
September 28, 2012

The Honorable 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
The ICT’s Quarterly Performance Report

Dear Secretary Bose:

The Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”), as the Independent Coordinator of 
Transmission (“ICT”) for the Entergy Services, Inc. (“Entergy”) system, hereby submits 
the ICT’s Third Quarterly Performance Report for 2012, in accordance with the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission’s orders approving the establishment of the ICT and 
section 7 of Attachment S in Entergy’s Open Access Transmission Tariff (“OATT”).1

The ICT will serve a copy of this report to all Interested Government Agencies 
and will make the report publicly available by posting it electronically on SPP’s website 
and Entergy’s OASIS.

If there are any questions related to this matter, please contact the undersigned at 
the number listed above.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ David S. Shaffer____
David S. Shaffer

Counsel for the ICT

Attachments

                                                          
1

See Entergy Services, Inc., 115 FERC ¶ 61,095, order on reh’g, 116 FERC ¶ 61,275, order on 
compliance, 117 FERC ¶ 61,055 (2006), order on reh’g, 119 FERC ¶ 61,187 (2007).
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Sep 11 Oct 11 Nov 11 Dec 11 Jan 12 Feb 12 Mar 12 Apr 12 May 12 Jun 12 Jul 12 Aug 12 12 Month Total

TLR Time (hours)       136       68       189         355         3         55        336       214      245       250         19         9 466         220         3,033              

LAP Time (hours) 1      ,044     1,446  725         829         8         29        738       634      559       629         34         4 633         491         8,900              

Total Hours Congestio 11,933            n Last 12 Months
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 12 mo

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

TLR Time (hours)       283       75       13           149         1         98        172       594      655       1,124      48         2 141         200         4,086              

LAP Time (hours)       523       441     163         851         6         75 1      ,099      840      2,549    2,912      2,14      0 1,107      1,096      14,396            

Total Hours CongestionTota  Hours tion 18 482Previous12 Months ,          12 Months
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Sep 11 Oct 11 Nov 11 Dec 11 Jan 12 Feb 12 Mar 12 Apr 12 May 12 Jun 12 Jul 12 Aug 12 12 Month Total

GWh curtailed 38 17 37 66 66 49 33 59 110 42 183 51 750

GWh redispatched 382         189         196         16         2          162 51           65           115         13         3          121 203         194         1,974                 

Total GWh Curt-Redi 2,724                 sp Last 12 Months
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 12 mo

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

GWh curtailed 52 11 1 24 14 11 45 146 299 216 35 18 873

GWh redispatched       94        159      30           18         0          217       367      229      549         60         6          290 153         300         3,173                 

Total GWh Curt RedispTota  GWh - edis 4 046Previous 12 Months ,                ous  Months
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[estimated completion date]

1966 Sheridan - Mabelvale 500kv ftlo W
500kv

hite Bluff - Keo Arkansas 0.0 188.2 188.2 0.0% 6.7% 6.7% Sheridan South Economic Project (Summer 2014)

1974 Melbourne - Calico Rock 16
Independance - Dell 5

1 kV FTLO 
00 kV Arkansas 149.8 0.5 150.3 7.1% 0.9% 8.0% Calico Rock-Melbourne - Upgrade 161kV Line [Winter 2014]

1904 Sterlington - Oak Ridge 115 kV F
Baxter Wilson 500 

TLO Perryville 
kV

- 
Louisiana 140.9 0.0 140.9 5.6% 0.0% 5.6% Construct new Swartz to Oakridge to Dunn 115 kV line (Summer 2013)

18506 Ppg - Rose Bluff 230 kV FTLO 
230 kV

Nelson - Carlyss Louisiana 127.0 0.0 127.0 4.6% 0.0% 4.6% No specific project proposed.

16272 Nelson AT1 500/230 (ftlo) Ha
Cypress

rtburg 500kv - 
Louisiana/Texas 0.0 110.9 110.9 0.0% 9.8% 9.8% Operational issue that resulted from unit outage scheduling.   Orange 

County Project 2017

18135 Big Cajun 2 - Fancy Point 500
Bayou Labutte 500

kv ftlo Webre - 
kv Louisiana 0 60.8 60.8 0.0% 3.5% 3.5% partially due to unplanned Riverbend outage in June 2012

1379 Grimes - Mt Zion 138 kV FT
Bentwater 138 kV

LO Grimes - 
Texas 52.8 0.0 52.8 2.4% 0.0% 2.4% Upgrade Mt. Zion to Grimes (Summer 2019)

16174 Addis - Tiger 230 kV FTLO D
Liquid 230 kV

ow Meter - Air Louisiana 48.9 0.0 48.9 15.3% 0.0% 15.3% No specific project proposed. Generation redispatch to address QF put.

1922 Swartz - Alto 115 kV FTLO Pe
Wilson 500 kV

rryville - Baxter 
Louisiana 46.1 0.0 46.1 1.6% 0.0% 1.6% Construct new Swartz to Oakridge to Dunn 115 kV line (Summer 2014)

15751
Parkin - Gilmore 161 kV FTLO

Dell 500 kV
 Independance - 

Arkansas 36.9 0.0 36.9 2.3% 0.0% 2.3%
Temporary issue related to an unplanned outage caused by equipment

failure. No specific project proposed.

 

GWh Redispatched/Curtailed %Time in TLR/LAP
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41061 2084 0 0 215 1607 102 0 76 27 1 0 6 50

41091 1990 0 0 202 1612 64 0 76 16 0 0 0 20

41122 1758 0 0 161 1428 52 0 65 24 0 2 4 22
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41061 1645 0 0 499 686 112 0 254 2 15 1 3 73

41091 1425 0 0 525 677 129 0 28 7 7 1 1 50

41122 1210 0 0 263 738 127 0 24 5 9 0 0 44
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41061 150 0 0 38 72 13 0 4 1 2 0 0 20

41091 126 0 0 35 63 13 0 2 1 2 0 0 10

41122 61 0 0 9 50 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
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41061 98 0 2 33 43 7 0 8 0 0 0 0 5

41091 89 0 0 17 61 8 0 1 0 1 0 1 0

41122 80 0 0 12 57 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
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41061 53 4 0 0 44 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 0

41091 38 5 0 0 30 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0

41122 49 15 0 0 30 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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 1a. Congestion - TLR Time and Curtailments

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

TLR Time (hours)        200      136       68         189         35         5          355        336      214       245       250         199         466         220         

GWh curtailed 18.2 37.7 16.7 37.4 66.0 66.0 48.8 32.6 59.4 109.6 41.5 183.1 51.2

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 12 mo

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 last 12
mo

TLR Time (hours)       359     291    262      360       245       253       

GWh curtailed       65       56      55        79         67         63         

Monthly Average
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-

200 

400 

600 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 last 12
mo

Average Monthly TLR Time (hrs)

-

25 

50 

75 

100 

125 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 last 12
mo

Average Monthly GWh Curtailed



-

50 

100 

150 

200 

250 

300 

350 
G

W
h 

C
ur

ta
ile

d

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

T
S

 1b. Congestion - by TLR Level (GWh)

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

Level 3A 6.4 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.8 0.8 30.7 0.0 2.7 17.8 2.9 5.1 0.0
Level 3B 0.9 6.5 0.0 0.0 1.3 1.3 3.1 0.0 3.2 6.6 0.0 1.0 0.0
Level 4 0.0 5.4 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Level 5A 10.3 14.4 5.6 19.6 1.1 1.1 1.4 12.9 17.3 50.3 16.6 128.3 37.8
Level 5B 0.7 11.4 8.5 17.8 62.8 62.8 13.3 19.7 22.7 35.0 22.1 48.6 13.4
NNL Assigned 8.5 11.1 4.3 10.5 24.5 24.5 1.8 13.8 7.1 19.8 12.8 68.7 17.3

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 12 mo

in GWh 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 last 12
mo

Level 3A       29.4     15.0   11.8     3.2        8.3        5.1        
Level 3B       9.5      12.8   4.8       2.5        2.3        1.8        
Level 4       6.1      9.8     12.2     21.4      1.7        1.8        
Level 5A       15.1     13.2   16.1     24.5      33.1      25.5      
Level 5B       4.5      4.8     9.8       23.1      21.8      32.3      
NNL Assigned       2.5      1.5     4.0       11.1      17.7      19.9      

Monthly Average
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 1c. Congestion - by TLR Level (Hours)

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

Level 3A        34        -       2           -         1           6           16        91        -       23         57           18           75           -         
Level 3B        12        12         -       -                     5          5           6          -       9           10           -         12           -         
Level 4        108      55         18         -         -                  -        136      5           38         -         -         34           -         
Level 5A        43        34         36         89                       9          9           33        105       118       113         77           258         135         
Level 5B        3          35         12         100         32         5          325        70        104       57         70           104         87           85           

2008 2009 2010 2011 12 mo

in Hours 2009 2010 2011 2012 last 12 mo

Level 3A       21.9     35.1   18.7     35.6      18.6      
Level 3B       18.1     9.8     12.0     5.5        4.8        
Level 4       15.5     89.1   166.4   26.6      12.5      
Level 5A       51.7     39.6   51.1     104.9    82.7      
Level 5B       11.4     25.7   96.2     72.1      135.8    

Monthly Average

Note:   SPP ICT TLR data is captured based on the highest TLR 
level per event, not the actual level for each hour of an event.
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 1f. Congestion - by Flowgate August 2012

Flowgate ID Flowgate Location (kV) State GWh 
Curtailed

% Time
in TLR

Proposed Solution
[estimated completion date]

1966 Sheridan - Mabelvale 500kv ftlo
Bluff - Keo 500kv

 White 
Arkansas 6.5 3.8% Sheridan South Economic Project (Summer 2014)

1318 RusselvilleS-DardanelleDam fo
ANO-FtSmith

r loss of 
Arkansas 22 7. 9 3% No specific project proposed9.3% No spec c proj  proposed.

16272 Nelson AT1 500/230 (ftlo) Hart
500kv - Cypress

burg 
Louisiana/Texas 17.8 13.9%

Operational issue that resulted from unit outage scheduling.   Orange County 
Project 2017

1927 St. Gabriel-AAC Corp 230 kV f
loss of Willow Glen-Waterford 

or the 
500 kV Louisiana 

3.3 2.3% No specific project proposed.

18389
Batesville-Sardis 115kv ftlo Fre
Hornlake 230 kv

eport-
Mississippi 0.8 0.4% No specific project proposed.
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 1f. Congestion - by Flowgate (2012 year-to-date)

Flowgate ID Flowgate Location (kV) State GWh 
Curtailed

% Time
in TLR

Proposed Solution
[estimated completion date]

1970 Wmemphis-BirmingST 500KV
SanSouci-Shelby 500KV

 FTLO 
Arkansas 35.8 1.8%

Replace 500 kV breaker, six line traps, and 2 switches at West Memphis 500 
kV substation.  Completed 2/28/12.

1910 Fancy Auto 500/230 kV for the
McKnight-Coly 500 kV

 loss of 
Louisiana 4 24.2 0 6% Unplanned Riverbend outage in June 20120.6% Unpl  b  outage in June   

16272 Nelson AT1 500/230 (ftlo) Hart
500kv - Cypress

burg 
Louisiana/Texas 110.9 9.8%

Operational issue that resulted from unit outage scheduling.   Orange County 
Project 2017

1966 Sheridan - Mabelvale 500kv ftlo
Bluff - Keo 500kv

 White 
Arkansas 188.2 6.7% Sheridan South Economic Project (Summer 2014)

17222 Vienna-RustonE 115Kv ftlo Eld
Sterlington 500Kv

orado-
Arkansas/Louisiana 39 2.2% No specific project proposed.

1974 Melbourne-Calico Rock 161kV
Dell 500kV

 ftlo ISES-
Arkansas 0.5 0.9%  Calico Rock-Melbourne - Upgrade 161kV Line [Winter 2014]

1938 Sheridan-El Dorado 500 kV for
of Etta-McNeil 500 kV

 the loss 
Arkansas 13 0.7% Sheridan South Economic Project (Summer 2014)

1318 RusselvilleS-DardanelleDam fo
ANO-FtSmith

r loss of 
Arkansas 31.5 1.9% No specific project proposed.

17696 Fancy Auto 500/230Kv ftlo Mc
Coly 500Kv

Knight-
Louisiana 16.5 0.6% Unplanned Riverbend outage in June 2012  

18135
Big Cajun 2 - Fancy Point 500k
Webre - Bayou Labutte 500kv

v ftlo 
Louisiana 60.8 3.5% Unplanned Riverbend outage in June 2012  
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 1f. Congestion - by Flowgate  - 12 months ending August 2012

Flowgate ID Flowgate Location (kV) State GWh 
Curtailed

% Time
in TLR

Proposed Solution
[estimated completion date]

1318 RusselvilleS-DardanelleDam for-DardanelleDam 
ANO-FtSmith

loss of   Arkansas 35.2 1.4% Upgrade completed October 2011

16272 Nelson AT1 500/230 (ftlo) Har
500kv - Cypress

tburg 
Louisiana/Texas 123.5 7.5%

Operational issue that resulted from unit outage scheduling.   Orange County 
Project 2017

17515 Cypress 500/138kv AT1 Xmfr 
Hartburg - Nelson 500kv

ftlo 
Louisiana/Texas 87.8 5.0%

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

first quarter 2012.

1938 Sheridan-El Dorado 500 kV for
of Etta-McNeil 500 kV

 the loss 
Arkansas 15.6 0.5% Sheridan South Economic Project (Summer 2014)

1966 Sheridan - Mabelvale 500kv ftl
Bluff - Keo 500kv

o White 
Arkansas 198.3 4.7% Sheridan South Economic Project (Summer 2014)

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

 Big 
Louisiana 12.2 0.5% Bayou LaButte project (Completed November 2011)

1970 Wmemphis-BirmingST 500KV FTL
SanSouci-Shelby 500KV

O Arkansas 35.8 1.2% Replace 500 kV breaker, six line traps, and 2 switches at West Memphis 500 
kV substation.  Completed 2/28/12.

17222 Vienna-RustonE 115Kv ftlo El
Sterlington 500Kv

dorado-
Arkansas/Louisiana 39.0 1.5% No specific project proposed.

1910 Fancy Auto 500/230 kV for the
McKnight-Coly 500 kV

 loss of 
Louisiana 4.2 0.5% Unplanned Riverbend outage in June 2012  

18135
Big Cajun 2 - Fancy Point 500k
Webre - Bayou Labutte 500kv

v ftlo 
Louisiana 60.8 2.4% Unplanned Riverbend outage in June 2012  
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 1a. Congestion - LAP Time and Redispatch

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

LAP Time (hours) 1      ,096     1,044    1,446    725         82         9          829        738      634       559       629         344         633         491         

GWh redispatched        300      382       189       196         16         2          162        51        65         115       133         121         203         194         

2008 2009 2010 2011 12 mo

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 last 12 mo

LAP Time (hours)       398     714    952      1,372    584       749       

GWh redispatched       72       163    152      303       120       174       

Monthly Average
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 1b. Congestion - LAP Redispatch and Schedule Curtailments

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

Schedule 
Curtailments in LAP

Redispatched in LAP 2    99.6    382.0 189.2    196.4    161    .8 16    1.8     50.9   65.2     115.4    133.    1 120.8    203.2    193.8    

2008 2009 2010 2011 12 mo

in GWh 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 last 12 mo

Schedule 
Curtailments in LAP      2.7      1.0     0.1        -        -        -        

Redispatched in LAP      72       163    152       303       120       174       

Monthly Average
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
ICT STAKEHOLDERS POLICY COMMITTEE and OPEN E-RSC WORKING GROUP 

MEETING 
August 8, 2012 

Pan American Life Center New Orleans, LA 
 

•  D r a f t  M e e t i n g  M i n u t e s  •  
9:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m. 

 
 

Agenda Item 1- Introduction and Roll Call 
 
Lanny Nickell, SPP, called the meeting to order at approximately 9:02 a.m. There were 71 
announced in attendance in person and by teleconference. 
 
Agenda Item 2- Administrative Items 
 
Lanny Nickell reviewed the April 17, 2012 ICT SPC and E-RSC Working Group meeting minutes. 
Mr. Nickell asked for a motion of approval of the minutes for the previous meeting. There were no 
objections, changes or modifications, and the motion was moved, seconded, and passed. 
 
Agenda Item 3- E-RSC Working Group Updates   
 
Richard Greffe, PUCT staff, discussed the presentation of the Entergy Construction Plan. 
Currently the E-RSC Working Group does not plan on making any recommendations to the E-
RSC in relation to the Construction Plan. Kirk Patterson, representing the LPSC Staff, discussed 
the projects in the Entergy Construction Plan specific to constructions costs and recovery of 
costs. Gary Newell, Thompson Coburn, LLP, asked if the E-RSC is still directing Entergy to 
build specific projects, and when that would cease. Mr. Patterson stated there would be a period 
of time up until the transition with Midwest ISO the E-RSC would still have the authority. Becky 
Turner, Entegra Power Group/ UPP, asked if the choice could be an acceleration of an existing 
project. Mr. Patterson replied that the E-RSC Working Group hasn’t looked at that scenario yet, 
but did not know why it could not be an acceleration of an existing project. Bill Booth, City of 
New Orleans, stated he thought the E-RSC process carried into Midwest ISO. Mr. Greffe 
responded the process would be valid while the E-RSC still has authority. Matt Brown, Entergy, 
said Entergy is working on the process for executing the E-RSC authority, but could have 
changes with Midwest ISO. Mr. Booth and Mr. Brown discussed in further detail the specifics of 
how projects could be added with the E-RSC and Midwest ISO, along with the MTEP (Midwest 
ISO Transmission Expansion Plan). 
 
Kristine Schmidt, ESPY Energy Solutions, and Mr. Greffe discussed the E-RSC Working 
Group’s analysis of the implementation of Entergy’s 5-year proposed transition plan into 
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Midwest ISO. Ms. Schmidt stated the E-RSC Working Group is not taking a position on the 
transition plan at this time. 
 
Agenda Item 4- ICT WPP Update  
 
Ty Mitchell, SPP, gave an update on the results of the WPP process. There were no questions 
or discussions from the stakeholders. 
  
Agenda Item 5- Reliability Coordinator Update 
 
Don Shipley, SPP, provided a Reliability update on the overall summer congestion, which 
included a lengthy discussion on the LAP-TLR numbers for the summer months. Specific 
discussion surrounded Flowgate 1966, which had a large number of TLR5, due in some part to 
the weather pattern causing a flow shift from south to north. As the summer has continued, the 
flow has started to turn to an east to west direction. 
 
Gary Newell discussed with Mr. Shipley the impacts of market flow and the coordination of 
flowgates, particularly in respect to market flow and firm service being curtailed on Flowgate 
1966. Jason Davis, SPP, added that market flow was curtailed on the same basis as firm/non-
firm service. Roberto Paliza, Paliza Consulting, LLC, discussed with Mr. Shipley other details on 
the TLR activity, such as oversold service on the flowgate, external transactions causing the 
TLRs or due to internal conditions. Mr. Paliza and Mr. Shipley also discussed the AFC process 
and improvements that need to be made. Mr. Paliza inquired that if the flowgate was being 
coordinated for ATC with other regions. Mr. Shipley stated there is limited coordination from 
external sources. 
 
Mr. Paliza also discussed the need for the flowgate to have been updated before this summer 
and that there had been a delay to 2014 in the Entergy Construction Plan. Kham 
Vongkhamchanh, Entergy, needed to discuss details with staff before providing specific 
information on the flowgate, but outage coordination on the 500kV system could be a source of 
the delay. Further discussion was held by the stakeholders on the need for Flowgate 1966 to be 
updated. Becky Turner stated the flowgate has been a problem for 5-7 years and this project is 
a candidate to be accelerated on the Entergy Construction Plan. 
 
Kristine Schmidt asked if the slip in date would be on the Differences Report. Mr. 
Vongkhamchanh replied that this project was economic and not on the Base Plan. Several 
stakeholders, Entergy, and SPP discussed the reasoning and specifics behind the flowgate 
project being considered an economic rather than reliability upgrade. Jennifer Vosburg, NRG 
Energy, Inc., pointed out that the flowgate shows in TLR at other times than summer. Don 
Shipley confirmed that to be the case as the flowgate goes in TLR at some times during off-
peak. Several stakeholders discussed outage coordination with the flowgate. Todd Pedersen, 
West Memphis Utility Commission, stated that even with additional upgrades to the flowgate, if 
service continues to be sold under the current process, the same situation will occur, and that 
the flows in the system need to be investigated. Mr. Shipley and several stakeholders discussed 
flows, methodology, NNL, modeling improvements, and AFC benchmarking surrounding the 
congestion issue. 
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Lanny Nickell took an action item for SPP to perform more analysis on the issue and provide 
further details on Flowgate 1966.  
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George Heintzen, Conway Corporation, asked about tariff changes to the Entergy OATT, and if 
there was a mechanism to change something more quickly.  Mr. Nickell discussed the 
possibilities with Mr. Heintzen and Roberto Paliza and several of the stakeholders. Rick Henley, 
Jonesboro City Water & Light, provided comments on the financial impact this situation has on 
ratepayers, as native load is being affected by the flowgate issues.  
 
Mr. Nickell took another action item to provide a better explanation of the planning process that 
determines the economic and reliability upgrades. Kristine Schmidt stated these issues would 
be on the E-RSC agenda and that Entergy needed to be prepared to discuss. 
 
Don Shipley discussed the current activity on the Congestion Management Process. Due to the 
lack of movement in the Task Force, and in light of how the process worked during this 
summer’s congestion activity, Mr. Shipley proposed that no further action be taken on changing 
the current Congestion Management process. The Reliability Task Force would concentrate its 
efforts on finding the root causes of congestions and work on current issues. There was some 
stakeholder discussion but no dissention to Mr. Shipley’s suggestions. 
 
 
Agenda Item 7 Entergy Update on FTR/ARR Rights   
 
Michael Schnitzer, Entergy, gave a presentation on Auction Revenue Rights. Gary Newell 
clarified a position on network resources, network service, and PTP. Mr. Schnitzer confirmed it 
was correct. Becky Turner inquired on the reference year for Entergy and Mr. Schnitzer stated it 
was 6/1/2012-5/31/2013. Henry Thompson, HHTJR Inc, asked if they had looked at other 
entities in the footprint and not just at the Operating Companies. Mr. Schnitzer stated they had 
not at this time. Several of the stakeholders and Mr. Schnitzer then discussed more specifics of 
the presentation, including data additions, definition of adequate allocation, and percentage of 
peak load used in decisions. Kristine Schmidt and Mr. Schnitzer discussed the timing of when 
discussions could occur on the issue of adequate nomination of ARR. Todd Hillman, Midwest 
ISO, proposed that Midwest ISO would be more than happy to include further Midwest ISO 
training for the ICT SPC stakeholders on FTR and ARR. Mr. Schnitzer stated that on Friday 
August 10th’s FTR Task Force meeting and during the next week there would be opportunity for 
further discussion. Becky Turner stated she needed a better understanding of the approval 
process if parties don’t agree. Mr. Hillman and several stakeholders discussed possible 
activities in this case, including Midwest ISO filing at FERC and stakeholder input. 
 
Agenda Item 9-ICT Transition Update 
 
Eric Laverty, Midwest ISO, presented an update on the ICT Transition activity between Entergy, 
Midwest ISO, and SPP. The presentation included activities completed to this point, meetings 
that have been held between the three parties, upcoming milestones, and contact information. 
Roberto Paliza requested some elaboration on new requirements listed in the presentation. Mr. 
Laverty discussed NERC Certification, call list, and metering requirements. 
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Matt Brown, Entergy, discussed the ICT Transition activity for the Monitoring Services. Mr. 
Brown’s presentation included a list of milestones completed, the dates of future milestones, 
and an overview of the additional services beyond the WPP to be performed by the Market 
Monitoring provider. Kristine Schmidt asked to who the Independent Market Monitor would 
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report. Mr. Brown replied the Midwest ISO would be the entity for the WPP functions, otherwise 
the IMM would report to FERC or E-RSC, depending on the contract. Todd Hillman stated the 
WPP reporting would be the same as it is today. George Heintzen asked if other jurisdictions 
had taken action on the ICT proposal. Ms. Schmidt stated the only other jurisdiction would be 
the City of New Orleans, and they have deferred. 
 
Agenda Item 8- MISO Resource Adequacy 
 
Kevin Larson, Midwest ISO, gave a presentation giving details of the Midwest ISO Resource 
Adequacy. Kristine Schmidt asked if Entergy goes into the Midwest ISO with a 5 year transition, 
when the rule would take effect. Mr. Larson explained the multiple steps to be taken before a 
fixed resource adequacy plan would be in place during the transition period. 
 
Agenda Item 6- Undesignation Business Practice Update 
 
Kham Vongkhamchanh and Ben Roubique, SPP, provided a short update on the status of the 
Undesignation Business Practice. 
. 
 
 
Agenda Item 10- Action Items Review 
 
Action items: 
 

1. The ICT to perform more analysis on the issue and provide further details on Flowgate 
1966 for the E-RSC meeting August 23rd. 

2. The ICT will provide a more detailed explanation of the planning process that determines 
economic and reliability upgrades, specifically in relation to upgrades for Flowgate 1966. 

 
 
Agenda Item 8- Adjournment 
 
Meeting adjourned at approximately 2:00 p.m. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Lanny Nickell 
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Movish Philip pmovish@ergconsulting In Person

E‐RSC Working Group ‐ Stakeholders 
Company Last Name First Name Email Attending Comments

Ameren Services Company Kramer D dkramer@ameren.com In Person
Midwest ISO Watts Jamie jhw@longlaw.com In Person
Entergy Services, Inc. Wells Connie cwells@entergy.com In Person

Wilson Geoffrey gwilson@meam.com In Person
Marathon Petroleum Co LLC Barfield Carol crbarfield@marathonpetroleum.com In Person
Tenaska Power Services Co. Lane Sarah slane@tnsk.com In Person

Cureington Seth scurein@entergy.com Teleconferencing
South Mississippi Electric Power Association McElhaney Steve smcelhaney@smepa.coop In Person
Southwest Power Pool Mitchell Ty tmitchell@spp.org In Person
Louisiana Public Service Commission Watson Melissa melissa.watson@la.gov In Person

Walker‐Ratliff Joan joan.walker‐ratliff@p66.com In Person
Entergy Services, Inc. Etheredge Yarrow yethere@entergy.com In Person
Midwest ISO Carllisle Valerie vcarlisle@misoenergy.org In Person

Schmidt Kristine kschmidt@espyenergysolutions.com In Person
Entergy Services, Inc. Murphy Erin emurph1@entergy.com Teleconferencing

Lane Alison alane@misoenergy.org Teleconferencing
Midwest ISO Guerry David dlg@longlaw.com In Person

Movish Philip pmovish@ergconsulting.com In Person.com  
Entergy Kellough Lee lkellou@entergy.com In Person
Southwest Power Pool Bright Ben bbright@spp.org In Person
Midwest ISO Warnock Aldie awarnock@misoenergy.org In Person
Louisiana Public Service Commission Patterson Kirk kpp1@PattersonConsult.com In Person
Mississippi Public Service Comm. Allen Chad Chad.Allen@psc.state.ms.us In Person
Entergy Services, Inc. Case Jim jcase@entergy.com Teleconferencing
Midwest ISO Aliff Tim taliff@misoenergy.org In Person
Occidental Energy Ventures Harris Brenda brenda_harris@oxy.com In Person
Paliza Consulting, LLC. Paliza Roberto roberto@palizaconsulting.com In Person
City Water & Light Henley Rick rhenley@jonesborocwl.org In Person
Cleco Power Whitmore Terry Terry.Whitmore@cleco.com In Person
Entergy Services, Inc. Maurice‐Anderson Alyssa amauric@entergy.com In Person
Entergy Services, Inc. Ferguson Waler wfergus@entergy.com In Person
L S Power Development Estes Evan eestes@lspower.com In Person
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Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation Frizzell Ronnie Ronnie Teleconferencing

Entergy Services Ralston Alan aralsto@entergy.com Teleconferencing
Exeter Associates Kahal Matt mkahal@exeterassociates.com In Person
Entergy Services, Inc. Brown Matthew mbrow12@entergy.com In Person

Head Stacy shead@nola.gov In Person
McMurray Shawn shawn.mcmurray@arkansasag.gov In Person

Kean, Miller, Hawthorne, D'Armond,  King Katherine Katherine.King@KeanMiller.com Teleconferencing
Greffe Richard richard.greffe@puc.state.tx.us In Person

Midwest ISO Eager Jana janaeager@robertslawfirm.us In Person
Entergy Texas Olson Carl colson1@entergy.com In Person
Midwest ISO Bredenbeck Cheryl cbredenbeck@misoenergy.org In Person

Moore William cody.moore@osceolalightandpower.com In Person
NRG Energy, Inc. Greig Jake Jake.Greig@nrgenergy.com In Person
Lafayette Utilities System Stewart Jeffrey jbstewart@lus.org In Person
NRG Energy, Inc. Vosburg Jennifer jennifer.vosburg@nrgenergy.com In Person
KGen Power Lee Tina tlee@kgenpower.com Teleconferencing
Conway Corporation Heintzen George george.heintzen@conwaycorp.com In Person
Xcel Energy Wetterlin Carolyn carolyn.m.wetterlin@xcelenergy.com Teleconferencing
Entergy Services, Inc. Broussard Dennis dbrous1@entergy.com In Person
Zachary David Wilson, P.A. Wilson Zachary zdwpa@cei.net In Person
Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation      Frizzell Ronnie Ronnie.Frizzell@aecc.com.Frizzell@aecc Teleconferencing.com
Midwest ISO Laverty Eric elaverty@misoenergy.org In Person

Thompson Henry henrythompson@cablelynx.com In Person
Midwest ISO Rauch Laura lrauch@misoenergy.org In Person
Midwest ISO Smith Jameson jtsmith@midwestiso.org In Person
West Memphis Utility Commission Pedersen Todd tpedersen@ci.west‐memphis.ar.us In Person
Entergy Services, Inc. Thomas Mark mthoma3@entergy.com In Person
East Texas Electric Cooperative, Inc. Tynes Keith keith.tynes@gdsassociates.com Teleconferencing
Entergy Services, Inc. Despeaux Kimberly kdespea@entergy.com Teleconferencing
Southwest Power Pool Green Tony tgreen@spp.org In Person
Entergy Services, Inc. Bernstein Glen gbernstein@morganlewis.com Teleconferencing
Midwest ISO Webb Jeffrey jwebb@misoenergy.org In Person
Southwest Power Pool Shipley Don dshipley@spp.org In Person
Southwest Power Pool Davis Jason jdavis@spp.org In Person
Entergy Mississippi, Inc. Case Darron jcase1@entergy.com Teleconferencing

10 of 115



Smith, Jr. William bill@misostates.org Teleconferencing
ITC Great Plains, LLC Wrenbeck Thomas twrenbeck@itctransco.com In Person

Cadar Claudiu claudiu.cadar@gdsassociates.com In Person
ITC Holdings Howell Elizabeth ehowell@itctransco.com In Person
NRG Energy, Inc. Messina Wayne wayne.messina@nrgenergy.com Teleconferencing
Entergy Services, Inc. Hurstell John jhurste@entergy.com In Person
Entegra Power Group/UPP Turner Rebecca rturner@entegrapower.com In Person
The Empire District Electric Company Warren Bary bwarren@empiredistrict.com Teleconferencing
Entergy Vongkhamchanh Kham kvongkh@entergy.com In Person
Cleco Power, LLC Skinner Doug dougskinner@consolidated.net In Person

Mittendorf Brad mittendorf@sostrategy.com In Person
Public Utility Commission of Texas Dwyer Davida davida.dwyer@puc.state.tx.us Teleconferencing
Thompson Coburn, LLP Newell Gary gnewell@thompsoncoburn.com Teleconferencing
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Entergy Update – Additional Monitoring Services

E-RSC Working Group

August 8, 2012
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Regulatory Approvals

Milestone Status
ICT CONTRACT

LPSC filing (Apr 25)
FERC filing (Aug 2)
LPSC approval (July 10)
FERC approval October

CONTRACT – MONITORING SERVICES
LPSC filing August
LPSC approval October
FERC filing August
FERC approval October
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Proposed Contract – Additional Monitoring Services

Contract – Additional Monitoring Services
Contract between the Entergy Operating Companies and Potomac Economics 
(MISO Independent Market Monitor)

• Additional monitoring services that are expected to be included (beyond 
oversight of the WPP) are as follows:

oversight of transmission planning decisions (e.g., decisions addressing which reliability and economic
projects are included in the Construction Plan);

oversight of transmission service issues (e.g., ATC and AFC calculations and transmission reservation
priority decisions);

oversight of transmission operations (e.g., outages and outage scheduling, congestion management, non-
discriminatory access to transmission, no favoritism of affiliated generation or loads);

monitoring actions of Transmission Customers (including the Operating Companies) and Eligible Customers
under the ESI OATT, including transmission scheduling, transmission and generator interconnection service
requests, resource availability, and compliance with directives of the Transmission Provider, ICT, and
Reliability Coordinator; and

providing regular written and/or verbal reports to the E-RSC.

Draft contract to be completed by mid-August and shared with E-RSC Working
Group

14 of 115



Prepared on behalf of the Entergy Operating Companies at the request of the E-RSC 
Working Group – August 8, 2012 
 

Proposal to Extend E-RSC Authority for 5-year MISO Transition Period 
 
Definitions 

 Entergy transmission pricing zone = a MISO TPZ that includes transmission assets owned 
by one or more Entergy Operating Companies  
 Entergy Region = the region comprised of all Entergy TPZs 
 E-RSC-directed project = a transmission project that the E-RSC directs one or more 
Operating Companies to add to the MTEP  

 
Entergy Operating Companies’ Proposal 
 
In each of the retail change of control dockets, the Entergy Operating Companies propose to 
allow the E-RSC to continue to have the authority (a) to require the Entergy Operating 
Companies, as Transmission Owners, to make FERC Section 205 filings to change cost 
allocation among the Operating Companies’ transmission pricing zones for new 
transmission projects, other than Multi-Value Projects, that are situated entirely within 
MISO South and are approved during a five-year transition period and (b) to  direct the 
Entergy Operating Companies to exercise their rights as Transmission Owners to add 
transmission projects within the Entergy Region to the MISO Transmission Expansion Plan, 
subject to MISO’s determination that the project would not impair reliability.    
 
For any E-RSC directed project, the E-RSC must indicate in its directive whether it wants 
the costs to be allocated among Entergy TPZs pursuant to the default allocation under the 
MISO Tariff, 1 or whether the E-RSC is also directing the Operating Companies to file at 
FERC for a different cost allocation for the project.  In the latter case, the E-RSC must 
specify the allocation of costs among Entergy TPZs, and the Operating Companies will file 
with FERC to implement such allocation .  As with the current E-RSC authority under the 
Entergy OATT, and as required by the E-RSC’s resolution adopting the current authority, 
the vote to add a project and the associated cost allocation for that project must be 
unanimous.  In the event FERC does not approve the cost allocation directed by the E-RSC 
for a project directed by the E-RSC, then the Operating Companies will not proceed with the 
project unless the E-RSC directs an alternative cost allocation and such alternative cost 
allocation is approved by FERC.  
 
For any non-ERSC-directed MTEP project that is located entirely within MISO South, other 
than Multi-Value Projects, the E-RSC will have the authority, again by unanimous vote, to 
direct the Operating Companies to file for a cost allocation among the Entergy TPZs that 
differs from the MISO default cost allocation methodology for that category of project (e.g., 
market efficiency project, baseline reliability project).   This authority would allow the E-
RSC to direct two or more Entergy Operating Companies to make a filing with FERC 

                                                        
1 Note that the default cost allocation for a project added to the MTEP at the request of a 
Transmission Owner (TO) that is not required for reliability and does not meet MISO’s 
criteria for Market Efficiency projects is that the costs are included in the revenue 
requirement of the building TO’s TPZ.   
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Prepared on behalf of the Entergy Operating Companies at the request of the E-RSC 
Working Group – August 8, 2012 
 
regarding a specific MTEP project to reallocate among their respective TPZs the costs 
assigned to them by MISO for that project.  To the extent that MISO has allocated some 
portion of the project costs to a non-Entergy TPZ, that part of the allocation would not be 
affected or changed by the E-RSC’s actions. 
 
The Operating Companies’ governance proposal includes the following conditions and 
assumptions: 
 

 The proposed extension of E-RSC authority would be in effect for five years.     The 
Operating Companies assume that all six Operating Companies will join MISO on the 
same date, with the authority beginning at that time and terminating five years later.  
At this time the Operating Companies have not developed a proposal for this 
authority to be implemented in a scenario in which the dates of the Operating 
Companies’ MISO integration are staggered over a period of time.   

 Consistent with the assumption that all six Operating Companies join MISO on the 
same date,  the proposal assumes that the Entergy OATT is terminated, control of 
the transmission system is transferred to MISO, and all transmission rates, terms 
and conditions are placed under MISO’s OATT on that date. 

 The proposed authority would be codified in a separate rate schedule, filed at FERC 
by the Entergy Operating Companies and independent of all other Entergy and MISO 
tariffs.  This rate schedule would be filed in a form similar to Attachment X to 
Entergy’s OATT.  The Entergy Operating Companies and the E-RSC would enter into 
a separate MOU in this regard as well. 

 Based on consultation with MISO, the Operating Companies believe that MISO’s 
Tariff and governing documents would not be affected nor would they need to be 
modified to implement the proposal described here.   

 The costs associated with projects added to the MTEP pursuant to the directive 
authority proposal would be reflected in the revenue requirements of the applicable 
Operating Company(ies) when calculating the MISO Attachment O formula rate  for 
the applicable Entergy transmission pricing zone(s). 

 Entergy currently anticipates it will be proposing the following four transmission 
pricing zones be created for the Entergy Operating Companies in MISO:  1) ETI, 2) 
EAI, 3) EMI, and 4) all of ELL, EGSL, and ENO. 

 MISO’s allocation methodology may in the future allocate the costs of Market 
Efficiency projects to local resource zones (LRZs).  The LRZs will be determined by 
MISO after study and applying FERC approved criteria to establish these zones, and 
an LRZ may include multiple TPZs.  If an LRZ includes multiple TPZs, the E-RSC’s 
authority to direct a change in cost allocation would extend only to the portion of 
the costs allocated to the Entergy TPZs in that LRZ.   

16 of 115



Page 0 

E-RSC Working Group Update  

 

Auction Revenue Rights  Issues 

 

 
August 8, 2012 
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MISO allocates ARRs that can be converted to FTRs 

Each year, market participants will nominate and MISO will allocate a set of ARRs that can be (1) 
converted into FTRs or (2) sold in an auction.  It’s a multi-step process, but the end result is an allocation 
of ARRs that can be converted into FTRs. 

Nominate ARRs from eligible 
baseload resources (up to 

50% of peak load) 

Perform simultaneous 
feasibility test and grant or 

deny request to receive ARR 
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Page 2 

Process works well for existing MISO members 

• 94% of MISO loads have Stage 1A eligible resources greater than or equal to  
50% of peak load 
• Reflects predominance of owned baseload coal in the Midwest and relatively 
small presence of QFs and IPPs 
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Page 3 

Different circumstances for Entergy Operating Companies 

•  Operating Companies make substantial amount of short-term purchases 
• Voluntary (economic purchases) 
• Mandate (QFs) 

• Reducing the capacity factor of some Entergy long term resources 
• Result is a shortfall of Stage 1A resources relative to 50% of peak load  
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Page 4 

FERC policy 

• In Order No. 681 FERC declined to adopt its original proposal for Guideline 5 that 
would have provided a preference for long-term transmission rights  only to LSEs 
with long-term power supply arrangements 
• This change was designed to ensure that LSEs that relied on short-term 
purchases would receive adequate long-term hedges.  FERC stated that 

• “revising the guideline in this manner effectively addresses the objections of 

most commenters that oppose guideline (5) as proposed in the [Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking].  Importantly, largely eliminates the potential for load 
serving entities that prefer short-term power supply arrangements, or are 
precluded from entering into long-term power supply arrangements, to be 
disadvantaged in the allocation of firm transmission rights.” 
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Thoughts about potential solutions 

• Entergy recognizes that existing rules apparently are working well for current 
MISO LSEs 
• Entergy supports the structure of a “contingent supplemental rule” 

• Contingent: only for entities that have a shortfall under existing rules 
• Supplemental: supplemental nominations allowed in order to be able to 
nominate up to the 1A cap 

• Entergy is working within the MISO FTR Working Group stakeholder process to 
assist MISO in the development of such a proposal 
• Proposals to be discussed in the next MISO FTR Working Group conference call 
on August 10th and in the next FTR Working Group meeting, on Aug 16; interested 
parties are encouraged to participate 
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Schedule 

• Timeline for stakeholder process driven by timeline for integration activities 
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WPP Update
ICT‐SPC/ERSC‐WG 
Meeting

August 8, 2012

Ty Mitchell
tmitchell@spp.org

501.614.3340
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WPP Metrics 

WPP activity since June ERSC Meeting

3

March’12 – May’12
(Average)

June’12 – July’12
(Average)

Offers 
Submitted 5 6

Number of 
MWs Offered 1,628 1,647

Offers Accepted 1 2

Number of 
MWs Awarded 548 747
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WPP Metrics (Jun‘2012 –Jul ‘2012)
Operating 
Week

# of Offers 
Submitted

Total MWs 
Offered

# of Offers 
Accepted

Total MWs 
Awarded

Peak Load 
(MWs)

Week 167 – Jun 2 9 2,450 6 2,000 21,515

Week 168 – Jun 9 11 2,300 2 650 21,163

Week 169 – Jun 16 8 1,845 2 650 20,686

Week 170 – Jun 23 3 1,350 0 0 23,157

Week 171 – Jun 30 3 1,100 2 650 22,658

Week 172 ‐ Jul 7 5 1,250 2 675 22,322

Week 173 – Jul 14 5 1,250 3 800 22,474

Week 174 ‐ Jul 21 6 1,700 2 650 22,945

Week 175 – Jul 28 6 1,580 2 650 23,430

4
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QUESTIONS?
Ty Mitchell, tmitchell@spp.org, 501.614.3340

5
28 of 115



ERSC WG:  
Reliability Coordinator 
Update
August 8, 2012

Don Shipley

dshipley@spp.org 501.614.3581
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Topics:

• Total Summer Congestion

• Flowgate 1966:  Sheridan ‐Mabelvale

• Comparison ‐ Summer 2011 to 2012

• Congestion Management Process/Reliability Task 
Force Update
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Total Summer 
Congestion

May – July 2012
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Flowgate 1966:
Sheridan ‐Mabelvale 500kv ftlo White Bluff ‐ Keo 500kv

2012 Summary information:
TLR 3a/3b  6
TLR 5a/5b 23

Total Firm MW curtailed 137,684
Total NonFirmMW curtailed 44,030
NNL (MW) (Entergy) 49,519
NNL (MW) (non‐Entergy) 18,188
Total Duration (hours) 365

Congestion on this flowgate began 6/28/2012. 32 of 115



Sheridan ‐Mabelvale 500kv ftlo White Bluff ‐ Keo 500kv 
Cause of congestion:

High temperatures, load, and system flows contributed to the TLR 5 
event.  This flowgate is a South to North flow issue.  Heavy flows out of 
and through the Entergy system to the North‐Northeast contributes to 
the congestion on the flowgate.  Decrement generation including 
internal, imbedded non‐Entergy and external generation has an average 
generation shift factor of ‐39% while increment generation has an 
average generator shift factor of 19%.  There was over 900MW of 
schedule and Market Flow impact on the Flowgate at the time of the TLR 
5 issuance.  This along with the high temps, load and generation impact 
caused the need for the TLR issuance.
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Summer 2011 compared to Summer 2012

TLR Information for May – July of 
each year

Summer 2011 Summer 2012

Duration 1747 915

Firm MW Curtailments 245537 230448

Non Firm MW 
Curtailments 270585 104126

Number of TLRs 90 72

Entergy NNL (MW) 35543 75242

Non-Entergy NNL (MW) 10695 26090

Month - Year May 2011 May 2012 June 2011 June 2012 July 2011 July 2012

Duration 1124 250 482 199 141 466

Firm MW Curtailments 111549 55604 127724 31444 6264 143400

Non Firm MW Curtailments 151941 54033 89618 10441 29026 39652

Number of TLRs 39 18 33 17 18 37

Entergy NNL (MW) 23746 15425 10548 9623 1249 50194

Non-Entergy NNL (MW) 6935 4419 3321 3123 439 18548 34 of 115



Summer 2011 compared to Summer 2012

LAP Information for May – July 
of each year

Summer 2011 Summer 2012

Duration 6159 973*

MWh Redispatched in LAP 1,059,800 253,900*

Number of LAPs 261 99*

Month - Year
May 
2011

May 
2012

June 
2011

June 
2012

July 
2011

July 
2012

Duration 2912 629 2140 344 1107

MWh Redispatched in 
LAP 606200 133100 290200 120800 153400

Number of Events 88 50 84 49 89

* LAP information for July 2012 is not included.
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Congestion Management 
Process/Reliability Task Force 

Update
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ERSC WG
ICT Progress Overview

8/8/2012
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ICT Overview

• Effects on Entergy Stakeholders
• Overall progress on track
• Work stream teams communicating well
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Effects of MISO Transition on Stakeholders

• Immediate Impact
– Same OASIS
– Same reliability coordination rules
– Different phone number for Tariff Admin Desk
– Different study managers on impact and facilities studies

• In many day-to-day respects, from the stakeholder’s 
perspective, Dec 2 will be no different from Nov 29. 

• Some new requirements may apply, particularly for generators, 
as part of MISO assuming the Reliability Coordinator role.  

• MISO and Entergy are conducting meetings and other outreach 
to ensure that generators affected by these requirements are 
properly informed.
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Stakeholder Outreach Progress

• MISO Stakeholder Relations setting up the ICT 
section of the website
– Working with SPP on document transfer

• Liaisons have been assigned to major ICT 
stakeholder groups
– ICT Stakeholder Policy Committee – Eric Laverty
– AFC Task Force – John Harmon
– Reliability Task Force – Tim Aliff
– System Impact Study Task Force – Paul Muncy
– WPP Task Force – Aaron Casto
– ICT Users Group – Kun Zhu

• Stakeholder meetings with each work stream will be 
conducted throughout the fall
– Robust opportunity for specific questions related to the work 
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Work Stream Communication

• MISO and Entergy work stream teams have 
been meeting periodically since late 2011

• Teams are pulling in SPP Counterparts
– Reliability Coordination—call on 7/19, met 7/24, 

working on a follow up
– Tariff Admin/AFC—setting up meeting 
– Planning—several meetings

• Order 1000 coordination ongoing
• Interconnection and Service teams met 8/7

– Stakeholder relations—call on 7/26, setting up follow 
up
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Overall ICT Major Milestones

• Filing made at FERC 8/2/2012
• Entergy and MISO to issue a more detailed summary of 

ICT implementation and transition plan – August 2012
• Customer outreach ongoing
• Parallel Operations – 9/4/12 – 11/30/12
• Network Model Updates Due – 9/17/12
• Tariff Admin / Impact / Facility study transition OASIS 

posting – mid to late September
• MISO begins operations as ICT 12/1/12
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Liaison Contact Info

• Eric Laverty 
– elaverty@misoenergy.org

• John Harmon
– jharmon@misoenergy.org

• Tim Aliff
– taliff@misoenergy.org

• Paul Muncy
– pmuncy@misoenergy.org

• Aaron Casto
– acasto@misoenergy.org

• Kun Zhu
– kzhu@misoenergy.org
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
ICT STAKEHOLDERS POLICY COMMITTEE and OPEN E-RSC WORKING GROUP 

MEETING 
April 17, 2012 

Pan American Life Center New Orleans, LA 
 

•  D r a f t  M e e t i n g  M i n u t e s  •  
9:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m. 

 
 

Agenda Item 1- Introduction and Roll Call 
 
Lanny Nickell, SPP, called the meeting to order at approximately 9:01 a.m. There were 57 
announced in attendance in person and by teleconference. 
 
Agenda Item 2- Administrative Items 
 
Lanny Nickell reviewed the March 14, 2012 ICT SPC meeting minutes. Mr. Nickell asked for a 
motion of approval of the minutes for the previous meeting. There were no objections, changes or 
modifications, and the motion was moved, seconded, and passed. 
 
Agenda Item 3a- AFC Flowgate Analysis   
 
Cameron Warren, Entergy, presented Entergy’s AFC Flowgate Analysis for 2012. This included 
listing the criteria used in determining flowgates, the list of new flowgates, and the list of 
removed flowgates. Roberto Paliza, Paliza Consulting LLC, asked if Entergy coordinated 
flowgate information with neighboring entities. Mr. Warren replied Entergy does coordinate with 
its neighbors. Mr. Paliza asked about further coordination of flowgate information, including 
sharing a list of respected flowgates and ATC information. Mr. Warren stated that they do share 
lists of flowgates pertinent to its neighbors, but that currently Entergy does not share ATC 
override information but it is an OATI software upgrade Entergy is currently working on. 
 
Agenda Item 3b- Undesignation Business Practices Update 
 
Ben Roubique, SPP, gave an update on the progress of the undesignation process, along with 
an example that stepped through the process. Kip Fox, American Electric Power, asked if during 
the process if any stability analysis would be done. Mr. Roubique replied that only a steady state 
analysis would be done. Roberto Paliza inquired about procedures for a stand-alone 
undesignation that would be less than 5 years. Mr. Roubique replied that less than 5 years 
would be part of the annual Reliability Assessment process. Mr. Paliza and Mr. Roubique 
discussed several special situations and how those would be covered by the business practice. 
Dennis Broussard, Entergy, commented that if the undesignation was for less than 5 years it 
would be doubtful for an upgrade to pay for itself. Erin Murphy, Entergy, stated that the Task 
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Force has been discussing the business practices in a 5 year format, and any discussion of 
changes would be best discussed through the Task Force. Further discussion was held on the 
undesignation and its effect on service that has already been sold. Mr. Roubique stated sold 
service would be taken into consideration within the long term studies and that TSR would be 
considered a reliability issue. Short term issues are still being discussed. Mr. Roubique also 
added that the proposal was still being finalized and that short term issues will be considered. 
The ICT will provide a written response to the comments received from the stakeholders and 
may make adjustments to the proposed business practices. 
 
Agenda Item 3c- 2011 MBPC Study Update  
 
Ben Roubique provided a short update on the MBPC Study. The reports should be complete by 
April 27th. The full summary report is approximately 60 pages, but an executive summary of 5 
pages has been written and will be included in the report. 
 
Agenda Item 4a- WPP Update  
 
Ty Mitchell, SPP, presented the WPP update. Mr. Mitchell noted that there have been no offers 
accepted in the past four weeks, and although the ICT is researching to be certain there are no 
issues with the models, the lack of accepted offers is believed to be due to low natural gas 
prices and low load conditions. Kristine Schmidt, ESPY Energy Solutions, asked if the ICT could 
provide the year to year trends in the presentations. Mr. Mitchell stated that was certainly 
possible and the ICT would provide that analysis in the next presentation. 
 
Agenda Item 4b- Congestion Management Report 
 
Don Shipley, SPP, provided an update on the Congestion Management Process. Mr. Shipley 
stated after the next Reliability Task Force meeting scheduled for May 4th, the RC should be 
able to submit an updated white paper. The white paper will contain more detail, will have an 
executive summary, and will have a comparison table that will provide analysis of the old 
process vs. the new process. Mr. Shipley discussed the issues the task force is facing and that 
the June 1st implementation of the new process is in jeopardy. Becky Turner, Entegra Power 
Group, asked where the process culminates and if it includes a tariff change. Mr. Shipley replied 
that congestion management was being considered a Reliability Coordinator process and the 
ICT would implement without a tariff change, but that this could be discussed with the 
stakeholders. Discussion continued with Ms. Turner, Mr. Shipley, and Lanny Nickell on the 
various aspects of how the Congestion Management Process should be implemented, including 
FERC involvement, NAESB and NERC procedures, and past changes with other Entergy 
processes and practices. Mr. Shipley confirmed that a separate discussion on implementation 
would be on the agenda for the May 4th Reliability Task Force meeting. 
 
Agenda Item 5- ICT Proposal Survey  
 
Kristine Schmidt presented and reviewed the stakeholders’ ICT Proposal Surveys. Ms. Schmidt 
stated that the survey results were being presented to the E-RSC members for their June 
meeting. The E-RSC Working Group would be making no decisions or actions on the surveys, 
just providing them to the E-RSC commissioners. 
 
Agenda Item 6- Other Items 
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Kristine Schmidt discussed the upcoming meeting schedule and noted there would not be 
another open E-RSC Working Group meeting until August. Lanny Nickell announced the E-RSC 
Working Group joint ICT SPC meetings would follow the ICT SPC guidelines for meeting 
material schedules, with agendas posted 15 business days prior to the meeting, and 
background material posted 5 business days before the meeting. 
 
Becky Turner inquired about the redline version of the proposed ICT contract with MISO that 
Entergy had mentioned in the last E-RSC Working Group meeting. Erin Murphy stated Entergy 
was working through some final matters, and will send the version to stakeholders when it is 
completed. 
. 
 
 
Agenda Item 7- Action Items Review 
 
Action items: 
 

1. The ICT will be providing a written response to the Undesignation Business Practice 
comments from stakeholders that arrived after March 28th. 

2. Ty Mitchell, SPP, will provide year to year comparisons in the next WPP Update. 
3. Don Shipley, SPP, will add an implementation discussion to the May 4th Reliability Task 

Force meeting agenda. 
4. Erin Murphy, Entergy, will provide the stakeholders a redline version of the proposed ICT 

contract with MISO. 
 
 
Agenda Item 8- Adjournment 
 
Meeting adjourned at approximately 10:20 a.m. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Lanny Nickell 
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1000 Center Street • PO Box 400 

Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 

Kenneth W. Anderson, Jr. 
President 
 
Brandon Presley 
Vice-President 
 
Colette D. Honorable 
Secretary 

Eric F. Skrmetta 
Member 

 
Cynthia Hedge-Morrell 

Member 

ERSC Working Group and Stakeholders Meeting 
Pan American Life Center - New Orleans, LA 

April 17, 2012 | 9:00 AM – 3:00 PM 
 
 

Agenda 
 
 

1.  Welcome and Introductions 
 
2.  March 14, 2012 Meeting Minutes Approval 
 
3.  PC Update S

 Undesignation Business Practices Update ‐
-
‐ MBPC Study 
 Annual Flowgate Review 

 
4.  CT Reports I

 ICT Users Group ‐
-
‐ Congestion Management Update 
 WPP Update 

 
5.  CT Services After November 2012 I

‐ Stakeholder Survey 
 
6. Other Issues 

‐ Future Meeting Dates (in New Orleans unless otherwise indicated) 
• May 2 (Joint OMS & E-RSC Meeting in St. Louis) 
• June 6-7 (E-RSC Meeting) 
• August 8 
• August 22-23 (E-RSC Meeting) 
• September 26 
• October 12 
• November 8-9 (E-RSC Meeting) 
• December 5  

Arkansas Public Service Commission • Louisiana Public Service Commission 
Mississippi Public Service Commission • Public Utility Commission of Texas • City of New Orleans’ City Council 

47 of 115



 

 

 
48 of 115



49 of 115



50 of 115



51 of 115



Curran Jennifer jcurran@misoenergy Teleconferencing

Company Last Name First Name Email Attending Comments
Aliff Tim taliff@misoenergy.org In Person
Allen Chad Chad.Allen@psc.state.ms.us In Person

Marathon Petroleum Co LLC Barfield Carol crbarfield@marathonpetroleum.com In Person
Entergy Services, Inc. Bernstein Glen gbernstein@morganlewis.com Teleconferencing
Arkansas Public Service Commission Berry Keith Berry@hendrix.edu In Person

Bornholdt Mary mbornho@entergy.com Teleconferencing
Bredenbeck Cheryl cbredenbeck@misoenergy.org In Person

Southwest Power Pool Bright Ben bbright@spp.org In Person
Broussard Dennis dbrous1@entergy.com In Person
Brown Matthew mbrow12@entergy.com In Person
Burrows Lori lburrows@psc.state.ar.us In Person
Carllisle Valerie vcarlisle@misoenergy.org In Person

Entergy Services, Inc. Case Jim jcase@entergy.com In Person
Chatt Bijoy bchatt@lacapra.com Teleconferencing
Clarey Patrick patrick.clarey@ferc.gov In Person
Collins Peter peter.collins@nrgenergy.com In Person

David Lyles Cruthirds Attorney at Law Cruthirds David david@thecruthirdsreport.com Teleconferencing
Curran Jennifer jcurran@misoenergy.org Teleconferencing.org
Cutter Brandon bcutter@entergy.com In Person
Cyr Paula pcyr@entergy.com In Person

Stone Pigman Darce Noel ndarce@stonepigman.com In Person
Datta Samrat sdatta@entergy.com In Person

Southwest Power Pool Davis Jason jdavis@spp.org Teleconferencing
Xcel Energy Deaver Gerald gerald.r.deaver@xcelenergy.com Teleconferencing

Eager Jana janaeager@robertslawfirm.us Teleconferencing
Erbach Donald don@paschallstrategic.com In Person
Estes Chip chipestes@gmail.com In Person
Fallon Matthew mfallon@taloncap.com Teleconferencing
Ferguson Waler wfergus@entergy.com In Person

American Electric Power Fox Kip kmfox@aep.com Teleconferencing
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Empire District Electric Company McCord Rick rmccord@empiredistrict Teleconferencing

Frizzell Ronnie Ronnie.Frizzell@aecc.com Teleconferencing
Southwest Power Pool Green Tony tgreen@spp.org Teleconferencing

Greffe Richard richard.greffe@puc.state.tx.us In Person
Guerry David dlg@longlaw.com In Person
Harlan David dharlan@veriquestgroup.com In Person

Conway Corporation Heintzen George george.heintzen@conwaycorp.com Teleconferencing
City Water & Light Henley Rick rhenley@jonesborocwl.org In Person

Hillman Todd thillman@misoenergy.org In Person
Hilton Shane shane.hilton@cleco.com In Person
Hoelscher Pete phoelscher@spp.org Teleconferencing
Holsclaw James jim@thglaw.com In Person

Entergy Kellough Lee lkellou@entergy.com Teleconferencing
Lane Sarah slane@tnsk.com In Person
LaValle Kathleen klavalle@jw.com Teleconferencing

KGen Power Lee Tina tlee@kgenpower.com Teleconferencing
Entergy Services, Inc. Long Charles clong1@entergy.com In Person

Lyons Chris chris.lyons@constellation.com Teleconferencing
Maurice‐Anderson Alyssa amauric@entergy.com Teleconferencing

Southwest Power Pool McCarty Kaye kmccarty@spp.org Teleconferencing
Empire District Electric Company      McCord Rick rmccord@empiredistrict.com Teleconferencing.com
Entergy Services, Inc. McCulla Mark mmccul1@entergy.com In Person

McElhaney Steve smcelhaney@smepa.coop In Person
McMurray Shawn shawn.mcmurray@arkansasag.gov Teleconferencing
Messina Wayne wayne.messina@nrgenergy.com In Person

Entergy Services, Inc. Montgomery Melinda mmontg3@entergy.com In Person
Movish Philip pmovish@ergconsulting.com In Person
Murphy Erin emurph1@entergy.com In Person
Nagler Peter peter.nagler@ferc.gov Teleconferencing

Thompson Coburn, LLP Newell Gary gnewell@thompsoncoburn.com Teleconferencing
Entergy Texas Olson Carl colson1@entergy.com In Person
Constellation Energy Commodities  Orr John john.orr@constellation.com In Person
Paliza Consulting, LLC. Paliza Roberto roberto@palizaconsulting.com In Person
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Entergy Wang Francis hwang@entergy com In Person

Patterson Kirk kpp1@PattersonConsult.com In Person
West Memphis Utility Commission Pedersen Todd tpedersen@ci.west‐memphis.ar.us In Person

phillips darlene dphillips@misoenergy.org Teleconferencing
Profeta Patricia pkp@nbgroup.com In Person

Entergy Services Ralston Alan aralsto@entergy.com Teleconferencing
Roe Douglas douglas.roe@ferc.gov Teleconferencing

Southwest Power Pool Roubique Benjamin broubique@spp.org In Person
Schmidt Kristine kschmidt@espyenergysolutions.com In Person
Schnitzer Michael mms@nbgroup.com In Person
Schonert Andy andy.schonert@hkstrategies.com Teleconferencing
Sharer Andrew andrew.sharer@nrgenergy.com In Person
Taylor Al ataylor@bbrslaw.com Teleconferencing
Thomas Mark mthoma3@entergy.com In Person

ITC Holdings Thumm Brian bthumm@itctransco.com In Person
Entergy Tong Louis htong@entergy.com In Person

Troxell Gregory gtroxell@misoenergy.org Teleconferencing
Entegra Power Group/UPP Turner Rebecca rturner@entegrapower.com In Person

Tynes Keith keith.tynes@gdsassociates.com In Person
Entergy Vongkhamchanh Kham kvongkh@entergy.com In Person
Entergy Wang Francis hwang@entergy.com. In Person 

Warnock Aldie awarnock@misoenergy.org In Person
Entergy Services, Inc. Warren Cameron cwarre1@entergy.com Teleconferencing

Warwick Brian bwarwic@entergy.com In Person
Watson Mark markham_watson@platts.com Teleconferencing
Watts Jamie jhw@longlaw.com In Person
Wells Connie cwells@entergy.com In Person

Xcel Energy Wetterlin Carolyn carolyn.m.wetterlin@xcelenergy.com Teleconferencing
Cleco Power Whitmore Terry Terry.Whitmore@cleco.com In Person
Zachary David Wilson, P.A. Wilson Zachary zdwpa@cei.net Teleconferencing
South Mississippi Electric Power  Wilson Alan awilson@smepa.coop In Person

Zwergel David dzwergel@MISOenergy.org In Person
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
ICT STAKEHOLDERS POLICY COMMITTEE and OPEN ERSC WORKING GROUP 

MEETING 
March 14, 2012 

Pan American Life Center New Orleans, LA 
 

•  D r a f t  M e e t i n g  M i n u t e s  •  
9:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m. 

 
 

Agenda Item 1- Introduction and Roll Call 
 
Lanny Nickell, SPP, called the meeting to order at approximately 9:08 a.m. There were 91 in 
attendance in person and by teleconference. 
 
Agenda Item 2- Administrative Items 
 
Lanny Nickell reviewed the agenda which was posted prior to the meeting on the SPP website 
and available at the meeting. Mr. Nickell reviewed the January 26, 2012 ICT SPC meeting 
minutes. Mr. Nickell asked for a motion of approval of the minutes for the previous meeting. There 
were no objections, changes or modifications, and the motion was moved, seconded, and passed. 
 
Agenda Item 3a- Undesignated Business Practice Update   
 
Ben Roubique, SPP, presented the ICT’s proposal on Entergy’s Undesignation Business 
Practice. Becky Turner, Entegra, inquired on proactively studying undesignation. Mr. Roubique 
and Ms. Turner discussed possibilities and issues with proactive studies. Jennifer Vosburg, 
LaGen/NRG, asked about the term being greater than 5 years and how the time frame 
coordinated with the base plan. Mr. Roubique responded that the 5 year term was long enough 
for upgrades to go in service. Ms. Vosburg asked Entergy how the will approach the issue. Erin 
Murphy and Doug Powell, Entergy, discussed the process and stated they haven’t drilled down 
that far into the details, but would look at each individual upgrade. Ms. Vosburg inquired if it 
would be possible for ICT and Entergy to provide a walk through example for the stakeholders. 
Mr. Roubique stated that would not be a problem. Roberto Paliza, Paliza Consulting, LLC, 
discussed responsibility for the undesignations that cause reliability issues. Ms. Murphy replied 
that there were other measures to mitigate along with reliability. Ms. Vosburg inquired if 
reliability issues occur, is it Entergy’s responsibility. Mr. Roubique answered that was correct. 
Ms. Murphy stated that mitigation of undesignation was not detailed in the Business Practices 
changes.  Mr. Roubique concluded with an action item for all stakeholder comments to be 
submitted to the ICT by March 28th.  
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Agenda Item 3b- MBPC Study High-Level Results Summary 
 
Mr. Roubique gave a summary of the high-level results from the MBPC study. Mr. Powell and 
Samrat Datta, Entergy, inquired on several aspects of the study, including thermal and voltage 
support, RMR units, specific metrics used by the study, transfer/import capabilities, and time 
frame (2013, 2022) for upgrade benefits. Mr. Paliza also discussed different aspects of the 
study, including QF curtailment, load pocket imports, and ATC calculations. Kip Fox, AEP-
SWEPCO, commented on the impact of lower gas prices on the study, and asked if EPA 
impacts were included in the study. Mr. Roubique stated there were no EPA impacts in the 
study.  
 
Mr. Roubique went through a detailed view for each region of the study. Several stakeholders 
and Entergy personnel discussed details of the results from each region. Keith Berry, APSC, 
inquired on how the ERSC WG and stakeholders can get more granularity. Mr. Roubique stated 
this was a screening study and as such identified possible projects that will need further 
analysis. Ms. Vosburg inquired of the ERSC WG what the next steps needed to be as the 
stakeholders were looking for action on projects not more studies. Richard Greffe, PUCT, 
responded that the working group was directed to look into projects to add to the construction 
plan, that the MBPC study was one of several studies being looked at, and for the ERSC to 
move ahead they may require additional studies.  
 
Agenda Item 3c- 2011 Stakeholder Survey  
 
Tony Green, SPP, provided the stakeholders with the 2011 ICT Stakeholder Survey. Since an 
overview of the survey had been presented at the ERSC meeting, the survey results were being 
provided along with the results analysis comparisons in case there were any questions from the 
Stakeholders.    
 
Agenda Item 4a-ICT Users Group Report 
 
Tim Phillips, SPP, presented the Users Group report, covering the assessments on December 
7, 2011, and February 15, 2012. Ms. Vosburg and Mr. Phillips discussed the AFC Data Error 
filings for the periods. Mr. Phillips took an action item to identify common areas where errors 
occur and report back to Stakeholders.  Ms. Vosburg asked the MISO representatives if they 
report data errors. Eric Laverty, MISO, stated MISO does report errors, they self report to a 
committee. Kristine Schmidt, ESPY Energy Solutions, asked if those are on the MISO website. 
Mr. Laverty stated he would follow up and confirm. 
 
Agenda Item 4b- Congestion Management Report 
 

2 

Don Shipley, SPP, provided an update on the Congestion Management Process. The ICT has 
prepared a white paper and it will be reviewed at the next Reliability Task Force meeting, 
scheduled for April 4, 2012. Mark McCulla, Entergy, inquired if the process was looking at 
congestion relief and if transfer capability was also being looked at. Mr. Shipley stated the task 
force is looking at all options, addressing reliability first but managing congestion however 
possible on top 10 congested flowgates. Ms. Vosburg asked which time frame they were looking 
at for the top 10 flowgates, Mr. Shipley replied 2011. Mr. Powell inquired on how forced 
outages, such as construction and storms, are handled in the analysis of the flowgates. Mr. 
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Shipley commented that was a good point, will be taken into account. Mr. Shipley discussed the 
involvement of NERC and NAESB with the congestion management process and that the new 
process will need their review. Ms. Vosburg inquired about the timeframe for getting the process 
through NAESB. Mr. Shipley stated this may be quick, as it could be done by phone call but 
could be longer if it needs to be discussed at a committee meeting. Mr. Paliza and Mr. Shipley 
had further discussion on the details of the process. 
 
Agenda Item 4c- Base Plan/Differences update 
 
Mr. Greffe inquired on updates from the ERSC Meeting discussions on the Base 
Plan/Construction Plan proposed/approved category of upgrades. Mr. Powell went into greater 
detail of the specifics of the upgrades in the proposed category versus those that are in the 
approved category. Mr. Powell also explained Entergy’s approval and estimation process within 
the Construction Plan. Mr. Greffe asked when there are updates to the report if Entergy could 
make the status changes easier to see on the report. Mr. Powell took an action item to identify 
“key changes” on the report.  
 
Agenda Item 5- ICT Proposal Presentations  
 
Lanny Nickell presented SPP’s proposal for Continuation of ICT Services. Mr. Nickell engaged 
in key discussions with several stakeholders. Specific discussion topics included the change in 
monthly fee from $1.1 M to $1.6 M in December 2013 if Entergy does not join an RTO; Order 
1000 compliance; historical performance of SPP as the ICT; proposed enhancements to the ICT 
contract; Market Monitor timing and inclusion; and transition of services.  
 
Todd Hillman, Dave Zwergel, Jennifer Curran, Cheryl Bredenbeck, and Eric Laverty, MISO, 
delivered MISO’s Discussion of Transitional Services. Each expert presented different aspects 
of the proposal, with discussions concentrating on MISO tools and processes; change in 
monthly fee from $1.1M to $1.6M in December 2013 if Entergy does not join MISO; timing of 
filings that need to be made for MISO to be the ICT; MISO ability to affect change in Entergy 
procedures; MISO experience in transition process; modification to the Entergy ICT contract; 
overlap costs for transition of ICT to MISO; Market Monitor decisions; planning processes in a 
MISO ICT; and historical knowledge of Entergy and current ICT conditions. 
 
 
Agenda Item 10- Action Items Review 
 
Action items: 
 

1. Stakeholder comments on the Undesignation Business Practice are due by March 28th. 
2. Tim Phillips, SPP, will provide an analysis of common errors in the AFC Data Error 

filings. 
3. Doug Powell, Entergy, will determine if changes can be made to the Entergy 

Construction Plan update reports that highlight key changes in the plan, specifically to 
identify upgrades moving from proposed to approved. 
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Agenda Item 11- Adjournment 
 
Meeting adjourned at approximately 3:05 p.m. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Lanny Nickell 
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Undesignation BP 
Update

April 17, 2012

Ben Roubique
broubique@spp.org

501.614.3331
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Undesignation BP Overview

• Reliability Study proposal presented at 
March 14th meeting

• Stakeholder comments requested by March 
28th

– None received
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Standalone Undesignation Example

1. Customer submits 1 MW request on OASIS 
to permanently undesignate a unit

2. Customer emails Form to Undesignate or 
Cluster Network Resources to ICT

3. Once form is received, ICT accepts request 
on OASIS

4. Customer confirms request
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Standalone Undesignation Example

5. Upon confirmation, ICT begins Reliability Study process

a. Determine if unit was on in models used to develop Base 
Plan.  If yes, continue.

b. Perform a contingency analysis on current model (includes 
Construction Plan projects).  

c. If unit is online, turn unit off, re‐run contingency analysis

d. Review CA results to see if any new overloads/voltage 
violations appear.

e. If new issues are seen, determine projects to fix those issues.  

f. Prepare Reliability Study report, post on OASIS

g. Update Base Plan as needed, post on OASIS
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3. Interim Procedures for Undesignating Network Resources 
 
Customers may terminate Network Resource designations, either on a 
“permanent” or “temporary” basis, in accordance with Sections 30.2 and 30.3 of 
the Tariff, Section 3.2.2 of Attachment D, and Section 10 of Attachment E to the 
Tariff. Prior to the implementation of NAESB standards related to undesignating 
Network Resources in accordance with Order No. 890-A and 890-B, the following 
provisions will govern how customers: (i) submit a request to undesignate an 
existing Network Resource; (ii) identify whether an undesignation is permanent or 
temporary; (iii) submit a request to undesignate an existing Network Resource 
and a request to evaluate it with a new Network Resource (“Alternate Network 
Resource”) simultaneously; (iv) request that the undesignation of an existing 
Network Resource and a request for Point to Point or Network Transmission 
Service be studied concomitantly; and (v) identify the amount of capacity from 
each existing Network Resource to be evaluated for undesignation in order to 
accommodate the related request(s). 
 
Non-Simultaneous Undesignation Requests 

Requests to undesignate a Network Resource may be submitted on a “stand-
alone” basis, i.e. without being simultaneously submitted with a request to 
designate an Alternate Network Resource.  Consistent with FERC Order 890-A, 
stand-alone requests to undesignate a Network Resource are not studied by the 
ICT on behalf of the requesting customer, rather they are studied for reliability 
impacts.  The costs of the study are not directly assigned to the requesting 
Customer.  Stand-alone requests will be ACCEPTED upon submission.  If the 
Customer elects not to CONFIRM the stand alone undesignation request, the 
Customer can WITHDRAW the request prior to the applicable deadline or the 
request will be RETRACTED and the generating facility will retain its Network 
Resource status.  If the Customer CONFIRMS the stand alone undesignation 
request, the request will go into effect on the date specified, subject to a 
reliability-must-run agreement or other conditions (if any) agreed to between the 
Customer and Entergy.   

Priority Rights and Capacity Release (Simultaneous Requests) 

Prior to the implementation of NAESB standards addressing the processing of 
undesignation requests and how additional capacity released by undesignation 
requests should be made available to the market, the following procedures will 
be followed to ensure that priority rights of competing TSRs are honored and that 
additional capacity released by undesignation requests is made available to the 
market based on the priority rights in the Tariff. 

The undesignation of a DNR does not result in capacity being released to the 
market unless and until the Customer CONFIRMS the undesignation request (in 
the case of a stand-alone undesignation request) or CONFIRMS both the 
undesignation request and the Alternate Network Resource request (in the case 
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of simultaneously submitted requests).  If the undesignation was accompanied by 
a simultaneous request to redesignate the existing DNR in the future, the 
capacity release will be temporary, unless the resource is undesignated to the 
end of the term on the NITSA.   

3.1 Undesignation of a Short-Term Network Resource 

In order to undesignate all or a portion of a short-term DNR, the Customer shall 
utilize the following process: 

Step 1: Fax Request Form to ICT 

The Customer must first provide written notice of its intent to undesignate 
an existing DNR via facsimile to the ICT Tariff Administration Desk at 
(501) 851-1856, using the standard form Un-Designation of Designated 
Network Resources. The form is available at: 

http://www.oatioasis.com/EES/EESdocs/FAXForms.htm  

On the form, the Customer shall: 

• identify the DNR to be undesignated by providing the ARef; of the 
parent reservation(s) granting the DNR.  

• indicate the capacity of the DNR that will be undesignated; and 

• indicate the date and time on which the permanent undesignation 
should become effective, or the START_TIME and STOP_TIME 
during which the temporary undesignation should be effective. 

Step 2: Confirmation of Receipt Of Request 

After sending the facsimile notice form referenced above, the Customer 
must contact the ICT Tariff Administration Desk to confirm that the ICT 
has received undesignation form, and review the information provided 
therein with the ICT. 

Step 3: ICT Annulment or Recall 

Within the Transmission Provider response time limits described in 
Section IV.1 of these business practices, the ICT will ANNUL or RECALL 
the existing DNR, in accordance with information provided by the 
Customer in the facsimile notice form. 

Short term requests for transmission service related to a request for 
undesignation of a network resource cannot be simultaneously evaluated under 
the current AFC Process. 
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3.2   Undesignation of a Long-Term Network Resource 

In order to undesignate all or a portion of a long-term DNR, the Customer should 
conform to the following process: 

Step 1:  Enter Request(s) on OASIS 

In order to indicate to the ICT that the Customer wants to undesignate a 
long-term DNR permanently or temporarily, the Customer shall submit a 1 
MW “proxy” request as a Network Service Request on OASIS. 

The 1 MW “proxy” request shall: 

• indicate the date and time on which the permanent undesignation 
should become effective, or the START_TIME and STOP_TIME 
during which the temporary undesignation should be effective; 

• include the following statement in the OASIS customer comment 
field, “Undesignation information to follow via email to 
ICTLTTSR@spp.org.” 

• To request simultaneous designation of an Alternate Network 
Resource, the Customer must enter such request on OASIS 
immediately after entering the request to undesignate the existing 
Network Resource. The request for alternate designation must 
include: (i) an attestation in accordance with Section 30.2 of the 
Tariff (ii) the ARef of the 1 MW proxy request in the customer 
comment field, along with the following statement, “Undesignation 
information to follow via email to ICTLTTSR@spp.org,” and (iii) all 
other necessary information required under Section 29.2 of the 
Tariff. 

• To request a clustered study of a permanent undesignation and 
any other request(s) for transmission service, the related requests 
must be from the same source and submitted proximately in the 
queue. The 1 MW “proxy” request shall include (i) an attestation in 
accordance with Section 30.2 of the Tariff (ii) the ARef(s) of the 
related transmission service request(s) being clustered in the 
customer comment field along with the following statement, 
“Undesignation information to follow via email to 
ICTLTTSR@spp.org,” and (iii) all other necessary information 
required under Section 29.2 of the Tariff. 

• To request a concomitant study of a temporary undesignation 
and any other request(s) for transmission service, the 1 MW “proxy” 
request shall include (i) an attestation in accordance with Section 
30.2 of the Tariff (ii) the ARef(s) of the related transmission service 
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request(s) being studied concomitantly in the customer comment 
field along with the following statement, “Undesignation information 
to follow via email to ICTLTTSR@spp.org,” and (iii) all other 
necessary information required under Section 29.2 of the Tariff. 

Following the CONFIRMATION of all related TSRs, the ICT will update the 
Seller Comments to include each related TSR with all related ARefs in , 
including updating the comments on the 1 MW “proxy” request to identify 
the actual ARef being undesignated. 

Step 2: Email Request Form to ICT 

The Customer must email “Form to Undesignate or Cluster (Alternate 
Network Resource Designation) Network Resources” to 
ICTLTTSR@spp.org. The form is available at: 

http://www.oatioasis.com/EES/EESdocs/FAXForms.htm  

On the form, the Customer shall: 

• identify the DNR to be undesignated by providing its ARef; 

• indicate that it is requesting an undesignation of the relevant DNR 
in the appropriate column; 

• indicate the capacity of the DNR that will be undesignated; and 

• indicate the date and time on which the permanent undesignation 
should become effective, or the START_TIME and STOP_TIME 
during which the temporary undesignation should be effective. 

• If an Alternate Network Resource designation or a clustered or 
concomitant study of the undesignation request and related 
request(s) for transmission service is desired by the Customer, the 
ARef(s) of the related transmission service request(s) must also be 
provided.  

Step 3: Confirmation of Receipt of Request 

After providing the facsimiled or emailed form referenced above to the 
ICT, the Customer should contact the ICT to confirm that the ICT has 
received the request to undesignated or cluster, and review the 
information provided therein with the ICT. 

Step 4: Confirmation of Receipt of Request 

For undesignation requests without a simultaneously submitted request for 
transmission service, the ICT will set the stand-alone undesignation to 
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ACCEPTED, and the Customer will have 15 days to CONFIRM or the 
request will be RETRACTED.  Once the request is CONFIRMED, the ICT 
will then RECALL the 1 MW “proxy” request, as well as the requested 
DNR in accordance with the information provided by the Customer.  Once 
CONFIRMED, the ICT will update the Seller Comments be updated on all 
related TSRs to reflect the [ARef] of the request represented by the 1 MW 
“proxy” request. 

For undesignation requests with a simultaneously submitted request for 
transmission service, the ICT will issue a SIS Agreement to the Customer 
in accordance with the Tariff.  If the SIS Agreement is executed by the 
Customer and returned to the ICT within the time limits specified in the 
Tariff, Section 2.3 below will apply.  If the SIS Agreement is not executed 
by the Customer within the time limits specified in the Tariff, the ICT will 
DECLINE the request. 

3.3  Evaluation of Long-Term Request Coupled with a Related Request 
for Transmission Service 

3.3.1 Simultaneous Designation of an Alternate Network Resource 
and an Undesignation Request 

For requests to simultaneously request designation of an Alternate 
Network Resource and undesignation of an Existing Network Resource, 
per OATT Attachment D, the designation will be studied both with the 
undesignation and without.  The Customer will receive two (2) System 
Impact Study Agreements. 

If the Customer email notification under Section 2.2 above includes a 
request to study the Alternate Network Resource request with 
undesignation of the existing DNR request, the ICT will evaluate the 
requests in a coordinated manner. The SISs will be conducted in 
accordance with Section 3.2.2.2 of Attachment D of the Tariff. 

If the SIS indicates that the Alternate Network Resource designation 
request can be accommodated, in whole or part, without the 
undesignation of the existing network resource and without the need for 
transmission upgrades, the Customer may elect to CONFIRM only the 
request to designate the Alternate Network Resource to obtain service.  If 
the Customer fails to CONFIRM any related request by the applicable 
deadline, unconfirmed requests will be RETRACTED at the end of the 
deadline.  

If the SIS indicates that the Alternate Network Resource designation 
request can only be accommodated, in whole or part, with the 
undesignation of the existing resource, but without the need for 
transmission upgrades, the Customer must CONFIRM both: (i) the request 
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to undesignate the existing DNR; and (ii) the request to designate the 
Alternate Network Resource to obtain service. If the Customer fails to 
CONFIRM both requests by the applicable deadline, both requests will be 
RETRACTED at the end of the deadline, and the DNR will retain its 
designated Network Resource status.  

If the SIS indicates that transmission upgrades are necessary to 
accommodate the requests, the ICT will provide the Customer with a 
Facilities Study Agreement (FSA) within the deadlines specified in 
Entergy’s OATT.  If the FSA is not executed by the Customer by the 
applicable deadline, the requests will be DECLINED by the ICT, and the 
DNR will retain its designated Network Resource status. 

3.3.2 Clustered Evaluation of a Permanent Undesignation Request 
with any other Transmission Service Request(s) 

For requests to cluster a Permanent Undesignation request with any other 
Transmission Service Request(s), the requests will be considered as a 
“Queue Cluster” pursuant to Section 8 of Attachment D.  

If the Customer email notification under Section 2.2 above includes a 
request to cluster the Permanent Undesignation request with any other 
Transmission Service Request(s), the ICT will perform a single SIS to 
evaluate the requests in a coordinated manner.  The SIS is conducted in 
accordance Section 3.2 and Section 8 of Attachment D.  

If the SIS indicates that the clustered requests can be accommodated, in 
whole or part, without the need for transmission upgrades, the ICT will set 
the requests to ACCEPTED or COUNTEROFFERED, and the Customer 
must set the status to CONFIRMED or REBID: (i) the request to 
undesignate the existing DNR; and (ii) any of the desired related 
Transmission Service request(s).  If the Customer fails to ultimately 
confirm the requests by the applicable deadline(s), the requests will be 
RETRACTED at the end of the deadline(s), and the DNR will retain its 
designated Network Resource status.  

If the SIS indicates that transmission upgrades are necessary to 
accommodate the requests, the ICT will provide the Customer with a 
Facilities Study Agreement (FSA) within the deadlines specified in 
Entergy’s OATT.  If the FSA is not executed by the Customer by the 
applicable deadline, the requests will be DECLINED by the ICT, and the 
DNR will retain its designated Network Resource status. 

3.3.3 Concomitant Evaluation of a Temporary Undesignation Request 
with any other Transmission Service Request(s) 

Requests to concomitantly evaluate any other Transmission Service 
Request(s) with a Temporary Undesignation request, will be studied 
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pursuant to Section 30.3 of the Tariff and Section 10 of Attachment E 
(TSR Business Practices). 

If the Customer email notification under Section 2.2 above includes a 
request to concomitantly evaluate any other Transmission Service 
Request with the Temporary Undesignation request, the ICT will perform a 
single SIS to evaluate the requests in a coordinated manner.  The SIS is 
conducted in accordance with Section 3.2 of Attachment D and Section 10 
of Attachment E (TSR Business Practices).  

If the SIS indicates that the clustered requests can be accommodated, in 
whole or part, without the need for transmission upgrades, the Customer 
must CONFIRM: (i) the request to undesignate the existing DNR; and (ii) 
any of the desired related Transmission Service request(s). If the 
Customer fails to CONFIRM the requests by the applicable deadline, the 
requests will be RETRACTED at the end of the deadline, and the DNR will 
retain its designated Network Resource status.  

If the SIS indicates that transmission upgrades are necessary to 
accommodate the requests, the ICT will provide the Customer with a FS 
Agreement (FSA) within the deadlines specified in Entergy’s OATT.  If the 
FSA is not executed by the Customer by the applicable deadline, the 
requests will be DECLINED by the ICT, and the DNR will retain its 
designated Network Resource status. 

3.4 Requests Subject to the AFC Process 

After the relevant requests are CONFIRMED by Customers, any additional 
capacity released by the undesignation is made available to other Customers 
through the Base Case Model updating process for FSs, SISs, and AFC 
calculations.  The TSRs with the highest priority right to capacity released by the 
undesignation request are the Long-Term PTP Service TSRs and requests to 
designate Network Resources on an annual basis that were submitted prior to 
the undesignation request but remaining pending in the FS queue.  The TSRs 
with the next highest priority are the Long-Term Firm PTP Service and Network 
Service TSRs that were submitted after the undesignation request and pending 
in the SIS and the AFC Process.  The TSRs with the lowest priority are the Short-
Term Firm PTP Service TSRs and Non-Firm TSRs that were submitted after the 
undesignation request and are pending in AFC Process queue. 

Additional capacity released by an undesignation request is made available to 
each group of TSRs consistent with these priority rights by:  (i) updating AFC 
calculations and the Base Case Models used in FSs and SISs to reflect 
undesignation requests and higher priority TSRs; (ii) evaluating the TSRs in each 
queue in the order requests were submitted; and (iii) respecting the preemption 
rights of higher priority TSRs. 
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 8

3.5   Study of Stand Alone Requests to Undesignate 

A reliability study would be performed by the ICT when a stand-alone request for 
permanent undesignation or a temporary stand alone undesignation request of 
greater than five (5) years of a Network resource has been CONFIRMED on 
OASIS, and the generator was on in at least one (1) base case model used to 
develop the Base Plan. 

The reliability study will evaluate the impact of the confirmed undesignation and 
updated generation dispatch, using currently posted models and following the 
current reliability assessment processes and the planning criteria used to 
develop the Base Plan. 

When a reliability impact resulting from the undesignation is identified in the ICT’s 
reliability study, the ICT will include appropriate updates to the current base plan, 
utilizing current base plan update practices. 
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2012 AFC FLOWGATE 
ANALYSIS
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Overview

MOD-030-2 Requirements & Associated Actions 
Taken
Flowgate Analysis Process
TLR Analysis
List Of Flowgate Additions
List Of Flowgate Modifications
Flowgate Removal Process
List Of Flowgate Removals

72 of 115



MOD-030-2 R2.1.1.

Requirement – “At a minimum, the first three 
limiting elements and their worst associated 
Contingency combinations with an OTDF of at least 
5% and within the Transmission Operator’s system 
are included as Flowgates”

Action Taken – utilized PSS®MUST in running a 
Transfer Analysis to identify the first three limiting 
elements and their worst associated Contingency 
combinations with at least a 3% OTDF
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MOD-030-2 R2.1.1.2.

Requirement – “Only the most limiting element in a 
series configuration must be included as a 
Flowgate”

Action Taken – identified series elements from the 
list of potential flowgates and included only the 
most limiting element of the series
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MOD-030-2 R2.1.2.1.

Requirement – “Use first Contingency criteria 
consistent with those first Contingency criteria used 
in planning of operations for the applicable time 
periods, including use of Special Protection Systems”

Action Taken – utilized the same PSS®MUST input 
files that were used to build the powerflow cases 
used in the planning of operations

75 of 115



Flowgate Analysis Process

Steps taken to identify new flowgates to be added:
The most recent monthly model update was used to grab the four monthly peak 
cases for the study – peak months include April, July, October, and January

Performed 4 separate transfer analysis (a transfer analysis for each peak case) 
using PSS®MUST to generate a list of flowgates with an OTDF of at least 3% 
for each of the four cases

Compared results from all four cases to remove duplicates, non-transmission 
(<115 kV) limiting constraints, and unit contingencies

Filtered the flowgates so that the ones identified occurred in at least 3 of the 4 
powerflow cases

Identified series elements and kept the most limiting elements of the series

Eliminated any flowgates identified that are already part of the current Master 
Flowgate List

Eliminated any series elements with current AFC flowgates - if newly identified 
flowgates in series with current flowgates are more limiting, the new flowgates 
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TLR Analysis

Compiled a list of all TLRs (3A and above), and 
LAPs within Entergy during period of January 1, 
2011 to December 31, 2011.
Flowgates removed from list if reason for TLR / LAP 
was a special circumstance

e.g. weather related system configurations, generation 
or transmission related outages

Flowgates analyzed with PSS®MUST to ensure at 
least a 3% OTDF on at least one transfer path
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List Of Flowgate Additions

Wells 500/230 FTLO Richard-Rork 500/230

Waterford-Tezcuco 230 FTLO Waterford-Willow Glen 500

Little Gypsy-Belle Point 230 FTLO Waterford-Tezcuco 230

Couch-Lewisville 115 FTLO Sarepta-Longwood 345

McNeil-Couch 115 FTLO El Dorado 500/345

Waterloo-Big Cajun 1 230 FTLO Webre-Bayou Labutte 500

Waterloo-Big Cajun 1 230 FTLO McKnight-Coly 500

Attala-Conehoma 115 FTLO McAdams-Lakeover 500

Ringgold 138/115 FTLO Dolet Hills-SW Shreveport 345

Vienna-Trussel's Crossing 115 FTLO El Dorado 500/345

JNE Evadale-Buna 138 FTLO Newton Bulk-Holly Springs 138

Kountze Bulk-Warren 138 FTLO Newton Bulk-Holly Springs 138

Jasper-Sam Rayburn 138 FTLO Evadale-JNE Evadale 138

Bayou Cove-Hebert 138 FTLO Bayou Cove-Jennings 138

Richard-Eunice 138 FTLO Wells-West Fork 230
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Flowgate Additions (TLR Process)

Bull Shoals-Midway-Jordan 161 FTLO Bull Shoals-Buford 161

Carpenter-Hot Springs South 115 FTLO Arklahoma-Tigre Bay 115

Hot Springs EHV-Hot Springs Industrial 115 FTLO Arklahoma-Carpenter 115

Little Rock Fouche-Little Rock East 115 FTLO Wrightsville-Little Rock 145th 115

Lynch-Remington 115 FTLO Keo-West Memphis 500

Nelson-Lake Charles Bulk 138 FTLO Nelson-Richard 500

Sylvan Hills-Jacksonville North 115 FTLO Lynch-McAlmont 115
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List Of Flowgate Modifications

Waterloo-Big Cajun 1 230 FTLO Fancy-Enjay 230 (replace FG_410)

Downsville-Ruston East 115 FTLO Sterlington-El Dorado 500 (replace FG_227)
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Flowgate Removal Process

Filtered a year’s worth of AFC data to identify 
current flowgates that have never had a max AFC 
percent loading above 69%
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List Of Flowgate Removals

AKHSW_AKHSE2 ARKLAHOMA-HOT SPRINGS WEST 115 FTLO ARKLAHOMA-HOT SPRINGS EAST #2 115
ARKHTSP_HSP5 ARKLAHOMA-HOT SPRINGS 115 FTLO HOT SPRINGS 500/115
BAMCCR_BASHO BAILEY-MCCRORY 161 FTLO BAILEY-SHOFFNER 161
BASHO_BAMCCR BAILEY-SHOFFNER 161 FTLO BAILEY-MCCRORY 161
BATXF_RICTUN BATESVILLE 230/115 FTLO RITCHIE-MOONLAKE 230
BLDFRK_RUSTF BLAND-FRANKS 345 FTLO RUSH-ST. FRANCIS 345
BOUCAR_DYNPG BOUDIN-CARLYSS 230 FTLO DYNEGY-PINE GROVE 230
BSMID_INDMOR BULL SHOALS-MIDWAY 161 FTLO ISES-MOOREFIELD 161
BVRXF_MKFR_D BEAVER CREEK 115/138 FTLO FRANKLIN-MCKNIGHT 500
CHWP_BWPER CHOCTAW-WEST POINT 500 FTLO BAXTER WILSON-PERRYVILLE 500
CHWP_STNELD CHOCTAW-WEST POINT 500 FTLO STERLINGTON-EL DORADO 500
CLYML_FCYM_D COLY-MOLER 230 FTLO MCKNIGHT-FANCY 500
COLCSH_PELJA COLEY CREEK-SHEPHERD 138 FTLO PELICAN ROAD-JACINTO 138
DANMCK500 DANIEL 230/500 PTDF
DAYNLJ_JACXF DAYTON-NEW LONG JOHN 138 FTLO JACINTO 230/138
DELRUL_CLDEL DELTA-RULEVILLE 115 FTLO DELTA-CLEVELAND 115
DELSHE_BAMNL DELTA-SHELBY SWITCHING STATION 115 FTLO BATESVILLE-MOONLAKE 230
DELTAL_BAXPV TALLULAH-DELHI 115 FTLO BAXTER WILSON-PERRYVILLE 500
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List Of Flowgate Removals (cont…)

DODDN_HRMT_D DODSON-DANVILLE 115 FTLO MT. OLIVE-HARTBURG 500
DUBBU_WEBWLS BAYOU WAREHOUSE-DUBOIN 138 FTLO WEBRE-WELLS 500
ELDXF_VALLYD ELDORADO 345/500 FTLO LYDIA-VALLIANT 345
FRRAY_FRBG_D FRANKLIN-RAY BRASWELL 500 FTLO FRANKLIN-BOGALUSA  500
GONSOR_VICOL GONZALES-SORRENTO 138 FTLO COLY-VIGNES
GRAWOD_DEHOS GRAPEVINE-WOODWARD 115 FTLO DEGRAY-HOT SPRINGS 115
HSBIS_DOLSWS HOT SPRINGS-BISMARK 115 FTLO DOLET HILLS-SOUTHWEST SHREVEPORT 345
HSBIS_ELDXF HOT SPRINGS-BISMARK 115 FTLO ELDORADO 500/345
HSEBIS_MCETT HOT SPRINGS-BISMARK 115 FTLO ETTA-MCNEIL 500
HTMAR_RUSDAR HILLTOP-AECC MARSHALL 161 FTLO RUSSELLVILLE SOUTH-DARDENELLE DAM 161
JACPC_GRICRO JACINTO-PEACH CREEK 230 FTLO CROCKETT-GRIMES 345
JACPC_JACSPL JACINTO-PEACH CREEK 230 FTLO JACINTO-SPLENDORA 138
JACSPL_ADL53 JACINTO-SPLENDORA 138 FTLO DAYTON-LINE 533 TAP
JIMREC_MADDE JIM HILL-RECTOR NORTH 161 FTLO NEW MADRID-DELL 500
JSFL_BGFRK_D MENDENHALL-STAR 115 FTLO BOGALUSA-FRANKLIN 500
LCCANC_LCALD LEWIS CREEK-CANEY CREEK 138 FTLO LEWIS CREEK-ALDEN 138
LEWPAT_GRICR EGYPT-PANORAMA 138 FTLO CROCKETT-GRIMES 345
LSBA1_LSBA2 LS POWER-BATESVILLE #1 161 FTLO LS POWER-BATESVILLE #2 161
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List Of Flowgate Removals (cont…)

LSBA2_LSBA1 LS POWER-BATESVILLE #2 161 FTLO LS POWER-BATESVILLE #1 161
MCAD_LAKOV_D MCADAMS 230/500 FTLO LAKEOVER-MCADAMS 500
MCADMLAKOVR LAKEOVER-MCADAMS 500 PTDF
MCALAK500 MCADAMS-LAKEOVER 500 PTDF
MTPSHS_BLMPN MOUNTAIN PINE SOUTH-HOT SPRINGS WEST 115 FTLO BLAKELY-MOUNTAIN PINE NORTH 115
NECSB_NECCAR NECHES-CARROLL STREET PARK 138 #1 FTLO NECHES-CARROLL STREET PARK 138 #2
NEWMADDELL NEW MADRID-DELL 500 PTDF
PAROM_WGWAT PANAMA-ROMEVILLE 230 FTLO WILLOW GLEN-WATERFORD 500
PELCOL_PELJA PELICAN ROAD-COLEY CREEK 138 FTLO PELICAN ROAD-JACINTO 138
PELJA_PELCOL PELICAN ROAD-JACINTO 138 FTLO PELICAN ROAD-COLEY CREEK 138
RBEHVLAKOVR RAY BRASWELL-LAKEOVER 500 PTDF
SHEWHB_MABWR SHERIDAN-WHITE BLUFF 500 FTLO MABLEVALE-WRIGHTSVILLE
SHLDEL_MEPRI DELTA-SHELBY 115 FTLO MOONLAKE-CROSSROADS 230
SORLUT_WGWAT SORRENTO-LUTCHER 115 FTLO WILLOW GLEN-WATERFORD 500
TAYSPH_COMCN TAYLOR-SPRINGHILL 115 FTLO COUCH-MCNEIL 115
VIETRU_MCNXF VIENNA-TRUSSELL 115 FTLO MCNEIL 500/115
WALXF_INDDEL WALNUT RIDGE 161/115 FTLO INDEPENDENCE-DELL 500

84 of 115



85 of 115



WPP Update
ERSC‐WG Meeting

April 17, 2012

Ty Mitchell

tmitchell@spp.org:

202.393.1200

86 of 115



WPP Metrics 
Operating Week # of Offers 

Submitted
Total MWs 
Offered

# of Offers 
Accepted

Total MWs 
Awarded

Peak Load 
(MWs)

Week 149 – Jan 28 5 1,725 2 1,075 15,927
Week 150 – Feb 4 4 1,435 3 1,135 15,538
Week 151 – Feb 11 5 1,725 0 0 16,251
Week 152 – Feb 18 6 1,960 4 1,600 15,503
Week 153 – Feb 25 6 2,115 3 1,125 14,219
Week 154 –Mar 3 7 2,425 5 2,025 14,621
Week 155 –Mar 10 4 2,605 5 1,675 14,253
Week 156 –Mar 17 7 2,625 2 550 15,222
Week 157 –Mar 24 7 2,575 0 0 15,278
Week 158 –Mar 31 6 1,925 0 0 15,205
Week 159 – Apr 7 6 2,025 0 0 15,003
Week 160 – Apr 14 1 250 0 0 16,800
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WPP Offer Period Extension

• Entergy implemented the extended WPP Offer 
Period for the operating week of February 18, 
2012.

• WPP results have shown no unexpected adverse 
impacts.

• Entergy and SPP will continue to monitor this new 
procedure.

4
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Questions ?
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ICT	
  Proposal	
  Survey	
  
	
  
	
  
During	
  the	
  E-­‐RSC	
  March	
  1	
  meeting,	
  the	
  E-­‐RSC	
  directed	
  the	
  E-­‐RSC	
  Working	
  Group	
  (E-­‐RSC	
  WG)	
  to	
  
conduct	
  a	
  survey	
  of	
  Entergy	
  Stakeholders’	
  perspectives	
  on	
  Entergy’s	
  ICT	
  bridging	
  presentation	
  
which	
  proposes	
  to	
  move	
  the	
  ICT	
  function	
  from	
  SPP	
  to	
  MISO	
  beginning	
  in	
  November	
  2012,	
  and	
  until	
  
2014	
  or	
  when	
  Entergy	
  moves	
  to	
  an	
  RTO.	
  	
  Entergy	
  has	
  stated	
  that	
  two	
  major	
  benefits	
  of	
  this	
  change	
  
were	
  a	
  reduction	
  in	
  cost	
  of	
  approximately	
  $500,000	
  per	
  month	
  and	
  a	
  smoother	
  transition	
  for	
  
Entergy	
  to	
  join	
  MISO.)	
  
	
  
During	
  the	
  March	
  1	
  meeting,	
  the	
  E-­‐RSC	
  also	
  directed	
  the	
  E-­‐RSC	
  WG	
  to	
  work	
  with	
  MISO	
  and	
  SPP	
  to	
  
review	
  their	
  proposals	
  and	
  compare	
  costs	
  by	
  ICT	
  function.	
  	
  On	
  March	
  14,	
  SPP	
  and	
  MISO	
  provided	
  
the	
  Stakeholders	
  and	
  E-­‐RSC	
  Working	
  Group	
  presentations	
  on	
  their	
  respective	
  proposals.	
  	
  	
  At	
  this	
  
meeting,	
  SPP	
  stated	
  that	
  they	
  would	
  match	
  the	
  MISO	
  ICT	
  price	
  for	
  the	
  first	
  13	
  months	
  (November	
  
2012-­‐December	
  2013),	
  upon	
  Entergy’s	
  membership	
  into	
  an	
  RTO.	
  	
  Based	
  on	
  the	
  E-­‐RSC	
  WG’s	
  review,	
  
both	
  MISO	
  and	
  SPP	
  have	
  similar	
  pricing	
  mechanisms	
  for	
  ICT	
  services	
  for	
  the	
  period	
  of	
  time	
  post	
  
2013	
  if	
  Entergy	
  has	
  still	
  not	
  joined	
  an	
  RTO.	
  	
  However,	
  on	
  a	
  subsequent	
  conference	
  call	
  with	
  MISO,	
  
SPP	
  and	
  Stakeholders	
  held	
  on	
  March	
  28,	
  both	
  MISO	
  and	
  SPP	
  clarified	
  that	
  their	
  proposals	
  are	
  not	
  
fixed	
  prices	
  but	
  rather	
  reflected	
  their	
  estimate	
  of	
  the	
  cost	
  to	
  provide	
  these	
  services.	
  	
  Both	
  
organizations	
  stated	
  that	
  if	
  their	
  costs	
  exceeded	
  their	
  estimates,	
  both	
  would	
  seek	
  recovery	
  of	
  the	
  
additional	
  costs	
  from	
  Entergy.	
  
	
  
The	
  SPP	
  and	
  MISO	
  cost	
  proposals	
  broken	
  down	
  by	
  function	
  are	
  shown	
  below.	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  
The	
  E-­‐RSC	
  WG	
  requested	
  ESPY	
  Energy	
  Solutions,	
  LLC,	
  the	
  E-­‐RSC	
  Consultant,	
  to	
  survey	
  the	
  Entergy	
  
Stakeholders	
  asking	
  seven	
  questions	
  in	
  an	
  email	
  that	
  was	
  sent	
  to	
  all	
  Entergy	
  Stakeholders	
  on	
  March	
  
28	
  with	
  responses	
  due	
  April	
  6.	
  	
  	
  While	
  the	
  Stakeholders	
  were	
  offered	
  the	
  option	
  to	
  have	
  their	
  
company	
  names	
  held	
  in	
  confidence,	
  only	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  seven	
  responses	
  sought	
  confidential	
  treatment.	
  	
  
The	
  six	
  publicly	
  named	
  respondents	
  were:	
  	
  AEP/SWEPCO,	
  Arkansas	
  Cities,	
  East	
  Texas	
  Cooperatives,	
  
Empire	
  District,	
  Entegra,	
  and	
  SMEPA.	
  	
  All	
  responses	
  to	
  each	
  question	
  are	
  included	
  in	
  this	
  report.	
  	
  	
  
While	
  no	
  substantive	
  changes	
  were	
  made	
  to	
  the	
  responses,	
  typographical	
  errors,	
  grammar	
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corrections,	
  sentence	
  structure	
  and	
  acronym	
  conversions	
  were	
  made	
  to	
  the	
  responses	
  reported	
  in	
  
this	
  document.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  following	
  summarizes	
  the	
  responses	
  to	
  the	
  survey	
  questions.	
  
	
  
What	
  benefits	
  do	
  you	
  foresee	
  or	
  concerns	
  do	
  you	
  have	
  with	
  Entergy’s	
  proposal	
  to	
  have	
  MISO	
  
provide	
  ICT	
  contract	
  services?	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Among	
  the	
  seven	
  responses,	
  the	
  concerns	
  far	
  outweighed	
  prospective	
  benefits	
  of	
  moving	
  the	
  ICT	
  
function	
  to	
  MISO.	
  	
  The	
  benefits	
  noted	
  were	
  competitive	
  pricing	
  and	
  smoother	
  transition	
  to	
  MISO	
  if	
  
MISO	
  is	
  the	
  RTO	
  Entergy	
  joins.	
  	
  Concerns	
  were:	
  
	
  

• Lack	
  of	
  regulatory	
  certainty	
  on	
  which	
  RTO	
  Entergy	
  is	
  joining	
  and	
  thus	
  if	
  MISO	
  is	
  not	
  chosen	
  
as	
  the	
  RTO	
  for	
  Entergy,	
  MISO	
  will	
  end	
  the	
  ICT	
  contract	
  leaving	
  the	
  ICT	
  function	
  at	
  risk.	
  

• MISO’s	
  lack	
  of	
  familiarity	
  with	
  the	
  Entergy	
  system	
  will	
  keep	
  MISO	
  on	
  a	
  long	
  learning	
  curve,	
  
which	
  was	
  deemed	
  an	
  unreasonable	
  expense	
  for	
  the	
  Entergy	
  customers/ratepayers	
  to	
  have	
  
to	
  pay	
  when	
  SPP	
  has	
  developed	
  this	
  expertise.	
  	
  However	
  on	
  this	
  issue,	
  two	
  stakeholders	
  
noted	
  that	
  Entergy	
  shareholders	
  paying	
  for	
  the	
  expense	
  could	
  mitigate	
  this	
  concern.	
  

• The	
  13-­‐month	
  period	
  is	
  not	
  long	
  enough	
  to	
  make	
  significant	
  changes/improvements	
  in	
  the	
  
ICT	
  function	
  or	
  in	
  the	
  provision	
  of	
  transmission	
  service.	
  	
  

	
  
What	
  benefits	
  do	
  you	
  foresee	
  or	
  concerns	
  do	
  you	
  have	
  with	
  SPP	
  continuing	
  to	
  provide	
  ICT	
  
services?	
  	
  	
  
	
  
In	
  discussing	
  the	
  benefits	
  of	
  staying	
  with	
  SPP	
  as	
  the	
  ICT	
  provider,	
  most	
  respondents	
  noted	
  SPP	
  has	
  
done	
  a	
  good	
  job	
  and	
  is	
  experienced/knowledgeable	
  with	
  the	
  Entergy	
  system	
  and	
  tools.	
  	
  Concerns	
  
included	
  costs	
  incurred	
  by	
  SPP	
  members	
  for	
  SPP	
  matching	
  MISO’s	
  cost	
  and	
  for	
  potential	
  turnover	
  in	
  
ICT	
  employees	
  if	
  MISO	
  is	
  chosen	
  as	
  the	
  RTO	
  for	
  Entergy	
  to	
  join.	
  
	
  
Based	
  upon	
  the	
  SPP	
  and	
  MISO	
  pricing	
  proposals	
  outlined,	
  what	
  benefits	
  do	
  you	
  foresee	
  or	
  
concerns	
  do	
  you	
  have	
  with	
  their	
  respective	
  level	
  of	
  costs	
  by	
  function?	
  	
  	
  
	
  
While	
  one	
  comment	
  was	
  made	
  that	
  the	
  E-­‐RSC	
  needs	
  to	
  assure	
  the	
  proposals	
  accurately	
  reflect	
  the	
  
costs	
  and	
  functions,	
  two	
  other	
  respondents	
  questioned	
  MISO’s	
  cost	
  estimates	
  for	
  tariff	
  
administration	
  and	
  the	
  reliability	
  coordinator.	
  Two	
  commenters	
  noted	
  that	
  due	
  to	
  SPP’s	
  experience	
  
providing	
  ICT	
  services,	
  the	
  SPP	
  would	
  have	
  a	
  better	
  handle	
  on	
  the	
  costs.	
  
	
  
Both	
  MISO	
  and	
  SPP	
  have	
  included	
  a	
  market	
  monitoring	
  function	
  (either	
  internal	
  or	
  external)	
  to	
  
oversee	
  at	
  least	
  some	
  ICT	
  functions,	
  specifically	
  the	
  Weekly	
  Procurement	
  Process.	
  	
  In	
  addition	
  
to	
  the	
  WPP,	
  what	
  other	
  ICT	
  functions	
  should	
  the	
  market	
  monitor	
  review?	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Respondents	
  offered	
  specific	
  areas	
  for	
  a	
  market	
  monitor	
  to	
  oversee:	
  
	
  

• Entergy’s	
  decisions	
  on	
  projects	
  in	
  the	
  Entergy	
  construction	
  plans	
  and	
  on	
  transmission	
  
upgrades.	
  

• Transmission	
  service	
  request,	
  available	
  transfer	
  capability,	
  and	
  available	
  flowgate	
  capability	
  
data.	
  

• Monitor	
  whether	
  Entergy	
  is	
  operating	
  the	
  transmission	
  system	
  in	
  a	
  manner	
  that	
  favors	
  
specific	
  Entergy	
  generation	
  and	
  whether	
  transmission	
  planning	
  is	
  offered	
  on	
  a	
  non-­‐
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discriminatory	
  basis.	
  Also,	
  examine	
  the	
  current	
  market	
  design	
  or	
  proposed	
  tariff	
  provisions	
  
avoid	
  operational	
  or	
  structural	
  flaws.	
  

• Transmission	
  reservations	
  and	
  how	
  those	
  reservations	
  are	
  bumped	
  by	
  higher	
  priority	
  
service	
  to	
  ensure	
  compliance	
  with	
  the	
  Entergy	
  OATT.	
  	
  

	
  	
  
	
  
Currently,	
  both	
  MISO	
  and	
  SPP’s	
  market	
  monitors	
  report	
  to	
  their	
  respective	
  organization’s	
  
Board	
  of	
  Directors	
  and	
  will	
  meet	
  with	
  FERC	
  periodically	
  on	
  certain	
  issues	
  and	
  findings.	
  	
  What	
  
should	
  be	
  the	
  market	
  monitor	
  reporting	
  process	
  for	
  issues	
  and	
  findings	
  concerning	
  the	
  ICT	
  
functions	
  
	
  
As	
  the	
  market	
  monitor	
  function	
  would	
  be	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  ICT	
  services,	
  where	
  there	
  was	
  an	
  opinion,	
  the	
  
respondents	
  generally	
  believe	
  the	
  market	
  monitor	
  should	
  report	
  to	
  the	
  E-­‐RSC	
  and	
  reports	
  should	
  
be	
  made	
  available	
  to	
  Entergy	
  Stakeholders.	
  
	
  
Do	
  you	
  have	
  any	
  other	
  issues,	
  concerns,	
  or	
  benefits	
  of	
  this	
  proposed	
  change	
  in	
  ICT	
  contract	
  
services	
  that	
  you	
  would	
  like	
  the	
  E-­‐RSC	
  and	
  E-­‐RSC	
  Working	
  Group	
  to	
  be	
  aware?	
  	
  
	
  
While	
  many	
  respondents	
  reiterated	
  their	
  concerns	
  with	
  a	
  change	
  of	
  the	
  ICT	
  from	
  SPP	
  to	
  MISO	
  and	
  
their	
  preference	
  for	
  keeping	
  SPP	
  as	
  the	
  ICT,	
  one	
  noteworthy	
  unique	
  comment	
  was	
  from	
  Entegra	
  
who	
  noted	
  that	
  Entergy	
  has	
  not	
  committed	
  to	
  having	
  either	
  SPP	
  or	
  MISO	
  provide	
  the	
  market	
  
monitor	
  function	
  and	
  until	
  Entergy	
  provides	
  a	
  redline	
  copy	
  of	
  the	
  ICT	
  contract,	
  it	
  is	
  difficult	
  to	
  know	
  
to	
  what	
  extent	
  the	
  ICT	
  functions	
  will	
  change.	
  
	
  
Do	
  you	
  have	
  a	
  preference	
  of	
  who	
  performs	
  the	
  ICT	
  function	
  beginning	
  November,	
  2012?	
  	
  
	
  
Of	
  the	
  seven	
  responses,	
  only	
  1	
  entity	
  firmly	
  supported	
  MISO	
  as	
  their	
  preference	
  and	
  4	
  entities	
  
firmly	
  supported	
  SPP	
  as	
  their	
  preference.	
  	
  The	
  other	
  2	
  entities	
  noted	
  SPP	
  makes	
  more	
  sense,	
  
however	
  they	
  both	
  offered	
  a	
  conditional	
  support	
  of	
  MISO.	
  	
  Arkansas	
  Cities	
  noted	
  if	
  MISO	
  is	
  the	
  ICT,	
  
then	
  MISO	
  should	
  offer	
  comparable	
  assistance	
  as	
  SPP	
  offered.	
  	
  Entegra	
  noted	
  they	
  preferred	
  SPP	
  as	
  
the	
  ICT,	
  but	
  if	
  Entergy	
  is	
  willing	
  to	
  enter	
  into	
  a	
  different	
  contract	
  with	
  MISO	
  that	
  significantly	
  
broadens	
  the	
  ICT	
  authority	
  and	
  responsibility,	
  Entegra’s	
  preference	
  may	
  change.	
  	
  	
  
	
   	
  
The	
  following	
  pages	
  contain	
  the	
  full	
  answers	
  to	
  each	
  question	
  by	
  company	
  name.	
  	
  The	
  answers	
  are	
  
listed	
  in	
  alphabetical	
  order	
  by	
  company	
  name	
  with	
  the	
  one	
  entity’s	
  confidential	
  request	
  noted	
  as	
  
“Confidential”	
  in	
  the	
  respondent	
  column.	
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1. What	
  benefits	
  do	
  you	
  foresee	
  or	
  concerns	
  do	
  you	
  have	
  with	
  Entergy’s	
  proposal	
  to	
  have	
  
MISO	
  provide	
  ICT	
  contract	
  services?	
  	
  	
  

	
  
Respondent	
   Response	
  
AEP	
   Benefits	
  –	
  The	
  proposal	
  itself	
  has	
  forced	
  SPP	
  to	
  be	
  more	
  competitive	
  in	
  

order	
  to	
  keep	
  the	
  contract	
  and	
  lower	
  their	
  price.	
  	
  The	
  mere	
  proposal	
  has	
  
resulted	
  in	
  Win-­‐Win	
  for	
  rate	
  payers.	
  
	
  
Concerns	
  –	
  No	
  real	
  savings	
  to	
  switch.	
  Although	
  it	
  might	
  assist	
  in	
  making	
  
MISO’s	
  transition	
  easier,	
  this	
  will	
  be	
  at	
  the	
  expense	
  of	
  current	
  ICT	
  
operations	
  and	
  effectively	
  have	
  transmission	
  service	
  customers	
  pay	
  
transition	
  cost	
  that	
  should	
  be	
  borne	
  by	
  Entergy.	
  There	
  has	
  been	
  no	
  
decision	
  on	
  regulatory	
  recovery	
  for	
  transition	
  cost	
  and	
  this	
  should	
  only	
  
be	
  considered	
  if	
  Entergy	
  were	
  to	
  agree	
  to	
  pay	
  the	
  entire	
  expense.	
  	
  
	
  
There	
  remains	
  is	
  significant	
  uncertainty	
  surrounding	
  the	
  Entergy	
  
transition	
  to	
  MISO	
  and	
  MISO	
  has	
  made	
  it	
  clear	
  it	
  will	
  not	
  continue	
  with	
  
the	
  ICT	
  if	
  the	
  Entergy	
  Change	
  of	
  Control	
  request	
  is	
  denied.	
  	
  Under	
  the	
  
best	
  case	
  scenario,	
  it	
  simply	
  expands	
  the	
  risk	
  to	
  Entergy	
  customers	
  
without	
  any	
  corresponding	
  benefit.	
  
	
  
See	
  other	
  concerns	
  listed	
  in	
  Question	
  6.	
  	
  

Arkansas	
  
Cities	
  
(Benton,	
  
Osceola,	
  
Prescott,	
  &	
  
Hope	
  W&L	
  
Comm)	
  

It	
  may	
  be	
  problematic	
  to	
  switch	
  in	
  mid-­‐stream	
  as	
  the	
  regulatory	
  process	
  
is	
  still	
  pending.	
  

Confidential	
   Assuming	
  MISO	
  is	
  the	
  approved	
  RTO	
  for	
  Entergy,	
  the	
  primary	
  benefit	
  
would	
  be	
  the	
  ability	
  of	
  MISO	
  to	
  gain	
  valuable	
  first	
  hand	
  knowledge	
  over	
  
a	
  period	
  of	
  13-­‐months	
  prior	
  to	
  the	
  cut-­‐over	
  to	
  MISO	
  membership.	
  Also,	
  
it	
  seems	
  intuitive	
  a	
  13-­‐month	
  transition	
  (longer,	
  depending	
  on	
  any	
  date	
  
of	
  approval)	
  should	
  result	
  in	
  a	
  more	
  efficient	
  transfer	
  of	
  control	
  to	
  MISO.	
  
MISO	
  has	
  every	
  incentive	
  to	
  improve	
  on	
  SPP’s	
  performance.	
  	
  However,	
  
the	
  13-­‐month	
  time-­‐frame	
  reduces	
  the	
  likelihood	
  of	
  substantial	
  changes	
  
that	
  result	
  in	
  a	
  substantially	
  more	
  effective	
  ICT.	
  No	
  major	
  concerns	
  with	
  
MISO	
  providing	
  ICT	
  contract	
  services,	
  but	
  this	
  is	
  not	
  to	
  say	
  there	
  would	
  
be	
  no	
  issues	
  in	
  the	
  transition	
  from	
  SPP	
  to	
  MISO.	
  

East	
  Texas	
  
Coop	
  

Our	
  primary	
  concern	
  with	
  MISO	
  providing	
  ICT	
  contract	
  services	
  is	
  that	
  
MISO’s	
  lack	
  of	
  familiarity	
  with	
  the	
  Entergy	
  system	
  will	
  delay	
  much	
  
needed	
  transmission	
  improvements.	
  	
  Indeed,	
  when	
  it	
  requested	
  a	
  
Transitional	
  Waiver	
  from	
  FERC	
  for	
  Entergy’s	
  proposed	
  move,	
  MISO’s	
  
Vice	
  President	
  of	
  Transmission	
  Asset	
  Management,	
  Mr.	
  Clair	
  Moeller,	
  
specifically	
  acknowledged	
  in	
  his	
  testimony	
  that	
  “[d]ue	
  to	
  the	
  absence	
  of	
  
any	
  seams	
  agreement	
  between	
  MISO	
  and	
  Entergy,	
  they	
  have	
  not	
  had	
  any	
  
historical	
  opportunity	
  to	
  study	
  the	
  .	
  .	
  .	
  congestion	
  and	
  related	
  factors	
  in	
  
their	
  respective	
  areas,	
  nor	
  have	
  they	
  planned	
  their	
  system	
  upgrades	
  in	
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coordination	
  with	
  each	
  other.”	
  	
  As	
  a	
  result,	
  MISO	
  was	
  forced	
  to	
  admit	
  
that	
  it	
  would	
  require	
  a	
  transition	
  period	
  of	
  at	
  least	
  five	
  to	
  ten	
  years	
  to	
  
study	
  Entergy’s	
  congestion	
  and	
  other	
  pertinent	
  characteristics	
  before	
  
the	
  MISO	
  planning	
  criteria	
  could	
  even	
  be	
  applied	
  to	
  the	
  Entergy	
  system	
  
and	
  transmission	
  upgrade	
  costs	
  would	
  start	
  to	
  be	
  assessed	
  on	
  a	
  system-­‐
wide	
  basis.	
  	
  

Empire	
  
District	
  

Empire	
  is	
  concerned	
  that	
  Entergy’s	
  proposal	
  to	
  have	
  MISO	
  provide	
  ICT	
  
contract	
  services	
  prior	
  to	
  a	
  final	
  determination	
  of	
  whether	
  or	
  not	
  
Entergy’s	
  operating	
  companies	
  will	
  join	
  the	
  MISO	
  RTO	
  takes	
  on	
  
unnecessary	
  risks	
  for	
  Entergy	
  customers	
  regarding	
  transmission	
  
planning	
  and	
  operations.	
  	
  SPP	
  has	
  done	
  a	
  good	
  job	
  in	
  providing	
  ICT	
  
services	
  and	
  is	
  willing	
  to	
  match	
  and	
  reduce	
  costs	
  to	
  Entergy	
  to	
  continue	
  
to	
  provide	
  such	
  services	
  until	
  Entergy’s	
  joining	
  MISO	
  final	
  determination	
  
is	
  made.	
  
	
  
The	
  SPP	
  ICT	
  process	
  is	
  working	
  and	
  it	
  is	
  unnecessary	
  to	
  make	
  a	
  change	
  
given	
  the	
  significant	
  hurdles	
  Entergy	
  and	
  MISO	
  face	
  in	
  securing	
  all	
  
needed	
  regulatory	
  approvals,	
  specifically	
  the	
  FERC	
  approval	
  process	
  
which	
  will	
  be	
  contested.	
  
	
  
Empire	
  sees	
  “zero”	
  benefits	
  of	
  Entergy	
  making	
  a	
  change	
  to	
  MISO	
  and	
  
only	
  sees	
  issues	
  if	
  Entergy’s	
  integration	
  into	
  MISO	
  is	
  delayed,	
  
fragmented	
  (EAI	
  only),	
  etc.	
  which	
  would	
  complicate	
  the	
  current	
  working	
  
processes.	
  
	
  
Empire	
  also	
  will	
  see	
  an	
  increase	
  in	
  its	
  RTO	
  costs	
  due	
  to	
  the	
  
discontinuance	
  of	
  SPP	
  ICT	
  services,	
  which	
  will	
  more	
  negatively	
  
affect/increase	
  Empire’s	
  costs.	
  
	
  
Transition	
  of	
  SPP	
  ICT	
  services	
  will	
  require	
  SPP	
  resources	
  and	
  member	
  
resources	
  to	
  actively	
  participate	
  to	
  enable	
  for	
  a	
  smooth	
  transition,	
  which	
  
will	
  be	
  distraction	
  to	
  SPP,	
  Entergy,	
  ERSC,	
  ERSC	
  WG,	
  and	
  MISO	
  existing	
  
processes.	
  

Entegra	
   It	
  is	
  my	
  understanding	
  that	
  over	
  the	
  last	
  4+	
  years,	
  SPP	
  has	
  developed	
  a	
  
number	
  of	
  in-­‐house	
  tools	
  that	
  it	
  uses	
  to	
  validate	
  information	
  used	
  in	
  the	
  
AFC	
  and	
  WPP	
  calculations.	
  	
  When	
  SPP	
  first	
  began	
  in	
  its	
  role	
  as	
  the	
  ICT,	
  
there	
  was	
  a	
  significant	
  learning	
  curve	
  to	
  come	
  up	
  to	
  speed	
  on	
  Entergy’s	
  
AFC	
  process,	
  business	
  practices	
  and	
  planning	
  criteria.	
  	
  Now	
  SPP	
  is	
  very	
  
familiar	
  with	
  the	
  Entergy	
  system	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  its	
  tariff	
  and	
  business	
  
practices	
  and	
  this	
  is	
  very	
  helpful	
  in	
  troubleshooting	
  AFC	
  and	
  general	
  
modeling	
  errors.	
  	
  In	
  the	
  past,	
  for	
  example	
  when	
  Entergy	
  went	
  from	
  its	
  
GOL	
  to	
  the	
  AFC	
  process	
  for	
  evaluating	
  TSRs,	
  Entergy	
  has	
  not	
  properly	
  
tested	
  and	
  appropriately	
  prepared	
  when	
  making	
  significant	
  changes	
  to	
  
its	
  processes	
  and	
  as	
  a	
  result,	
  the	
  transmission	
  customers	
  are	
  saddled	
  
with	
  troubleshooting	
  problems	
  that	
  arise	
  after	
  it	
  implements	
  a	
  change	
  
to	
  a	
  methodology.	
  	
  Replacing	
  SPP	
  with	
  MISO	
  as	
  the	
  ICT	
  would	
  likely	
  be	
  
handled	
  the	
  same	
  way	
  and	
  it	
  would	
  be	
  the	
  transmission	
  customers	
  that	
  
become	
  the	
  MISO	
  “educators”.	
  	
  Entergy	
  has	
  stated	
  one	
  reason	
  to	
  replace	
  
SPP	
  with	
  MISO	
  is	
  so	
  MISO	
  can	
  become	
  familiar	
  with	
  its	
  system	
  and	
  this	
  
in	
  itself	
  is	
  an	
  admission	
  that	
  MISO	
  will	
  be	
  on	
  a	
  learning	
  curve.	
  	
  I	
  do	
  think	
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that	
  MISO	
  should	
  become	
  familiar	
  with	
  the	
  Entergy	
  system	
  prior	
  to	
  
Entergy	
  joining	
  the	
  RTO,	
  but	
  not	
  at	
  the	
  expense	
  of	
  transmission	
  
customers.	
  
	
  
Operating	
  under	
  the	
  MISO	
  tariff	
  with	
  a	
  real	
  time	
  balancing	
  market	
  
allows	
  MISO	
  to	
  address	
  congestion	
  in	
  a	
  least	
  cost	
  manner.	
  	
  MISO	
  will	
  not	
  
have	
  this	
  tool	
  in	
  its	
  toolbox	
  as	
  the	
  ICT	
  and	
  it	
  does	
  not	
  seem	
  that	
  MISO	
  
will	
  be	
  any	
  more	
  successful	
  than	
  SPP	
  in	
  eliminating	
  TLR	
  5	
  events	
  on	
  
Entergy’s	
  system.	
  The	
  MISO	
  will	
  have	
  the	
  same	
  limitations	
  and	
  
requirements	
  that	
  SPP	
  has	
  regarding	
  Entergy’s	
  OATT	
  and	
  the	
  benefits	
  of	
  
joining	
  MISO	
  will	
  only	
  occur	
  if	
  and	
  when	
  Entergy	
  joins	
  the	
  RTO.	
  
Secondarily,	
  I	
  am	
  concerned	
  that	
  MISO	
  will	
  not	
  be	
  overly	
  concerned	
  
with	
  “fixing”	
  problems	
  on	
  the	
  Entergy	
  system,	
  but	
  will	
  be	
  more	
  inclined	
  
to	
  take	
  the	
  position	
  that	
  the	
  problems	
  are	
  temporary	
  and	
  will	
  be	
  fixed	
  
by	
  Entergy	
  moving	
  into	
  the	
  RTO.	
  	
  There	
  will	
  be	
  at	
  least	
  a	
  14	
  month	
  
period	
  from	
  the	
  time	
  the	
  SPP	
  contract	
  as	
  the	
  ICT	
  ends	
  until	
  the	
  time	
  
Entergy	
  intends	
  to	
  join	
  MISO,	
  and	
  as	
  an	
  IPP	
  with	
  no	
  ratebase,	
  UPP	
  
cannot	
  afford	
  to	
  take	
  “a	
  chance”	
  that	
  MISO	
  will	
  be	
  able	
  to	
  seamlessly	
  
transition	
  into	
  the	
  ICT	
  role.	
  

SMEPA	
   The	
  Entergy	
  proposal	
  to	
  have	
  MISO	
  to	
  provide	
  ICT	
  contract	
  services	
  has	
  
several	
  concerns	
  for	
  SMEPA.	
  	
  	
  SMEPA’s	
  first	
  concern	
  is	
  the	
  thought	
  of	
  
changing	
  ICT	
  vendors	
  at	
  this	
  time.	
  	
  SPP	
  has	
  made	
  great	
  strides	
  in	
  
learning	
  Entergy’s	
  system	
  and	
  the	
  logistics	
  of	
  their	
  process.	
  	
  	
  Bringing	
  in	
  
another	
  vendor	
  will	
  require	
  a	
  “learning	
  curve”	
  and	
  the	
  current	
  process	
  
preformed	
  by	
  the	
  ICT	
  at	
  this	
  time	
  will	
  be	
  slowed	
  down	
  while	
  MISO	
  
becomes	
  familiar	
  with	
  Entergy	
  and	
  the	
  ICT	
  process.	
  	
  The	
  second	
  concern	
  
is	
  that	
  MISO	
  has	
  made	
  it	
  clear	
  that	
  they	
  will	
  only	
  provide	
  the	
  ICT	
  
services	
  for	
  a	
  short	
  time,	
  a	
  maximum	
  of	
  two	
  years,	
  if	
  MISO	
  is	
  not	
  chosen	
  
as	
  the	
  RTO.	
  	
  	
  Thus,	
  we	
  may	
  have	
  to	
  go	
  through	
  this	
  process	
  again.	
  	
  	
  	
  
Finally,	
  there	
  is	
  concern	
  that	
  Entergy	
  is	
  just	
  requesting	
  this	
  to	
  help	
  
solidify	
  their	
  position	
  with	
  MISO	
  thus	
  making	
  it	
  harder	
  for	
  the	
  PSCs	
  to	
  
make	
  an	
  objective	
  analysis.	
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2. What	
  benefits	
  do	
  you	
  foresee	
  or	
  concerns	
  do	
  you	
  have	
  with	
  SPP	
  continuing	
  to	
  provide	
  

ICT	
  services?	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Respondent	
   Response	
  
AEP	
   Benefits	
  –	
  The	
  same	
  experienced	
  staff	
  will	
  be	
  able	
  to	
  maintain	
  the	
  

process	
  improvements	
  under	
  the	
  current	
  configuration	
  without	
  losing	
  
what	
  we’ve	
  work	
  so	
  hard	
  to	
  gain	
  over	
  the	
  years.	
  
	
  
Concerns	
  –	
  None.	
  	
  

Arkansas	
  
Cities	
  
(Benton,	
  
Osceola,	
  
Prescott,	
  &	
  
Hope	
  W&L	
  
Comm)	
  

It	
  may	
  make	
  more	
  sense	
  for	
  SPP	
  to	
  continue	
  providing	
  ICT	
  services	
  at	
  
this	
  time,	
  as	
  the	
  regulatory	
  approval	
  is	
  still	
  pending.	
  Also,	
  SPP	
  is	
  already	
  
familiar	
  with	
  Arkansas	
  Cities’	
  (AC)	
  issues,	
  and	
  has,	
  as	
  described,	
  policies	
  
in	
  place	
  for	
  customer	
  assistance.	
  

Confidential	
   Over	
  the	
  period	
  of	
  the	
  existing	
  ICT	
  agreement	
  SPP	
  has	
  encountered	
  
problems	
  and	
  worked	
  to	
  improve	
  its	
  performance	
  in	
  response	
  to	
  
concerns	
  expressed	
  by	
  stakeholders	
  in	
  the	
  E-­‐RSC	
  WG	
  and	
  ICT	
  
SPC.	
  	
  Given	
  the	
  relatively	
  short-­‐time	
  frame	
  remaining	
  on	
  the	
  current	
  
agreement,	
  the	
  primary	
  benefit	
  would	
  be	
  continuity	
  of	
  service.	
  	
  

East	
  Texas	
  
Coop	
  

While	
  the	
  East	
  Texas	
  Cooperatives	
  would	
  prefer	
  Entergy	
  join	
  SPP	
  as	
  a	
  
full	
  member,	
  in	
  the	
  interim	
  period	
  until	
  Entergy	
  does	
  join	
  an	
  RTO,	
  the	
  
Cooperatives	
  support	
  SPP’s	
  continued	
  role	
  as	
  the	
  ICT	
  services	
  provider	
  
for	
  the	
  Entergy	
  system.	
  	
  Testifying	
  before	
  the	
  Arkansas	
  Public	
  Service	
  
Commission,	
  SPP’s	
  Executive	
  Vice	
  President	
  and	
  Chief	
  Operating	
  Officer,	
  
Mr.	
  Carl	
  Monroe,	
  drew	
  a	
  clear	
  contrast	
  to	
  MISO	
  in	
  that	
  “Entergy	
  and	
  SPP	
  
have	
  a	
  long	
  history	
  of	
  joint	
  operations	
  and	
  planning,	
  and	
  have	
  
demonstrated	
  the	
  ability	
  to	
  solve	
  joint	
  planning	
  problems.”	
  	
  In	
  its	
  role	
  as	
  
the	
  ICT,	
  SPP	
  has	
  worked	
  closely	
  with	
  the	
  Entergy	
  Regional	
  State	
  
Committee	
  on	
  essential	
  issues	
  such	
  as	
  transmission	
  planning,	
  cost	
  
allocation	
  and	
  resource	
  adequacy.	
  	
  Thus,	
  unlike	
  MISO,	
  SPP	
  has	
  current	
  
knowledge	
  of,	
  and	
  extensive	
  experience	
  with,	
  the	
  planning	
  and	
  
operation	
  of	
  the	
  Entergy	
  transmission	
  system	
  while	
  also	
  providing	
  an	
  
avenue	
  for	
  customers	
  to	
  raise	
  issues	
  of	
  concern.	
  

Empire	
  
District	
  

A	
  benefit	
  of	
  SPP’s	
  continued	
  provision	
  of	
  ICT	
  services	
  is	
  that	
  a	
  reduced	
  
increase	
  in	
  Empire’s	
  SPP	
  RTO	
  Schedule	
  1A	
  fee	
  allocation	
  will	
  be	
  incurred	
  
as	
  compared	
  the	
  amount	
  of	
  increase	
  if/when	
  Entergy	
  joins	
  MISO	
  as	
  a	
  TO	
  
and	
  market	
  participant.	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  However,	
  the	
  reduction	
  in	
  fees/SPP	
  proposal	
  
is	
  understandable	
  in	
  light	
  of	
  competition	
  and	
  that	
  such	
  reduction	
  will	
  be	
  
short	
  term	
  until	
  Entergy’s	
  joining	
  an	
  RTO	
  is	
  finalized.	
  	
  We	
  believe	
  SPP	
  
has	
  done	
  a	
  good	
  job	
  in	
  providing	
  ICT	
  services	
  and	
  SPP	
  and	
  its	
  members	
  
are	
  willing	
  to	
  continue	
  to	
  provide	
  such	
  services.	
  	
  SPP	
  continued	
  
provision	
  of	
  ICT	
  services	
  is	
  the	
  prudent	
  decision	
  by	
  Entergy	
  and	
  should	
  
be	
  endorsed	
  by	
  the	
  E-­‐RSC,	
  especially	
  in	
  light	
  of	
  the	
  significant	
  issues	
  
facing	
  Entergy	
  in	
  finalizing	
  its	
  joining	
  MISO.	
  

Entegra	
   The	
  main	
  concern	
  that	
  I	
  have	
  is	
  should	
  Entergy	
  receive	
  its	
  approvals	
  to	
  
join	
  MISO,	
  SPP	
  will	
  not	
  staff	
  the	
  ICT	
  function	
  appropriately	
  and	
  the	
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experienced	
  staff	
  will	
  be	
  pulled	
  over	
  to	
  the	
  RTO	
  side.	
  
SMEPA	
   SMEPA	
  has	
  no	
  problem	
  with	
  SPP	
  continuing	
  to	
  provide	
  ICT	
  services.	
  	
  

SPP	
  has	
  made	
  it	
  clear	
  that	
  they	
  can	
  provide	
  transition	
  services	
  if	
  Entergy	
  
is	
  integrated	
  into	
  MISO	
  in	
  December	
  2013.	
  	
  SMEPA	
  fails	
  to	
  see	
  any	
  major	
  
downside	
  or	
  risks	
  with	
  SPP	
  to	
  continue	
  to	
  provide	
  ICT	
  services.	
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3. Based	
  upon	
  the	
  SPP	
  and	
  MISO	
  pricing	
  proposals	
  outlined	
  above,	
  what	
  benefits	
  do	
  you	
  

foresee	
  or	
  concerns	
  do	
  you	
  have	
  with	
  their	
  respective	
  level	
  of	
  costs	
  by	
  function?	
  	
  	
  
	
  

	
  

	
  
	
   	
  

Respondent	
   Response	
  
AEP	
   No	
  opinion.	
  
Arkansas	
  
Cities	
  
(Benton,	
  
Osceola,	
  
Prescott,	
  &	
  
Hope	
  W&L	
  
Comm)	
  

No	
  concern	
  at	
  this	
  time.	
  

Confidential	
   Only	
  that	
  the	
  E-­‐RSC	
  must	
  ensure	
  each	
  pricing	
  proposal	
  accurately	
  
reflects	
  the	
  costs	
  and	
  reasonably	
  equivalent	
  functions.	
  

East	
  Texas	
  
Coop	
  

No	
  response	
  provided	
  

Empire	
  
District	
  

SPP	
  has	
  experience	
  in	
  providing	
  these	
  services	
  for	
  Entergy.	
  	
  Empire	
  is	
  
concerned	
  about	
  MISO	
  providing	
  these	
  new	
  services	
  and	
  Reliability	
  
Coordination	
  services	
  for	
  Entergy.	
  	
  As	
  explained	
  in	
  Response	
  1	
  and	
  2,	
  the	
  
proposals	
  by	
  SPP	
  will	
  effectively	
  increase	
  Empire’s	
  costs	
  for	
  SPP	
  RTO	
  
services,	
  however	
  we	
  believe	
  it	
  is	
  the	
  right	
  approach	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  avoid	
  
transitional	
  distractions	
  and	
  problems	
  –	
  if	
  Entergy	
  does	
  not	
  join	
  MISO.	
  

Entegra	
   It	
  is	
  interesting	
  that	
  MISO	
  has	
  allocated	
  $2.29M	
  more	
  for	
  reliability	
  
coordination	
  and	
  $2.33	
  less	
  for	
  tariff	
  administration.	
  	
  In	
  terms	
  of	
  the	
  
manpower	
  and	
  systems	
  necessary	
  for	
  the	
  two	
  functions,	
  it	
  would	
  seem	
  
that	
  SPP	
  would	
  have	
  a	
  much	
  better	
  sense	
  regarding	
  the	
  necessary	
  
budget.	
  	
  Getting	
  more	
  clarity	
  on	
  why	
  MISO	
  budgeted	
  more	
  for	
  the	
  
reliability	
  coordination	
  would	
  be	
  helpful.	
  	
  In	
  terms	
  of	
  the	
  tariff	
  
administration,	
  I	
  think	
  MISO	
  may	
  have	
  under	
  estimated	
  what	
  it	
  will	
  take	
  
to	
  perform	
  this	
  function	
  for	
  the	
  Entergy	
  system.	
  

SMEPA	
   Both	
  parties	
  stated	
  in	
  the	
  last	
  conference	
  call	
  that	
  their	
  costs	
  are	
  just	
  
estimates	
  and	
  not	
  fixed	
  prices.	
  	
  SMEPA	
  believes	
  SPP	
  has	
  a	
  better	
  handle	
  
on	
  the	
  costs	
  since	
  they	
  already	
  are	
  performing	
  this	
  function	
  for	
  Entergy.	
  	
  	
  
SMEPA	
  questions	
  MISO	
  analysis	
  of	
  certain	
  functions	
  such	
  as	
  Tariff	
  
Administration	
  and	
  Weekly	
  Procurement	
  Process.	
  	
  Are	
  the	
  estimates	
  
thoroughly	
  derived	
  and	
  have	
  accounted	
  for	
  all	
  the	
  necessary	
  manhours	
  
and	
  software	
  support	
  required?	
  	
  MISO’s	
  RC	
  function	
  is	
  $2.3	
  Million	
  
higher	
  in	
  cost.	
  	
  	
  Does	
  the	
  RC	
  function	
  price	
  from	
  MISO	
  include	
  all	
  the	
  
necessary	
  communication	
  and	
  equipment	
  cost	
  to	
  monitor	
  Entergy’s	
  
operation.	
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4. Both	
   MISO	
   and	
   SPP	
   have	
   included	
   a	
   market	
   monitoring	
   function	
   (either	
   internal	
   or	
  

external)	
   to	
   oversee	
   at	
   least	
   some	
   ICT	
   functions,	
   specifically	
   the	
  Weekly	
  Procurement	
  
Process.	
   	
  In	
  addition	
   to	
   the	
  WPP,	
  what	
  other	
   ICT	
   functions	
  should	
   the	
  market	
  monitor	
  
review?	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Respondent	
   Response	
  

AEP	
   Review	
  Entergy’s	
  decisions	
  on	
  construction	
  plans	
  to	
  determine	
  if	
  
decisions	
  to	
  not	
  build	
  certain	
  projects	
  are	
  precluding	
  outside	
  
competitive	
  resources	
  from	
  being	
  capable	
  of	
  delivering	
  energy	
  to	
  load	
  
pockets.	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  

Arkansas	
  Cities	
  
(Benton,	
  
Osceola,	
  
Prescott,	
  &	
  
Hope	
  W&L	
  
Comm)	
  

Overseeing	
  and	
  verifying	
  Transmission	
  Service	
  Request	
  (TSR)	
  data,	
  i.e.	
  
Available	
  Transfer	
  Capability	
  (ATC)	
  and	
  Available	
  Flowgate	
  Capability	
  
(AFC)	
  data	
  is	
  one	
  area	
  that	
  could	
  possibly	
  be	
  included	
  in	
  the	
  Market	
  
Monitoring	
  (MM)	
  functions.	
  	
  If	
  transmission	
  upgrades	
  are	
  required	
  to	
  
complete	
  a	
  TSR,	
  allowing	
  the	
  MM	
  to	
  verify	
  whether	
  this	
  is	
  valid	
  or	
  
whether	
  other	
  options	
  are	
  available,	
  if	
  these	
  issues	
  are	
  not	
  already	
  
contemplated	
  for	
  the	
  MM.	
  

Confidential	
   The	
  role	
  of	
  the	
  market	
  monitor	
  should	
  be	
  expansive,	
  but	
  we	
  do	
  not	
  offer	
  
a	
  list	
  of	
  functions	
  at	
  this	
  time.	
  

East	
  Texas	
  
Coop	
  

As	
  FERC,	
  state	
  commissions	
  and	
  especially	
  customers	
  within	
  the	
  
Entergy	
  system	
  well	
  know,	
  the	
  flaws	
  of	
  the	
  Entergy’s	
  system	
  are	
  
pervasive	
  and	
  extend	
  beyond	
  its	
  Weekly	
  Procurement	
  Process	
  
(“WPP”).	
  	
  For	
  example,	
  as	
  the	
  transmission	
  operator,	
  Entergy	
  can	
  
impose	
  congestion	
  relief	
  measures	
  that	
  deny	
  market	
  participants	
  access	
  
to	
  transmission	
  necessary	
  for	
  generation	
  to	
  reach	
  load.	
  	
  Similarly,	
  as	
  the	
  
ultimate	
  transmission	
  planner,	
  Entergy	
  can	
  thwart	
  needed	
  transmission	
  
projects	
  by	
  delaying	
  required	
  studies	
  or	
  refusing	
  to	
  build	
  crucial	
  
upgrades.	
  
	
  
To	
  rectify	
  the	
  many	
  ways	
  that	
  the	
  Entergy	
  system	
  can	
  be	
  manipulated,	
  
the	
  Market	
  Monitor	
  must	
  be	
  allowed	
  to	
  monitor,	
  investigate,	
  evaluate	
  
and	
  report	
  on	
  a	
  much	
  broader	
  range	
  of	
  issues	
  than	
  just	
  the	
  WPP.	
  	
  In	
  
particular,	
  the	
  Market	
  Monitor	
  should	
  also	
  monitor	
  whether	
  the	
  
transmission	
  system	
  is	
  operated	
  in	
  a	
  manner	
  that	
  unduly	
  favors	
  specific	
  
generation	
  assets,	
  whether	
  the	
  transmission	
  planning	
  process	
  is	
  
performed	
  in	
  a	
  non-­‐discriminatory	
  fashion	
  and	
  whether	
  non-­‐Entergy	
  
transmission	
  projects	
  are	
  subject	
  to	
  the	
  same	
  rate	
  recovery	
  
standards.	
  	
  In	
  addition,	
  the	
  Market	
  Monitor	
  should	
  take	
  a	
  pro-­‐active	
  role	
  
in	
  examining	
  the	
  existing	
  market	
  design	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  proposed	
  tariff	
  
provisions	
  to	
  ensure	
  structural	
  or	
  operational	
  design	
  flaws	
  are	
  
avoided.	
  	
  Only	
  by	
  expanding	
  the	
  role	
  of	
  the	
  Market	
  Monitor	
  beyond	
  the	
  
limited	
  scope	
  of	
  the	
  WPP	
  can	
  customers	
  within	
  the	
  Entergy	
  system	
  be	
  
assured	
  that	
  unacceptable	
  market	
  behavior	
  is	
  minimized.	
  
	
  

Empire	
  District	
   SPP’s	
  market	
  monitoring	
  experience	
  from	
  an	
  internal	
  resource	
  
perspective	
  is	
  effective	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  SPP’s	
  outside	
  services	
  arrangement	
  
with	
  Boston	
  Pacific.	
  	
  Since	
  Entergy	
  is	
  the	
  “transmission	
  provider”	
  and	
  
not	
  SPP,	
  we	
  believe	
  the	
  current	
  MM	
  processes	
  are	
  acceptable,	
  however	
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believe	
  that	
  SPP’s	
  MM	
  services,	
  internal	
  and	
  external,	
  will	
  be	
  more	
  
effective	
  if	
  Entergy	
  were	
  to	
  join	
  the	
  SPP	
  RTO.	
  	
  We	
  believe	
  the	
  ERSC	
  may	
  
want	
  to	
  consider	
  the	
  engagement	
  of	
  Boston	
  Pacific	
  to	
  expand	
  its	
  MM	
  
oversight	
  to	
  Entergy	
  and	
  that	
  can	
  be	
  done	
  through	
  an	
  extension	
  of	
  the	
  
SPP	
  arrangement.	
  

Entegra	
   Network	
  service	
  has	
  priority	
  over	
  short-­‐term	
  point-­‐to-­‐point	
  
transmission	
  service	
  and	
  a	
  network	
  customer	
  can	
  “bump”	
  a	
  short-­‐term	
  
point-­‐to-­‐point	
  reservation.	
  	
  This	
  bump	
  takes	
  place	
  when	
  a	
  reservation	
  is	
  
“accepted”	
  prior	
  to	
  the	
  network	
  customer	
  confirming	
  the	
  reservation.	
  	
  In	
  
either	
  case,	
  that	
  is,	
  the	
  reservation	
  may	
  be	
  in	
  accept	
  mode	
  or	
  confirmed,	
  
the	
  network	
  customer	
  can	
  withdraw	
  its	
  request	
  or	
  change	
  its	
  
reservation	
  to	
  some	
  other	
  POR-­‐POD	
  with	
  no	
  obligation	
  to	
  schedule	
  on	
  
the	
  network	
  service	
  request	
  that	
  resulted	
  in	
  the	
  bumping.	
  	
  There	
  is	
  no	
  
recourse	
  for	
  the	
  bumped	
  customer,	
  except	
  to	
  go	
  back	
  and	
  try	
  to	
  re-­‐
reserve	
  the	
  service.	
  	
  OATT	
  890	
  has	
  very	
  specific	
  criteria	
  that	
  require	
  the	
  
network	
  customer	
  to	
  have	
  a	
  “deal”	
  in	
  place,	
  except	
  for	
  the	
  transmission,	
  
when	
  placing	
  the	
  reservation	
  request.	
  	
  FERC	
  recently	
  required	
  Entergy	
  
to	
  amend	
  its	
  tariff	
  to	
  make	
  this	
  requirement	
  clear	
  with	
  no	
  carve	
  outs.	
  	
  
The	
  Entergy	
  system	
  should	
  be	
  monitored	
  for	
  this	
  type	
  of	
  activity	
  as	
  it	
  
results	
  in	
  the	
  network	
  customer	
  exercising	
  transmission	
  market	
  power	
  
and	
  is	
  disallowed	
  under	
  Entergy’s	
  OATT.	
  

SMEPA	
   SMEPA	
  does	
  not	
  participate	
  in	
  the	
  WPP	
  and	
  does	
  not	
  plan	
  to	
  participate.	
  	
  
SMEPA	
  believes	
  a	
  market	
  monitor	
  is	
  not	
  the	
  highest	
  priority	
  for	
  the	
  ICT,	
  
transmission	
  and	
  operational	
  reliability	
  should	
  be	
  the	
  main	
  focus	
  of	
  the	
  
ICT.	
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5. Currently,	
   both	
   MISO	
   and	
   SPP’s	
   market	
   monitors	
   report	
   to	
   their	
   respective	
  

organization’s	
  Board	
  of	
  Directors	
  and	
  will	
  meet	
  with	
  FERC	
  periodically	
  on	
  certain	
  issues	
  
and	
   findings.	
   	
  What	
   should	
   be	
   the	
   market	
   monitor	
   reporting	
   process	
   for	
   issues	
   and	
  
findings	
  concerning	
  the	
  ICT	
  functions?	
  	
  	
  
	
  
Respondent	
   Response	
  
AEP	
   No	
  opinion	
  at	
  this	
  time.	
  
Arkansas	
  
Cities	
  
(Benton,	
  
Osceola,	
  
Prescott,	
  &	
  
Hope	
  W&L	
  
Comm)	
  

MM	
  reports	
  and	
  information	
  should	
  be	
  available	
  to	
  stakeholders	
  upon	
  
request.	
  
	
  

Confidential	
   In	
  either	
  case,	
  the	
  ICT	
  market	
  monitor	
  must	
  have	
  a	
  reporting	
  
relationship	
  with	
  the	
  E-­‐RSC.	
  	
  The	
  member	
  representatives	
  of	
  the	
  retail	
  
state	
  commissions	
  cannot	
  reasonably	
  be	
  expected	
  to	
  perform	
  their	
  
regulatory	
  oversight	
  function	
  unless	
  they	
  are	
  informed	
  about	
  the	
  
concerns	
  and	
  opportunities	
  for	
  market	
  improvements	
  identified	
  by	
  the	
  
ICT	
  market	
  monitor.	
  

East	
  Texas	
  
Coop	
  

The	
  Market	
  Monitor	
  should	
  report	
  to	
  an	
  entity	
  that	
  has	
  authority	
  over	
  
Entergy’s	
  activities	
  and	
  that	
  can	
  effectively	
  and	
  impartially	
  respond	
  to	
  
market	
  abuses.	
  	
  The	
  East	
  Texas	
  Cooperatives	
  believe	
  that	
  the	
  obvious	
  
entity	
  to	
  take	
  on	
  this	
  supervisory	
  role	
  is	
  the	
  Entergy	
  Regional	
  State	
  
Committee,	
  which	
  has	
  an	
  established	
  history	
  of	
  effective	
  oversight	
  of	
  
Entergy’s	
  activities	
  and	
  should	
  be	
  able	
  to	
  easily	
  incorporate	
  this	
  new	
  
function	
  into	
  its	
  existing	
  activities.	
  	
  The	
  Market	
  Monitor	
  should	
  also	
  
meet	
  regularly	
  with	
  FERC	
  to	
  discuss	
  its	
  activities	
  and	
  findings.	
  	
  To	
  the	
  
extent	
  any	
  of	
  the	
  Market	
  Monitor’s	
  reports	
  are	
  disclosed	
  to	
  Entergy,	
  
those	
  reports	
  must	
  also	
  be	
  made	
  available	
  to	
  all	
  market	
  participants	
  so	
  
that	
  Entergy	
  is	
  not	
  afforded	
  an	
  unfair	
  advantage	
  in	
  the	
  marketplace.	
  
	
  

Empire	
  
District	
  

Empire	
  doesn’t	
  have	
  a	
  specific	
  recommendation	
  on	
  the	
  reporting	
  
process;	
  however	
  we	
  believe	
  that	
  an	
  expansion	
  of	
  Boston	
  Pacific’s	
  
oversight/recommendations	
  for	
  the	
  ICT	
  should	
  be	
  considered.	
  

Entegra	
   In	
  the	
  case	
  of	
  the	
  ICT,	
  it	
  seems	
  that	
  reports	
  should	
  go	
  to	
  the	
  ERSC	
  and	
  
FERC.	
  

SMEPA	
   The	
  market	
  monitor	
  should	
  file	
  monthly	
  or	
  quarterly	
  reports	
  to	
  the	
  E-­‐
RSC.	
  	
  The	
  SPC	
  should	
  be	
  the	
  avenue	
  to	
  help	
  the	
  ICT	
  and	
  market	
  monitor	
  
find	
  methods	
  or	
  process	
  to	
  solve	
  any	
  concern	
  brought	
  forward	
  by	
  the	
  
ICT	
  and/or	
  market	
  monitor.	
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6. Do	
   you	
   have	
   any	
   other	
   issues,	
   concerns,	
   or	
   benefits	
   of	
   this	
   proposed	
   change	
   in	
   ICT	
  

contract	
  services	
  that	
  you	
  would	
  like	
  the	
  E-­‐RSC	
  and	
  E-­‐RSC	
  Working	
  Group	
  to	
  be	
  aware?	
  	
  
	
  
Respondent	
   Response	
  
AEP	
   While	
  a	
  re-­‐bidding	
  or	
  change	
  in	
  ICT	
  may	
  be	
  desired	
  by	
  Entergy,	
  it	
  

doesn’t	
  make	
  sense	
  to	
  make	
  a	
  change	
  in	
  the	
  ICT	
  until	
  the	
  Commissions	
  
have	
  reached	
  a	
  decision.	
  	
  Even	
  if	
  Entergy	
  transition	
  into	
  the	
  MISO	
  is	
  
approved,	
  there	
  is	
  little	
  benefit	
  to	
  creating	
  an	
  additional	
  transition	
  of	
  
temporary	
  services.	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  	
  

1. The	
  greatest	
  concern	
  with	
  the	
  transition	
  of	
  the	
  ICT	
  agreement	
  
right	
  now	
  is	
  that	
  Transmission	
  Service	
  Requests	
  (TSR’s)	
  will	
  
loose	
  momentum	
  on	
  studies	
  already	
  in	
  the	
  queue.	
  	
  Despite	
  
MISO’s	
  assurance	
  that	
  no	
  momentum	
  would	
  be	
  lost,	
  TSR’s	
  do	
  
get	
  approved	
  and	
  denied	
  due	
  to	
  inaccuracies	
  from	
  the	
  model	
  
changes	
  in	
  transition,	
  new	
  personnel	
  and	
  inherent	
  risks	
  in	
  the	
  
system.	
  	
  

2. MISO	
  lacks	
  any	
  experience	
  with	
  Entergy's	
  operation.	
  	
  MISO	
  
should	
  be	
  concerned	
  about	
  getting	
  up	
  to	
  speed	
  to	
  provide	
  tariff	
  
administration,	
  reliability	
  coordination,	
  transmission	
  planning	
  
and	
  operation	
  of	
  the	
  WPP	
  process.	
  The	
  original	
  ICT	
  took	
  over	
  a	
  
year	
  to	
  work	
  out	
  the	
  bugs.	
  We	
  see	
  no	
  additional	
  special	
  skills,	
  
tools	
  or	
  personnel	
  that	
  MISO	
  has	
  offered	
  as	
  evidence	
  that	
  they	
  
can	
  complete	
  the	
  ICT	
  change	
  in	
  the	
  shortened	
  timeframe.	
  	
  	
  	
  

3. As	
  a	
  customer	
  paying	
  the	
  cost	
  of	
  the	
  ICT,	
  customers	
  will	
  not	
  
appreciate	
  paying	
  MISO	
  to	
  act	
  as	
  the	
  ICT	
  so	
  that	
  they	
  can	
  learn	
  
how	
  to	
  be	
  the	
  RTO.	
  	
  Such	
  an	
  approach	
  amounts	
  to	
  paying	
  the	
  
integration	
  expenses	
  that	
  instead	
  Entergy	
  or	
  MISO	
  should	
  
absorb	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  their	
  decision.	
  	
  

4. The	
  Commissions	
  within	
  the	
  Entergy	
  footprint	
  (AR,	
  LA,	
  TX,	
  MS	
  
and	
  City	
  of	
  New	
  Orleans)	
  have	
  not	
  yet	
  determined	
  if	
  a	
  Change	
  
of	
  Control	
  to	
  MISO	
  will	
  be	
  approved.	
  MISO	
  has	
  clearly	
  stated	
  in	
  
the	
  March	
  14th	
  ICT	
  Stakeholder	
  meeting	
  that	
  if	
  MISO	
  does	
  not	
  
win	
  the	
  change	
  of	
  control,	
  MISO	
  would	
  not	
  be	
  interested	
  in	
  
continuing	
  the	
  ICT	
  contract	
  which	
  results	
  in	
  risk	
  of	
  an	
  
additional	
  change	
  to	
  the	
  ICT.	
  	
  	
  

5. MISO	
  has	
  personnel	
  risks.	
  MISO	
  proposes	
  a	
  3	
  month	
  transition	
  
period.	
  However,	
  MISO	
  admits	
  that	
  hiring	
  and	
  training	
  of	
  
personnel	
  will	
  take	
  significant	
  time	
  since	
  there	
  are	
  not	
  
adequate	
  resources	
  within	
  MISO	
  at	
  this	
  time.	
  	
  

6. The	
  will	
  be	
  undoubtedly	
  “Overlap	
  Cost”	
  or	
  costs	
  during	
  the	
  
transition	
  where	
  SPP	
  and	
  MISO	
  are	
  collecting	
  ICT	
  fees.	
  There	
  is	
  
risk	
  that	
  any	
  savings	
  could	
  be	
  erased	
  by	
  paying	
  both	
  MISO	
  and	
  
SPP	
  $1.1	
  million	
  per	
  month	
  ($2.2	
  million	
  or	
  less)	
  rather	
  than	
  
the	
  normal	
  ICT	
  charge	
  of	
  $1.6	
  million	
  per	
  month.	
  

7. The	
  transition	
  of	
  the	
  transmission	
  plan	
  is	
  not	
  insignificant.	
  
There	
  is	
  the	
  risk	
  that	
  those	
  projects	
  stakeholders	
  are	
  trying	
  to	
  
expedite	
  or	
  get	
  built	
  will	
  be	
  delayed.	
  One	
  example	
  is	
  the	
  
Grimes	
  to	
  Mt	
  Zion	
  upgrades.	
  Just	
  in	
  the	
  normal	
  process	
  of	
  the	
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ISTEP	
  and	
  Entergy	
  Construction	
  plan	
  we	
  have	
  seen	
  several	
  
changes	
  for	
  this	
  project	
  from	
  2009	
  to	
  2011.	
  

Arkansas	
  
Cities	
  
(Benton,	
  
Osceola,	
  
Prescott,	
  &	
  
Hope	
  W&L	
  
Comm)	
  

AC	
  may	
  comment	
  further	
  on	
  this	
  at	
  a	
  later	
  time.	
  

Confidential	
   No.	
  
East	
  Texas	
  
Coop	
  

Entergy’s	
  move	
  to	
  MISO	
  as	
  its	
  RTO	
  is	
  not	
  set	
  in	
  stone,	
  as	
  it	
  lacks	
  the	
  
needed	
  approvals	
  of	
  the	
  retail	
  regulatory	
  commissions.	
  	
  Making	
  the	
  ICT	
  
decision	
  now	
  presupposes	
  that	
  the	
  MISO	
  transition	
  is	
  approved	
  and	
  
places	
  undue	
  pressure	
  on	
  the	
  retail	
  regulators.	
  	
  Instead,	
  it	
  seems	
  to	
  
make	
  more	
  sense	
  to	
  let	
  the	
  RTO	
  decision	
  play	
  out	
  before	
  making	
  any	
  
decision	
  regarding	
  Entergy’s	
  ICT.	
  	
  SPP,	
  currently	
  performing	
  the	
  ICT	
  
function,	
  has	
  a	
  vast	
  amount	
  of	
  experience	
  with	
  the	
  Entergy	
  system	
  and	
  
Entergy	
  stakeholders,	
  whereas	
  MISO	
  has	
  none.	
  	
  As	
  such,	
  there	
  is	
  no	
  
apparent	
  benefit	
  that	
  justifies	
  the	
  change	
  to	
  MISO	
  from	
  SPP	
  for	
  ICT	
  
contract	
  services	
  at	
  this	
  time.	
  
	
  

Empire	
  
District	
  

No,	
  Empire	
  simply	
  believes	
  the	
  transition	
  of	
  ICT	
  services	
  from	
  SPP	
  to	
  
MISO	
  is	
  not	
  necessary	
  and	
  unjustified,	
  especially	
  in	
  light	
  of	
  a)	
  SPP	
  being	
  
a	
  proven	
  provider	
  of	
  ICT	
  services,	
  b)	
  SPP	
  providing	
  the	
  services	
  
at/below	
  costs	
  of	
  MISO,	
  and	
  c)	
  the	
  regulatory	
  uncertainty	
  surrounding	
  
Entergy’s	
  joining	
  the	
  MISO	
  RTO.	
  	
  MISO	
  ICT	
  also	
  poses	
  a	
  significant	
  
distraction	
  to	
  stakeholders	
  and	
  the	
  ERSC	
  and	
  ERSC	
  WG.	
  

Entegra	
   At	
  the	
  last	
  ERSC	
  Working	
  Group	
  meeting,	
  Entergy	
  committed	
  to	
  
providing	
  stakeholders	
  with	
  a	
  redline	
  of	
  the	
  current	
  ICT	
  contract	
  and	
  the	
  
new	
  ICT	
  contract	
  it	
  intends	
  to	
  execute	
  with	
  MISO.	
  	
  I	
  have	
  not	
  seen	
  this	
  
redline	
  to	
  date.	
  	
  SPP	
  has	
  limited	
  its	
  role	
  beyond	
  what	
  many	
  stakeholders	
  
believe	
  it	
  should	
  because	
  of	
  concerns	
  of	
  breaching	
  its	
  contract	
  with	
  
Entergy	
  (this	
  is	
  my	
  understanding).	
  	
  Also,	
  Entergy	
  has	
  not	
  committed	
  to	
  
allowing	
  either	
  party	
  to	
  perform	
  a	
  market	
  monitoring	
  role.	
  	
  Until	
  the	
  
redline	
  of	
  the	
  ICT	
  contract	
  is	
  available,	
  there	
  remain	
  many	
  questions	
  
regarding	
  MISO	
  stepping	
  into	
  this	
  role	
  and	
  providing	
  any	
  incremental	
  
benefits	
  beyond	
  what	
  SPP	
  provides	
  as	
  the	
  ICT.	
  	
  The	
  sooner	
  this	
  redline	
  
contract	
  is	
  available	
  the	
  better.	
  

SMEPA	
   SMEPA’s	
  concerns	
  are	
  mentioned	
  above.	
  	
  	
  	
  SMEPA	
  does	
  not	
  believe	
  
changing	
  ICT	
  services	
  provides	
  any	
  reliability	
  benefits	
  to	
  any	
  entity	
  is	
  
Entergy’s	
  transmission	
  area.	
  	
  If	
  anything,	
  switching	
  ICT	
  services	
  to	
  MISO	
  
could	
  add	
  potential	
  risks	
  of	
  delays	
  in	
  granting	
  transmission	
  access,	
  of	
  
delays	
  or	
  mistakes	
  in	
  outage	
  planning	
  and	
  of	
  possible	
  misoperations	
  due	
  
to	
  lack	
  of	
  knowledge/experience	
  of	
  the	
  system.	
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7. Do	
  you	
  have	
  a	
  preference	
  of	
  who	
  performs	
  the	
  ICT	
  function	
  beginning	
  November,	
  2012?	
  	
  

	
  
	
  
Respondent	
   Response	
  
AEP	
   SPP,	
  There	
  is	
  not	
  a	
  compelling	
  case	
  to	
  change.	
  
Arkansas	
  
Cities	
  
(Benton,	
  
Osceola,	
  
Prescott,	
  &	
  
Hope	
  W&L	
  
Comm)	
  

No	
  firm	
  opinion	
  at	
  this	
  time,	
  although	
  it	
  seems	
  to	
  may	
  make	
  more	
  sense	
  
to	
  leave	
  the	
  SPP	
  in	
  place	
  due	
  to	
  the	
  short	
  time	
  period	
  in	
  question	
  and	
  
since	
  regulatory	
  approval	
  is	
  still	
  pending.	
  	
  Should	
  MISO	
  be	
  permitted	
  to	
  
act	
  as	
  ICT	
  it	
  should	
  offer	
  comparable	
  assistance	
  as	
  that	
  offered	
  by	
  SPP,	
  
as	
  the	
  ICT.	
  

Confidential	
   MISO	
  
East	
  Texas	
  
Coop	
  

The	
  East	
  Texas	
  Cooperatives	
  strongly	
  prefer	
  that	
  SPP	
  continues	
  to	
  
perform	
  the	
  ICT	
  function.	
  
	
  

Empire	
  
District	
  

SPP.	
  	
  Empire	
  fully	
  supports	
  a	
  continuation	
  of	
  SPP	
  ICT	
  services	
  for	
  
Entergy	
  and	
  opposes	
  such	
  a	
  move	
  to	
  MISO.	
  	
  We	
  encourage	
  the	
  E-­‐RSC	
  to	
  
support	
  SPP.	
  

Entegra	
   Entegra	
  would	
  prefer	
  that	
  SPP	
  remain	
  in	
  this	
  role	
  because	
  of	
  the	
  reasons	
  
stated	
  in	
  1)	
  above.	
  	
  However,	
  if	
  Entergy	
  is	
  willing	
  to	
  enter	
  into	
  a	
  different	
  
contract	
  with	
  MISO	
  that	
  significantly	
  broadens	
  its	
  authority	
  and	
  
responsibility	
  as	
  the	
  ICT,	
  this	
  preference	
  may	
  change.	
  	
  It	
  is	
  important	
  to	
  
see	
  the	
  redline	
  of	
  the	
  ICT	
  contract	
  and	
  understand	
  if	
  Entergy	
  would	
  be	
  
willing	
  to	
  enter	
  into	
  the	
  agreement	
  with	
  either	
  party	
  or	
  just	
  MISO.	
  

SMEPA	
   SPP	
  
	
  

	
  
	
  

104 of 115



April 13th, 2012 

 

1 

 

NRG Comments on RC's White Paper on Congestion Management Event 

Below are NRG comments to the RC White Paper (dated March 23, 2012) on changes to the 
processes used to manage congestion on Entergy's transmission system. 

A) Issues Raised by Stakeholders 

Last summer, Stakeholders raised the following substantial issues with the processes used by 
the ICT to manage Congestion Management in Entergy. 

1. Firm service was being curtailed, under some LAP events, while non-firm service 
aggravating congestion was allowed to continue flowing. 

2. The criterion1

3. One of the main causes of congestion on the Entergy system is the overselling of 
transmission service by the AFC process. This occurs because a number of shortcomings 
in the AFC models and related modeling assumptions. 

 used to determine the process (LAP or TLR) to manage a given congestion 
event is flawed because it does not consider the amount of relief needed on the critical 
facility. As a result, for some congestion events, external transactions which could 
alleviate congestion are not curtailed because LAP was used instead of TLR. 

4. Lack of transparency and oversight of the LAP which is solely administered by Entergy. 

5. Lowering the TDF cut-off for non-firm service curtailments. 

B) Issues Addressed by the RC White Paper 

The approach outlined by the RC White Paper will only partially address issues #1 and #2, but it 
does nothing to address issue #3 which is one of the main causes of congestion. The White 
Paper partially addresses issue #4 by increasing the use of TLR and minimizing the number of 
LAP events, but it still keeps Entergy as the sole administrator of LAP events. 

 
                                                           
1 The current criterion for implementing LAP instead of TLR is based on comparing impact of interchange schedules 
and post-contingency flow on the congested flowgate. If MW impact of interchange schedules is less than 10% the 
post-contingency flow on the flowgate, LAP is used to manage congestion. This criterion ignores the MW amount 
of relief required on the congested flowgate. For example: impact of interchange schedules on a congested 
flowgate is 80MW and the post-contingency flow is 1,000MW. The ratio is 8%. Thus, LAP - which only curtails 
internal transactions - will be used to manage congestion. However, the relief required on the flowgate is 50MW 
which could have been achieved by curtailing external transactions. 
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C) RC Proposed Change to Redispatch Order 

In the White Paper, the RC proposes to change the redispatch order of network resources. In 
the current redispatch process, under the LAP, Entergy resources are redispatched first and 
then, if additional mitigation is needed, non-Entergy resources get redispatched. The RC is 
proposing to redispatch resources, regardless of ownership, during LAP and TLR events (if TLR 5 
is ineffective). 

This redispatch change was not proposed nor requested by stakeholders, and has nothing to do 
with reliability since all network resources are available for redispatch under the current rules. 
The main effect of the proposed redispatch change is to shift  financial responsibility for 
redispatch costs away from Entergy. Non-Entergy generators do not get compensated for 
redispatch costs.  

The RC has not justified the reason for proposing such a change, and it is questionable whether 
the RC has the authority to make changes to the congestion management process that shift 
financial responsibility, but has no effect on reliability. 

D) Lowering the TDF cut-off for Non-firm Service Curtailments 

Stakeholders requested that the TDF cut-off for curtailment of non-firm service gets lowered 
from 5% to 3%. This would help in protecting firm service from unnecessary curtailments when 
there is non-firm service aggravating congestion, which has TDF just below the standard cut-off 
(5%). This proposed change was supported by all stakeholders and the RC, but it is not included 
in the White Paper. However, the RC White Paper proposes curtailment of firm network 
resources down to 1.5% GSF cut-off while non-firm service with TDF below 5% may continue to 
flow. 

E) Conclusions 

Some of the changes to congestion management proposed in the RC White Paper will address 
issues raised by Stakeholders as identified above. However, the benefit of the improvements is 
overshadowed by the RC's proposal to shift financial responsibility for redispatch costs to non-
Entergy generators.  

The largest single reason for congestion in Entergy, i.e., overselling of transmission service by 
the AFC process, is not addressed at all in the White Paper.  

The change in redispatch order as proposed by the RC has not being justified and is 
unacceptable. Furthermore, the RC may not have the authority to implement this proposed 
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change since it shifts financial responsibility with no effect on reliability. The RC itself has stated 
that its function does not include economic allocation issues thus, RC proposed changes should 
focus on reliability issues. 

Furthermore, the TDF cut-off change requested by Stakeholders has been omitted from the 
White Paper. This is an important change that should be implemented as soon as practical. 
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Comments of Union Power Partners, L.P. on the  
Southwest Power Pool’s Congestion Management Event White Paper 

 
 On April 3, 2012, the Southwest Power Pool (“SPP”) issued its “Congestion Management 
Event – White Paper” (“White Paper”) for comment.  The White Paper sets forth the processes 
SPP, as the Reliability Coordinator, will implement in the event a flowgate reaches or exceeds 
90% of the thermal limit.  More specifically, the White Paper addresses use of a transmission 
loading relief process (“TLR”) and local area procedures (“LAP”).  SPP proposes 
implementation of the TLR and LAP prior to summer 2012.  As proposed, the TLR and LAP are 
in violation of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (“FERC”) open access transmission 
service policies and FERC orders addressing Entergy Services, Inc.’s (“Entergy”) February 23, 
2010 filing of revisions to its open access transmission tariff (“OATT”) to implement Local Area 
Operating Procedures (“Original LAP”).  Additionally, the TLR reflects a departure from the 
NERC transmission loading relief procedures (“NERC TLR”).  Substantial revisions are required 
prior to implementation of the TLR and LAP to bring them into compliance with FERC’s 
requirements in this area.   
 
 Following the background section below, representative issues with respect to the 
proposal in the White Paper are organized under the section headings used in the White Paper. 
These comments are intended to highlight concerns with the proposal in the White Paper and are 
not intended to be exhaustive of the issues raised by the proposal.  Union Power Partners, L.P. 
(“Union Power”) reserves the right to provide additional comments on the White Paper. 
 
Background 
 
 On February 23, 2010, Entergy filed in Docket No. ER10-794-000 proposed revisions to 
its OATT, which it characterized as necessary to implement a curtailment process where the 
NERC TLR does not effectively resolve a constraint.  Separate protests (“Protests”) were filed 
by (i) the Electric Power Supply Association, (ii) KGen Power Management Inc. and 
Cottonwood Energy Company LP, (iii) Louisiana Generating LLC, Bayou Cove Peaking Power 
LLC, Big Cajun I Peaking Power LLC, NRG Sterlington Power LLC, and NRG Power 
Marketing, LLC, (iv) Occidental Chemical Corporation, (v) Southeast Electricity Consumers 
Association, and (vi) Union Power.  FERC issued an “Order Accepting in Part and Rejecting in 
Part Proposed Tariff Revisions,” Entergy Services, Inc., 131 FERC ¶  61,067 (2010) (“LAP 
Order”), and an “Order on Rehearing,” Entergy Services, Inc., 133 FERC ¶  61,202 (2010) 
(“LAP Rehearing Order”).  In rejecting the Original LAP, FERC found that the procedures 
“would create a disparity in how comparable transmission transactions would be curtailed.”1  
The TLR and LAP suffer from many of the flaws raised in the Protests that served as the basis 
for FERC’s rejection of the Original LAP.  In addition, the White Paper presents additional 
issues not raised in Docket No. ER10-794-000.   
 
   

                                                 
1  LAP Order at P 50.   
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Evaluation 
  
 The Evaluation section of the White Paper raises a number of  questions.  For example, 
the use of the terms “Interchange Schedules,” “Market Flow,” and “NNL” raise the question of 
how transmission service types that are not an Interchange Schedule,2 a Market Flow,3 or 
Network Integration Transmission Service4 and Native Load are considered for purposes of the 
threshold decision as to the application of the TLR or LAP.5  Such other transmission service 
types include categories of non-Interchange.6 
 
 Additionally, in FERC’s rulemaking on “Mandatory Reliability Standards for the Bulk 
Power System” in Docket No. RM06-16-000, Entergy submitted comments (“Entergy 
Comments”) on January 1, 2007, stating with respect to IRO-006-3 that 
 

Entergy does not disagree with a proposal that NERC should develop 
alternatives to TLR where TLR is not an appropriate response to an actual 
IROL or SOL. Entergy also agrees that the TLR procedure may not be an 
effective tool to mitigate actual IROL violations.  Nevertheless, Entergy 
believes that TLRs are an effective mechanism to address potential SOLs 
and IROLs. TLRs can adequately mitigate occurrences that are expected 
to become SOLs or IROLs, even though they do not ultimately reach SOL 
or IROL levels.7 

 
FERC acknowledged the concern in Order No. 6938 stating 
 

that TLR procedures can be an effective mechanism to avoid potential 
IROL violations and potential emergencies.  Regarding this, we reiterate 
that our concerns have always been on the use of TLR to mitigate actual 
IROLs or actual emergencies, and not on potential IROLs or emergencies, 
as indicated in the Blackout Report, Staff Assessment and the NOPR.9 
 

Accordingly, the issue is whether SPP has factored Entergy’s and FERC’s concern into the 
proposal set forth in the White Paper.  For example, is TLR used when SOLs or IROLs are being 

                                                 
2  Defined in the NERC Glossary of Terms (“NERC Glossary”) as “[a]n agreed-upon Interchange Transaction 
size (megawatts), start and end time, beginning and ending ramp times and rate, and type required for delivery and 
receipt of power and energy between the Source and Sink Balancing Authorities involved in the transaction.” 
3  Defined in the NERC Glossary “[t]he total amount of power flowing across a specified Facility or set of 
Facilities due to a market dispatch of generation internal to the market to serve load internal to the market.” 
4  Defined in the NERC Glossary as “[s]ervice that allows an electric transmission customer to integrate, plan, 
economically dispatch and regulate its network reserves in a manner comparable to that in which the Transmission 
Owner serves Native Load customers.” 
5  Defined in the NERC Glossary as “[t]he end-use customers that the Load-Serving Entity is obligated to 
serve.” 
6  “Interchange” is defined in the NERC Glossary as “[e]nergy transfers that cross Balancing Authority 
boundaries.”  
7  Entergy Comments at 22. 
8  Mandatory Reliability Standards for the Bulk-Power System, Order No. 693, FERC Stats. & Regs. 
¶ 31,242, on reh’g, Order No. 693-A, 120 FERC ¶ 61,053 (2007). 
9  Order No. 693 at P 962. 
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approached and/or is TLR used when the system is at or exceeding SOLs or IROLs?  If this issue 
has not been considered in the development of the TLR and LAP, why was it not considered?  If 
it was considered, how does it factor into the development of the TLR and LAP?  In the LAP 
Rehearing Order, FERC indicated that use of the NERC TLR was on option under FERC’s pro 
forma OATT for curtailing on a non-discriminatory basis, but noted “that any curtailment 
mechanism must be implemented consistent with the requirements for curtailment contained in 
the applicable OATT.”10  While FERC permits the use of alternative curtailment mechanisms 
and SPP had the opportunity to address the concern raised in the Entergy Comments, it does not 
appear that it has done so.  Accordingly, SPP’s failure to address the concern raises the 
additional concern of whether the approach under the White Paper of selecting between TLR and 
LAP has been sufficiently analyzed as the best way to address congestion. 
 
TLR Steps and Actions 
 
 As a threshold matter, SPP’s failure to include details with respect to its implementation 
of TLR Levels 1 though 4 raises concerns as to how the TLR is implemented at those levels.  
This is of greater concern with respect to TLR Levels 3a, 3b, and 4, where transmission service 
is being curtailed.  Without additional detail, it is not possible to conclude whether there is 
disparity in how comparable transmission transactions are curtailed.  A table in the form of that 
available on NERC’s website at http://www.nerc.com/page.php?cid=5|67|205 (“TLR Levels 
Table”) with comments that clarify the activities associated with each TLR Level could provide 
the transparency needed to effectively evaluate the TLR.  This is particularly important in light 
of what appears to be SPP’s creation of additional steps between TLR Level 5b and TLR Level 6 
as reflected in the TLR Levels Table with the addition of Step 6 under the TLR Steps and 
Actions section of the White Paper (“Inc/Dec Pairing”).  As reflected for TLR Levels 5a and 5b, 
Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service Interchange Transactions are curtailed on a pro rata 
basis with transactions using Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service as well as Network 
Integration Transmission Service and Native Load.11  Under TLR Level 6, Emergency 
Procedures, actions “[c]ould include demand-side management, re-dispatch, voltage reductions, 
interruptible and firm load shedding.”12  As reflected in the White Paper, the Inc/Dec Pairing 
occurs “if congestion is not effectively controlled by a TLR 5.”13  In light of the addition of the 
Inc/Dec Pairing and the lack of detail with respect to what SPP refers to as TLR 5, it is unclear 
what types of transactions are curtailed at TLR 5.  Nevertheless, the Inc/Dec Pairing appears as 
an additional step before TLR Level 6 because an emergency has yet to be declared. 
 
 While it is unclear how the Inc/Dec Pairing relates to TLR 5 (and what precisely TLR 5 
actually covers), it is clear that the Inc/Dec Pairing violates the LAP Rehearing Order.   
Presumably, one of the attributes of the Inc/Dec Pairing is the use of the lower percentage.  In 
this instance, SPP has proposed 3% and 1.5% IDC GSF.  Although FERC had rejected the 
Original LAP, Entergy sought clarification with respect to implementing redispatch and 

                                                 
10  LAP Rehearing Order at P 14. 
11  TLR Levels Table. 
12  Id. 
13  White Paper at 1. 
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curtailment procedures with impact thresholds lower than the NERC TLR.14  Granting 
clarification, FERC stated that  
 

[w]ith respect to its OATT section 14.7, we clarify that Entergy may 
implement redispatch and, if necessary, curtailment procedures that 
include impact thresholds lower than under the NERC TLR Procedures 
when NERC TLR Procedures and the Supplemental Curtailment 
Procedures will not sufficiently mitigate constraints, as long as Entergy 
applies such procedures in a not unduly discriminatory manner.  Entergy 
states that it intends to treat both Entergy network resources and 
other entities’ generators on a comparable basis to redispatch or 
curtail generators that impact a constrained facility by a percentage 
less than 5 percent and that it would apply such procedures to 
impacting Entergy and non-Entergy resources delivering within, from 
outside (imports), and out of (exports) the Entergy transmission 
system on a comparable basis.  Such curtailment procedures are 
consistent with an approach that is not unduly discriminatory, 
although Entergy must also ensure that its procedures follow the other 
requirements stated in the applicable OATT provisions.15 
 

The proposition accepted by FERC in the LAP Rehearing Order is that use of impact percentages 
of less than 5 percent are acceptable provided the curtailment procedures are applied to Entergy 
and non-Entergy resources delivered within, from outside, and out on a comparable basis.  In 
contrast, SPP proposes the Inc/Dec Pairing, which is anything but comparable when compared to 
Entergy’s example addressed in the LAP Rehearing Order.  For example, while SPP uses a lower 
percentage, the proposed curtailment would apply in batches of three pairing.16  Such pairing 
does not equate to the pro rata curtailment for all similarly situated resources with firm 
transmission service required for non-discriminatory treatment.  Additionally, to the extent the 
Inc/Dec Pairing is limited to generation interconnection to the Entergy system, SPP’s approach 
takes its proposal to a whole other level of discriminatory treatment. 
 
 Areas of concern are also presented with the treatment of QF unscheduled power and 
nuclear and hydro units proposed in Steps 6.c and 6.d of the White Paper.  With respect to QF 
unscheduled power, while there may be restrictions on the curtailment of QF unscheduled power 
under the Inc/Dec Pairing proposal,17 SPP has not provided a basis for why the beneficiary of the 
unscheduled power should not be required to substitute one or more of its other resources in lieu 
of shifting the obligation to another transmission customer.18  The same concern applies with 
respect to Nuclear and Hydro Units.  To the extent a nuclear or hydro unit is to be curtailed, the 
owner of such units should be required to substitute one or more of its other resources until such 
time as the Nuclear or Hydro unit can be curtailed to avoid shifting curtailment to another 

                                                 
14  LAP Rehearing Order at P 12. 
15  Id. at P 15 (emphasis added). 
16  White Paper at 2 (sections 6.g and 6.h). 
17  See FERC’s “Order on Compliance Filing” addressing Entergy’s Attachments C, D, and E filing,  Entergy 
Services, Inc., 137 FERC ¶  61,199 at PP 52-58 (2011) (“Compliance Order”). 
18  See id. at PP 54-55 (Entergy obligated to redispatch with respect to QF purchase obligation). 
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transmission customer.  Nothing in FERC’s transmission curtailment precedent supports the 
preferential treatment of nuclear and hydro proposed in the White Paper.  Accordingly, even the 
proposal for the owner of such units to substitute could be challenged.  However, as between the 
two approaches, a stronger case can be made that the substitution approach is consistent with or 
superior to the pro forma OATT.19 
 Another concern is with respect to Steps 7 and 8 under the TLR Steps and Actions.  As 
drafted, Step 7 references evaluation of QF put power and appropriate actions in accordance with 
the system emergency.  Those actions should be addressed in sufficient detail to determine 
compliance with the Compliance Order.  Further, it is only at Step 8 that a system emergency is 
declared.  Nevertheless, because Step 8 is limited to load shedding curtailment of QF put power 
never occurs once the system emergency is declared.  SPP needs to address why its failure to 
actually curtail QF put power is consistent with the Compliance Order. 
 
LAP Steps and Actions 
 
 As with the TLR, the White Paper provides insufficient detail to confirm, among other 
things, (i) the curtailment of non-firm transmission service, and (ii) inclusion of all transmission 
service, whether on, through, into, out of, the Entergy transmission system, for purposes of 
curtailment.  Additionally, as with the TRL Inc/Dec Pairing, the LAP Inc/Dec Pairing is also 
unduly discriminatory and otherwise inconsistent with FERC precedent for the reasons discussed 
above.  Further, it is not clear how nuclear and hydro are addressed under the LAP.  Failure to 
include the exception provided for under the TLR under the LAP would indicate that the 
exception does not apply under the LAP.  To the extent the exception otherwise applies, it is 
flawed for the reasons discussed with respect to the TLR exception.  Turning to the QF put 
power, while it is to be reviewed under the LAP (after LAP Step 4 but before Step 5), it appears 
that such curtailment does not occur as LAP Steps 5 and 6 are limited to load shedding.  
Accordingly, the curtailment treatment of QF put power suffers the same flaw identified under 
the TLR above. 
 
Other 
 
 When Entergy filed the Original LAP with FERC, Entergy proposed to remove the 
procedures from its business practices and file as part of its OATT for transparency purposes.20  
Entergy also proposed revisions to its OATT that would determine whether TLR or LAP 
procedures would apply.21  Because the Original LAP and accompanying changes to the OATT 
reflected a departure from the curtailment provisions under the pro forma OATT, FERC 
reviewed the filing to determine whether it was consistent with or superior to the pro forma 
OATT.  As proposed, the TLR and LAP reflect substantial revisions from the pro forma OATT.  
To the extent SPP seeks to move forward with the proposal in the White Paper or a revised 
proposal that reflects FERC precedent, the next step should be Entergy filing with FERC 

                                                 
19  To be clear, the issue with respect to QF unscheduled power, nuclear, and hydro units is a concern 
regardless of whether it arises in Inc/Dec Pairing, elsewhere in the TLR, or even in the LAP. 
20  LAP Order at P 14. 
21  Id. 
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proposed amendments to its OATT.22  Implementation of the proposal without the necessary 
FERC approval could expose Entergy to non-compliance with the terms and conditions of the 
OATT.    

                                                 
22  See LAP Rehearing Order at P 18 (directing Entergy to file with FERC alternative approaches to 
congestion management). 
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Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
ICT STAKEHOLDERS POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING and OPEN E-RSC 

WORKING GROUP MEETING 
August 8, 2012 

Pan American Life Center  New Orleans, LA 
9:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m. 

 
•  A G E N D A  •  

 
 
1. Introductions and roll call ..................................................................................................... Lanny Nickell 

2. Administrative Items ............................................................................................................................. All 

3. E-RSC Working Group update ...................................................................................... E-RSC WG Staff 

a. Proposal for identifying transmission projects to add to Entergy’s Construction Plan ..........  

b. Proposal for cost allocation of projects added to Entergy’s Construction Plan ....................  

c. Implementation of Entergy’s proposed 5 Year 205 Authority for the E-RSC  .......................  

4. WPP update  ............................................................................................................................ Ty Mitchell 

5. Reliability Coordinator update ............................................................................................... Don Shipley 

a. ........................................................................................................................................................ O

verall summer congestion ............................................................................................................  

b. ........................................................................................................................................................ C

omparison of Summer 2011/Summer 2012 ................................................................................  

c. ......................................................................................................................................................... C

ongestion Management Process/Reliability Task Force update .................................................  

6. Undesignation Business Practice update ..................................................................................... Entergy 

7. Entergy-MISO update ................................................................................................................... Entergy 

a. FTR WG Tariff proposal for MISO South timeline and update .............................................   

8. MISO Resource Adequacy .................................................................................................. Kevin Larson 

Relationship-Based • Member-Driven • Independence Through Diversity 
9. ICT Transition update .............................................................................................. Entergy, SPP, MISO 

Evolutionary vs. Revolutionary • Reliability & Economics Inseparable 
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Attachment 5



Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”)

INDEPENDENT COORDINA

SECOND QUARTER 2012 

Report to the Entergy Users Group

Background

The ICT conducts a quarterly assessment of the Entergy Available Flowgate Capability (AFC) 
data retention processes to provide a reasonable assurance that data retention processes will 
prevent data loss.  The most recent assessment was performed
the assessment on behalf of the ICT:

Tim Phillips, Chair of the Entergy Users Group
Scott Brown, SPP ICT Support Engineer
Heather Harris, SPP Internal Audit
Jennifer Wigley, SPP Internal Audit

Representing Entergy:

Connie Wells, Sr. Staff Analyst, Transmission Compliance
Tim Angel, Supervisor, System Hardware Support
Matt Briggs, Manager, System Integration
Jade Ivy, Storage Engineer
Len Bassham, Backup Operator
Lewis Hall, Backup Administrator

Representing MISO:

           Kun Zhu, Manager Tariff & Scheduling
           Eric Huffine, SR Advisor incident Management
           Carri Gray, Manager of Process Controls & Compliance
           Carolyn Jack, Business Planning & Analysis

Assessment Scope and Methodol
On August 29, 2012 the ICT met with Entergy staff to review regular AFC, Weekly Procurement 
Process (WPP) AFC data, and HDR (Historical Data Recording) retention processes.  The ICT 
examined the regular AFC, WPP, and HDR daily, full and monthly data re
investigated FERC Lost, Inaccurate or Mishandled submissions since the last assessment.  

The ICT performed a random sampling of compliance with key process controls to provide 
reasonable assurance that regular AFC, WPP
prevent data loss.  

Upon arrival onsite, the ICT requested Entergy make the following available for inspection:

1. Evidence to verify Energy Management System (“EMS”) weekly full and daily 
incremental backup processes were perfor

Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (“SPP”)

INDEPENDENT COORDINATOR OF TRANSMISSION (“ICT”) FOR ENTERGY

SECOND QUARTER 2012 ASSESSMENT

Report to the Entergy Users Group

September 05, 2012

The ICT conducts a quarterly assessment of the Entergy Available Flowgate Capability (AFC) 
data retention processes to provide a reasonable assurance that data retention processes will 
prevent data loss.  The most recent assessment was performed on August 29, 2012.  Conducting 
the assessment on behalf of the ICT:

Tim Phillips, Chair of the Entergy Users Group
Scott Brown, SPP ICT Support Engineer
Heather Harris, SPP Internal Audit
Jennifer Wigley, SPP Internal Audit

Wells, Sr. Staff Analyst, Transmission Compliance
Tim Angel, Supervisor, System Hardware Support
Matt Briggs, Manager, System Integration
Jade Ivy, Storage Engineer
Len Bassham, Backup Operator
Lewis Hall, Backup Administrator

Kun Zhu, Manager Tariff & Scheduling
Eric Huffine, SR Advisor incident Management
Carri Gray, Manager of Process Controls & Compliance
Carolyn Jack, Business Planning & Analysis

Assessment Scope and Methodology
On August 29, 2012 the ICT met with Entergy staff to review regular AFC, Weekly Procurement 
Process (WPP) AFC data, and HDR (Historical Data Recording) retention processes.  The ICT 
examined the regular AFC, WPP, and HDR daily, full and monthly data retention processes and 
investigated FERC Lost, Inaccurate or Mishandled submissions since the last assessment.  

The ICT performed a random sampling of compliance with key process controls to provide 
reasonable assurance that regular AFC, WPP-AFC, and HDR data retention processes will 

Upon arrival onsite, the ICT requested Entergy make the following available for inspection:

Evidence to verify Energy Management System (“EMS”) weekly full and daily 
incremental backup processes were performed.

(“ICT”) FOR ENTERGY

The ICT conducts a quarterly assessment of the Entergy Available Flowgate Capability (AFC) 
data retention processes to provide a reasonable assurance that data retention processes will 

on August 29, 2012.  Conducting 

On August 29, 2012 the ICT met with Entergy staff to review regular AFC, Weekly Procurement 
Process (WPP) AFC data, and HDR (Historical Data Recording) retention processes.  The ICT 

tention processes and 
investigated FERC Lost, Inaccurate or Mishandled submissions since the last assessment.  

The ICT performed a random sampling of compliance with key process controls to provide 
ata retention processes will 

Upon arrival onsite, the ICT requested Entergy make the following available for inspection:

Evidence to verify Energy Management System (“EMS”) weekly full and daily 



a) Weekly full image backup logs for the dates 5/19/2012, 6/23/2012, and 
7/28/2012.

b) Daily incremental backup logs for the dates 5/9/2012, 6/14/2012, and 
7/5/2012.

c) Logs created from restoration testing of the above full and incremental 
backups.

d) Transmittal documentation from both Information Vaulting Service (“IVS”) to 
substantiate tapes created for above backups were sent offsite.

e) Tapes that were removed from the rotation during the May 1, 2012 through 
July 31, 2012 period were properly identifi

f) Obtain and review updated process documentation for AFC, WPP
HDR data retention processes.

2. Evidence to verify AFC, WPP
restoration processes were performed.

a) Remedy service requests from ar
b) Archive backup logs from archive cycles performed during June 2012.
c) Evidence of restored file checksums comparison to backup list checksums for 

the June backup to ensure backup process produced no discrepancies. 
d) Entergy’s Transmission, Tariff and Scheduling (“TTS”) review was completed, 

approved, and documented in the Remedy service ticket. 
e) Obtain and review updated process documentation for AFC, WPP

HDR monthly data archives processes.
3. Evidence of current plus twelve months AFC, WPP, and HDR data are stored.  
4. Root cause analysis of FERC filings for the period. 

In addition to the random sampling performed, the ICT reviewed the results of Entergy’s internally 
performed and detailed gap analysis of the qua
issues found.  Two informational gaps were reported for 2Q 2012.  See additional comments on 
the information gaps reported below and in Attachment A.  

Achievements
The ICT would like to take this opportunit
29, 2012 assessment.

 Entergy continued development and progress with Entergy Backup Archive and Recover 
Transition (EBART) project, which will update archival media to WORM (write once, read 
many) based technology and update the Master and Media servers.   

 For the period of May 1, 2012 
reported.   

 The ICT appreciates the transparency Entergy continues to show through the continuous 
self assessments and gap reporting to the ICT.    

Results of the ICT Assessment

Item 1 – EMS Weekly Full and Daily Incremental Backup and Restoration Processes

During the review the ICT found that the weekly full and daily incremental backup processes 
were completed successfully for all sampled dates.  

During the month of May, a consolidation effort focused on non production scripts, a production 
script was inadvertently moved that impacted log retention for 15 days from May 2

Weekly full image backup logs for the dates 5/19/2012, 6/23/2012, and 

Daily incremental backup logs for the dates 5/9/2012, 6/14/2012, and 

Logs created from restoration testing of the above full and incremental 

Transmittal documentation from both Information Vaulting Service (“IVS”) to 
substantiate tapes created for above backups were sent offsite.
Tapes that were removed from the rotation during the May 1, 2012 through 
July 31, 2012 period were properly identified and logged.
Obtain and review updated process documentation for AFC, WPP
HDR data retention processes.

Evidence to verify AFC, WPP-AFC and HDR data monthly archive backup and 
restoration processes were performed.

Remedy service requests from archive cycles performed during June 2012.
Archive backup logs from archive cycles performed during June 2012.
Evidence of restored file checksums comparison to backup list checksums for 
the June backup to ensure backup process produced no discrepancies. 

tergy’s Transmission, Tariff and Scheduling (“TTS”) review was completed, 
approved, and documented in the Remedy service ticket. 
Obtain and review updated process documentation for AFC, WPP
HDR monthly data archives processes.

plus twelve months AFC, WPP, and HDR data are stored.  
Root cause analysis of FERC filings for the period. 

In addition to the random sampling performed, the ICT reviewed the results of Entergy’s internally 
performed and detailed gap analysis of the quarter including the steps taken to remediate any 
issues found.  Two informational gaps were reported for 2Q 2012.  See additional comments on 
the information gaps reported below and in Attachment A.  

The ICT would like to take this opportunity to highlight accomplishments noted during the August 

Entergy continued development and progress with Entergy Backup Archive and Recover 
Transition (EBART) project, which will update archival media to WORM (write once, read 

ed technology and update the Master and Media servers.   
For the period of May 1, 2012 – July 31, 2012, Entergy had only informational gaps 

The ICT appreciates the transparency Entergy continues to show through the continuous 
and gap reporting to the ICT.    

EMS Weekly Full and Daily Incremental Backup and Restoration Processes

During the review the ICT found that the weekly full and daily incremental backup processes 
were completed successfully for all sampled dates.  

During the month of May, a consolidation effort focused on non production scripts, a production 
dvertently moved that impacted log retention for 15 days from May 2

Weekly full image backup logs for the dates 5/19/2012, 6/23/2012, and 

Daily incremental backup logs for the dates 5/9/2012, 6/14/2012, and 

Logs created from restoration testing of the above full and incremental 

Transmittal documentation from both Information Vaulting Service (“IVS”) to 
substantiate tapes created for above backups were sent offsite.
Tapes that were removed from the rotation during the May 1, 2012 through 

Obtain and review updated process documentation for AFC, WPP-AFC, and 

AFC and HDR data monthly archive backup and 

chive cycles performed during June 2012.
Archive backup logs from archive cycles performed during June 2012.
Evidence of restored file checksums comparison to backup list checksums for 
the June backup to ensure backup process produced no discrepancies. 

tergy’s Transmission, Tariff and Scheduling (“TTS”) review was completed, 

Obtain and review updated process documentation for AFC, WPP-AFC, and 

plus twelve months AFC, WPP, and HDR data are stored.  

In addition to the random sampling performed, the ICT reviewed the results of Entergy’s internally 
rter including the steps taken to remediate any 

issues found.  Two informational gaps were reported for 2Q 2012.  See additional comments on 

y to highlight accomplishments noted during the August 

Entergy continued development and progress with Entergy Backup Archive and Recover 
Transition (EBART) project, which will update archival media to WORM (write once, read 

July 31, 2012, Entergy had only informational gaps 

The ICT appreciates the transparency Entergy continues to show through the continuous 

EMS Weekly Full and Daily Incremental Backup and Restoration Processes

During the review the ICT found that the weekly full and daily incremental backup processes 

During the month of May, a consolidation effort focused on non production scripts, a production 
dvertently moved that impacted log retention for 15 days from May 2nd to May 



16th.  One of the incremental sampled dates (5/9) selected for review was included in this error.  
The error did not affect data retention, only logging information.  ICT verified
manually captured log data, provided as evidence, was accurate and completely moved to 
the eroom.  ICT completed the review for incremental backup processes by reviewing data on 
eroom and hardcopy evidence of offsite and onsite restor
This error was reported as an informational gap and will be further discussed below. 

During a backup, if the backup fails it is noted by Entergy due to the file size being significantly 
smaller.  The backup is rerun with the original being retained and the rerun being noted by 
including a “_2” in the file name.  One of the full backup dates (7/28) selected for review had a 
failed backup attempt.  ICT verified the original and rerun was retained with appropriate 
naming to denote the rerun.  The rerun was reviewed by ICT and it was determined the process 
was completed successfully.   This error was reported as an informational gap and will be further 
discussed below.               

The ICT examined data on VaultWeb/Vaul
based barcode tracking system, of IVS online tape histories for the sampled dates.  All sampled 
tapes were appropriately sent offsite.

A HDR Archive Backup Tape was mistakenly pulled and returned by the v
during a regular tape rotation to the Little Rock Data Center. When the tape was received, the 
operator immediately identified the error and returned the tape the next day.  ICT verified this in 
the IVS system and confirmed the return d
received and remained sealed and write
informational gap and will be further discussed below.               

    

Item 2 – AFC, WPP-AFC, and HDR Data Month
  
An inspection of the June 2012 monthly archive backup and restoration logs confirmed that 
regular AFC, WPP-AFC, and HDR data files were properly backed up to archive and test 
restored.  An examination of the c
month of June 2012 were successfully transferred from the EMS to online file storage.

The ICT reviewed the June 2012 Remedy incident ticket and found the corporate external 
review and archive-to-tape process to be complete.  ICT also confirmed the TTS review was 
completed and documented within the remedy ticket. 

Item 3 – AFC Data Storage

The ICT reviewed evidence to substantiate current plus three months of AFC data was stored on 
the EMS and current plus 12 months AFC data was stored online.  
a transition is being completed in the data retention system from E
system.  ICT confirmed the legacy system, EMS retained three months; while the current system, 
EVA, contained 10 months of data retained.  
required by Entergy policy and procedure.

HDR/AFC End-of-Life

Entergy acknowledged during the November 2008 assessment that certain AFC data was 
reaching end-of-life (older than five years) and no longer needs to be retained.

.  One of the incremental sampled dates (5/9) selected for review was included in this error.  
The error did not affect data retention, only logging information.  ICT verified this by ensuring the 
manually captured log data, provided as evidence, was accurate and completely moved to 
the eroom.  ICT completed the review for incremental backup processes by reviewing data on 
eroom and hardcopy evidence of offsite and onsite restore files.  No differences were noted.  
This error was reported as an informational gap and will be further discussed below. 

During a backup, if the backup fails it is noted by Entergy due to the file size being significantly 
with the original being retained and the rerun being noted by 

including a “_2” in the file name.  One of the full backup dates (7/28) selected for review had a 
failed backup attempt.  ICT verified the original and rerun was retained with appropriate 

to denote the rerun.  The rerun was reviewed by ICT and it was determined the process 
was completed successfully.   This error was reported as an informational gap and will be further 

The ICT examined data on VaultWeb/VaultTrac (http://vaultweb.nst-ivs.com), IVS’ internet
based barcode tracking system, of IVS online tape histories for the sampled dates.  All sampled 
tapes were appropriately sent offsite.

A HDR Archive Backup Tape was mistakenly pulled and returned by the vendor July 10, 2012 
during a regular tape rotation to the Little Rock Data Center. When the tape was received, the 
operator immediately identified the error and returned the tape the next day.  ICT verified this in 
the IVS system and confirmed the return date of July 11, 2012.  The tape was sealed when 
received and remained sealed and write-locked at all times.   This error was reported as an 
informational gap and will be further discussed below.               

AFC, and HDR Data Monthly Archive Backup and Restoration Processes

An inspection of the June 2012 monthly archive backup and restoration logs confirmed that 
AFC, and HDR data files were properly backed up to archive and test 

restored.  An examination of the checksum process logs determined that all files archived for the 
month of June 2012 were successfully transferred from the EMS to online file storage.

The ICT reviewed the June 2012 Remedy incident ticket and found the corporate external 
tape process to be complete.  ICT also confirmed the TTS review was 

completed and documented within the remedy ticket. 

The ICT reviewed evidence to substantiate current plus three months of AFC data was stored on 
the EMS and current plus 12 months AFC data was stored online.  Currently, as of October 2011, 
a transition is being completed in the data retention system from EMS to an EVA retention 
system.  ICT confirmed the legacy system, EMS retained three months; while the current system, 
EVA, contained 10 months of data retained.  The ICT found that all AFC data was stored as 
required by Entergy policy and procedure.

Entergy acknowledged during the November 2008 assessment that certain AFC data was 
life (older than five years) and no longer needs to be retained.

.  One of the incremental sampled dates (5/9) selected for review was included in this error.  
this by ensuring the 

manually captured log data, provided as evidence, was accurate and completely moved to 
the eroom.  ICT completed the review for incremental backup processes by reviewing data on 

e files.  No differences were noted.  
This error was reported as an informational gap and will be further discussed below. 

During a backup, if the backup fails it is noted by Entergy due to the file size being significantly 
with the original being retained and the rerun being noted by 

including a “_2” in the file name.  One of the full backup dates (7/28) selected for review had a 
failed backup attempt.  ICT verified the original and rerun was retained with appropriate 

to denote the rerun.  The rerun was reviewed by ICT and it was determined the process 
was completed successfully.   This error was reported as an informational gap and will be further 

ivs.com), IVS’ internet-
based barcode tracking system, of IVS online tape histories for the sampled dates.  All sampled 

endor July 10, 2012 
during a regular tape rotation to the Little Rock Data Center. When the tape was received, the 
operator immediately identified the error and returned the tape the next day.  ICT verified this in 

ate of July 11, 2012.  The tape was sealed when 
locked at all times.   This error was reported as an 

ly Archive Backup and Restoration Processes

An inspection of the June 2012 monthly archive backup and restoration logs confirmed that 
AFC, and HDR data files were properly backed up to archive and test 

hecksum process logs determined that all files archived for the 
month of June 2012 were successfully transferred from the EMS to online file storage.

The ICT reviewed the June 2012 Remedy incident ticket and found the corporate external 
tape process to be complete.  ICT also confirmed the TTS review was 

The ICT reviewed evidence to substantiate current plus three months of AFC data was stored on 
Currently, as of October 2011, 

MS to an EVA retention 
system.  ICT confirmed the legacy system, EMS retained three months; while the current system, 

The ICT found that all AFC data was stored as 

Entergy acknowledged during the November 2008 assessment that certain AFC data was 
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 
retention schedule. Entergy plans to install a replacement system for the archival system that is 
currently in place. The target for completion of this is November, 2012.  This new system will 
facilitate Entergy’s completion of

Entergy’s Detailed Internal Gap Analysis Results
   
May 2012 to July 2012 Gap Analysis

Entergy had two (2) Informational gaps to report during the second quarter of 2012. 

During a consolidation effort focused on non production scripts, a production script was 
inadvertently moved that impacted log retention for 15 days from May 2
did not affect data retention, only logging information.  The AFC Backup history was manually 
captured to provide proof for the upcoming audit and moved to the eroom for retention.  All 
backups and restores were completed without incident during this period.  The Gap has been 
logged for information purposes only and a condition report (CR) was entered 
management system.

A HDR Archive Backup Tape was mistakenly pulled and returned by the vendor July 10, 2012.  
When the tape was received, the error was immediately identified by the operator, because the 
tape was sealed.  The tape was the
following.  The tape was sealed when received and remained sealed and write
times.  Discussion with the vendor has verified that Operations IT (OIT) recalled the correct tape 
and the vendor pulled the wrong tape.  Current mitigation steps caught the error as soon as the 
tapes arrived and no data was lost or destroyed.  An Informational CR was created to 
document the incident in the Incident Management system.            

Conclusion

The ICT wishes to thank Entergy for their transparency and efforts to make significant progress in 
improving the AFC, WPP AFC and HDR data backup and retention processes.  

resides on archive tapes that also contain HDR data for the same time period with a 25 year 
Entergy plans to install a replacement system for the archival system that is 
The target for completion of this is November, 2012.  This new system will 

facilitate Entergy’s completion of a historical data split of the HDR/AFC/WPP data.

Entergy’s Detailed Internal Gap Analysis Results

May 2012 to July 2012 Gap Analysis

Entergy had two (2) Informational gaps to report during the second quarter of 2012. 

focused on non production scripts, a production script was 
inadvertently moved that impacted log retention for 15 days from May 2nd to May 16
did not affect data retention, only logging information.  The AFC Backup history was manually 

ured to provide proof for the upcoming audit and moved to the eroom for retention.  All 
backups and restores were completed without incident during this period.  The Gap has been 
logged for information purposes only and a condition report (CR) was entered 

A HDR Archive Backup Tape was mistakenly pulled and returned by the vendor July 10, 2012.  
When the tape was received, the error was immediately identified by the operator, because the 
tape was sealed.  The tape was then returned to the vendor with the next shipment out the 
following.  The tape was sealed when received and remained sealed and write
times.  Discussion with the vendor has verified that Operations IT (OIT) recalled the correct tape 

dor pulled the wrong tape.  Current mitigation steps caught the error as soon as the 
tapes arrived and no data was lost or destroyed.  An Informational CR was created to 
document the incident in the Incident Management system.            

T wishes to thank Entergy for their transparency and efforts to make significant progress in 
improving the AFC, WPP AFC and HDR data backup and retention processes.  

time period with a 25 year 
Entergy plans to install a replacement system for the archival system that is 
The target for completion of this is November, 2012.  This new system will 

a historical data split of the HDR/AFC/WPP data.

Entergy had two (2) Informational gaps to report during the second quarter of 2012. 

focused on non production scripts, a production script was 
to May 16th.  This error 

did not affect data retention, only logging information.  The AFC Backup history was manually 
ured to provide proof for the upcoming audit and moved to the eroom for retention.  All 

backups and restores were completed without incident during this period.  The Gap has been 
logged for information purposes only and a condition report (CR) was entered into the incident 

A HDR Archive Backup Tape was mistakenly pulled and returned by the vendor July 10, 2012.  
When the tape was received, the error was immediately identified by the operator, because the 

n returned to the vendor with the next shipment out the 
following.  The tape was sealed when received and remained sealed and write-locked at all 
times.  Discussion with the vendor has verified that Operations IT (OIT) recalled the correct tape 

dor pulled the wrong tape.  Current mitigation steps caught the error as soon as the 
tapes arrived and no data was lost or destroyed.  An Informational CR was created to 

T wishes to thank Entergy for their transparency and efforts to make significant progress in 



FERC Filings –

Filings made by Entergy to FERC since the 4th quarter assessme

May 21st, 2012

NET Schedule File

On May 7, 2012, the Independent Coordinator of Transmission (ICT) notified Entergy that the 
DUKHIN_PMAX flowgate for the non
although there was an existing reservation on that flowgate which was caused by a
from the Net Schedule File. The Net Schedule File is only used in the AFC process during the 
Operating Horizon and is updated every hour by the Entergy Tagging/Scheduling application. 
This missing tag resulted when its status was changed from 
change” state due to a curtailment on that tag. 

The Net Schedule file does not include schedules with a status of “pending”; therefore, the 
schedule was not included in the Net Schedule File on May 7, 2012 from 0045hrs u
Upon further investigation, it was determined that the same schedule was not included in the 
Net Schedule File on May 10, 2012, from 0045hrs until May 11, 2012, 2345hrs due to a status 
change again to “pending change” state. Since the tag had
0720hrs to 0000hrs, the impact to AFC calculations only occurred during that time range for 
those days. A manual process has been put in place until changes can be made to the 
software. 

The error impacted the non-firm AFC ca
above. Due to the number of schedules processed during this time period, it is not technically 
feasible to determine the exact impact to AFC calculations. 

This error potentially affected customers r
during the time period mentioned above for the DUKHIN_PMAX flowgate. No Transmission 
Service Requests were denied as a result of the error. 

RFCALC TIECAPs

On May 8, 2012, Entergy determined that eight 
assigned. Pursuant to the implementation of the NERC MOD Standard MOD
Entergy had to include the reservations between neighbors that would impact Entergy’s system. 
For the Study Horizon Models, reservations between Entergy neighbors are embedded in the 
baseflow. However, for the Operating and Planning Horizons, the reservations had to be 
manually created and entered. Due to the way the AFC calculation processes reservations, the 
TIECAP flowgates were inherently decreased as a result of entering the neighboring reservations. 
Since the reservations were neighbor to neighbor and not directly within Entergy’s system, the 
TIECAP flowgates should have been excluded. To compensate, Entergy tem
the TIECAP ratings in RFCALC. Four of the TIECAP flowgates’ ratings were increased beyond the 
intended values as a result of netting the reservations prior to creating them within WebTrans. 
Four of the flowgate ratings were changed when 
Instead of inflating the TIECAP flowgates by the amount of the neighboring reservations, the 
TIECAP was changed to the normal rating. 

Filings made by Entergy to FERC since the 4th quarter assessment was discussed in some depth.

On May 7, 2012, the Independent Coordinator of Transmission (ICT) notified Entergy that the 
DUKHIN_PMAX flowgate for the non-firm AFCs was showing the entire amount available 
although there was an existing reservation on that flowgate which was caused by a
from the Net Schedule File. The Net Schedule File is only used in the AFC process during the 
Operating Horizon and is updated every hour by the Entergy Tagging/Scheduling application. 
This missing tag resulted when its status was changed from a “confirmed” state to a “pending 
change” state due to a curtailment on that tag. 

The Net Schedule file does not include schedules with a status of “pending”; therefore, the 
schedule was not included in the Net Schedule File on May 7, 2012 from 0045hrs u
Upon further investigation, it was determined that the same schedule was not included in the 
Net Schedule File on May 10, 2012, from 0045hrs until May 11, 2012, 2345hrs due to a status 
change again to “pending change” state. Since the tag had an energy profile daily from 
0720hrs to 0000hrs, the impact to AFC calculations only occurred during that time range for 
those days. A manual process has been put in place until changes can be made to the 

firm AFC calculations in the Operating Horizon for the times noted 
above. Due to the number of schedules processed during this time period, it is not technically 
feasible to determine the exact impact to AFC calculations. 

This error potentially affected customers requesting non-firm service in the Operating Horizon 
during the time period mentioned above for the DUKHIN_PMAX flowgate. No Transmission 
Service Requests were denied as a result of the error. 

On May 8, 2012, Entergy determined that eight TIECAP flowgates did not have the correct rating 
assigned. Pursuant to the implementation of the NERC MOD Standard MOD-030
Entergy had to include the reservations between neighbors that would impact Entergy’s system. 

on Models, reservations between Entergy neighbors are embedded in the 
baseflow. However, for the Operating and Planning Horizons, the reservations had to be 
manually created and entered. Due to the way the AFC calculation processes reservations, the 

flowgates were inherently decreased as a result of entering the neighboring reservations. 
Since the reservations were neighbor to neighbor and not directly within Entergy’s system, the 
TIECAP flowgates should have been excluded. To compensate, Entergy temporarily increased 
the TIECAP ratings in RFCALC. Four of the TIECAP flowgates’ ratings were increased beyond the 
intended values as a result of netting the reservations prior to creating them within WebTrans. 
Four of the flowgate ratings were changed when an interface facility rating was updated. 
Instead of inflating the TIECAP flowgates by the amount of the neighboring reservations, the 
TIECAP was changed to the normal rating. 

nt was discussed in some depth.

On May 7, 2012, the Independent Coordinator of Transmission (ICT) notified Entergy that the 
firm AFCs was showing the entire amount available 

although there was an existing reservation on that flowgate which was caused by a tag missing 
from the Net Schedule File. The Net Schedule File is only used in the AFC process during the 
Operating Horizon and is updated every hour by the Entergy Tagging/Scheduling application. 

a “confirmed” state to a “pending 

The Net Schedule file does not include schedules with a status of “pending”; therefore, the 
schedule was not included in the Net Schedule File on May 7, 2012 from 0045hrs until 1145hrs. 
Upon further investigation, it was determined that the same schedule was not included in the 
Net Schedule File on May 10, 2012, from 0045hrs until May 11, 2012, 2345hrs due to a status 

an energy profile daily from 
0720hrs to 0000hrs, the impact to AFC calculations only occurred during that time range for 
those days. A manual process has been put in place until changes can be made to the 

lculations in the Operating Horizon for the times noted 
above. Due to the number of schedules processed during this time period, it is not technically 

firm service in the Operating Horizon 
during the time period mentioned above for the DUKHIN_PMAX flowgate. No Transmission 

TIECAP flowgates did not have the correct rating 
-2 in April 1, 2011, 

Entergy had to include the reservations between neighbors that would impact Entergy’s system. 
on Models, reservations between Entergy neighbors are embedded in the 

baseflow. However, for the Operating and Planning Horizons, the reservations had to be 
manually created and entered. Due to the way the AFC calculation processes reservations, the 

flowgates were inherently decreased as a result of entering the neighboring reservations. 
Since the reservations were neighbor to neighbor and not directly within Entergy’s system, the 

porarily increased 
the TIECAP ratings in RFCALC. Four of the TIECAP flowgates’ ratings were increased beyond the 
intended values as a result of netting the reservations prior to creating them within WebTrans. 

an interface facility rating was updated. 
Instead of inflating the TIECAP flowgates by the amount of the neighboring reservations, the 



May 30th, 2012

Line Incorrectly Modeled in Service

On May 15, 2012, Entergy identified that the Gold Creek
service in the state estimator. On May 3, 2012, in order to support the decommissioning of Gold 
Creek Substation, the line Quitman
was taken out of service. The error was resolved at 1500hrs on May 15, 2012 after Entergy put 
manual overrides on the breaker in EMS and an outage was introduced to keep this line out of 
service. 

The error potentially impacted AFC calculations in the
from May 3, 2012, until May 15, 2012 at 1500hrs. It is not technically feasible to determine the 
exact impact to the AFC calculations. This error may have affected any customers requesting 
service but should not have resulted in any denial of service due to this error. 

Due to an administrative miscalculation, this error was filed with FERC one day after the fifteen 
days of discovery as required by the April 2006 order.

EMS Network Model

On May 21, 2012, Entergy determined that a new 138kV substation Colton was energized 
between two existing substations, Vatican (EES) and East Opelousas (LAGN) on May 19, 2012 but 
was not included in the EMS Network Model. This error resulted from a change in the in
date that had been previously identified. The Colton substation was added to the EMS Network 
Model on May 22, 2012. 

This error potentially impacted AFC calculations in the Operating and Planning Horizon from May 
19, 2012, until May 22, 2012. It is not technically
potentially impacted or the exact impact to the AFC calculations.

June 12th, 2012

Flowgate TFC

On May 30 2012, Entergy identified the Total Flowgate Capabilities (TFCs) for two flowgates 
(AECI_AMRN_E and AECI_AMRN_I) were incorrect in the Study Horizon. The errors were identified 
during the review of flowgate rating changes greater than 10%. During analysis of the event it 
was confirmed that the TFCs for these two flowgates were hard
Subsequently, the error was caused when the script files used to update the database did not 
use the values in the table in the database. The error existed from April 1, 2011 until corrected on 
May 21, 2012. 

This error may have resulted in incorrect AFC value
requested service where AECI or AMRN was the source or sink. The error may have potentially 
resulted in less AFCs available on these flowgates since the incorrect TFC value was 212MVA 
lower on each flowgate than the
Horizon.

Line Incorrectly Modeled in Service

identified that the Gold Creek-Quitman line was showing incorrectly in
service in the state estimator. On May 3, 2012, in order to support the decommissioning of Gold 
Creek Substation, the line Quitman-Hamlet was put in service and the line Gold Creek
was taken out of service. The error was resolved at 1500hrs on May 15, 2012 after Entergy put 
manual overrides on the breaker in EMS and an outage was introduced to keep this line out of 

The error potentially impacted AFC calculations in the Operating Horizon and Planning Horizon 
from May 3, 2012, until May 15, 2012 at 1500hrs. It is not technically feasible to determine the 
exact impact to the AFC calculations. This error may have affected any customers requesting 

resulted in any denial of service due to this error. 

Due to an administrative miscalculation, this error was filed with FERC one day after the fifteen 
days of discovery as required by the April 2006 order.

termined that a new 138kV substation Colton was energized 
between two existing substations, Vatican (EES) and East Opelousas (LAGN) on May 19, 2012 but 
was not included in the EMS Network Model. This error resulted from a change in the in

had been previously identified. The Colton substation was added to the EMS Network 

This error potentially impacted AFC calculations in the Operating and Planning Horizon from May 
19, 2012, until May 22, 2012. It is not technically feasible to determine which customers were 
potentially impacted or the exact impact to the AFC calculations.

On May 30 2012, Entergy identified the Total Flowgate Capabilities (TFCs) for two flowgates 
MRN_I) were incorrect in the Study Horizon. The errors were identified 

during the review of flowgate rating changes greater than 10%. During analysis of the event it 
was confirmed that the TFCs for these two flowgates were hard-coded in the software. 

quently, the error was caused when the script files used to update the database did not 
use the values in the table in the database. The error existed from April 1, 2011 until corrected on 

This error may have resulted in incorrect AFC values for these flowgates anytime a customer 
requested service where AECI or AMRN was the source or sink. The error may have potentially 
resulted in less AFCs available on these flowgates since the incorrect TFC value was 212MVA 
lower on each flowgate than the actual value. This issue may have affected TSRs in the Study 

Quitman line was showing incorrectly in-
service in the state estimator. On May 3, 2012, in order to support the decommissioning of Gold 

Hamlet was put in service and the line Gold Creek-Quitman 
was taken out of service. The error was resolved at 1500hrs on May 15, 2012 after Entergy put 
manual overrides on the breaker in EMS and an outage was introduced to keep this line out of 

Operating Horizon and Planning Horizon 
from May 3, 2012, until May 15, 2012 at 1500hrs. It is not technically feasible to determine the 
exact impact to the AFC calculations. This error may have affected any customers requesting 

Due to an administrative miscalculation, this error was filed with FERC one day after the fifteen 

termined that a new 138kV substation Colton was energized 
between two existing substations, Vatican (EES) and East Opelousas (LAGN) on May 19, 2012 but 
was not included in the EMS Network Model. This error resulted from a change in the in-service 

had been previously identified. The Colton substation was added to the EMS Network 

This error potentially impacted AFC calculations in the Operating and Planning Horizon from May 
feasible to determine which customers were 

On May 30 2012, Entergy identified the Total Flowgate Capabilities (TFCs) for two flowgates 
MRN_I) were incorrect in the Study Horizon. The errors were identified 

during the review of flowgate rating changes greater than 10%. During analysis of the event it 
coded in the software. 

quently, the error was caused when the script files used to update the database did not 
use the values in the table in the database. The error existed from April 1, 2011 until corrected on 

s for these flowgates anytime a customer 
requested service where AECI or AMRN was the source or sink. The error may have potentially 
resulted in less AFCs available on these flowgates since the incorrect TFC value was 212MVA 

actual value. This issue may have affected TSRs in the Study 



June 25th, 2012

Flowgate Rating

On June 11, 2012, Entergy identified that the NBHOL_HARCYP flowgate rating was incorrect. A 
notice was received to change the rating from 275MVA to 27
Operating, Planning and Study Horizons were not updated to reflect the change. The error 
existed from May 24, 2012 until corrected on June 11, 2012 for the Operating, Planning and Study 
Horizons. 

This error may have resulted in incorrect AFC values for this flowgate anytime a customer 
requested service that impacted this flowgate. The error may have potentially resulted in more 
AFCs available since the incorrect rating was 2MVA higher on the flowgate than the actual 
value. It is not technically feasible to determine the exact impact.

June 27th, 2012

Incorrect Load Modeled

On June 13, 2012, the Independent Coordinator of Transmission (ICT) notified Entergy that there 
was a 14 MW discrepancy between Entergy’s Load forecast and the 
computed for the Weekly Procurement Process (WPP). Upon further investigation, it was 
discovered that the Brazos load (MDIS) was initially modeled at the DOB station. The DOBBIN 
station was added to the model, at a later time, without rea
the same load. A new station, BECDOB, was put in service as part of the planned change of 
establishing Brazos as a Control Area on June 1, 2012 and the DOBBIN station was taken out of 
service in the model. This resulted
station remained in service. This potentially impacted the Operating and Planning Horizon. The 
issue was corrected on June 13, 2012.

This error may have resulted in incorrect AFC values due to 
increased or decreased. It is not technically feasible to determine the exact impact to the AFC 
calculation or the customers. However, the impact would be minimal due to the amount only 
being 14 MW.

July 11th, 2012

Incorrect List of Temporary Flowgates

On June 29, 2012, the Independent Coordinator of Transmission notified Entergy that certain 
customers’ Transmission Service Requests (TSRs) were getting refused and/or counteroffered on 
flowgates that were not posted on OASIS. Upon further investigation, i
temporary flowgates had been inadvertently enabled in Operating and Planning Horizons. It 
was determined that the temporary flowgates became enabled during a planned failover of 
one of Entergy’s Energy Management System (EMS) serve
the updated RFCALC database. Additionally, the Master List on OASIS did not show these 
temporary flowgates. The temporary flowgates were incorrectly enabled in RFCALC on June 19, 
2012 from 0830hrs until RFCLAC was co

This error resulted in incorrect temporary flowgates being used in evaluating TSRs during this time 
frame. This issue may have affected TSRs in the Operating and Planning Horizons.

On June 11, 2012, Entergy identified that the NBHOL_HARCYP flowgate rating was incorrect. A 
notice was received to change the rating from 275MVA to 273MVA. The models for the 
Operating, Planning and Study Horizons were not updated to reflect the change. The error 
existed from May 24, 2012 until corrected on June 11, 2012 for the Operating, Planning and Study 

ncorrect AFC values for this flowgate anytime a customer 
requested service that impacted this flowgate. The error may have potentially resulted in more 
AFCs available since the incorrect rating was 2MVA higher on the flowgate than the actual 

ot technically feasible to determine the exact impact.

On June 13, 2012, the Independent Coordinator of Transmission (ICT) notified Entergy that there 
was a 14 MW discrepancy between Entergy’s Load forecast and the final load values 
computed for the Weekly Procurement Process (WPP). Upon further investigation, it was 
discovered that the Brazos load (MDIS) was initially modeled at the DOB station. The DOBBIN 
station was added to the model, at a later time, without realizing that the DOB station included 
the same load. A new station, BECDOB, was put in service as part of the planned change of 
establishing Brazos as a Control Area on June 1, 2012 and the DOBBIN station was taken out of 
service in the model. This resulted in the loads remaining duplicated in the model since the DOB 
station remained in service. This potentially impacted the Operating and Planning Horizon. The 
issue was corrected on June 13, 2012.

This error may have resulted in incorrect AFC values due to flowgate flows that may have been 
increased or decreased. It is not technically feasible to determine the exact impact to the AFC 
calculation or the customers. However, the impact would be minimal due to the amount only 

ect List of Temporary Flowgates

On June 29, 2012, the Independent Coordinator of Transmission notified Entergy that certain 
customers’ Transmission Service Requests (TSRs) were getting refused and/or counteroffered on 
flowgates that were not posted on OASIS. Upon further investigation, it was found that several 
temporary flowgates had been inadvertently enabled in Operating and Planning Horizons. It 
was determined that the temporary flowgates became enabled during a planned failover of 
one of Entergy’s Energy Management System (EMS) servers to another server which did not have 
the updated RFCALC database. Additionally, the Master List on OASIS did not show these 
temporary flowgates. The temporary flowgates were incorrectly enabled in RFCALC on June 19, 
2012 from 0830hrs until RFCLAC was corrected at 1215hrs. 

This error resulted in incorrect temporary flowgates being used in evaluating TSRs during this time 
frame. This issue may have affected TSRs in the Operating and Planning Horizons.

On June 11, 2012, Entergy identified that the NBHOL_HARCYP flowgate rating was incorrect. A 
3MVA. The models for the 

Operating, Planning and Study Horizons were not updated to reflect the change. The error 
existed from May 24, 2012 until corrected on June 11, 2012 for the Operating, Planning and Study 

ncorrect AFC values for this flowgate anytime a customer 
requested service that impacted this flowgate. The error may have potentially resulted in more 
AFCs available since the incorrect rating was 2MVA higher on the flowgate than the actual 

On June 13, 2012, the Independent Coordinator of Transmission (ICT) notified Entergy that there 
final load values 

computed for the Weekly Procurement Process (WPP). Upon further investigation, it was 
discovered that the Brazos load (MDIS) was initially modeled at the DOB station. The DOBBIN 

lizing that the DOB station included 
the same load. A new station, BECDOB, was put in service as part of the planned change of 
establishing Brazos as a Control Area on June 1, 2012 and the DOBBIN station was taken out of 

in the loads remaining duplicated in the model since the DOB 
station remained in service. This potentially impacted the Operating and Planning Horizon. The 

flowgate flows that may have been 
increased or decreased. It is not technically feasible to determine the exact impact to the AFC 
calculation or the customers. However, the impact would be minimal due to the amount only 

On June 29, 2012, the Independent Coordinator of Transmission notified Entergy that certain 
customers’ Transmission Service Requests (TSRs) were getting refused and/or counteroffered on 

t was found that several 
temporary flowgates had been inadvertently enabled in Operating and Planning Horizons. It 
was determined that the temporary flowgates became enabled during a planned failover of 

rs to another server which did not have 
the updated RFCALC database. Additionally, the Master List on OASIS did not show these 
temporary flowgates. The temporary flowgates were incorrectly enabled in RFCALC on June 19, 

This error resulted in incorrect temporary flowgates being used in evaluating TSRs during this time 
frame. This issue may have affected TSRs in the Operating and Planning Horizons.



Date of 
Backup

Full or Inc Offsite or 
Onsite

n/a n/a None

n/a n/a Offsite or 
onsite (i.e., 
R2 or R1)

Entergy Internal Media Error Log

Date

None reported for 1st quarter 2012

Attachment A
Entergy Internal Gap Log

Offsite or 
Onsite

Status Explanation for Gap

None informational HDR Log script not run May 2
16th for HDR log collection.  Manual 
collection required.  

Offsite or 
onsite (i.e., 
R2 or R1)

informational A HDR tape (DH4468) was mistakenly 
pulled and returned by the vendor July 
10 2012 during a regular tape rotation 
to the Little Rock Data Center.  

Attachment B

Entergy Internal Media Error Log

Description

None reported for 1st quarter 2012

Explanation for Gap

HDR Log script not run May 2nd- May 
for HDR log collection.  Manual 

A HDR tape (DH4468) was mistakenly 
pulled and returned by the vendor July 
10 2012 during a regular tape rotation 
to the Little Rock Data Center.  
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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 
 

 
 
June 12, 2012 
 

 
VIA ELECTRONIC FILING  
 
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C.  20426 
 
Re: Entergy Services, Inc.; Docket No. ER05-1065-000 

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

                                                 
1  The Entergy Operating Companies include:  Entergy Arkansas, Inc., Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, LLC, Entergy 

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



Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
June 12, 2012 
Page 2 

 
 Flowgate TFC 
 
On May 30 2012, Entergy identified the Total Flowgate Capabilities (TFCs) for two flowgates 
(AECI_AMRN_E and AECI_AMRN_I) were incorrect in the Study Horizon.  The errors were 
identified during the review of flowgate rating changes greater than 10%.  During analysis of the event 
it was confirmed that the TFCs for these two flowgates were hard-coded in the software.  
Subsequently, the error was caused when the script files used to update the database did not use the 
values in the table in the database. The error existed from April 1, 2011 until corrected on May 21, 
2012.   
 
This error may have resulted in incorrect AFC values for these flowgates anytime a customer requested 
service where AECI or AMRN was the source or sink. The error may have potentially resulted in less 
AFCs available on these flowgates since the incorrect TFC value was 212MVA lower on each 
flowgate than the actual value. This issue may have affected TSRs in the Study 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



 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 I hereby certify that I have this 12th day of June, 2012, served the foregoing 

document upon the Southwest Power Pool, Inc., the ICT Users Group, and each person 

designated on the official service list compiled by the Secretary in this proceeding. 

 
 /s/ Nicole A. Livaccari   
Nicole A. Livaccari 
Mail Unit L-ENT-24A 
New Orleans, LA 70113 
Tel:  (504) 576-4296 
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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 
 

 
 
June 25, 2012 
 

 
VIA ELECTRONIC FILING  
 
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C.  20426 
 
Re: Entergy Services, Inc.; Docket No. ER05-1065-000 

Report of AFC-Related Errors 
 
 
Dear Secretary Bose: 
 
Pursuant to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (“Commission”) April 24, 2006 Order in 
Entergy Services, Inc., 115 FERC ¶ 61,095 (2006) (“April 24 Order”), Entergy Services, Inc., acting as 
agent for the Entergy Operating Companies,1  hereby notifies the Commission it has recently become 
aware of the following AFC-related error. 
 
In the April 24 Order, the Commission conditionally accepted Entergy’s proposal to establish an 
Independent Coordinator of Transmission (“ICT”) for the Entergy System.  As the Commission is 
aware, the Southwest Power Pool, Inc. acts as Entergy’s ICT.  In the April 24 Order, the Commission 
imposed an obligation for Entergy to “notify the Commission, the ICT and the Users Group within 15 
days if Entergy discovers that it has lost data, or reported inaccurate data, or otherwise believes that it 
has mismanaged data.”  See April 24 Order at P 110.  Accordingly, Entergy submits the following 
summary of 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 
June 25, 2012 
Page 2 

 
 Flowgate Rating 
 
On June 11, 2012, Entergy identified that the NBHOL_HARCYP flowgate rating was incorrect. A 
notice was received to change the rating from 275MVA to 273MVA.  The models for the Operating, 
Planning and Study Horizons were not updated to reflect the change.  The error existed from May 24, 
2012 until corrected on June 11, 2012 for the Operating, Planning and Study Horizons.  
 
This error may have resulted in incorrect AFC values for this flowgate anytime a customer requested 
service that impacted this flowgate. The error may have potentially resulted in more AFCs available 
since the incorrect rating was 2MVA higher on the flowgate than the actual value. It is not technically 
feasible to determine the exact impact. 
 
In the event that further information is needed, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned. 
 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
/s/Gregory D. Pierce 
Gregory D. Pierce 
Director, Transmission Compliance 
 
 
cc:  Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
 ICT Users Group 
 Service List; Docket No. ER05-1065-000



 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 I hereby certify that I have this 25th day of June, 2012, served the foregoing 

document upon the Southwest Power Pool, Inc., the ICT Users Group, and each person 

designated on the official service list compiled by the Secretary in this proceeding. 

 
 /s/ Nicole A. Livaccari   
Nicole A. Livaccari 
Mail Unit L-ENT-24A 
New Orleans, LA 70113 
Tel:  (504) 576-4296 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Attachment 8



 

 

Entergy Services, Inc. 
Mail Unit L-ENT-24A 
639 Loyola Avenue 
New Orleans, LA  70113 
Tel   504-576-4993 
Fax  504-576-5123 
e-Mail  gpierc2@entergy.com 
 

  

Gregory D. Pierce 
Director Transmission Compliance 
 

 
 
June 27, 2012 
 

 
VIA ELECTRONIC FILING  
 
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C.  20426 
 
Re: Entergy Services, Inc.; Docket No. ER05-1065-000 

Report of AFC-Related Errors 
 
 
Dear Secretary Bose: 
 
Pursuant to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (“Commission”) April 24, 2006 Order in 
Entergy Services, Inc., 115 FERC ¶ 61,095 (2006) (“April 24 Order”), Entergy Services, Inc., acting as 
agent for the Entergy Operating Companies,F

1
F hereby notifies the Commission it has recently become 

aware of the following AFC-related error. 
 
In the April 24 Order, the Commission conditionally accepted Entergy’s proposal to establish an 
Independent  Coordinator  of  Transmission  (“ICT”)  for  the  Entergy  System.   As  the  Commission  is  
aware, the Southwest Power Pool, Inc. acts as Entergy’s ICT.  In the April 24 Order, the Commission 
imposed an obligation for Entergy to “notify the Commission, the ICT and the Users Group within 15 
days if Entergy discovers that it has lost data, or reported inaccurate data, or otherwise believes that it 
has mismanaged data.”  See April 24 Order at P 110.  Accordingly, Entergy submits the following 
summary of mismanaged data. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
1  The Entergy Operating Companies include:  Entergy Arkansas, Inc., Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, LLC, Entergy 

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



Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
June 27, 2012 
Page 2 

 
 Incorrect Load Modeled 
 
On June 13, 2012, the Independent Coordinator of Transmission (ICT) notified Entergy that there was 
a 14 MW discrepancy between Entergy’s Load forecast and the final load values computed for the 
Weekly Procurement Process (WPP).  Upon further investigation, it was discovered that the Brazos 
load (MDIS) was initially modeled at the DOB station. The DOBBIN station was added to the model, 
at a later time, without realizing that the DOB station included the same load. A new station, 
BECDOB, was put in service as part of the planned change of establishing Brazos as a Control Area on 
June 1, 2012 and the DOBBIN station was taken out of service in the model. This resulted in the loads 
remaining duplicated in the model since the DOB station remained in service.  This potentially 
impacted the Operating and Planning Horizon. The issue was corrected on June 13, 2012.   
 
This error may have resulted in incorrect AFC values due to flowgate flows that may have been 
increased or decreased. It is not technically feasible to determine the exact impact to the AFC 
calculation or the customers.  However, the impact would be minimal due to the amount only being 14 
MW. 
 
In the event that further information is needed, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned. 
 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
/s/Gregory D. Pierce 
Gregory D. Pierce 
Director, Transmission Compliance 
 
 
cc:  Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
 ICT Users Group 
 Service List; Docket No. ER05-1065-000



 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 I  hereby  certify  that  I  have  this  27th  day  of  June,  2012,  served  the  foregoing  

document upon the Southwest Power Pool, Inc., the ICT Users Group, and each person 

designated on the official service list compiled by the Secretary in this proceeding. 

 
U /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 
 

 
 
July 11, 2012 
 

 
VIA ELECTRONIC FILING  
 
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C.  20426 
 
Re: Entergy Services, Inc.; Docket No. ER05-1065-000 

Report of AFC-Related Errors 
 
 
Dear Secretary Bose: 
 
Pursuant to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (“Commission”) April 24, 2006 Order in 
Entergy Services, Inc., 115 FERC ¶ 61,095 (2006) (“April 24 Order”), Entergy Services, Inc., acting as 
agent for the Entergy Operating Companies,1  hereby notifies the Commission it has recently become 
aware of the following AFC-related error. 
 
In the April 24 Order, the Commission conditionally accepted Entergy’s proposal to establish an 
Independent Coordinator of Transmission (“ICT”) for the Entergy System.  As the Commission is 
aware, the Southwest Power Pool, Inc. acts as Entergy’s ICT.  In the April 24 Order, the Commission 
imposed an obligation for Entergy to “notify the Commission, the ICT and the Users Group within 15 
days if Entergy discovers that it has lost data, or reported inaccurate data, or otherwise believes that it 
has mismanaged data.”  See April 24 Order at P 110.  Accordingly, Entergy submits the following 
summary of 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 
July 11, 2012 
Page 2 

 
 Incorrect List of Temporary Flowgates 
 
On June 29, 2012, the Independent Coordinator of Transmission notified Entergy that certain 
customers’ Transmission Service Requests (TSRs) were getting refused and/or counteroffered on 
flowgates that were not posted on OASIS.  Upon further investigation, it was found that several 
temporary flowgates had been inadvertently enabled in Operating and Planning Horizons. It was 
determined that the temporary flowgates became enabled during a planned failover of one of Entergy’s 
Energy Management System (EMS) servers to another server which did not have the updated 
RFCALC database.  Additionally, the Master List on OASIS did not show these temporary flowgates. 
The temporary flowgates were incorrectly enabled in RFCALC on June 19, 2012 from 0830hrs until 
RFCLAC was corrected at 1215hrs.   
 
This error resulted in incorrect temporary flowgates being used in evaluating TSRs during this time 
frame. This issue may have affected TSRs in the Operating and Planning Horizons.  
 
In the event that further information is needed, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned. 
 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
/s/Gregory D. Pierce 
Gregory D. Pierce 
Director, Transmission Compliance 
 
 
cc:  Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
 ICT Users Group 
 Service List; Docket No. ER05-1065-000



 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 I hereby certify that I have this 11th day of July, 2012, served the foregoing 

document upon the Southwest Power Pool, Inc., the ICT Users Group, and each person 

designated on the official service list compiled by the Secretary in this proceeding. 

 
 /s/ Nicole A. Livaccari   
Nicole A. Livaccari 
Mail Unit L-ENT-24A 
New Orleans, LA 70113 
Tel:  (504) 576-4296 
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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 
 

 
 
August 13, 2012 
 

 
VIA ELECTRONIC FILING  
 
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street, N.E. 
Washington, D.C.  20426 
 
Re: Entergy Services, Inc.; Docket No. ER05-1065-000 

Report of AFC-Related Errors 
 
 
Dear Secretary Bose: 
 
Pursuant to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (“Commission”) April 24, 2006 Order in 
Entergy Services, Inc., 115 FERC ¶ 61,095 (2006) (“April 24 Order”), Entergy Services, Inc., acting as 
agent for the Entergy Operating Companies,F

1
F hereby notifies the Commission it has recently become 

aware of the following AFC-related error. 
 
In the April 24 Order, the Commission conditionally accepted Entergy’s proposal to establish an 
Independent Coordinator of Transmission (“ICT”) for the Entergy System.  As the Commission is 
aware, the Southwest Power Pool, Inc. acts as Entergy’s ICT.  In the April 24 Order, the Commission 
imposed an obligation for Entergy to “notify the Commission, the ICT and the Users Group within 15 
days if Entergy discovers that it has lost data, or reported inaccurate data, or otherwise believes that it 
has mismanaged data.”  See April 24 Order at P 110.  Accordingly, Entergy submits the following 
summary of mismanaged data. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1  The Entergy Operating Companies include:  Entergy Arkansas, Inc., Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, LLC, Entergy 

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



Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
August 13, 2012 
Page 2 

 
 Incorrect Sink Definition  
 
On July 30, 2012, the Independent Coordinator of Transmission (ICT) notified Entergy that the Brazos 
sink definition in AFC process looked suspect.   Upon further investigation, Entergy determined that 
the Brazos area sink definition was incorrect. The correct definition should have listed a set of 
generators from the Entergy control area. As a result of this error, and Brazos being a load only control 
area, the Brazos sink did not have any designated generators which could be used in the response 
factor calculation. This error has existed since implementing a planned change establishing Brazos as a 
Control Area on June 1, 2012.  This potentially impacted the Operating and Planning Horizon. The 
definition was corrected on July 31, 2012 at 1305hrs.   
 
This error may have resulted in incorrect AFC values due to incorrect response factors calculated in 
RFCALC. It is not technically feasible to determine the exact impact to the AFC calculation.  
Customers requesting service during this time frame with Brazos as a sink could have been potentially 
impacted.   
   
In the event that further information is needed, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned. 
 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
/s/Gregory D. Pierce 
Gregory D. Pierce 
Director, Transmission Compliance 
 
 
cc:  Southwest Power Pool, Inc. 
 ICT Users Group 
 Service List; Docket No. ER05-1065-000



 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 
 I hereby certify that I have this 14th day of August, 2012, served the foregoing document 

upon the Southwest Power Pool, Inc., the ICT Users Group, and each person designated on the 

official service list compiled by the Secretary in this proceeding. 

 
/s/ Pamela C. Tsang   
Pamela C. Tsang 
Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP 
1111 Pennsvylania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20004 
(202) 739-5199 
ptsang@morganlewis.com 
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