Entergy’s
s Attachment C

¾

Develop and maintain Processes and Procedures to ensure compliance with
Entergy’s OATT and Business practices

¾

Address customer concerns through IssueTrak and other means of
communication

¾

Oversight of the Entergy AFC software, i.e. webTrans, webOASIS, RFCalc

SPP.org
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ICT Tariff Administration
•

ICT Tariff Administration contains three groups of employees
¾

¾

Tariff Operators


7/24 coverage of real-time operations of the Tariff Administration Desk



Responsible for the granting and denying of Transmission Service Requests (TSR)



Follow documented procedures for TSR processing, reporting, postings, etc.

Engineers


Oversight of AFC models



7/24 support of real-time ICT TA desk



Respond to customers regarding all issues related to the operation of the Entergy
OATT, Business Practices, OASIS, AFC calculations and software



Development of required Processes and Procedures related to TA operations



Support stakeholder processes for meeting, communication and evaluations of
AFC methodology

SPP.org

16
53 of 161

ICT Tariff Administration
¾

Business Analysis and Management


Support the activities of the operations and engineer staff



Maintain all required processes and procedures for the operations of the
ICT TA desk



Handles administrative and reporting duties for the group



Oversight of TSR processing and related business practices and
standards

SPP.org

17
54 of 161

ICT Tariff Administration
•

Tariff Operations Staff

David Parker
Bill Bauman
Glenn Bethea
Derek Delaney
Brian Myhand
y
Ed McGhee
Johnny Peterson

Lead Tariff Operator
Sr. Tariff Operator
Sr. Tariff Operator
Sr. Tariff Operator
Sr. Tariff Operator
p
Tariff Operator II
Tariff Operator II

SPP.org
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ICT Tariff Administration
•

Engineering Staff

Katie Klotz

Engineer I

Scott Brown

Engineer I

Timothy
y Phillips
p

Sr. Engineer
g

SPP.org
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ICT Tariff Administration
•

Business Analysis and Management Staff

Kimberly Gorter

Business Analyst II

Julie Davis

Business Analyst III

Jodi Woods

Supervisor Tariff Administration

Dowell Hudson

Manager ICT Tariff Administration
Manager,

SPP.org
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Weekly Procurement Process (WPP)
•

The ICT oversees the WPP as it is operated by Entergy, in
accordance
d
with
ith Att
Attachment
h
t V tto E
Entergy’s
t
’ OATT.
OATT Specific
S
ifi duties
d ti
include:
¾

Oversee the testing and implementation of the WPP software and processes.

¾

Participate in the design of and upgrades to the SCUC software.

¾

Approve network transmission service for the Third Party Offers selected in
the WPP.

¾

Independently analyze the results of the WPP and for any constraint
violations, determine if system reliability is compromised, transmission
loading relief events would be significantly increased or if the tradeoff
between exceeding the soft constraint and denying service in the WPP is not
reasonable.

¾

Implement a stakeholder process to address WPP concerns.

¾

Post information on OASIS related to WPP operations
SPP.org
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Weekly Procurement Process (WPP)
•

WPP has an engineering staff and a manager of the
WPP process
¾

Engineers


¾

Support the ICT oversight functions of the WPP to ensure
transmission service is granted or denied pursuant to the
protocols of Attachment V of Entergy’s OATT.

WPP manager


Manage the review and analysis of WPP data and operational
decisions for compliance with Attachment V of Entergy’s
Entergy s OATT
OATT.



Develop proposals to improve the effectiveness of the WPP.



Manage stakeholder concerns to appropriately address
inquiries.
SPP.org
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Weekly Procurement Process (WPP)
•

WPP Staff

Nick Parker

Engineer II

Joe Byers

Engineer II

Ryan Jones

Engineer I

Antoine Lucas

Manager, WPP

SPP.org
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Bruce Rew
Vice President, Engineering
501-614-3214
brew@spp.org
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ICT SPC 2010 Meeting Dates
January 20, 2010
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ICT Working Groups/SPC Meeting Dates
•

January 19-20, 2010

Little Rock, AR

•

May 10-11, 2010

Baton Rouge, LA

•

July 20
20-21,
21 2010

Houston TX
Houston,

•

October 19-20, 2010

Austin, TX

 Working Groups will meet the first day
 SPC meetings 8:00 a.m.- 12:00 p.m.
 ERSC meetings to follow SPC meeting 1:00 p.m. – 4:00 p.m.

SPP.org
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Tony Green
Business Analyst
Analyst- Engineering
501-688-1789
tgreen@spp.org
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Action items
SPC Meeting – Little Rock, AR
January 20, 2010
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From 10/20/2009 SPC Meeting minutes
•

Jody Holland
Holland, SPP,
SPP delivered the LTTIWG report.
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
2009.
R b t Mechler
M hl asked
k d if there
th
was a further
f th
breakdown of the numbers presented. Mr. Holland said
the final report will contain those numbers. Becky
g
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
y, then pick
p
the projects
p j
that meet that objective.
j
study,
Mr. Holland acknowledged the idea, but the Tariff would
need to be researched to determine if that approach
was possible.

SPP.org
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Action item and determination
•

Action
A
i IItem- SPP will
ill determine
d
i if using
i an
objective-based study approach is within Tariff
guidelines.

•

Determination- SPP can use an objectivebased study approach such as POR/POD
•

Discuss methodology change at beginning of 2010
cycle for these studies, with focus on ESRPP

SPP.org
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From 10/20/2009 SPC Meeting minutes
•

Bruce R
B
Rew called
ll d the
th question
ti
to
t bring
bi
the
th motion
ti
to
t 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
14.5
5 Attachment K
K.
A roll call vote was taken. The motion passed 14 Yeas,
8 Nays.

SPP.org
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Action item and determination
•

Action
A
i IItem- ICT will
ill determine
d
i if the
h RMR
displacement study qualifies as an Attachment
K required study.

•

Determination- SPP agrees to perform an RMR
displacement study
•

Outside of specific free economic studies process

•

Study will not be charged to stakeholders

SPP.org
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Jody Holland
Manager, ICT Planning
501-614-3315
jholland@spp.org
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LTTIWG Report
SPC Meeting – Little Rock, AR
January 20, 2010
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Since 10/20/2009 SPC Meeting

•

LTTIWG meeting 12/8/09 by netconference

•

LTTIWG meeting 1/19/10 in Little Rock

SPP.org
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LTTIWG meetings
•

12/8/09 di
discussion:
i
•

ESRPP update

•

SIRPP update

•

ERSC update

•

BCCO (LTF) update

•

Base Plan update

SPP.org
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LTTIWG meetings
•

1/19/10 di
discussion:
i
•

2010 Base Plan

•

BCCO (LTF) update

•

2009 ISTEP

•

ESRPP update

SPP.org
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2010 Base Plan
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Activities Since Posting of October Draft
Base Plan
• Completed
C
l t d analysis
l i off out-year
t
projects
j t (years
(
4
4-10).
10)
• Reviewed and resolved outstanding issues from Draft.
• Posted Entergy’s Final Construction Plan on 12/17/2009.
• Reviewed Final Construction Plan and made final
revisions to Base Plan as needed.
needed
• Posted final Base Plan on OASIS on 01/12/2010.
• 2010 Base Plan is now in effect for cost allocation
purposes.

SPP.org
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2010 Base Plan Scope
•

Ten Year Span for Reliability Projects
Ten-Year
•

2010 & 2014 Summer & Winter Models were used to flag potential
problems in years 1-5 (NERC “near-term”). Drill- down to
year/season to identify
y
yp
projects
j
needed within the 3- y
year costallocation period.

•

2018 Summer model was used to identify projects for years 6-10
(NERC “longer-term”).

•

Attachment T cost-allocation principles still apply to projects
beyond the 3-year window.

•

Load-Related and Asset Management projects are included
as Base Plan projects under Attachment T
T.

•

Supplemental and other projects are listed for information
only.

SPP.org
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Reliability Projects
•

96 Reliability Projects (some include multiple elements)
•

65 Inside the 3-Year Window for Base Plan cost allocation
1. 38 Approved Construction Plan
2 25 Proposed & In-Target Construction Plan
2.
3. 2 Non-Construction Plan, ICT Identified Projects

•

•

•

31 Outside the 3-Year Window, therefore no Base Plan cost allocation

53 Carried over from 2009 Base Plan
•

45 inside 3-year window

•

8 outside 3-year window

43 Newly
y identified in the 2010 Base Plan
•

20 inside 3-year window

•

23 outside 3-year window

SPP.org
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Next Steps

•

J
January:
•

Post background information (idevs, etc.).

•

Draft Differences Report for FERC

•

February LTTIWG: Review draft scope for the
2010 Reliability Assessment

•

March 2010: Begin 2010 Reliability
Assessment leading to the 2011 Base Plan

SPP.org
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B(CCO) LTF Update

SPP.org
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Background
•

The BLTF was formed to address cost allocation for BCCOs† in years
beyond the current ICT Base Plan

•

The BLTF met 3 times and decided to propose 4 options to the
LTTIWG in the order of most to least effective

•

The BLTF wrote a narrative document containing what it believes to
be the advantages and disadvantages of each option.

† Base

SPP.org
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Option 1
Extend the ICT Base Plan horizon from 3 years to 10 years in
Entergy’s Attachment T
•

•

Advantages
•

Provides Transmission Customers with assurance that
BCCOs in years 4-10 will be mitigated

•

Requires few implementation challenges. The Base Plan
process can be easily adapted from a 3 year to a 10 year
horizon

Di d
Disadvantages
t
•

Requires changes to the Entergy Tariff

•

Increases the management challenge by more than doubling
the
h years covered
d by
b the
h Base
B
Pl
Plan

•

Could increases the number of upgrades that Entergy will
have to fund in the rate base

SPP.org
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Option 2
Adopt the SPP RTO methodology of not assigning BCCOs to
TSR or GIR customers (Option 1 Plus)
•

•

Advantages
•

Provides Transmission Customers with assurance that
BCCOs in years 4-10 will be mitigated

•

The Base Plan process can be easily adapted from a 3 year
to a 10 year horizon

•

Adds the ability to re-evaluate BCCOs throughout the year as
T
Transmission
i i Service
S
i is
i confirmed
fi
d

•

Changes treatment of manual operating guides for TSRs

Disadvantages
•

Requires changes to the Entergy Tariff

•

Increases the management challenge by more than doubling
years covered by
y the Base Plan
the y

•

Could increases the number of upgrades that Entergy will
have to fund in the rate base
SPP.org
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Option 3
Utilize the ICT’s calculation for MW Capacity Created
•

•

Advantages
g
•

Involves an easy implementation

•

Requires no changes to the Entergy Tariff

Disadvantages
•

Lacks treatment of Network Service due to AND pricing

SPP.org
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Option 4
Wait for the revised NERC TPL standards
•

Advantages
g
•

•

Proposes changes that could possibly resolve all BCCOs

Disadvantages
•

Delays action until the standard’s approval by the FERC

•

Includes uncertainty as the standard’s content could change
before approval

•

Requires clarification regarding the mitigation of BCCOs in
years 4-10

SPP.org
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LTTIWG notification to SPC
•

•

LTTIWG voted unanimously
y to
•

Continue research and development of Options 1 and 2

•

Drop Options 3 and 4

LTTIWG expects to present a recommendation concerning
Option 1, Option 2, or both in the next few months

SPP.org
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ISTEP Update

SPP.org

17
88 of 161

ISTEP 2009 Projects
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)
NELLC_NELLCB)
4. Baton Rouge/South MS constraint – to address
Central to South flows
5. Jackson Area

SPP.org
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Gridview Model
•

U
Uses
201
2017 C
Case

•

Includes Approved & Proposed Construction
Plan upgrades (2009-2011 Final Rev 2)

•

Fuel Prices obtained from DOE

•

Revised Entergy Generation and flowgate
information

•

Apply upgrades from thermal analysis to the
“change
g case” of the economic analysis
y
SPP.org
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Southcentral AR / Northeast LA Constraint
Upgrades in the Change Case
• Terminal
T
i l Limiting
Li iti
Equipment
E i
t Upgrades:
U
d
•

Sheridan-Eldorado 500kV from 1732 to 2546 MVA

•

White Bluff – Sheridan 500 kV from 1732 to 2546 MVA

•

Mabelvale – Sheridan500 kV from 1732 to 2546 MVA

•

Sheridan - Magnet Cove 500kV from 1732 to 2546 MVA

•

Magnet Cove – Hot Springs EHV 500kV from 1732 to 2546 MVA

SPP.org
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Preliminary Cost Estimate
Limiting Element Listing
Project 1: Southcentral AR / Northeast LA Constraint
Description

Line
Rating

1st Limiting Element

ICT Cost Estimate*

2nd Limiting
Element

ICT Cost
Estimate*

Sheridan – El Dorado
500 FTLO

1732MV
A
(2000A)

Sheridan CT ratio
~2000A

Replace CT $225,000
Replace Switch & Line
Trap $700,000

Sheridan 4 sw.
~2500A
Sheridan line
trap ~2500A

Replace 4
Switches and Line
Trap ($1,300,000)
(+381MVA)

Hot Springs – Etta 500
SHRELD_HSPET(FG2
(
)
Description

El Dorado switch &
line trap all ~2000A

($925,000) (+433MVA)

Line
Rating

1st Limiting Element

ICT Cost Estimate*

2nd Limiting
Element

ICT Cost
Estimate*

White Bluff – Sheridan
500 FTLO
Sheridan – Mabelvale
500

1732MV
A
(2000A)

CT @ Sheridan
~2000A

Upgrade CT $225,000
(+433MVA)

5 Switches @
White Bluff
~2500A

Description
WHBSHE_MABEL
(FG3)

Line
Rating

1st Limiting Element

ICT Cost Estimate*

2nd Limiting
Element

Replace 5
Switches
$1 000 000
$1,000,000
(+381MVA)
ICT Cost
Estimate*

Mabelvale
M
b l l – Sheridan
Sh id
500 FTLO
White
Bluff – Sheridan 500

1732MV
A
(2000A)

Mabevale
M
b
l 4 Switches
S it h
& Line Trap--2000A

Replace
R
l
4S
Switches
it h and
d
Line Trap $500,000

MABSHE_WBSH
(FG4)

($1,300,000)
(+433MVA)

Sheridan Line
trap ~2500A
Sheridan 4
Switches
~2500A

Replace 4
Switches and Line
Trap ($1,300,000)
(+381MVA)

* 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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Central AR Constraint
Upgrades in the Change Case
• Terminal Limiting Equipment Upgrades:
•

Mabelvale – Sheridan 500 kV from 1732 to 2546 MVA

SPP.org
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Preliminary Cost Estimate
Limiting Element Listing
Project
j
2: Central Arkansas Constraint
Description

Line Rating

1st Limiting Element

ICT Cost Estimate*

Sheridan – Mabelvale 500
FTLO White Bluff – Keo 500

1732MVA (2000A)

Mabelvale 5 Switches & Line
Trap—2000A

Replace 5 Switches & Line
Trap $1,500,000
$

SHRMAB_KEO (FG1)

(+433MVA)
2nd Limiting Element

ICT Cost Estimate*

Sheridan
Sh
id 4 Switches
S it h & Line
Li
Trap ~2500A

Replace
R
l
4S
Switches
it h & Li
Line
Trap $1,300,000
(+381MVA)

* 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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Lake Charles 230kV Loop
Upgrades in the Change Case
•
•Terminal Equipment Limiting Upgrades:
•

Nelson-Lake Charles Bulk Ckt #1 from 159 to 382 MVA

ckt 1

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

Line Rating

Limiting Element

ICT Cost Estimate*

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

159MVA (665A)

Nelson

Replace Switch, CT, & Line
Trap

Switch,
S
it h CT,
CT & Line
Li Trap
T
–
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
11.54
$6,231,600
(382MVA)~1600A

* costs for upgrades to substation bus, and/or breaker relaying, and/or line
relaying
l i are nott iincluded
l d d iin th
the above
b
estimates.
ti t
If required,
i d additional
dditi
l costs
t
will apply.
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Project
j
4
Central to South Flows
Baton Rouge/South Mississippi
Transfers from Jackson and Sterlington Area to Amite South

• Affected Flowgates & Limiting Elements
1.

BROOKHAVEN-MALLILIEU 115 FTLO FRANKLIN-BOGALUSA 500

2.

Florence – Florence SS – Star 115kV

3.

Big Cajun – Addis 230kV

• Upgrades
U
d tto iincrease transfer
t
f capability
bilit
1.

New 500/230kV Substation on the Daniel – McKnight 500kV Line

2.

Amite – Bogalusa 115kV: Increase operating voltage from 115kV to 230kV
A. Tie the Amite – Chicken Farm 115kV to the 230kV bus at Amite
B. Tie the Franklinton – Bogalusa 115kV to the 230kV bus at Bogalusa

3.

Upgrade Florence – Florence SS – Star 115kV

• Transfer increase of 400MW Central to South with upgrades
SPP.org
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Project
j
4
Central to South Flows
Baton Rouge/South Mississippi
Description

Existing
Line Rating

New Line
Rating

Upgrade Description

ICT Cost Estimate

Big Cajun – Addis 230kV

(566MVA )
~1421A
1421A

(685MVA)
~1719A
1719A

Upgrade Transmission Line
around the Wilbert
Substation

$682,465

(161MVA)

( 260MVA)

~805A

~1305A

Upgrade Transmission Line
7 miles

Florence – Florence SS - Star 115kV

SPP.org

Included in Entergy
2010-2012 Construction
Plan (Approved)
$5,000,000
Included in Entergy
2010-2012 Construction
Plan (Approved)
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Project
j
4
Central to South Flows
Baton Rouge/South Mississippi
Description
p

Existing
g
Line Rating

New Line
Rating

Upgrade
pg
Description
p

ICT Cost
Estimate

New 500/230kV Tap

N/A

1200MVA

Tap the Daniel – McKnight 500kV Line.

$32,000,000

Create a New 500/230kV Substation
with a 500/230kV Transformer

Amite – New 230kV Bus – Chicken
Farm 230kV

(159MVA)
~798A

(883MVA)
~2217A

Loop in and out Amite – Chicken Farm
115kV to the new 230kV Bus. Move the
Amite – Chicken Farm Line from the
115kV side of Amite to the 230kV Side
Side.
Upgrade the Amite – New230kV –
Chicken Farm to 230kV and Upgrade
Conductor.

$10,000,000

Convert Chicken Farm – Bogalusa
115kV to 230kV operation

(159MVA )
~798A

(570MVA)
~1431A

Convert Chicken Farm – Bogalusa
115kV to 230kV and upgrade
Conductor.

$35,000,000

Move the Franklinton – Bogalusa 115kV
line from the 115kV side of Bogalusa to
the 230kV side.

SPP.org
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Project 5: Jackson Area
Preliminary Cost Estimate
Limiting
g Element Listing
g
Description

Existing
Line
Rating

New Line
Rating

McAdams 500/230 ftlo

560MA

1175MVA

McAdams-Lakeover
500

Upgraded Element

Add 2ND McAdams
Autotransformer

ICT Cost Estimate

Move Autotransformer from
Hartburg, expand McAdams
substation
$15,000,000
$
,
,

(MCADXF LAKOV)
(MCADXF_LAKOV)

Included in Entergy 20102012 Construction Plan

McAdams Pickens
McAdams-Pickens
230kV

463MVA

883MVA

Upgrade Transmission
Line

Transmission Line

Rebuild Transmission Line
16.3 miles
$20,375,000
Included in Entergy 20102012 Construction Plan
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Economic Summary

Option

Base
Project 1
Project 2
Project 3

Case

Upgrade Cost
Estimate

Annual Total
Congestion Cost

Annual
Congestion
Cost Reduction
From Base

$

M$

$

2017 Base Case

SC Ark - NE LA

523.3 M

61M
6.1

522 3 M
522.3

10M
1.0

2.8 M

523.3 M

0

0.2 M

522.8 M

0.5 M

Baton Rouge/S. Miss

82.6 M

578.0 M

- 54.7 M

Jackson Area

35.3 M

401.8 M

121.5 M

Cent Ark
Lake Charles

Project 4
Project 5

SPP.org
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What's next?
•

P
Post
ISTEP 2009 R
Report b
by early
l F
February
b

•

Kick Off ISTEP 2010
•

Ask for 2010 ISTEP Projects at the February LTTIWG

SPP.org
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ESRPP Update

SPP.org
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Selected ESRPP Study Projects
1 Turk-McNeil 345 kV
1.
2. Spadra-Russellville 161 kV
3. Turk-Fulton-El Dorado 345 kV
4. Messick
ess c 500/
500/230
30 kV Autotransformer
utot a s o e
•

Evaluate Messick 500/230kV Project to see if it alleviates the
Mt. Olive – Hartburg 500kV Flowgate

5. Flint Creek-Chamber Spr-Fort Smith-ANO 345 kV

SPP.org
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Regional Study Overview Map

5

2

1

3

345 kV

4

161 kV
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Progress
•

•

Updated the MDWG model
•

Current Entergy Generation and Loads

•

Topology updates

•

Entergy Construction Plan (2009 – 2011)

Completed FCITC Analyses and Reviewing Results
•

•

Joint Effort Review (ICT, RTO, Entergy)

Working on Draft Report

SPP.org
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ESRPP Milestones
•

February 19, 2010: Post ESRPP 2009 Step 1 High Level
Analysis Report
•

•

•

Stakeholder Input

February 25, 2010 9:30-11:30a.m. CST: ESRPP Meeting (3rd
Meeting of cycle) (Tentative)
•

Web Conference

•

Present results from
f
the ESRPP
S
2009 Step
S
1 High Level Analysis
Results

March 2010: ESRPP Meeting
g (1
( st Meeting
g of cycle)
y )
•

Select 2009 ESRPP Step 2 (Detailed Studies)

•

Select 2010 ESRPP Step 1 (High level Studies)

SPP.org
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Jody Holland
Manager, ICT Planning
501-614-3315
jholland@spp.org
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NTTIWG Update
January 20, 2010
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2009 AFC Flowgate Analysis
•

A flowgate analysis was performed by Northbridge to determine if
updates were needed to the Entergy list of AFC Flowgates
¾

36 Flowgates were identified as meeting the criteria for removal

¾

35 Flowgates were identified as needing to be added to the list
of Entergy AFC Flowgates
»

Of these 35, 9 were requested to be added by TVA

•

There were inquiries from stakeholders on some additions and
removals. These will be researched and information provided back
to the NTTIWG

•

The list of changes will be posted to the Entergy OASIS

•

g are expected
p
to be implemented
p
in March
These changes
SPP.org
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OATI Issues
•

•

Incorrect Modeling of Recalls
¾

Introduced with conversion to OATI

¾

Identified on December 18th, Software updated on December
22nd

¾

Resulted in capacity being credited back to thermal flowgates
and creating large amounts of AFC available over the actual
AFC amount

Preemption Issues
¾

Some lower p
priority
y requests
q
not recognized
g
as available for
preemption and some higher priority requests not recognized
as qualifying for the preemption process

¾

Software updated January 18th
SPP.org
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OATI Issues
•

Non-Sale of Non-Firm during TLR or other reliability
reasons
¾

OATI software allows for this process

¾

ICT working with Entergy to finalize a procedure

¾

Customer will see that their TSR was Refused due to TLR or
reliability
li bilit reason

¾

ICT will update procedure to reflect changes for OATI software
and
a
d re-circulate
e c cu ate to NTTIWG
G

SPP.org
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Previous Action Items
•

Collect comments and prepare a formal
recommendation
d i for
f the
h inclusion
i l i off Transmission
T
i i
Upgrades in the AFC models
¾

•

ICT to participate in SERC meetings with Entergy
¾

•

ICT will circulate by Thursday
Thursday, January 21st

ICT to begin participation in February

Report on filing regarding the curtailment of NN6
service during a TLR

SPP.org
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Jodi Woods
Supervisor, Tariff Support
501-614-3282
jwoods@spp.org
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ICT Regulatory Update
January 20, 2010
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Project Summary
•

E-RSC Update

•

Entergy CBA Update

SPP.org
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E-RSC Update
•

October 12, 2009 - New Orleans
¾ Proposed E-RSC structure
 Articles of Incorporation
p
 By-Laws
 Budget
 Roles and Authority (Entergy)

SPP.org
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E-RSC Update
•

December 16, 2009 - Teleconference
¾

Finalized E-RSC Structure


Approved E-RSC By-Laws



Elected Officers


Chairman Paul Suskie (President)



Commissioner Jimmy Field (Vice – President)



Commissioner Ken Anderson (Secretary)



Approved
pp
Budget
g for 2010



Update on Agreements


SPP and E-RSC



Entergy and SPP
SPP.org
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E-RSC Update
•

J
January
6
6, 2010 – Teleconference
T l
f
¾

Approval of Agreements


E-RSC and SPP Service Agreement



Entergy and SPP


ICT Agreement Amendments to address E-RSC Services and
Expenses

SPP.org
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Entergy CBA Update
•

R
Request
t ffor P
Proposall IIssued
d - October
O t b 20,
20 2009
¾

Drafted with input from:


E-RSC Member and Staff



FERC



Entergy



SPP

¾

Initial modeling
g work begun
g

¾

Initial study assumptions drafted

¾

Scheduled to select a Study Consultant in mid-January
SPP.org
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Entergy CBA Update
•

C
Current
S
Status: D
Delayed
l
d
¾

•

Procedural issue regarding FERC and Federal
Procurement Laws

Next Steps: TBD

SPP.org
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Discussion or Questions?

SPP.org
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OETF Report
Past, Present and Future
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ICT OETF Schedule From 2007 to 2010
•

Originally
O
i i ll created
d in
i 2007
200 to look
l k at a number
b
of ‘efficiency’ items that FERC outlined in its
approval of the ICT or were of interest of the
ICT Stakeholders.
¾

Inconsistent Load Flow Models

¾

Lack of Synchronism in Study and Reservation
Procedure

¾

Identifying Generation Re-dispatch Alternatives

¾

Unnecessary Transactional Cost for Customers

SPP.org
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ICT OETF Schedule From 2007 to 2010
•

ICT SPC and
d the
h OETF agreed
d to address
dd
the
h
issue of Rate Pancaking between SPP and
Entergy prior to addressing issues assigned to
OETF.

•

In 2009 OETF was re
re-formed
formed to address the
issues of a ‘One Stop Shopping’ between SPP
and Entergy.
¾

Provide transmission customer with a single decision
regarding the acceptance of denial of transmission
service across both Entergy and SPP systems
SPP.org
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Operating Efficiency Task Force
•

•

J l 2ndd OETF conff call
July
ll
¾

Review of OETF 04/04/07 document

¾

Discussion on the SPP-Entergy Seams Agreement

¾

Scheduled face to face meeting on July 14, 2009

July 14th OETF Meeting
¾

Update
p
on Entergy-SPP
gy
Seams Agreement
g

¾

Scope Document developed


Phase I and II
SPP.org
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Operating Efficiency Task Force
•

J l 23rdd SPC M
July
Meeting
i
¾

Two Phase Approach presented




Phase One


Define initiatives for 2009 implementation



Develop customer
customer-focused
focused process – One Stop Shop
Entergy/SPP

Phase Two


Resolutions for LT operations & planning issues



Continue the customer-focused One Stop Shop with initiatives
developed through Seams Agreements

SPP.org
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Operating Efficiency Task Force
•

•

A
August
5th
h OETF M
Meeting
i
¾

Phase One discussed and focus on product

¾

Draft MOU TRAAC document completed

September 3rd OETF Conf Call
¾

•

Discussion on Draft MOU

September 18th OETF Meeting
¾

MOU developed into formal TRAAC Proposal

SPP.org
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Operating Efficiency Task Force
•

O
October
b 6th
6 h Special
S
i l SPC Conf
C f Call
C ll
¾

SPC approved TRAAC Proposal


•

October 13th MOPC
¾

•

Sent to SPP and Entergy for review/response

notification of TRAAC issue

October 21st SPC Meeting
¾

Reported results of 10-6 conf call

¾

TRAAC Proposal to be reviewed by SPP MOPC
SPP.org

8
132 of 161

Operating Efficiency Task Force
•

November 18th Conf Call with MOPC members
¾

•

Conf call with Carl Monroe, Richard Ross, Keith Sugg,
Bary
y Warren, Ricky
y Bittle

January 20th SPC Meeting Update
¾

Entergy has held discussions with SPP and both have
questions that need to be addressed by OETF


•

Target is for Questions to be completed by Feb 1st

SPP and Entergy Responses
¾

Update in May SPC meeting
SPP.org
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Operating Efficiency Task Force
•

C
Complete
l
Ph
Phase O
One iin 2010

•

Phase Two future efforts
¾

¾

Address resources and efforts required


Resolutions for LT operations & planning issues



Continue the customer-focused One Stop Shop with
initiatives developed through Seams Agreements

R i
Review
scope

SPP.org
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QUESTIONS

?
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”)
INDEPENDENT COORDINATOR OF TRANSMISSION (“ICT”) FOR ENTERGY
THIRD QUARTER 2009 ASSESSMENT
Report to the Entergy Users Group
December 16, 2009

Background
The ICT conducts a quarterly assessment of the Entergy Available Flowgate Capability (“AFC”) data
retention processes. The most recent assessment was performed on December 16, 2009. Conducting
the assessment on behalf of the ICT:
Joe Codemo, SPP IT Risk Mitigation Coordinator
Tim Phillips, Chair of the Entergy Users Group
Erin Jester, SPP Process Integrity and Internal Audit
Representing Entergy:
Tim Angel, Supervisor, System Hardware Support
David Stacks, Sr. Associate System Analyst, System Management
Adam Tucker, Sr. Associate System Analyst, System Management
Connie Wells, Sr. Staff Analyst, Transmission Compliance (on telephone)
Ryan Plaisance, Supervisor of Market Systems Support (on telephone)

Assessment
The ICT examined the regular AFC and Weekly Procurement Process (WPP) data retention processes
and investigated the FERC Lost, Inaccurate or Mishandled submissions submitted since the last
assessment. The ICT also reviewed the pending recommendations and issues from the August 2009
assessment. A discussion of the assessment follows:
AFC and WPP-AFC Data Retention Process
The ICT performed a random sampling of compliance with key process controls to provide reasonable
assurance that the AFC and WPP-AFC data retention processes will prevent data loss. On November
12, 2009 the ICT requested Entergy make certain information available in advance of the scheduled
assessment for inspection and sample selection; this advance request list (“ARL”) is included as
Attachment A of this report. Other than the spreadsheet used to track tape errors and process
documentation, Entergy was unable to provide the requested information in advance. However, during
the December 16 on-site assessment, Entergy explained that this was due to an ongoing, unrelated
FERC audit and continued resource constraints.
Upon arrival onsite, December 16, 2009, the ICT requested Entergy make the following available for
inspection:
1. Evidence to verify EMS full and incremental backup processes were performed.
a) Weekly full image backup logs for the dates 8/8 – 8/9/2009, 8/29 – 8/30/2009, and
10/24 – 10/25/2009.
b) Daily incremental backup logs for the dates 8/11/2009, 9/16/2009, and 10/20/2009.
c) Logs from the restoration testing of the above full and incremental backups.
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2.

3.

4.
5.

6.

7.

d) Transmittal documentation from both Information Vaulting Service (“IVS”) and
Entergy to substantiate tapes created for above backups were sent offsite.
Evidence to verify AFC and WPP data archive backup processes were performed.
a) Remedy service requests from archive cycles performed during the period.
b) Archive backup logs from archive cycles performed during the period.
c) Veritas backup logs for the same.
d) Evidence current plus three months AFC data is stored on the EMS and previous 13
months AFC data is stored on the online file server.
Evidence to verify AFC and WPP archive restoration processes were performed.
a) Veritas logs from the restoration testing of archive cycles performed during the
period.
b) Evidence additional disk space is in place.
Evidence of checksum comparison to ensure backup process produced no discrepancies.
Evidence that the daily verification of Open Access Same Time Information System
(“OASIS”) Automation process logs was performed for the dates 8/2/2009, 8/6/2009,
8/28/2009, 9/7/2009, and 9/26/2009. *Note – As of 9/28/2009 this process is now hosted by
OATI; Entergy staff are no longer involved in the daily verification of OASIS Automation
process logs.
Evidence of action taken to resolve the issue of AFC data reaching end of life (5 year
retention) but collocated on backup archive tapes with High Data Rate (“HDR”) data that has
25 year retention.
Root cause analysis of the August 5, 2009 FERC filing.

Of the listed information, evidence for the following was not available for review: daily incremental backup
logs and restoration testing logs for August 11, 2009 and AFC and WPP archive backup and restoration
processes.
Summary of Procedures, Findings and Recommendations
Finding: EMS weekly full and daily incremental backup and restoration processes were inspected for the
sampled dates. With the exception of one day, the inspection of backup and restoration logs confirmed
that the data files were being properly backed up and test restored. In relation to the exception noted, the
ICT found that the daily incremental backup was not performed on Tuesday, August 11, 2009. Daily
incremental backups are scheduled to automatically run Tuesday through Friday at any time during a 3
hour window from 2 – 5 a. m. The incremental backup failure occurred because a failed weekly backup,
scheduled for August 7, 2009 failed to run because the scheduled window closed while the job was
waiting in the queue; this failure was caused by either a tape/hardware malfunction or system load at the
time. The weekly full backup for August 7, 2009 was manually started the following Monday on August
10, 2009 and completed on August 11, 2009. However, the incremental backup for August 11, 2009 did
not run because the full backup was still running during the incremental start window; the incremental
window closed prior to the weekly full backup completing. Only one backup can run at a time and once
the window is missed, the backup has failed. This backup failure was unseen until discovered during the
assessment because the incremental backup verification step was not performed as required by
Entergy’s “EMS System Management; TSEMS AFC Backup Verification Procedure”. Entergy will
complete a noncompliance report as required in Appendix A of the abovementioned procedure.
Examination of the IVS transmittal documentation and an examination of the restoration testing logs
confirmed that the second (offsite) copies of the backup tapes were properly sent offsite for storage.
Recommendation: The ICT recommends Entergy create formal daily checklists related to the
performance of backups which require sign-off to ensure critical process steps are not omitted.
Action Item: The ICT will follow up to ensure the noncompliance report has been completed.

137 of 161

Finding: Due to current workload and resource constraints, Entergy continues to be behind in AFC and
WPP data archive and restoration backup processes, though all data is stored on disk. The AFC and
WPP data archive backup process was not performed due to insufficient tape capacity. Because the
archive backup process was not performed, the restoration backup processes were not performed for the
period. As of December 16, 2009 archive and restoration backups were performed through July 2009.
An inspection of the July 2009 archive backup and restoration logs confirmed that the AFC data files were
being properly backed up to archive and test restored. An examination of the checksum process logs
determined that all files archived for the month of July 2009 were successfully transferred from the
Energy Management System (“EMS”) to online file storage.
The archive process is completed in a two phased process facilitated and documented in Remedy, a third
party application utilized to track incident response. The first phase involves a corporate external review
and archive-to-tape process. The second phase, created three months later, seeks deletion approval and
then deletes the archived files from disk to compete the archive process. Both phases are documented in
Remedy in two separate incident tickets. The ICT reviewed the July 2009 Remedy incident ticket and
found the corporate external review and archive-to-tape process to be complete. The second Remedy
incident ticket to obtain deletion approval and actually delete the archive was not complete as of the
assessment date.
Entergy is currently developing a gap plan in an effort to become and remain current on AFC and WPP
data archive backup and restoration processes. A gap, as defined by Entergy, is a large population of
records that cannot be resolved/maintained within the timing of Annual Records Maintenance (10/31), or
due to budget constraints. The gap plan to copy data to tapes for archiving will be implemented in
January 2010 to remediate;
• EMS alarm logs data from July 2009 to current.
• Historic transmission system data capture by the EMS and Stored in a program named HDR
which includes required data for NERC Reliability Coordination (“RC”) standards – frequency,
Area Control Error (“ACE”), extended ACE, and scheduled and Actual RC change which is kept
on a two (2) second basis from July to current.
• EMS based power flow models and data inputs used to calculate AFC values for the operating
and planning horizons from June to current.
• AFC related data that is posted on OAISIS and used to explain the reasons for service denials.
Includes participation factor and response factor data, the “Big File”, “Master List of Flowgates”,
and sink definitions from March to current.
Until this plan is implemented, Entergy has suspended performance of the archive and removal
processes.
Recommendation: Current staffing appears to be overloaded given workload required from various
other projects such as CIP and Host Plan projects. Entergy should provide more resources to the team
responsible for the maintenance of this critical data and make a concerted effort to become current.
Action Item: The ICT will follow up to ensure the gap plan is complete and in place to ensure Entergy
does not continue to fall behind on data backups. Review progress periodically.
The ICT examination of the OASIS Automation log verification process confirmed that Entergy is properly
verifying the presence of the OASIS Automation process log files.
Follow-up Reviews of Findings Noted During Previous Assessments
Additional Disk Space
The ICT previously found that on occasion, the restoration testing would suspend due to lack of available
disk space. The suspension was being detected properly by the Entergy staff who then freed up space
and manually resumed the job. During the August 2008 assessment, the ICT recommended
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configuration of additional disk space on the restoration test environment. As of this assessment date,
the additional disk space has been installed.
HDR/AFC end-of-life
Entergy acknowledged during the November 2008 assessment that certain AFC data is reaching end-oflife (older than five years) and no longer needs to be retained. This data resides on archive tapes that
also contain HDR data for the same time period with a 25 year retention schedule. Entergy is currently
finalizing processes to resolve this issue and permit the end-of-life data to be expunged. The archived
data will likely be reloaded to temporary space and then just the HDR data re-archived. Entergy is also
evaluating options for separating the AFC and HDR archive data going forward.
Action Item: The ICT will continue to follow-up to ensure processes are complete and in place to
adequately address this issue in a timely manner.
Network Operations Manager
During the August 2008 assessment, the ICT recommended that Entergy use the Network Operations
Manager software currently being rolled out to track media errors as well as alert support staff in real time
when an error occurs. As part of the assessment, the ICT confirmed that tape errors were being tracked
as recommended using a combination of Remedy and an Excel spreadsheet. No tapes experienced
multiple failures during the review period, thus no tapes were removed from the library. The ICT was also
advised that the Network Operations Manager software was still pending installation due to higher priority
tasks and is expected to be installed by the end of 2010. In the interim, the migration to Veritas Version 6
provides e-mail notifications of problems encountered during the backup process, resolving the
immediate need for the Network Operations Manager software. This migration should be complete within
the first quarter of 2010.
Recommendation: Complete the Veritas Version 6 upgrade. Complete the installation of the Network
Operations Manager software and use it to track media errors as well as alert support staff in real time
when an error occurs, as originally recommended in August 2008. The ICT recognizes that installing the
Network Operations Manager software is lower in priority than other time-critical tasks and recommends
the task be completed as soon as practical.
FERC Filings
Filings made by Entergy to FERC since the August 2009 assessment was discussed in some depth.
August 5, 2009 filing: One issue was reported:
AFC Data File Inputs
On July 22, 2009, Entergy discovered that certain resyncs of RFCALC used incomplete input data.
Certain files are routinely copied from the primary EMS servers, typically at the System Operations Center
(SOC), in Pine Bluff, to the secondary EMS servers typically at the Backup SOC (Backup), in West
Monroe, to maintain operational readiness. This function is transferable between both center locations, so
that when the Pine Bluff center is the primary center, data files are copied to the Backup Center, and vice
versa when the West Monroe site is active as the primary center.
On July 21, a copy function erroneously started to copy these files from the secondary EMS servers to
the primary EMS servers while simultaneously attempting to copy the same files from the primary EMS
servers to the secondary EMS servers. This appears to have resulted in corruption of some of the files
utilized by RFCALC to calculate AFC. In particular, RFCALC intermittently utilized incomplete Unit
Commitment, Load Forecast and Outage data to resync the Operating and Planning Horizons on July 21
and July 22, 2009. Use of these corrupted files affected RFCALC resyncs for the Operating Horizon from
6:20 PM until 7:20 PM on July 21 and from 9:20 PM to 4:20 AM on July 22. However, the Planning
Horizon was only affected from 1:40 AM on July 21 to 4:40 AM on July 22. A temporary work around was
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implemented at approximately 3:30 AM on July 22 with normal operations commencing by 10:10 AM that
day.
Entergy has stated that this was due to human error and a software fix will be implemented to prevent this
in the future.
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Attachment A: Advanced Request List (August 1 – October 31)
1. Current policy and procedure documents specific to:
a. Electronic data backup, including verification of backup process completion, media
rotation, media handling, identification of tape contents, and handling failures of the
process.
b. Electronic data restoration, including periodic restoration testing of the backup media
and handling failures of the process, and ensuring obsolete data is promptly deleted from
the restoration test server.
c. Restoring archived AFC data, including ensuring archived AFC data can be restored
from backup media following a technology (hardware of software) upgrade.
d. Data retention, specifically any data whose retention is required by FERC including AFC
data and its deriving components.
e. Backup media storage, including storage environments, offsite storage, media
inventory, media tracking, and disposition of media upon end of life.
f. Removal of OASIS posting data older than three months is promptly deleted from the
ET.Com website to prevent OASIS posting failures due to insufficient disk space.
g. Requests for AFC data, specifically responding to requests for AFC data.
2. Weekly EMS FULL and Daily INCREMENTAL backup processes.
a. Evidence showing frequency of scheduled backups; documentation from backup
management software displaying frequency of back up jobs; backup schedule/backup
reports.
b. System generated list of all full and incremental backups performed during the period.
3. AFC and WPP data archive backup processes
a. Evidence showing frequency of scheduled backups; documentation from backup
management software displaying frequency of back up jobs; backup schedule/backup
reports.
b. List of all Remedy service requests related to AFC and WPP data archive/removal for the
period.
c. System generated list of AFC and WPP archive backups performed during the period.
d. Evidence of any action taken to resolve the issue of AFC data reaching end of life (5 year
retention) but collocated on backup archive tapes with HDR data that has 25-year
retention. If this is still an open issue please provide explanation of what the remediation
plan is; what options have been evaluated for separating the AFC and HDR archive data
going forward (how will this be fixed going forward)?
4. AFC and WPP archive restoration process
a. Veritas logs for the restoration to TSDSEMSA.
b. Evidence that the restored file checksums were compared against the backup list
checksums.
c. Evidence that obsolete data was deleted in a timely manner from the restoration test
server.
d. Evidence that additional disk space has been added on the restoration environment. If
this has not yet been completed please provide explanation of why and when you expect
to have this complete.
5. Backup process tape errors
a. A list of problems encountered (errors) during the backup process for the period August 1
– October 31.
6. IVS transmittals for the full and incremental tapes created above.
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7.

8.

9.

10.
11.

a. Transmittal documentation from both IVS and Entergy to substantiate that the tapes
created above were sent to offsite storage.
Evidence of current plus three months AFC data are stored on the TSEMS systems (Energy
Management System (EMS).
a. (Tsems_hdr_afc) In backing up AFC data from EMS and transferring to file server
how do you verify that all of the data from the month has been moved from the test
restoration folder to the AFC archive folder?
Evidence minimum of 13 months AFC data (current plus previous 12 months) are stored on the
TSDSEMS systems (the online file server). If current plus previous 12 months data are not stored on
the TSDSEMS systems please provide explanation of why and when you expect to be current.
Evidence the daily verification of OASIS Automation process logs was performed for the period
through OATI taking over. Please explain any known discrepancies in the log. Specific sample
dates will be provided during WebEx.
Spreadsheet used to track tape errors for the period.
Root cause analysis of the August FERC filing.
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AFC and WPP Data Backup
•

Quarterly Assessment was performed 12/16/2009 for the period
A
August
through
h
h October
O b 2009
•

Originally scheduled for mid November, but delayed due to
Entergy’s FERC Audit

•

Sampled evidence of the full and incremental backup
processes

•

Sampled evidence of the test restoration process

•

Sampled the OASIS Automation log check evidence (Note: As
of 9/28/09 this process is hosted by OATI. Entergy staff are no
longer involved in the daily verification of the OASIS
Automation process logs)

•

Sampled the AFC and WPP archive backup and restoration
processes
SPP.org

2
144 of 161

AFC and WPP-AFC Data Backup

• Findings
•

Entergy continues to be behind on the archiving and restoration
backup process. July 2009 was the last month to be archived. Entergy
is developing a gap plan to become and remain current in the backup
process.

• One notable exception was found:
•

Evidence of the August 11th daily incremental backup logs and restoration
testing logs were not available. The August 11th incremental backup did not
occur as scheduled
h d l d due
d to
t a manuall full
f ll b
backup
k process that
th t was running
i
during the incremental backup window. ICT recommends a formal daily
checklist related to the performance of the backup process
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AFC and WPP-AFC Data Backup
•

Two carryover issues:
•

Recommendation to implement Network
Operations Manager (NOM) not completed

•

08/2008: ICT recommended the use of NOM to track media errors as well as alert staff in real
time when an error occurs.

•

NOM is still pending installation and is expected to be in place by EOY 2010.
2010

•

In the interim, Entergy will upgrade to Veritas Version 6 within Q1 of 2010. This software will
be able to notify staff of real time errors during the backup process.

•

Entergy has installed the additional disk space
required for restoration testing

SPP.org
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FERC Filings

• August
A
t5
5, 2009
2009: AFC D
Data
t Fil
File IInputs
t
•

On July 22, 2009, Entergy discovered that an erroneous
copy function had corrupted RFCALC input data.

•

Entergy implemented a manual workaround and
resolved the issue on the same day the error was
discovered.

•

Entergy
gy is working
g on a software revision to p
prevent
this in the future

SPP.org
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Questions?
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Tim Phillips
Chair, Entergy User Group
501-614-3562
tphillips@spp.org
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ICT WPP Report
Stakeholder Policy Committee Meeting
January 20, 2010
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WPP Quarterly Report
•

The ICT filed the third WPP Quarterly Report with FERC
on December 15, 2009 for the period September
through November 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”
baseline study of cost savings from Entergy
Entergy’s
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 (cont.)
•

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 they often do not account
for variations from one period to the next.

•

The ICT believes
Th
b li
that
th t metrics
t i tied
ti d directly
di
tl to
t the
th data
d t
inputs and results of the WPP model are the most valid
for estimating cost savings and other WPP benefits.
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WPP Quarterly Report (cont.)
•

Third q
quarter estimated savings
g were approximately
pp
y
$950K, total estimated savings approximately $10.5
million.

•

Decreased number of p
participating
p
g generators,
g
thirdparty supplier offers submitted and accepted, and
amount of energy forecasted to be purchased through
the WPP.

•

The ICT attributed the reduction in the level of accepted
third-party supplier offers and savings to extremely low
loads and fuel prices.

•

The report acknowledges modest WPP benefits despite
extreme conditions experienced during the quarter.

SPP.org
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WPP Quarterly Report (cont.)
•

SPP reported that a permanent software fix had been
implemented for the potential weakness in the WPP
logic that was reported in the last quarterly report.

•

As a result
result, the interim process implemented to address
the potential WPP logic issue has been discontinued.

•

Entergy committed to perform more analysis before
making a determination as to whether disclosing more
details of the WPP logic weakness would adversely
impact the process.

SPP.org
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WPP Quarterly Report (cont.)
•

SPP reported a miscalculation of the hourly flexibility
requirement beginning the WPP Operating Week of
June 20, 2009.

•

The miscalculation resulted in the hourly flexibility
requirement being set 600MWs higher than intended.

•

The issue was resolved beginning the WPP Operating
Week of October 10,
10 2009.
2009

SPP.org
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Inclusion of Off-Peak Offers in the WPP
•

During pre-WPP testing offers were simulated with
24 hour availability (i.e.,
24-hour
(i e both on-peak
on peak and off-peak
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 agreed to conduct more testing around the
concept of expanding the on-peak offer period.

SPP.org
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Inclusion of Off-Peak Offers in the WPP
(cont.)
•

The ICT has
Th
h conducted
d t d severall tests
t t on-peak
k offer
ff
period expanded from hours ending 7-22 to hours
ending 6-23.

•

The ICT reported that preliminary test results were
inconclusive, but more testing would be done over a
more diverse set of load shapes and system
conditions.
conditions

•

The results of this analysis will be presented to the
WPPIWG once completed.

SPP.org
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AGC/Operating Reserves Process
•

Currently
y third-party
p y suppliers
pp
with AGC/Operating
p
g
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 third-party
p y supplier
pp
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.

SPP.org
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AGC/Operating Reserves Process
•

After developing
p g and evaluating
g several proposals,
p p
,
Entergy and the ICT were unable to adopt a proposal
that would be an improvement over the existing
process.

•

The failed AGC/Operating Reserves proposals
developed and evaluated by Entergy and the ICT were
presented to the WPPIWG.
p

•

Entergy and the ICT have solicited new proposals from
stakeholders based on this information.

SPP.org
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Antoine Lucas
Manager, WPP
501-614-3382
alucas@spp.org
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Attachment 3

Entergy and SPP Response to October 6, 2009
Stakeholder Policy Committee Recommendation
Adopting the “Proposal for the Development of the Transmission Request Advocacy
Assistance and Coordination (TRAAC) Function”

(February 3, 2010)
The Operational Efficiency Task Force (“OETF”) was originally formed in 2007 to
address seams issues between Entergy and the Southwest Power Pool (“SPP”) Regional
Transmission Organization, including inconsistent load flow models, lack of synchronism in
study and reservation procedures, identifying generation re-dispatch alternatives and unnecessary
transactional costs for customers. 1 The OETF was eventually suspended until the Stakeholder
Policy Committee ("SPC") approved an action item on April 23, 2009, to authorize the OETF to
address a “one stop shopping” proposal that had arisen in the context of current Entergy and SPP
seams agreement negotiations. The OETF reconvened meetings on July 2, 2009, meeting
regularly to develop a formal written proposal for the “one stop shopping” initiative, which,
ultimately was developed using a phased approach. Specifically, the OETF proposed
implementation of “one stop shopping” in two phases. Phase 1 would create a new function to
assist customers that transact across the Entergy/SPP seam. Phase 2 would incorporate
systematic changes in both the SPP and Entergy tariffs, processes, and software that would allow
customers to make a single transmission service request (“TSR”) and receive a single answer for
transmission requests that crossed the Entergy/SPP border.
Consistent with the proposed Phase 1 of the OETF’s approach, the “Proposal for the
Development of the Transmission Request Advocacy and Assistance Coordination (“TRAAC”)
Function” (“TRAAC Phase 1 Proposal”) was developed by the OETF and approved for
recommendation to the SPC on September 18, 2009 [See OETF Recommendation to the ICT
Stakeholder Policy Committee (issued September 18, 2009)] for the purpose of facilitating “an
agreement between SPP and Entergy that authorizes the creation of an independent, customerfocused TRAAC function to enhance the ability of both SPP and Entergy stakeholders to
understand the process for requesting transmission service on each party’s system and to track
any such requests.” See TRAAC Phase 1 Proposal at 1. The SPC held an emergency conference
call to consider the TRAAC Phase 1 Proposal on October 6, 2009, approving a motion to adopt
the TRAAC Phase 1 Proposal. In accordance with the Independent Coordinator of Transmission
(“ICT”) procedures for acting on SPC motions, Entergy is hereby providing a response to the
TRAAC Phase 1 Proposal, which describes Phase 1 of the TRAAC function. In addition, SPP is
joining in this response due to the nature of the TRAAC Phase 1 Proposal and its potential
impact on each organization.
As explained below, Entergy and SPP believe that additional discussion and development
of the TRAAC Phase 1 Proposal is needed before a full analysis of the potential impact on each
organization can be performed and a definitive response provided by both Entergy and SPP. To
facilitate the development of the TRAAC Phase 1 Proposal such that it can be fully analyzed,
1

Stakeholder Policy Committee – Operating Efficiency Task Force; Entergy – SPP Seams Issues, draft 04-05-2007
(04/16/2007) (http://www.spp.org/publications/Operating%20inefficiencies.pdf).
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Entergy and SPP submit this request for additional information regarding the TRAAC Phase 1
Proposal as adopted by the SPC:
1. SPP and Entergy ask the SPC to supplement or modify the current TRAAC Phase 1
Proposal with additional information or proposals regarding
a. The proposed organizational structure of the TRAAC function as described in the
TRAAC Phase 1 Proposal (including staffing, required funding, and an example
of use);
b. The scope of authority granted to the TRAAC function;
c. Any new business practices or procedures that would be necessary for
implementation of the TRAAC function (including the potential impact on
existing business practices or procedures for both Entergy, the ICT, and SPP); and
d. Any limitations that are to be placed on the TRAAC function in performing its
role.
2. The TRAAC Phase 1 Proposal appears to offer assistance and benefits analogous to those
that would be received from a third-party consultant to a specific subset of Entergy and
SPP transmission customers (“TCs”). Limiting the offer of assistance and benefits in this
manner raises issues regarding compliance with the non-discrimination principles of the
Open Access Transmission Tariff (“OATT”) and the recoverability of funds expended in
support of the Phase 1 of the TRAAC function. Accordingly, SPP and Entergy ask the
SPC to consider the following:
a. How does the TRAAC Phase 1 Proposal consider these potential issues and the
possibility that the TRAAC function (or something comparable) could be required
across all Entergy and/or SPP seams to mitigate discrimination claims?
i. An analysis of the potential for preferential treatment of SPP/Entergy
customers over internal SPP/Entergy customers or SPP/Entergy customers
whose TSRs cross another SPP or Entergy seam as a result of the
availability of the TRAAC function and its potential benefits should be
provided along with the Recommendation.
ii. An analysis of the feasibility and cost of implementation of the TRAAC
function to all SPP and Entergy customers is requested to ensure that the
recommendation is appropriately evaluated.
b. Does the TRAAC Phase 1 Proposal consider the impact of these potential issues
on the recoverability of funds expended?
i. A funding analysis is requested of Phase 1 of the TRAAC function. The
potential for comparability issues to impact recovery of funds expended on
implementation of the TRAAC Phase 1 Proposal should be considered in
the above-requested funding analysis.
3. As there exists potential for additional modifications to Entergy’s TSR processes because
of the assessment of the current ICT arrangement, which terminates in November of
2010, SPP and Entergy request the SPC to identify if there are any changes to current
SPP, Entergy, or ICT processes that will be required to implement the TRAAC Phase 1
Proposal. More specifically, the development of these competing initiatives would likely
occur over the same or successive time periods, necessitating serial revisions to the
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Entergy, ICT, and SPP TSR processes. Such revisions to address simultaneous or
successive initiatives and the continual state of flux into which such would cast the
Entergy and SPP TSR processes will likely hinder (not facilitate) the ability of TCs to
receive service. The identification of potential modifications to current SPP or Entergy
processes should consider the potential for such competing modifications.
In addition, Entergy and SPP have identified issues and initiatives that may affect the
implementation of the OETF’s proposed Phase 2 of the “one stop shopping” initiative. Entergy
and SPP request that the SPC give consideration to the current effort of the Entergy Regional
State Committee to assess the following issues and initiatives relative to the expectations and
development of Phase 2 of the TRAAC function and the overall “one stop shopping” initiative
being considered for inclusion in the modification of the ICT function:
1. The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) issued an action item to the North
American Energy Standards Board (“NAESB”) regarding the coordination of TSRs
across multiple systems. Specifically, in Order No. 890 (“Order 890”) and its progeny,
FERC required NAESB to develop standards and business practices to ensure that TSRs
that cross multiple transmission systems are coordinated. It is unclear to Entergy and
SPP if these requirements will be considered in the development and/or implementation
of Phase 2 of the TRAAC function. Ultimately, Entergy and SPP will be required to
coordinate TSRs across all systems impacted – not just SPP and Entergy – in various
areas (from the request on OASIS through the commencement of service) including the
queuing of TSRs, the processes for evaluating and responding to such TSRs, and the
tendering of transmission service agreements. Therefore, we request that the SPC
consider the potential impact of these prospective standards, which are much broader in
scope than coordination between SPP and Entergy, on Phase 2 of the TRAAC function,
its implementation, and its potential benefits.
2. It appears that Phase 2 of the TRAAC function will involve regulatory approvals as well
as additional OATT and process modifications for both Entergy and SPP. It is important
to note that these approvals and modifications would be required prior to implementation
of the any Phase 2 functionality of the TRAAC function. When the potential for delays
to the implementation of Phase 2 of the TRAAC function due to the need for regulatory
approvals and OATT modifications are considered, it is clear that the timing of the
implementation of the Phase 2 of the TRAAC function will likely coincide with or occur
in close proximity to the implementation of seams agreement processes for Entergy and
SPP and the potential modification of the ICT arrangement. The OATT and process
modifications for implementation of the Phase 2 of the TRAAC function are different
from those contemplated for the seams agreement and the potential modification of the
ICT arrangement.
Potential modifications to the ICT arrangement are being vetted through the Entergy
Regional State Committee and the scope of these modifications has not yet been
determined. However, Entergy and SPP have been engaged in several months of
negotiations, analyses, and development of processes necessary to execute and implement
a comprehensive seams agreement as encouraged by the FERC in its September 22, 2006
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Order and the Arkansas Public Service Commission in its Order No. 15 issued August 18,
2009. Entergy and SPP have not included the “one stop shopping” initiative in these
seams agreement discussions at this time. Finally, it is important to note that SPP is
currently analyzing its aggregate study process to streamline and enhance the efficiency
of the SPP planning process. Thus, we request that the SPC include a proposed timeline
for the implementation of Phase 2 of the TRAAC function, taking into account all
prefatory actions such as potential OATT filings and concurrent initiatives as described
above.
3. In addition to the assistance and benefits of the current TRAAC Phase 1 Proposal as
described above, Phase 2 of the TRAAC function appears to offer additional, operational
enhancements to a specific subset of Entergy and SPP TCs. Limiting these benefits and
enhancements in this manner raises additional issues regarding compliance with the nondiscrimination principles of the OATT and the recoverability of funds expended in
support of the Phase 2 of the TRAAC function. A funding analysis of the
implementation of Phase 2 of the TRAAC function is requested. The potential for
comparability issues to impact recovery of funds expended on implementation of both
phases of the TRAAC function should be considered in the above-requested funding
analysis.
Conclusion
In summary, Entergy and SPP cannot provide official positions on the TRAAC Phase 1
Proposal to the SPC until the above questions and issues have been addressed and the additional
information necessary for evaluation of the TRAAC Phase 1 Proposal is received. SPP and
Entergy recommend that a joint meeting of Entergy and SPP stakeholders be arranged to:
1. Clarify stakeholder expectations for the TRAAC Phase 1 Proposal;
2. Discuss the aforementioned issues, complications, and initiatives and their impact on the
current TRAAC Phase 1 Proposal and Phase 2 of the TRAAC function, the entire “one
stop shopping” initiative, including the efforts of the Entergy Regional State Committee;
and
3. Discuss the provision or response of the OETF regarding the above requested
information.
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Attachment 5

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”)
INDEPENDENT COORDINATOR OF TRANSMISSION (“ICT”) FOR ENTERGY
THIRD QUARTER 2009 ASSESSMENT
Report to the Entergy Users Group
December 16, 2009

Background
The ICT conducts a quarterly assessment of the Entergy Available Flowgate Capability (“AFC”) data
retention processes. The most recent assessment was performed on December 16, 2009. Conducting
the assessment on behalf of the ICT:
Joe Codemo, SPP IT Risk Mitigation Coordinator
Tim Phillips, Chair of the Entergy Users Group
Erin Jester, SPP Process Integrity and Internal Audit
Representing Entergy:
Tim Angel, Supervisor, System Hardware Support
David Stacks, Sr. Associate System Analyst, System Management
Adam Tucker, Sr. Associate System Analyst, System Management
Connie Wells, Sr. Staff Analyst, Transmission Compliance (on telephone)
Ryan Plaisance, Supervisor of Market Systems Support (on telephone)

Assessment
The ICT examined the regular AFC and Weekly Procurement Process (WPP) data retention processes
and investigated the FERC Lost, Inaccurate or Mishandled submissions submitted since the last
assessment. The ICT also reviewed the pending recommendations and issues from the August 2009
assessment. A discussion of the assessment follows:
AFC and WPP-AFC Data Retention Process
The ICT performed a random sampling of compliance with key process controls to provide reasonable
assurance that the AFC and WPP-AFC data retention processes will prevent data loss. On November
12, 2009 the ICT requested Entergy make certain information available in advance of the scheduled
assessment for inspection and sample selection; this advance request list (“ARL”) is included as
Attachment A of this report. Other than the spreadsheet used to track tape errors and process
documentation, Entergy was unable to provide the requested information in advance. However, during
the December 16 on-site assessment, Entergy explained that this was due to an ongoing, unrelated
FERC audit and continued resource constraints.
Upon arrival onsite, December 16, 2009, the ICT requested Entergy make the following available for
inspection:
1. Evidence to verify EMS full and incremental backup processes were performed.
a) Weekly full image backup logs for the dates 8/8 – 8/9/2009, 8/29 – 8/30/2009, and
10/24 – 10/25/2009.
b) Daily incremental backup logs for the dates 8/11/2009, 9/16/2009, and 10/20/2009.
c) Logs from the restoration testing of the above full and incremental backups.

2.

3.

4.
5.

6.
7.

d) Transmittal documentation from both Information Vaulting Service (“IVS”) and
Entergy to substantiate tapes created for above backups were sent offsite.
Evidence to verify AFC and WPP data archive backup processes were performed.
a) Remedy service requests from archive cycles performed during the period.
b) Archive backup logs from archive cycles performed during the period.
c) Veritas backup logs for the same.
d) Evidence current plus three months AFC data is stored on the EMS and previous 13
months AFC data is stored on the online file server.
Evidence to verify AFC and WPP archive restoration processes were performed.
a) Veritas logs from the restoration testing of archive cycles performed during the
period.
b) Evidence additional disk space is in place.
Evidence of checksum comparison to ensure backup process produced no discrepancies.
Evidence that the daily verification of Open Access Same Time Information System
(“OASIS”) Automation process logs was performed for the dates 8/2/2009, 8/6/2009,
8/28/2009, 9/7/2009, and 9/26/2009. *Note – As of 9/28/2009 this process is now hosted by
OATI; Entergy staff are no longer involved in the daily verification of OASIS Automation
process logs.
Evidence of action taken to resolve the issue of AFC data reaching end of life (5 year
retention) but collocated on backup archive tapes with High Data Rate (“HDR”) data that has
25 year retention.
Root cause analysis of the August 5, 2009 FERC filing.

Of the listed information, evidence for the following was not available for review: daily incremental backup
logs and restoration testing logs for August 11, 2009 and AFC and WPP archive backup and restoration
processes.
Summary of Procedures, Findings and Recommendations
Finding: EMS weekly full and daily incremental backup and restoration processes were inspected for the
sampled dates. With the exception of one day, the inspection of backup and restoration logs confirmed
that the data files were being properly backed up and test restored. In relation to the exception noted, the
ICT found that the daily incremental backup was not performed on Tuesday, August 11, 2009. Daily
incremental backups are scheduled to automatically run Tuesday through Friday at any time during a 3
hour window from 2 – 5 a. m. The incremental backup failure occurred because a failed weekly backup,
scheduled for August 7, 2009 failed to run because the scheduled window closed while the job was
waiting in the queue; this failure was caused by either a tape/hardware malfunction or system load at the
time. The weekly full backup for August 7, 2009 was manually started the following Monday on August
10, 2009 and completed on August 11, 2009. However, the incremental backup for August 11, 2009 did
not run because the full backup was still running during the incremental start window; the incremental
window closed prior to the weekly full backup completing. Only one backup can run at a time and once
the window is missed, the backup has failed. This backup failure was unseen until discovered during the
assessment because the incremental backup verification step was not performed as required by
Entergy’s “EMS System Management; TSEMS AFC Backup Verification Procedure”. Entergy will
complete a noncompliance report as required in Appendix A of the abovementioned procedure.
Examination of the IVS transmittal documentation and an examination of the restoration testing logs
confirmed that the second (offsite) copies of the backup tapes were properly sent offsite for storage.
Recommendation: The ICT recommends Entergy create formal daily checklists related to the
performance of backups which require sign-off to ensure critical process steps are not omitted.
Action Item: The ICT will follow up to ensure the noncompliance report has been completed.

Finding: Due to current workload and resource constraints, Entergy continues to be behind in AFC and
WPP data archive and restoration backup processes, though all data is stored on disk. The AFC and
WPP data archive backup process was not performed due to insufficient tape capacity. Because the
archive backup process was not performed, the restoration backup processes were not performed for the
period. As of December 16, 2009 archive and restoration backups were performed through July 2009.
An inspection of the July 2009 archive backup and restoration logs confirmed that the AFC data files were
being properly backed up to archive and test restored. An examination of the checksum process logs
determined that all files archived for the month of July 2009 were successfully transferred from the
Energy Management System (“EMS”) to online file storage.
The archive process is completed in a two phased process facilitated and documented in Remedy, a third
party application utilized to track incident response. The first phase involves a corporate external review
and archive-to-tape process. The second phase, created three months later, seeks deletion approval and
then deletes the archived files from disk to compete the archive process. Both phases are documented in
Remedy in two separate incident tickets. The ICT reviewed the July 2009 Remedy incident ticket and
found the corporate external review and archive-to-tape process to be complete. The second Remedy
incident ticket to obtain deletion approval and actually delete the archive was not complete as of the
assessment date.
Entergy is currently developing a gap plan in an effort to become and remain current on AFC and WPP
data archive backup and restoration processes. A gap, as defined by Entergy, is a large population of
records that cannot be resolved/maintained within the timing of Annual Records Maintenance (10/31), or
due to budget constraints. The gap plan to copy data to tapes for archiving will be implemented in
January 2010 to remediate;
 EMS alarm logs data from July 2009 to current.
 Historic transmission system data capture by the EMS and Stored in a program named HDR
which includes required data for NERC Reliability Coordination (“RC”) standards – frequency,
Area Control Error (“ACE”), extended ACE, and scheduled and Actual RC change which is kept
on a two (2) second basis from July to current.
 EMS based power flow models and data inputs used to calculate AFC values for the operating
and planning horizons from June to current.
 AFC related data that is posted on OAISIS and used to explain the reasons for service denials.
Includes participation factor and response factor data, the “Big File”, “Master List of Flowgates”,
and sink definitions from March to current.
Until this plan is implemented, Entergy has suspended performance of the archive and removal
processes.
Recommendation: Current staffing appears to be overloaded given workload required from various
other projects such as CIP and Host Plan projects. Entergy should provide more resources to the team
responsible for the maintenance of this critical data and make a concerted effort to become current.
Action Item: The ICT will follow up to ensure the gap plan is complete and in place to ensure Entergy
does not continue to fall behind on data backups. Review progress periodically.
The ICT examination of the OASIS Automation log verification process confirmed that Entergy is properly
verifying the presence of the OASIS Automation process log files.
Follow-up Reviews of Findings Noted During Previous Assessments
Additional Disk Space
The ICT previously found that on occasion, the restoration testing would suspend due to lack of available
disk space. The suspension was being detected properly by the Entergy staff who then freed up space
and manually resumed the job. During the August 2008 assessment, the ICT recommended

configuration of additional disk space on the restoration test environment. As of this assessment date,
the additional disk space has been installed.
HDR/AFC end-of-life
Entergy acknowledged during the November 2008 assessment that certain AFC data is reaching end-oflife (older than five years) and no longer needs to be retained. This data resides on archive tapes that
also contain HDR data for the same time period with a 25 year retention schedule. Entergy is currently
finalizing processes to resolve this issue and permit the end-of-life data to be expunged. The archived
data will likely be reloaded to temporary space and then just the HDR data re-archived. Entergy is also
evaluating options for separating the AFC and HDR archive data going forward.
Action Item: The ICT will continue to follow-up to ensure processes are complete and in place to
adequately address this issue in a timely manner.
Network Operations Manager
During the August 2008 assessment, the ICT recommended that Entergy use the Network Operations
Manager software currently being rolled out to track media errors as well as alert support staff in real time
when an error occurs. As part of the assessment, the ICT confirmed that tape errors were being tracked
as recommended using a combination of Remedy and an Excel spreadsheet. No tapes experienced
multiple failures during the review period, thus no tapes were removed from the library. The ICT was also
advised that the Network Operations Manager software was still pending installation due to higher priority
tasks and is expected to be installed by the end of 2010. In the interim, the migration to Veritas Version 6
provides e-mail notifications of problems encountered during the backup process, resolving the
immediate need for the Network Operations Manager software. This migration should be complete within
the first quarter of 2010.
Recommendation: Complete the Veritas Version 6 upgrade. Complete the installation of the Network
Operations Manager software and use it to track media errors as well as alert support staff in real time
when an error occurs, as originally recommended in August 2008. The ICT recognizes that installing the
Network Operations Manager software is lower in priority than other time-critical tasks and recommends
the task be completed as soon as practical.
FERC Filings
Filings made by Entergy to FERC since the August 2009 assessment was discussed in some depth.
August 5, 2009 filing: One issue was reported:
AFC Data File Inputs
On July 22, 2009, Entergy discovered that certain resyncs of RFCALC used incomplete input data.
Certain files are routinely copied from the primary EMS servers, typically at the System Operations Center
(SOC), in Pine Bluff, to the secondary EMS servers typically at the Backup SOC (Backup), in West
Monroe, to maintain operational readiness. This function is transferable between both center locations, so
that when the Pine Bluff center is the primary center, data files are copied to the Backup Center, and vice
versa when the West Monroe site is active as the primary center.
On July 21, a copy function erroneously started to copy these files from the secondary EMS servers to
the primary EMS servers while simultaneously attempting to copy the same files from the primary EMS
servers to the secondary EMS servers. This appears to have resulted in corruption of some of the files
utilized by RFCALC to calculate AFC. In particular, RFCALC intermittently utilized incomplete Unit
Commitment, Load Forecast and Outage data to resync the Operating and Planning Horizons on July 21
and July 22, 2009. Use of these corrupted files affected RFCALC resyncs for the Operating Horizon from
6:20 PM until 7:20 PM on July 21 and from 9:20 PM to 4:20 AM on July 22. However, the Planning
Horizon was only affected from 1:40 AM on July 21 to 4:40 AM on July 22. A temporary work around was

implemented at approximately 3:30 AM on July 22 with normal operations commencing by 10:10 AM that
day.
Entergy has stated that this was due to human error and a software fix will be implemented to prevent this
in the future.

Attachment A: Advanced Request List (August 1 – October 31)
1. Current policy and procedure documents specific to:
a. Electronic data backup, including verification of backup process completion, media
rotation, media handling, identification of tape contents, and handling failures of the
process.
b. Electronic data restoration, including periodic restoration testing of the backup media
and handling failures of the process, and ensuring obsolete data is promptly deleted from
the restoration test server.
c. Restoring archived AFC data, including ensuring archived AFC data can be restored
from backup media following a technology (hardware of software) upgrade.
d. Data retention, specifically any data whose retention is required by FERC including AFC
data and its deriving components.
e. Backup media storage, including storage environments, offsite storage, media
inventory, media tracking, and disposition of media upon end of life.
f. Removal of OASIS posting data older than three months is promptly deleted from the
ET.Com website to prevent OASIS posting failures due to insufficient disk space.
g. Requests for AFC data, specifically responding to requests for AFC data.
2. Weekly EMS FULL and Daily INCREMENTAL backup processes.
a. Evidence showing frequency of scheduled backups; documentation from backup
management software displaying frequency of back up jobs; backup schedule/backup
reports.
b. System generated list of all full and incremental backups performed during the period.
3. AFC and WPP data archive backup processes
a. Evidence showing frequency of scheduled backups; documentation from backup
management software displaying frequency of back up jobs; backup schedule/backup
reports.
b. List of all Remedy service requests related to AFC and WPP data archive/removal for the
period.
c. System generated list of AFC and WPP archive backups performed during the period.
d. Evidence of any action taken to resolve the issue of AFC data reaching end of life (5 year
retention) but collocated on backup archive tapes with HDR data that has 25-year
retention. If this is still an open issue please provide explanation of what the remediation
plan is; what options have been evaluated for separating the AFC and HDR archive data
going forward (how will this be fixed going forward)?
4. AFC and WPP archive restoration process
a. Veritas logs for the restoration to TSDSEMSA.
b. Evidence that the restored file checksums were compared against the backup list
checksums.
c. Evidence that obsolete data was deleted in a timely manner from the restoration test
server.
d. Evidence that additional disk space has been added on the restoration environment. If
this has not yet been completed please provide explanation of why and when you expect
to have this complete.
5. Backup process tape errors
a. A list of problems encountered (errors) during the backup process for the period August 1
– October 31.

6. IVS transmittals for the full and incremental tapes created above.
a. Transmittal documentation from both IVS and Entergy to substantiate that the tapes
created above were sent to offsite storage.
7. Evidence of current plus three months AFC data are stored on the TSEMS systems (Energy
Management System (EMS).
a. (Tsems_hdr_afc) In backing up AFC data from EMS and transferring to file server
how do you verify that all of the data from the month has been moved from the test
restoration folder to the AFC archive folder?
8. Evidence minimum of 13 months AFC data (current plus previous 12 months) are stored on the
TSDSEMS systems (the online file server). If current plus previous 12 months data are not stored on
the TSDSEMS systems please provide explanation of why and when you expect to be current.
9. Evidence the daily verification of OASIS Automation process logs was performed for the period
through OATI taking over. Please explain any known discrepancies in the log. Specific sample
dates will be provided during WebEx.
10. Spreadsheet used to track tape errors for the period.
11. Root cause analysis of the August FERC filing.

Attachment 6

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”)
INDEPENDENT COORDINATOR OF TRANSMISSION (“ICT”) FOR ENTERGY
FOURTH QUARTER 2009 ASSESSMENT
Report to the Entergy Users Group
March 4, 2010

Background
The ICT conducts a quarterly assessment of the Entergy Available Flowgate Capability (AFC) data
retention processes. The most recent assessment was performed on February 17, 2010. Conducting the
assessment on behalf of the ICT:
Joe Codemo, SPP IT Risk Mitigation Coordinator
Tim Phillips, Chair of the Entergy Users Group
Erin Jester, SPP Process Integrity and Internal Audit
Representing Entergy:
Tim Angel, Supervisor, System Hardware Support
David Stacks, Sr. Associate System Analyst, System Management
Connie Wells, Sr. Staff Analyst, Transmission Compliance
John Hays, Consultant, SAIC

Assessment
The ICT examined the regular AFC and Weekly Procurement Process (WPP) data retention processes
and investigated the FERC Lost, Inaccurate or Mishandled submissions submitted since the last
assessment. The ICT also reviewed the pending recommendations and issues from the December 2009
assessment. A discussion of the assessment follows:
AFC and WPP-AFC Data Retention Process
The ICT performed a random sampling of compliance with key process controls to provide reasonable
assurance that the AFC and WPP-AFC data retention processes will prevent data loss. Upon arrival
onsite February 17, 2010, the ICT requested Entergy make the following available for inspection:
1. Evidence to verify EMS full and incremental backup processes were performed.
a) Weekly full image backup logs for the dates 11/14 – 15/2009, 12/26 – 27/2009, and
1/9 – 10/2010.
b) Daily incremental backup logs for the dates 11/23/2009, 12/29/2009, 01/04/2010.
c) Logs from the restoration testing of the above full and incremental backups.
d) Transmittal documentation from both Information Vaulting Service (“IVS”) and
Entergy to substantiate tapes created for above backups were sent offsite.
2. Evidence to verify AFC and WPP data archive backup and restoration processes were
performed.
a) Remedy service requests from archive cycles performed during November.
b) Archive backup logs from archive cycles performed during November.
c) Veritas backup logs for the same.
d) Veritas logs from the restoration testing of archive cycles performed during the
period.

3.
4.
5.
6.

e) Evidence of checksum comparison to ensure backup process produced no
discrepancies.
f) Evidence of progress made to become up-to-date with data archives according to
gap plan.
Evidence current plus three months AFC data is stored on the EMS and previous 13 months
AFC data is stored on the online file server.
Evidence of tapes removed from the rotation due to errors during the backup process for the
period November 1 – January 31.
Evidence of action taken to resolve the issue of AFC data reaching end of life (5 year
retention) but collocated on backup archive tapes with High Data Rate (“HDR”) data that has
25 year retention.
Root cause analysis of FERC filings for the period.

Upon arrival onsite all information was available except for the November 2009 – January 2010, AFC and
WPP data archive backup and restoration cycles.
EMS Weekly Full and Daily Incremental Backup and Restoration Processes (Item 1)
The EMS weekly full and daily incremental backup and restoration processes were inspected for the
sampled dates. The inspection of backup and restoration logs confirmed that the data files were properly
backed up and test restored. However, the EMS weekly full and daily incremental backup and restoration
processes continue to have occasional run interruptions and extended run times due to the number of
large files to be processed. Entergy believes this issue will be resolved with the installation of Veritas
Version 6 media server hardware. In addition, there are a large number of WPP data files appearing on
the weekly full data archives. Entergy is unsure as to whether or not this data should continue to be
archived through this process.
Examination of the IVS transmittal documentation and an examination of the restoration testing logs
confirmed that all but one of the second (offsite) copies of the backup tapes were properly sent offsite for
storage. Entergy was unable to provide evidence that backup tape 7716, from the 1/12/2010 daily
incremental backup, was properly sent offsite in accordance with Entergy policy and procedure.
Action Items: The ICT will follow-up with Entergy to ensure new hardware is installed to remediate
backup run issues and to determine if WPP data files should continue to be part of the weekly full data
archives. The ICT has requested Entergy provide evidence that tape 7716 was properly stored offsite.
Follow-up on Items Noted During Previous Assessments:
During the December 12, 2009 assessment the ICT found that the August 11, 2009 daily incremental
backup was not performed. This process oversight remained undetected and unreported by Entergy until
the assessment date. The ICT recommended that Entergy create daily checklists related to the
performance of backups that require sign-off to ensure critical process steps are not omitted. As of the
February 17, 2010 assessment Entergy had not implemented this recommendation but informed the ICT
that seven additional resources will be hired to assist in the performance of all data retention processes.
As requested by the ICT, Entergy completed a noncompliance report in accordance with Entergy policy
and procedure to properly document the incident.
AFC and WPP Data Archive Backup and Restoration Processes (Item 2)
Due to current workload and resource constraints, Entergy continues to remain behind in AFC and WPP
data archive and restoration backup processes, though all data is stored on disk. The AFC and WPP data
archive backup process was not performed for the period due to insufficient tape capacity. As a result,

the restoration backup process was also not performed for the period. As of February 17, 2010 archive
and restoration backups were performed through August 2009.
An inspection of the August 2009 archive backup and restoration logs confirmed that the AFC data files
were properly backed up to archive and test restored. An examination of the checksum process logs
determined that all files archived for the month of August 2009 were successfully transferred from the
Energy Management System (“EMS”) to online file storage.
The ICT reviewed the August 2009 Remedy incident ticket and found the corporate external review and
archive-to-tape process to be complete. The second Remedy incident ticket to obtain deletion approval
and delete the archive was not complete as of the assessment date.
Entergy has developed a gap plan in an effort to become and remain current on AFC and WPP data
archive backup and restoration processes. A gap, as defined by Entergy, is a large population of records
that cannot be resolved/maintained within the timing of Annual Records Maintenance (10/31), or due to
budget constraints. The gap plan to copy data to tapes for archiving was implemented in January 2010
and is on schedule to remediate;
 EMS alarm logs data from July 2009 to current.
 Historic transmission system data capture by the EMS and Stored in a program named HDR
which includes required data for NERC Reliability Coordination (“RC”) standards – frequency,
Area Control Error (“ACE”), extended ACE, and scheduled and Actual RC change which is kept
on a two (2) second basis from July to current.
 EMS based power flow models and data inputs used to calculate AFC values for the operating
and planning horizons from June to current.
 AFC related data that is posted on OAISIS and used to explain the reasons for service denials.
Includes participation factor and response factor data, the “Big File”, “Master List of Flowgates”,
and sink definitions from March to current.
Entergy will perform the archive and removal processes as scheduled according to the Gap Plan.
Current staffing continues to be overloaded given workload required from various other projects such as
CIP and Host Plan projects. As stated above, Entergy is working to add 7 new resources to the team
responsible for the maintenance of critical data and will continue to make a concerted effort to become
current.
Action Items: The ICT will follow up to ensure progress is made as scheduled in the Gap Plan to ensure
Entergy does not continue to fall behind on data backups.
AFC Data Storage (Item 3)
The ICT reviewed evidence to substantiate the current plus three months of AFC data was stored on the
EMS and the current plus 12 months AFC data was stored online. The ICT found all AFC data was
stored as required by Entergy policy and procedure.
Backup Process Tape Errors (Item 4)
No tapes experienced multiple (more than 3) failures during the review period, thus no tapes were
removed from the library. The ICT was also advised that the Network Operations Manager software was
still pending installation due to higher priority tasks and is expected to be installed by the end of 2010. In
the interim, the migration to Veritas Version 6 provides e-mail notifications of problems encountered
during the backup process, resolving the immediate need for the Network Operations Manager software.
This migration should be complete within the first quarter of 2010.
Recommendation: Complete the Veritas Version 6 upgrade as soon as possible. Complete the
installation of the Network Operations Manager software and use it to track media errors as well as alert

support staff in real time when an error occurs, as originally recommended in August 2008. The ICT
recognizes that installing the Network Operations Manager software is lower in priority than other timecritical tasks and recommends the task be completed as soon as practical.
Action Items: The ICT will continue with follow up to ensure Veritas Version 6 is implemented by end of
first quarter 2010.
HDR/AFC End-of-Life (Item 5)
Entergy acknowledged during the November 2008 assessment that certain AFC data was reaching endof-life (older than five years) and no longer needs to be retained. This data resides on archive tapes that
also contain HDR data for the same time period with a 25 year retention schedule. Entergy is currently
finalizing processes to resolve this issue and permit the end-of-life data to be expunged. The archived
data will likely be reloaded to temporary space with only the HDR data being re-archived. Entergy is also
evaluating options for separating the AFC and HDR archive data going forward.
Action Item: The ICT will continue to follow-up to ensure processes are complete and in place to
adequately address this issue in a timely manner.
FERC Filings
Filings made by Entergy to FERC since the 3rd quarter assessment were discussed in some depth.
November 5, 2009 Filing - One issue reported:
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.
November 25, 2009 Filing - One issue reported:
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.

Entergy stated that this issue has been resolved and no further actions are required. The TSRs were
appropriately dispositioned, the path definition file corrected and the models updated with the corrected
inputs.
December 17, 2009 Filing - One issue reported
Inaccurate network Resource Designation Values (NRD)
On September 28, 2009, as part of the process to transition to OATi OASIS from AREVA OASIS,
Entergy discovered during the review that the values for Nine Mile and Sabine were incorrect. The
NRD values are reviewed annually and updated as necessary. The actual impact of the values could not
be determined but had the potential to impact transmission services requests in the Operating and
Planning Horizons.
December 28, 2009 Filing - Two issues reported:
Incorrect Modeling of Outage in RFCALC
On December 10, 2009, Entergy discovered that an outage was incorrectly modeled in RFCALC.
Entergy outages are identified in TAORs using Field Names for the station and devices. A translation
table is used to convert the outages from their field names to their corresponding EMS names. As a
result of an error in translation in EMS, RFCALC incorrectly modeled an outage for a 500 KV line
instead of the required 230KV line. The outage was scheduled from November 30, 2009 at 7:00 AM
until January 15, 2010 at 5:00 PM. The response factors and base flows computed in the Planning
Horizon resyncs from November 12, 2009 and Operating Horizon resyncs from November 29, 2009
may have been affected until the correction on December 10, 2009.
Entergy took immediate action to correct the outage by changing the outage in the append file. By 2:30
pm, both Operating and Planning horizon resynch of RFCalc was completed. In addition, the SOC EMS
DB group was contacted to update the TROCS translation table to avoid repeating the same error in the
future.
Entergy’s Tech Del Application Management group will review the reference guide for database changes
and work with the EMS DB group to develop a procedure.
Incorrect Proxy Flowgate flow related to Modeling Error
On December 15, 2009, the ICT contacted Entergy questioning the flowgate flow on
CYPRESS_PMAX flowgate for December 16, 2009. Upon investigation, Entergy confirmed that the
flowgate flow on CYPRESS_PMAX was being incorrectly computed in RFCALC. This error was
introduced on December 7, 2009 when the Cypress unit, which was modeled incorrectly, was put into
service. This error impacted the flowgate flow in the Operating Horizon and may have impacted the
base flow computation in the Planning Horizon.
Entergy took immediate action to correct Entergy’s network model and the reflect the changes in the
Operating and Planning horizon resyncs. Entergy also submitted a database change request to get it
corrected in the future databases. Further, Entergy updated the modeling and check off procedure to
include checks for TROCS translation table.
January 20, 2010 Filing - Five issues reported:
Incorrect Accounting for Recalls in AFC Calculations for the Planning and Study Horizons

On December 18, 2009, the ICT notified Entergy that it had observed an issue with the accounting of
recalls in the AFC calculations for the Planning and Study Horizons. The ICT and Entergy began
evaluating the potential issue shortly thereafter and an extensive review process ensued. During the
review process by Entergy, which continued until January 5, 2010, the application of a recall credit to a
flowgate’s AFC value was observed despite the parent TSR being modeled at reduced or zero MW value
in the RFCALC Reservation Capacity MOD file due to a previous recall of reserved capacity. Further
investigation revealed a difference in the accounting for TSRs subject to recall in the webTrans AFC
calculator and the baseflow modeling processes. As a result, inflated AFC values, which could have
resulted in overselling of AFC, were reflected on thermal flowgates when the credit for a recall was
already incorporated into the base flow model. This issue was not observed on proxy flowgates.
On December 20, 2009, although the underlying cause of the issue had yet to be determined as
discussed above, a manual work around in which the ICT would exclude all recall reservations and
perform an initialization in webTrans was implemented. Although this manual workaround corrected the
AFC values calculated for thermal flowgates, it impacted the calculation of AFC values for the proxy
flowgates. The ICT manually monitored the proxy flowgates to ensure that no other TSRs were incorrectly
impact.
Both the thermal and proxy flowgates are now appropriately accounting for recalls in calculated AFC
values since the change was put into production on December 22, 2009.
OATI to provide code fix.
Improper Accounting of the Impacts of Annulled and Displaced TSRs
On January 5, 2010, Entergy determined that an issue identified by a customer on December 17, 2009,
was reportable as required by the April 2006 Order. The ICT received a call from a customer indicating
that the Scenario Analyzer was showing a Fail value on a request out of the DUKEHINDS facility due to
an incorrect value on the DUKEHINDS_PMAX flowgate. The customer had annulled a TSR on December
14, 2009, which action should have made that flowgate available. Upon investigation, it was determined
that, where an annulment or displacement of a TSR occurred after a baseflow recalculation, webTrans
failed to properly increment AFC values to account for the annulled and displaced TSRs after its
initialization. Review of this issue has indicated that only the Study Horizon was impacted by this issue
due to a daily software restart that occurs without a baseflow resynchronization.
Entergy stated that the cause was a software error within webtrans where the annulments and
displacements were lost after an initialization.
A software change was implemented on December 22, 2009 to correct this issue.
Incorrect File Format
The ICT notified Entergy, December 28, 2009, that the AFC values for April 2010 seemed high. Upon
investigation, it was determined that the April 2010 file had an incorrect format for two columns, which
resulted in the exclusion of some TSRs from the model for the Study Horizon. The affected model results
were uploaded on December 21, 2009. The corrected model results were uploaded on December 28,
2009. This issue resulted in the approval of two TSRs for 25 MW each, which should have been refused.
Entergy stated that the format of the file was corrected and the study horizon was re-ran. OATI was to
make the format changes to the files.
Preemption Recall
On January 5, 2010, Entergy determined that an issue identified by the ICT on January 5, 2010, was
reportable as required by the April 2006 Order. Entergy received a call from the ICT reporting an issue

with the challenger/defender process which resulted in double counting the AFCs and causing flowgates
to be oversold. The impact of this error would only be seen in the following circumstances: (1) a
competition was detected for a given defender TSR; (2) that defender TSR already had an operator
initiated RECALL of similar characteristics to the recall determined for the new competition; and (3) the
challenger that initiated the competition withdrew their request for service. The characteristics of the
RECALLs impacted were: must be type RECALL, must refer to the defender that was object of
competition, and must have the same start/stop time as the recall that was to be issued by the
competition.
A software change was implemented on January 7, 2010, to correct the issue.
Challenger not Recognizing Defender as Available for Preemption
On January 6, 2010, Entergy determined that an issue identified by the ICT on January 6, 2010, was
reportable as required by the April 2006 Order. The ICT notified Entergy that there appeared to be an
issue with preemption where the challenger did not recognize the defender as being available for
preemption for the Planning and Study Horizons. For this issue to occur several criteria must be met: (1)
the Defender must be submitted before a Resync; (2) the Challenger must be submitted after a
subsequent Resync; (3) The competition must occur on a constrained NON-PROXY flowgate; (4) the
Challenger must be acted on before the next Resync. The potential impact to the market during the
window of exposure is that a TSR might be refused service that could have been granted through
competition or counteroffered a lower MW amount than could have been granted through competition. A
manual work around was put in place on January 7, 2010, where the ICT operators would alert an ICT
support engineer when a TSR received a FAIL status, then the support engineer would evaluate the
scenario and recommend the proper action.
A software change was implemented on January 18, 2010, to correct the issue.
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Entergy Services, Inc.
Mail Unit L-ENT-24A
639 Loyola Avenue
New Orleans, LA 70113
Tel 504-576-4993
Fax 504-576-5123
e-Mail gpierc2@entergy.com
Gregory D. Pierce
Director Transmission Compliance

December 17, 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 inaccurate data.

1

The Entergy Operating Companies include: Entergy Arkansas, Inc., Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, LLC, Entergy
Louisiana, LLC, Entergy Mississippi, Inc., Entergy New Orleans, Inc., and Entergy Texas, Inc. The Entergy
Operating Companies and Entergy Services, Inc. are referred to collectively herein as “Entergy.”

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
December 17, 2009
Page 2
Inaccurate Network Resource Designation Values (NRD)
On September 28, 2009, as part of the process to transition to OATi OASIS from AREVA OASIS,
Entergy discovered during the review that the values for Nine Mile and Sabine were incorrect. The
NRD values are reviewed annually and updated as necessary. The actual impact of the values could not
be determined but had the potential to impact transmission services requests in the Operating and
Planning Horizons.
In the event that further information is needed, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned.

Respectfully submitted,
/s/Gregory D. Pierce
Gregory D. Pierce
Director, Transmission Compliance

cc:

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
ICT Users Group
Service List; Docket No. ER05-1065-000

2

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
December 17, 2009
Page 3
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that I have this 17h day of December, 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
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Entergy Services, Inc.
Mail Unit L-ENT-24A
639 Loyola Avenue
New Orleans, LA 70113
Tel 504-576-4993
Fax 504-576-5123
e-Mail gpierc2@entergy.com
Gregory D. Pierce
Director Transmission Compliance

December 28, 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 mismanaged data.

1

The Entergy Operating Companies include: Entergy Arkansas, Inc., Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, LLC, Entergy
Louisiana, LLC, Entergy Mississippi, Inc., Entergy New Orleans, Inc., and Entergy Texas, Inc. The Entergy
Operating Companies and Entergy Services, Inc. are referred to collectively herein as “Entergy.”

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
December 28, 2009
Page 2
Incorrect Modeling of Outage in RFCALC
On December 10, 2009, Entergy discovered that an outage was incorrectly modeled in RFCALC.
Entergy outages are identified in TAORs using Field Names for the station and devices. A translation
table is used to convert the outages from their field names to their corresponding EMS names. As a
result of an error in translation in EMS, RFCALC incorrectly modeled an outage for a 500 KV line
instead of the required 230KV line. The outage was scheduled from November 30, 2009 at 7:00 AM
until January 15, 2010 at 5:00 PM. The response factors and base flows computed in the Planning
Horizon resyncs from November 12, 2009 and Operating Horizon resyncs from November 29, 2009
may have been affected until the correction on December 10, 2009.
Incorrect Proxy Flowgate flow related to Modeling Error
On December 15, 2009, the ICT contacted Entergy questioning the flowgate flow on
CYPRESS_PMAX flowgate for December 16, 2009. Upon investigation, Entergy confirmed that the
flowgate flow on CYPRESS_PMAX was being incorrectly computed in RFCALC. This error was
introduced on December 7, 2009 when the Cypress unit, which was modeled incorrectly, was put into
service. This error impacted the flowgate flow in the Operating Horizon and may have impacted the
base flow computation in the Planning Horizon.
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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Page 3
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that I have this 28th day of December, 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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Entergy Services, Inc.
Mail Unit L-ENT-24A
639 Loyola Avenue
New Orleans, LA 70113
Tel 504-576-4993
Fax 504-576-5123
e-Mail gpierc2@entergy.com
Gregory D. Pierce
Director Transmission Compliance

January 20, 2010

VIA ELECTRONIC FILING
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20426
Re:

Entergy Services, Inc.; Docket No. ER05-1065-000
Report of AFC-Related Errors

Dear Secretary Bose:
Pursuant to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (“Commission”) April 24, 2006 Order in
Entergy Services, Inc., 115 FERC ¶ 61,095 (2006) (“April 24 Order”), Entergy Services, Inc., acting as
agent for the Entergy Operating Companies, 1 hereby notifies the Commission it has recently become
aware of the following AFC-related error.
In the April 24 Order, the Commission conditionally accepted Entergy’s proposal to establish an
Independent Coordinator of Transmission (“ICT”) for the Entergy System. As the Commission is
aware, the Southwest Power Pool, Inc. acts as Entergy’s ICT. In the April 24 Order, the Commission
imposed an obligation for Entergy to “notify the Commission, the ICT and the Users Group within 15
days if Entergy discovers that it has lost data, or reported inaccurate data, or otherwise believes that it
has mismanaged data.” See April 24 Order at P 110. Accordingly, Entergy submits the following
explanation of mismanaged data.

1

The Entergy Operating Companies include: Entergy Arkansas, Inc., Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, LLC, Entergy
Louisiana, LLC, Entergy Mississippi, Inc., Entergy New Orleans, Inc., and Entergy Texas, Inc. The Entergy
Operating Companies and Entergy Services, Inc. are referred to collectively herein as “Entergy.”

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
January 20, 2010
Page 2
Incorrect Accounting for Recalls in AFC Calculations for the Planning and Study Horizons
On December 18, 2009, the ICT notified Entergy that it had observed an issue with the accounting of
recalls in the AFC calculations for the Planning and Study Horizons. The ICT and Entergy began
evaluating the potential issue shortly thereafter and an extensive review process ensued. During the
review process by Entergy, which continued until January 5, 2010, the application of a recall credit to a
flowgate’s AFC value was observed despite the parent TSR being modeled at reduced or zero MW
value in the RFCALC Reservation Capacity MOD file due to a previous recall of reserved capacity.
Further investigation revealed a difference in the accounting for TSRs subject to recall in the webTrans
AFC calculator and the baseflow modeling processes. As a result, inflated AFC values, which could
have resulted in overselling of AFC, were reflected on thermal flowgates when the credit for a recall
was already incorporated into the base flow model. This issue was not observed on proxy flowgates.
On December 20, 2009, although the underlying cause of the issue had yet to be determined as
discussed above, a manual work around in which the ICT would exclude all recall reservations and
perform an initialization in webTrans was implemented. Although this manual workaround corrected
the AFC values calculated for thermal flowgates, it impacted the calculation of AFC values for the
proxy flowgates. The ICT manually monitored the proxy flowgates to ensure that no other TSRs were
incorrectly impact. Both the thermal and proxy flowgates are now appropriately accounting for recalls
in calculated AFC values since the change was put into production on December 22, 2009.
Improper Accounting of the Impacts of Annulled and Displaced TSRs
On January 5, 2010, Entergy determined that an issue identified by a customer on December 17, 2009,
was reportable as required by the April 2006 Order. The ICT received a call from a customer
indicating that the Scenario Analyzer was showing a Fail value on a request out of the DUKEHINDS
facility due to an incorrect value on the DUKEHINDS_PMAX flowgate. The customer had annulled a
TSR on December 14, 2009, which action should have made that flowgate available. Upon
investigation, it was determined that, where an annulment or displacement of a TSR occurred after a
baseflow recalculation, webTrans failed to properly increment AFC values to account for the annulled
and displaced TSRs after its initialization. Review of this issue has indicated that only the Study
Horizon was impacted by this issue due to a daily software restart that occurs without a baseflow
resynchronization. A software change was implemented on December 22, 2009 to correct this issue.
Incorrect File Format
The ICT notified Entergy, December 28, 2009, that the AFC values for April 2010 seemed high. Upon
investigation, it was determined that the April 2010 file had an incorrect format for two columns,
which resulted in the exclusion of some TSRs from the model for the Study Horizon. The affected
model results were uploaded on December 21, 2009. The corrected model results were uploaded on
December 28, 2009. This issue resulted in the approval of two TSRs for 25 MW each, which should
have been refused.
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Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
January 20, 2010
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Preemption Recall
On January 5, 2010, Entergy determined that an issue identified by the ICT on January 5, 2010, was
reportable as required by the April 2006 Order. Entergy received a call from the ICT reporting an
issue with the challenger/defender process which resulted in double counting the AFCs and causing
flowgates to be oversold. The impact of this error would only be seen in the following circumstances:
(1) a competition was detected for a given defender TSR; (2) that defender TSR already had an
operator initiated RECALL of similar characteristics to the recall determined for the new competition;
and (3) the challenger that initiated the competition withdrew their request for service. The
characteristics of the RECALLs impacted were: must be type RECALL, must refer to the defender that
was object of competition, and must have the same start/stop time as the recall that was to be issued by
the competition. A software change was implemented on January 7, 2010, to correct the issue.
Challenger not Recognizing Defender as Available for Preemption
On January 6, 2010, Entergy determined that an issue identified by the ICT on January 6, 2010, was
reportable as required by the April 2006 Order. The ICT notified Entergy that there appeared to be an
issue with preemption where the challenger did not recognize the defender as being available for
preemption for the Planning and Study Horizons. For this issue to occur several criteria must be met:
(1) the Defender must be submitted before a Resync; (2) the Challenger must be submitted after a
subsequent Resync; (3) The competition must occur on a constrained NON-PROXY flowgate; (4) the
Challenger must be acted on before the next Resync. The potential impact to the market during the
window of exposure is that a TSR might be refused service that could have been granted through
competition or counteroffered a lower MW amount than could have been granted through competition.
A manual work around was put in place on January 7, 2010, where the ICT operators would alert an
ICT support engineer when a TSR received a FAIL status, then the support engineer would evaluate
the scenario and recommend the proper action. A software change was implemented on January 18,
2010, to correct the issue.
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
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Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
January 20, 2010
Page 4
cc:

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
ICT Users Group
Service List; Docket No. ER05-1065-000
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that I have this 20th day of January, 2010, served the foregoing
document upon the Southwest Power Pool, Inc., the ICT Users Group, and each person
designated on the official service list compiled by the Secretary in this proceeding.

/s/ Nicole A. Livaccari
Nicole A. Livaccari
Mail Unit L-ENT-24A
New Orleans, LA 70113
Tel: (504) 576-4296
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Entergy Services, Inc.
Mail Unit L-ENT-24A
639 Loyola Avenue
New Orleans, LA 70113
Tel 504-576-4993
Fax 504-576-5123
e-Mail gpierc2@entergy.com
Gregory D. Pierce
Director Transmission Compliance

February 11, 2010

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 reported inaccurate data and mismanagement of data.

1

The Entergy Operating Companies include: Entergy Arkansas, Inc., Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, LLC, Entergy
Louisiana, LLC, Entergy Mississippi, Inc., Entergy New Orleans, Inc., and Entergy Texas, Inc. The Entergy
Operating Companies and Entergy Services, Inc. are referred to collectively herein as “Entergy.”

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
February 11, 2010
Page 2
Incorrect Bus number in the Study Horizons
On January 27, 2010, Entergy discovered that a change on January 18, 2010 made to the monthly
models in the Study Horizon contained an incorrect bus number. When a change to a monthly model
is made, the Limiting Element (LE) and Contingent Element (CE) on the flowgate list posted on
OASIS are reviewed to ensure that the model contains accurate information. The BATBA_LSPXFR
flowgate had an incorrect bus number associated with its CE, but continued to be associated with
various transmission paths and had a calculated AFC value. As a result of the incorrect bus number,
the Response Factor for the BATBA_LSPXFR flowgate was likely less than what the response factor
would have been had the correct bus number been associated with its CE. Upon further investigation,
it was determined that no Transmission Service Requests (TSRs) were impacted by the incorrect bus
number and the AFC on the BATBA_LSPXFR flowgate was adequate across all time points of the
Study Horizon. The bus numbers were corrected on January 27, 2010, and a new model was put in
production on February 4, 2010.
Network Resource Designation
On February 1, 2010, Entergy discovered that the software logic in RFLOADER to enforce Network
Resource Designation (NRD) limits was not working. Upon further investigation, it was determined
that the NRD logic was inadvertently disabled as a result of a configuration change to disable the zonal
import limit logic in RFCalc as recommended by the AFC Modeling Improvements Task Force.
Therefore, the NRD limits were not enforced in the calculation of AFCs since November 12, 2009. A
temporary work around was implemented on Feb 1, 2010, to enable the NRD logic with a permanent
software correction to be deployed upon development and testing. An impact analysis indicated that
this error may have impacted the dispatch of SPO generators at approximately nine plants.
ATC = Zero Posting
On February 1, 2010, Entergy discovered that the ATC = Zero Report posted on OASIS did not
contain the date range on the paths for which the ATC equaled zero for a period of six months or
longer. The file which contains the information was changed due to the transition to OATi OASIS on
September 28, 2009 and resulted in the exclusion of the date range. All data was available and the
corrected files were uploaded to OASIS on February 2, 2010. The posting had no impact on the
calculation of AFC values.
Preemption Issue
On January 28, 2010, a transmission customer requested additional information from Entergy
regarding preemption of unconfirmed TSRs and any competition lead time that was required prior to
implementation of preemption. As a result of the request, Entergy initiated a review and discovered
that some of the Competition and Unconditional Lead Times settings within Entergy’s Competition
Module of webTrans were different from the original values established during the transition to OATi
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Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
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webOASIS and webTrans on September 28, 2009. All settings were corrected by February 4, 2010.
Entergy continues to review the issue to determine any impact on the processing of TSRs.
In the event that further information is needed, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned.

Respectfully submitted,
/s/Gregory D. Pierce
Gregory D. Pierce
Director, Transmission Compliance

cc:

Southwest Power Pool, Inc.
ICT Users Group
Service List; Docket No. ER05-1065-000
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that I have this 11th day of February, 2010, served the foregoing
document upon the Southwest Power Pool, Inc., the ICT Users Group, and each person
designated on the official service list compiled by the Secretary in this proceeding.

/s/ Nicole A. Livaccari
Nicole A. Livaccari
Mail Unit L-ENT-24A
New Orleans, LA 70113
Tel: (504) 576-4296
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Entergy Services, Inc.
Mail Unit L-ENT-24A
639 Loyola Avenue
New Orleans, LA 70113
Tel 504-576-4993
Fax 504-576-5123
e-Mail gpierc2@entergy.com
Gregory D. Pierce
Director Transmission Compliance

February 24, 2010

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 mismanagement of data.
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The Entergy Operating Companies include: Entergy Arkansas, Inc., Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, LLC, Entergy
Louisiana, LLC, Entergy Mississippi, Inc., Entergy New Orleans, Inc., and Entergy Texas, Inc. The Entergy
Operating Companies and Entergy Services, Inc. are referred to collectively herein as “Entergy.”

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
February 24, 2010
Page 2
Incorrect Monitored Elements
On February 10, 2010, during a quality control check in the Weekly Procurement Process (WPP),
Entergy identified an inconsistency in a defined flowgate. Upon further investigation, it was
discovered that a flowgate definition in the RFCALC database for the VKBVKW_BWSEV flowgate
did not represent the Contingent Element (CE) correctly. The correct CE should be Baxter Wilson to
SE Vicksburg but was defined as Baxter Wilson to S Vicksburg which resulted in an incorrect Line
Outage Distribution Factor (LODF). This error was corrected on February 11, 2010.
Subsequent to the identification of this error, Entergy initiated a review of all flowgates (limiting
elements and contingent elements) on February 16, 2010. As of February 24, 2010, two other
flowgates have been identified as incorrect. The GRIWAL_GRICR flowgate had the monitored
element (Grimes to Walden line) defined in the opposite direction. This error was corrected on
February 19, 2010. The MOSMAR_CARBT flowgate incorrectly monitored the Toomey to Marshall
element in lieu of Mossville to Marshall. This error was corrected on February 19, 2010.
These errors potentially affected the response factor and/or flowgate flow calculations in the Operating
and Planning Horizon. The impact may have resulted in AFC values being different than expected on
these flowgates.
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

2

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that I have this 24th day of February, 2010, 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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