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1. On April 3, 2009, Entergy Services, Inc. (Entergy) submitted proposed revisions
to Attachment C (Methodology To Assess Available Transfer Capability), Attachment D
(Methodology For Completing A System Impact Study), and Attachment E
(Transmission Service Request Criteria) (collectively known as the Criteria Attachments)
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of its Open Access Transmission Tariff (OATT). Entergy states that the proposed
revisions are made pursuant to section 206 of the Federal Power Act (FPA)," to comply
with a requirement in the Commission’s April 2006 Order Conditionally Accepting the
Independent Coordinator of Transmission Proposal? and with requirements in
Commission orders in Entergy’s Order No. 890 compliance proceeding.® Entergy also
requests acceptance of certain revisions to Attachment T (Recovery of New Facilities
Costs and Planning Redispatch Costs for Long-Term Services), previously submitted by
Entergy in compliance with Order No. 890, on which the Commission has not yet made a
determination. In addition to requesting acceptance of the proposed revisions, Entergy
requests Commission guidance on two issues related to the proposed revisions.

2. As discussed below, the Commission accepts, with modifications, the proposed
revisions. The Commission also addresses unresolved issues regarding (1) Entergy’s
modeling and curtailing practices relating to unscheduled Qualifying Facility (QF)
energy, and (2) which of two options Entergy’s Available Flowgate Capacity (AFC)
process’s Study Horizon should use to resolve shortfalls in a load-serving entity’s
resource designations.

l. Background

3. Entergy’s proposed revisions to Attachments C, D, and E are to comply with
requirements in two proceedings: first, the proceeding regarding the development and
implementation of Entergy’s Independent Coordinator of Transmission (ICT)
arrangement (Docket No. ER05-1065-000, et al.); and second, Entergy’s Order No. 890
compliance proceeding (Docket No. OA07-32-000, et al.). Entergy’s previously
proposed revisions to Attachment T address a requirement in Order No. 890 that

116 U.S.C. § 824e (2006). Entergy explains that certain requirements relating to
Attachments C, D, and E were to be met through an FPA section 205 (16 U.S.C. § 824d
(2006)) filing, while other requirements relating to the same attachments were to be met
through an FPA section 206 filing, so for administrative convenience Entergy has
submitted this filing pursuant to FPA sections 205 and 206. Entergy Transmittal Letter at
3.

2 Entergy Services, Inc., 115 FERC { 61,095 (2006) (ICT Approval Order); see
also Entergy Services, Inc, 119 FERC { 61,009 (2007) (April 2007 Order).

® See, e.g., Entergy Services, Inc, 124 FERC { 61,148 (2008) (August 2008 Order).
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transmission providers describe in their OATTs the pricing of planning redispatch for
long-term transmission service.

4, The proposed revisions to the Criteria Attachments are intended to describe all the
criteria developed by Entergy that the ICT uses in responding to transmission service
requests, and to do so in a manner that is consistent with or superior to the Commission’s
Order No. 890 pro forma OATT. Specifically, Attachment C describes the criteria used
by the ICT to respond to requests for transmission service within an 18-month horizon
using the AFC process,* Attachment D describes the criteria used by the ICT to respond
to requests for long-term transmission service and other types of service that entail use of
the system impact study process, and Attachment E describes the processes used for
submitting and responding to transmission service requests.

A. ICT Proposal Proceeding

5. In April 2006, the Commission conditionally accepted Entergy’s proposal to
establish an ICT for the Entergy system.> In conditionally accepting the proposed ICT
arrangement, the Commission stated that in order to address concerns regarding
Entergy’s AFC process and the lack of transparency on Entergy’s system, Entergy was
required to file “any criteria developed by Entergy to be used by the ICT to grant or deny
transmission service, including calculating AFC.”® The Commission specified that
Entergy was to file the criteria under section 205 of the FPA and that the Commission

* An AFC process is one of several processes transmission providers can use to
evaluate short-term transmission service requests. As defined in proposed section 1.2 of
Attachment C, Entergy’s AFC process evaluates the amount of transfer capability
remaining over a flowgate for additional transmission service above existing transmission
commitments.

> ICT Approval Order, 115 FERC 61,095 at P 3. We note that pursuant to the
ICT Approval Order, 115 FERC { 61,095 at P 96, the ICT arrangement was set to expire
on November 17, 2010, unless Entergy filed to extend the initial term. On November 16,
2010, in Entergy Services, Inc., 133 FERC 61,136 (2010), the Commission accepted
Entergy’s filing of a two-year extension of the ICT arrangement.

®ICT Approval Order, 115 FERC § 61,095 at P 64, 66.
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would be the final judge of what criteria are necessary for a just, reasonable and not
unduly discriminatory AFC process.’

6. In a September 2006 Order on Rehearing, the Commission clarified that Entergy’s
ICT proposal must comply with the OATT Reform Final Rule (which would
subsequently be issued as Order No. 890 on February 16, 2007, as discussed below).®
The Commission specified that the Commission would judge whether any provision
modified by both the ICT Approval Order and the OATT Reform Final Rule was
consistent with or superior to the pro forma OATT as revised.’

7. On November 16, 2006, Entergy filed earlier versions of the language in
Attachments C, D, and E filed in this docket, labeling them “Criteria Manuals,”
submitted as business practice manuals rather than as OATT attachments. At the time,
Entergy explained that it filed the versions as business practice manuals so that if they
needed to be changed, they could be changed without an FPA section 205 filing. In
April 2007, the Commission accepted the filing subject to three main conditions:

(1) Entergy refiling the manuals as OATT attachments; (2) Entergy modifying the
language to clarify Entergy’s role as well as the role of the ICT;* and (3) Entergy
consulting further with stakeholders to develop the transmission service criteria."* The
Commission also repeated its statement in the September 2006 Rehearing Order that the
Commission would judge whether any provision modified by both the ICT Approval
Order and Order No. 890 is consistent with or superior to the Order No. 890 pro forma
OATT. In May 2007, Entergy refiled the Criteria Manuals, revised to clarify the roles of
Entergy and the ICT, but still in the form of business practice manuals rather than OATT

"1d. P 66.

® Entergy Services, Inc., 116 FERC 61,275 at P 15 (2006) (September 2006
Rehearing Order).

°1d. P 15.
19 April 2007 Order, 119 FERC { 61,009 at P 26.

11d. P 24. A fourth condition was that Entergy revise the language in the AFC
manual to reinsert a specification that a 60 percent loading level would be used to remove
a flowgate from the Master List. The 60 percent loading level had been accepted by the
Commission in an order on an earlier version of the AFC Criteria Manual, but it was
omitted from the November 16, 2006 version. See id. P 29.
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attachments. Entergy explained that to avoid confusion, it would refile the language of
the Criteria Manuals in the form of OATT attachments on July 13, 2007, in its Order
No. 890 compliance filing (described below).

B. Order No. 890 Proceeding

8.  On February 16, 2007, the Commission issued Order No. 890.%? In Order No.
890, as relevant here, the Commission required transmission providers such as Entergy
that have not been approved as independent system operators (ISO) or regional
transmission organizations (RTO), and whose transmission facilities are not under the
control of an ISO or RTO, to submit FPA section 206 compliance filings that conform the
non-rate terms and conditions of their OATTSs to those of the revised pro forma OATT, to
be effective July 13, 2007, and to submit non-conforming OATT terms and provisions, if
the terms and provisions are consistent with or superior to the pro forma OATT.** On
July 13, 2007, as amended on August 13, 2007, Entergy submitted its non-rate OATT
terms and conditions (including the Criteria Manuals converted to OATT attachments in
compliance with the April 2007 Order), in Docket Nos. OA07-32-000 and OAQ7-32-001.
In that filing, Entergy asked the Commission to defer acting on Order No. 890
compliance issues associated with the Criteria Attachments and Attachment T pending
completion of the ongoing stakeholder process and the subsequent filing of the proposed
revisions to the Criteria Attachments and Attachment T resulting from that process.

9. On August 6, 2008, the Commission accepted Entergy’s deferral request and
accepted the July 13, 2007 proposed revisions subject to Entergy’s refiling them with the
Commission after the stakeholder process was completed.’* On September 5, 2008,
Entergy requested rehearing or clarification of the August 2008 Order, asking the

12 Preventing Undue Discrimination and Preference in Transmission Service,
Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,241, order on reh’g, Order No. 890-A, FERC
Stats. & Regs. § 31,261 (2007), order on reh’g, Order No. 890-B, 123 FERC { 61,299
(2008) order on reh’g, Order No. 890-C, 126 FERC 1 61,228 (2009), order on
clarification, Order No. 890-D, 129 FERC 1 61,126 (2009).

13 Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. { 31,241, at P 135 (After the submission of
their FPA section 206 compliance filings, [non-ISO/RTQO] transmission providers may
submit . . . non-rate terms and conditions that differ from those set forth in the Final Rule
if those provisions are “consistent with or superior to” the pro forma OATT.).

YAugust 2008 Order, 124 FERC { 61,148 at P 61.
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Commission to find that revisions to specific sections of Attachment T that describe the
method of participant funding for supplemental upgrades are not within the scope of
Entergy’s Order No. 890 compliance proceeding. On March 4, 2009, the Commission
denied Entergy’s request, citing Entergy’s statement in the transmittal letter to the

July 13, 2007 filing that the Attachment T revisions are “interwoven” with Attachments
C, D, and E.™> Further, the Commission stated that parties should have an opportunity to
comment on the revisions after Attachment T underwent the stakeholder process. The
Commission stated that it would decide afterwards whether the Attachment T revisions
and the comments thereon were within the scope of the Order No. 890 compliance
proceeding.

10.  In Order No. 890, the Commission also required transmission providers to file a
revised Attachment C to incorporate any changes in North American Electric Reliability
Corporation’s (NERC) revised reliability standards and North American Energy
Standards Board’s (NAESB) business practices relevant to Attachment C, within 60 days
of the completion of the NERC and NAESB processes.*®

1. Notice of Filing and Responsive Pleadings

11.  Notice of Entergy’s April 3, 2009 filing was published in the Federal Register,

74 Fed. Reg. 17,847 (2009), with interventions, comments, and protests due on or before
April 24, 2009. On April 21, 2009, the Commission issued a notice extending the due
date for interventions, protests, and comments to May 4, 20009.

12.  Timely motions to intervene were filed by NRG Companies, Brazos Electric
Power Cooperative, Inc., Southeast Electricity Consumers Association, the Arkansas

15 Entergy Services, Inc., 126 FERC 1 61,194, at P 7-8 (2009) (March 2009
Order).

1% Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. { 31,241 at P 325. On January 3, 2011, in
Docket No. ER10-3357-000, Entergy filed a proposal to, among other things, revise the
version of Attachment C filed on April 3, 2009, in compliance with Order No. 729,
Mandatory Reliability Standards for the Calculations of Available Transfer Capability,
Capacity Benefit Margins, Transmission Reliability Margins, Total Transfer Capability,
and Existing Transmission Commitments and Mandatory Reliability Standards for the
Bulk-Power System, 129 FERC { 61,155 (2009), order on clarification, Order No. 729-A,
131 FERC 161,109 (2010), order on reh’g and reconsideration, Order No. 729-B, 132
FERC 1 61,027 (2010). Entergy’s filing is pending before the Commission.
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Cities,*’ East Texas Cooperatives,'® Union Power Partners, L.P. (Union Power),
Cottonwood Energy Co., L.P. (Cottonwood), Occidental Chemical Corporation
(Occidental), Southwest Power Pool, Inc. (SPP), and Arkansas Electric Cooperative
Corporation, et al. (LMA Customers).® Arkansas Cities, East Texas Cooperatives,
Union Power, Cottonwood, Occidental, and LMA Customers filed comments and/or
protests. Arkansas Cities, LMA Customers, Entergy, and SPP, in its capacity as the ICT,
filed answers to the protests.

13.  On February 21, 2011, Entergy filed its Transmission Service Request Business
Practices (TSR Business Practices) in this proceeding, for informational purposes. Union
Power filed a protest to the TSR Business Practices. Entergy and the ICT filed motions
for leave to answer and answers to Union Power’s protest, and Union Power
subsequently filed a motion for leave to reply and reply.

I11. Discussion

14.  This order addresses the following: (1) procedural matters; (2) Entergy’s two
requests for guidance; and (3) Entergy’s compliance with the ICT Approval Order and
Order No. 890.

A. Procedural Matters

15.  Pursuant to Rule 214 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure,

18 C.F.R. § 385.214 (2011), the timely, unopposed motions to intervene serve to make
the entities that filed them parties to this proceeding. Rule 213(a)(2) of the
Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, 18 C.F.R. § 385.213(a)(2) (2011),

7 Arkansas Cities are Conway Corporation; West Memphis Utilities Commission;
City of Osceola, Arkansas; City of Benton, Arkansas; and Hope, Water and Light
Commission.

18 East Texas Cooperatives are East Texas Electric Cooperative, Inc.; Sam
Rayburn G&T Electric Cooperative, Inc.; and Tex-La Electric Cooperative of Texas.

9 L MA Customers are Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation; Lafayette
Utilities System; Louisiana Energy and Power Authority; Municipal Energy Agency of
Mississippi; Mississippi Delta Energy Agency; Clarksdale Public Utilities Commission
of the City of Clarksdale, Mississippi; and Public Service Commission of Yazoo City of
the City of Yazoo City, Mississippi.



Docket Nos. ER05-1065-011 and OA07-32-008 -8-

prohibits an answer to a protest unless otherwise ordered by the decisional authority. We
will accept all answers because they have provided information that assisted us in our
decision-making process.

B. Requests for Commission Guidance

16.  Entergy submitted as part of its filing two requests for Commission guidance.
Entergy states that both requests involve the modeling of generation dispatch and “the
inherent tension between modeling practices that reflect ‘physical’ transmission rights, on
the one hand, and practices designed to reflect ‘real-time’ power flows, on the other.”?
In an order?! in a subsequent proceeding, Docket No. ER10-794-000, et al., the
Commission deferred to this proceeding issues involving the curtailment, under
transmission loading relief procedures, of service for energy sold by a QF on an “as
available” basis to Entergy pursuant to the Public Utility Regulatory Policy Act of 1978
(PURPA).?

1. Unscheduled OF Energy Issues

a. Whether Entergy Should Model Unscheduled OF Enerqgy

I Entergy’s Request

17.  Entergy’s first request for Commission guidance involves the modeling of energy
sold by a QF to a utility pursuant to PURPA on an “as available” basis. PURPA and the
Commission’s implementing regulations require electric utilities to purchase such

unscheduled QF energy under all but two limited circumstances,”® unless the purchasing

20 Entergy Transmittal Letter at 30.

2! Entergy Services, Inc., 131 FERC { 61,067, at P 54 (2010) (TLR Proceeding
Order).

2216 U.S.C. § 824a-3 (2006).

216 U.S.C. § 824a-3 (2006). 18 C.F.R. § 292.303 (2011). PURPA and the
Commission regulations implementing PURPA establish the obligation of utilities to
purchase energy and capacity made available by a QF; the required purchases may be
discontinued only in the limited circumstances of a system emergency, 18 C.F.R.

8 292.307(b), or in certain economic circumstances, 18 C.F.R. § 292.304(f).
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utility has been relieved of that obligation pursuant to section 210(m) of PURPA.?*
Section 304(d) of our PURPA regulations, 18 C.F.R. § 292.304(d) (2011), gives each QF
the option either to sell its energy on an as-available basis with no advance commitment,
or to sell its capacity and/or energy pursuant to a legally enforceable obligation taken on
in advance. Entergy asks whether it should include unscheduled QF energy in Entergy’s
transmission models, and, if so, (1) whether to include it in both short-term and long-term
models; and (2) whether to include it using historical data modeled as firm or using non-
binding QF schedules.?

18.  Entergy states that about 60 QFs are currently interconnected to its system, mostly
large, industrial entities, totaling about 8,200 megawatts (MW). Entergy states that it is
obligated under PURPA to purchase unscheduled QF energy, but QFs are not obligated to
and do not reserve transmission service for the unscheduled QF energy sold to Entergy.”
Entergy states that it has no notice of how much unscheduled QF energy will arrive on its
system, and that the unscheduled QF energy typically ranges from 200 MW to 2,700
MW.

19.  Entergy explains that it does not include unscheduled QF energy in any of its
transmission availability models because it believes that doing so would conflict with the
OATT’s “physical rights” modeling approach, under which the models determine the
level of physical rights to transmission that have been granted to decide if more rights
should be granted. Entergy asserts that physical rights to transmission are established
only by either firm reservations or network resource designations. Entergy maintains that
a QF providing unscheduled energy does not meet the OATT’s qualifications for a
network resource, which include that a resource that is not owned by a network customer
be under a power purchase agreement with the network customer and be able to be called
on to meet the network customer’s network load on a non-interruptible basis. Entergy
explains that, because unscheduled QF energy does not have reserved firm transmission

2416 U.S.C. § 824a-3(m) (2006). Broadly speaking, under section 210(m), a
utility can be relieved of the purchase obligation by showing that the QF has
nondiscriminatory access to markets with certain characteristics.

% Entergy Transmittal Letter at 30-35.

% Entergy notes that a QF can reserve transmission service for a specific
transaction. Entergy states that for that type of QF sale, the transmission reservation is
scheduled and included in the models. See Entergy Transmittal Letter at n.94.
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service and does not qualify under the OATT as a network resource, the QF has not
obtained physical rights to transmission, and therefore Entergy does not include the
unscheduled QF energy in the models. Entergy cites an earlier instance in which the
Commission rejected a request that Entergy be required to model uncommitted resources
using historical data, even if doing so would make the models more reflective of
operational conditions. The Commission rejected the request on the basis that
uncommitted resources did not meet the OATT’s definition of a network resource.?’

20.  Entergy states that it has placed the issue of whether to model unscheduled QF
energy before stakeholders several times but has not been able to reach a consensus.”®
Entergy states that it seeks Commission guidance now in part because of Order No. 890’s
requirement that transmission providers benchmark their models’ results against “actual
system events,” which could be seen as overruling the OATT’s physical-rights approach
to modeling.?

21.  Entergy also asks if unscheduled QF energy is to be included in AFC models,
whether it should be included only in the shorter-term AFC horizons, i.e., the Operating
and Planning Horizons, which cover 1-31 days ahead, or should it also be included in the
AFC Study Horizon, which covers 31 days to 18 months ahead. Entergy asserts that in
Order No. 890 the Commission requires consistency between the inputs used for short-
term ATC (Available Transfer Capability) calculations and operational planning, and
consistency between the inputs used for long-term ATC calculations and transmission
planning.*® Entergy states that if the Commission values consistency in inputs, then the
Commission should allow Entergy to be consistent by not including unscheduled QF
energy in any of its models.

2 Entergy Transmittal Letter at 34 (citing Entergy Services, Inc., 106 FERC
161,115, at P 52-53 (2004)).

%8 Entergy Transmittal Letter at 31-32.
2 |d. at 34 (citing Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. { 31,241 at P 279).

%0 1d. (citing Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. ] 31,241 at P 280). We note
that, while Entergy describes Order No. 890 as referring to long-term “AFC”
calculations, AFC calculations are associated with short-term requests, within the next 18
months. Order No. 890 actually referred to “ATC” calculations, and ATC does not have
a time period associated with it, so we assume Entergy meant to refer to “ATC.”
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22.  Entergy also asks for Commission guidance as to whether unscheduled QF energy
should be included not only in Entergy’s short-term models (evaluated by AFC software),
but also in its long-term models, which evaluate the availability of transmission service
through system impact studies and facilities studies and which include analysis of system
planning to accommodate transmission requests. Entergy believes that unscheduled QF
energy should not be included in the long-term models because the variable and
voluntary nature of the QF energy is not a valid basis for system planning. Entergy states
here, as with the relatively long-term AFC Study Horizon, if consistency between short-
term and long-term modeling assumptions is required, then Entergy would prefer to
continue to exclude unscheduled QF energy from both short-term and long-term models.

23.  Entergy states that it has discussed with stakeholders two possible ways to
represent unscheduled QF energy in the models: (1) historical data on unscheduled QF
energy modeled as serving Entergy’s native load; and (2) non-binding schedules provided
by QFs. Entergy explains that QFs opposed providing non-binding schedules, and
network customers opposed Entergy modeling historical QF energy as firm because they
believed that doing so would provide preferential access to transmission capacity for
Entergy, because unscheduled QF energy does not meet the network resource
requirements. Entergy states that unscheduled QF energy may be so variable that
including it, whether through non-binding schedules or historical estimates, would not
improve AFC calculations. However, Entergy believes that including unscheduled QF
energy in models is “worth exploring” if the OATT issue can be worked out.**

i, Responsive Pleadings

24.  The ICT supports including unscheduled QF energy in Entergy’s short-term
models to improve the extent to which the models reflect operating conditions. However,
the ICT believes unscheduled QF energy should not be included in long-term models,
because system planning should not be based on such a variable factor.*

25.  LMA Customers, Union Power, and Occidental comment in favor of Entergy
including unscheduled QF energy in the models. LMA Customers state that Entergy’s
excluding unscheduled QF energy is unrealistic and may lead to incorrect AFC values.*®

31 1d. at 32.
32 |CT Comments at 8.

33 L MA Customers Protest and Comments at 16.
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LMA Customers urge the Commission to direct Entergy to modify Attachment C and the
AFC process to incorporate reasonable assumptions with respect to unscheduled QF
energy levels. LMA Customers state that Entergy should be able to forecast unscheduled
QF put fairly accurately, because generators are required to provide Entergy with certain
operations information,* and because Entergy is required to know the status of all
generation resources available for use.®

26.  Union Power states that the Commission has already provided guidance on these
issues. Union Power argues that, as indicated in Order No. 890-A, the Commission
requires that the model used by the transmission provider be benchmarked, and it is the
level of accuracy that is relevant, not the physical transmission rights. Union Power
argues that Entergy’s adherence to the physical transmission rights model means that
Entergy’s models could be inaccurate.®

27.  Union Power points to historical data of two Entergy Operating Companies’
energy purchases from QFs during the summer of 2005-2007.%" Union Power argues that
these are significant energy purchases, and that the energy displaces Entergy’s network
resources, which significantly affects power flow patterns on Entergy’s transmission
system. Union Power contends that ignoring unscheduled QF energy not only

% |d. at 17 (citing NERC Reliability Standards TOP-002-2; TOP-003-0; and TOP-
006-1).

% |d. (citing NERC Reliability Standard TOP-006-1).

% Union Power at 17-18 (citing Order No. 890-A, FERC Stats. & Regs. ] 31,261
at P 99 (“The Commission clarifies in response to Entergy that the models used by the
transmission provider to calculate ATC, and not actual ATC values, must be
benchmarked. The Commission is concerned with the level of accuracy of the models
and, therefore, directed in Order No. 890 that the models be updated and benchmarked to
actual events. If models are not sufficiently accurate, then ATC/AFC calculations will
not generate correct results, undermining the benefits of increased consistency and
transparency of ATC calculations. With regard to discrepancies between actual and
modeled ATC values, the Commission directed [NERC] in Order No. 693 to modify
MOD-014-0 through the reliability standards development process to require that actual
system events be simulated and, if the model output is not within the accuracy required,
the model shall be modified to achieve the necessary accuracy.”)).

37 Union Power attaches the data as Exhibit 1 to its protest.
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contributes to phantom congestion in the models, but also masks the actual expected
conditions of the transmission system. Union Power argues that, as a result, in addition
to the QF dispatch not being accurately modeled, Entergy’s displaced network resources
are not accurately modeled. Union Power asserts that not including unscheduled QF
energy and the resulting network resource displacement in the models means that the
models do not reflect actual operations on the system, which violates Order No. 890’s
benchmarking requirement as well as the broader requirement that Entergy provide non-
discriminatory transmission access. Union Power argues that, in order for the models to
be consistent with actual system conditions, Entergy must include unscheduled QF
energy in its models at a level not to exceed the maximum discrepancy between the
actual system performance and the models.

28.  Entergy responds that, while Order No. 890 directed NERC to develop appropriate
standards for the benchmarking of models to actual events, and while these standards
would presumably require transmission providers to include such actual events as
unscheduled QF energy in their models, the NERC standards are not yet final, so in the
meantime Commission guidance is needed.®

29.  Entergy also responds that Order No. 890’s use of the term “long-term” in an AFC
context was ambiguous, as long-term could have meant anything longer than operational
planning, or it could have meant system planning and, therefore, Commission guidance is
needed.

b. How Entergy Should Curtail Unscheduled OF Energy

I Entergy’s TLR Filing

30. A separate proceeding raised the issue of the curtailment of service for
unscheduled QF energy. In Docket No. ER10-794-000, Entergy proposed OATT
revisions implementing certain curtailment procedures. One of the proposed procedures
provided that Entergy would curtail unscheduled QF energy on the same basis as other
non-firm, secondary transmission service, when necessary to relieve congestion ** The

% We note that the NERC standards regarding benchmarking are still not yet final.
% The proposed provision stated:

In the event that Secondary Network Service schedules or unscheduled deliveries
to Transmission Provider’s Native Load Customers from a QF are curtailed under
this Step 2, the QF must reduce its output to reflect such curtailments, provided

(continued...)
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proposed procedure also provided that, instead of curtailing unscheduled deliveries from
QFs to Entergy’s native load customers, Entergy may relieve the constraint by
redispatching Entergy network resources.

31.  Entergy noted in its transmittal letter in Docket No. ER10-794-000 that, in a
curtailment situation, Entergy treats unscheduled QF energy as “secondary or non-
designated network resources under the OATT.”* However, Entergy acknowledged that
some stakeholders believe that curtailing unscheduled QF energy along with other
secondary network resources is inconsistent with PURPA’s purchase requirement.

il. Responsive Pleadings

32.  Inresponse to Entergy’s filing, several parties protested the procedures involving
unscheduled QF energy, contending that Entergy’s proposed treatment of unscheduled
QF energy conflicts with the PURPA purchase requirement.

33.  Electric Power Supply Association (EPSA), Southeast Electricity Consumers
Association (SECA), and Occidental argue that the Commission’s regulations
implementing PURPA provide only narrow circumstances within which a utility can limit
or cease purchases from a QF, and that Entergy’s treatment of unscheduled QF energy as
having curtailment priority of secondary network service is not justified by any of these
circumstances.*!

34.  With respect to the QF purchase exemption provided in section 307(b) of the
Commission’s PURPA regulations, Occidental and Southeast Electricity Consumers
Association stress that the section requires not only that there be a system emergency, but
that the QF purchases interrupted must contribute to that emergency. Emergency, the
parties explain, is defined in the regulations as a condition on a utility’s system “which is

that such curtailments shall not require the QF output to go below the minimum
run level necessary to maintain the QFs other industrial or commercial processes
unrelated to the generation of electric energy.

0 Entergy February 23, 2010 Docket No. ER10-794-000 Transmittal Letter at 7.

1 See EPSA March 16, 2010 Protest in Docket No. ER10-794-000 at 10; SECA
March 16, 2010 Protest in Docket No. ER10-794-000 at 5-8; Occidental March 16, 2010
Protest in Docket No. ER10-794-000 at 3-7, 10-15.
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likely to result in disruption of service to a significant number of customers or is likely to
endanger life or property.”*

35.  Occidental states that the Commission imposed the various requirements that a
purchasing utility must meet in order to take advantage of the exemption (prior
notification, subsequent verification by the state regulatory authority, and exposure to
reimbursement requirements for failure to provide prior notification) after receiving many
comments reflecting a suspicion that electric utilities would abuse proposed section
304(f) to circumvent their obligation to purchase from QFs.

36.  Occidental argues that Entergy’s proposed treatment of unscheduled QF energy is
inconsistent with Entergy’s recognition in a previous proceeding that QFs selling
unscheduled QF energy are to be treated differently than other generators when it comes
to curtailment.®

37.  Occidental also argues that Entergy’s proposed treatment of unscheduled QF
energy as secondary network transmission service does not take into account the fact that
QFs do not take service under the OATT, and that such QFs have not been assigned such
secondary service priority by NERC. Occidental argues, rather, that PURPA and the
Commission’s implementing regulations are controlling with respect to QFs.

38.  Occidental further states that Entergy has engaged in a pattern over many years of
attempting, in a variety of ways, to preclude QFs from participating in the Entergy
balancing authority area market. Occidental states that QFs currently face acute
difficulties in trying to participate in the Entergy market because of the lack of available
transmission service. As a direct consequence of the lack of transmission service, the
only meaningful option QFs have to sell their power, Occidental contends, is through
exercising their PURPA rights. Occidental protests that Entergy’s proposed OATT

“21d. (citing 18 C.F.R. § 292.101(b)(4) (2011)); see also Small Power Production
and Cogeneration Facilities; Regulations Implementing Section 210 of the Public Utility
Regulatory Policies Act of 1978, Order No. 69, FERC Stats. & Regs. { 30,128 at 30,865
(1980), order on reh’g, Order No. 69-A, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 30,160, aff’d in part and
vacated in part, American Electric Power Service Corp. v. FERC, 675 F.2d 1226 (D.C.
Cir. 1982), rev’d in part, American Paper Institute, Inc. v. American Electric Power
Service Corp., 461 U.S. 402 (1983).

* Occidental March 16, 2010 Protest at 12-13 (citing Entergy Services, Inc.,
102 FERC 1 61,281, at P 61 (2003) (GOL Order)).
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amendments could be used by Entergy to effectively bar unscheduled deliveries from

QFs.

39. NRG Companies, on the other hand, express concern that the limited exemptions
to curtailments at the secondary network service priority level granted to QFs would shift
the burden of curtailment from Entergy to other customers.** NRG Companies believe
the proposal should be revised to ensure that the burden of curtailment stays with
Entergy.

40.  Entergy answers that the different positions of Entergy and the protesting parties
reflect in part ambiguities among the QF regulations adopted in 1980, the open access
requirements adopted in 1996, and the recently issued NERC reliability standards.*

41.  Entergy states that under its OATT it is required to treat unscheduled QF energy as
eligible only for non-firm or secondary transmission, because unscheduled QF energy
does not qualify for firm service under the OATT. Entergy argued that unscheduled QF
energy does not qualify for firm service because under PURPA it does not use firm
transmission service reservations and is not committed for sale to a particular party, so it
does not meet the OATT’s requirements for firm service or for designation as a network
resource.

42.  Entergy states that it does not believe that it is permitted to designate non-firm QF
purchases as network resources, but to the extent the Commission clarifies otherwise,
Entergy will do so. However, Entergy argues that Occidental contends that Entergy
could not interrupt the QF purchases along with other firm point-to-point and
network/native load service unless and until there is a system emergency. Entergy argues
that Occidental is in essence advocating a “super-priority” for unscheduled QF energy.

43.  Entergy argues that the NERC reliability standards and sections 307(b)(1) (system
emergency exemption from QF purchases) and 292.304(f) (cost-related exemption from
QF purchases) of the Commission’s PURPA regulations allow Entergy to curtail
unscheduled QF energy where pre- or post-contingent loading exceeds normal limits,
provided that certain conditions are met. Entergy argues that section 304(f) of the
Commission’s PURPA regulations provides that Entergy is not obligated to purchase

“ NRG Companies March 16, 2010 Protest in Docket No. ER10-794-000 at 33-
34.

*® Entergy April 2, 2010 Answer in Docket No. ER10-794-000 at 34.
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unscheduled QF energy if, due to operational circumstances, Entergy’s costs would
increase. Thus, Entergy asserts, when Entergy has exhausted its cost-neutral redispatch
options, Entergy is entitled to curtail the QF.

44.  Inresponse to Occidental’s claims that Entergy must satisfy the notice and
verification requirements in the regulations, Entergy states that it is unaware of any state
In its service territory having promulgated rules or regulations addressing such matters.
Entergy argues that because no state has promulgated such rules or regulations, Entergy
Intends to give QFs notice of any curtailment in the same manner as any other generator
under the relevant curtailment procedures.

45.  Entergy argues that section 307(b)(2) of the Commission PURPA regulations
provides that Entergy is not obligated to purchase unscheduled QF energy if such
purchases would contribute to a condition on a utility’s system that is likely to result in
imminent significant disruption of service to customers or is imminently likely to
endanger life or property. Entergy disagrees with parties who suggest that such
curtailments are not allowed, arguing that such parties do not acknowledge that, since
promulgation of section 307(b), NERC reliability standards and OATT provisions have
been adopted that provide for pro rata curtailments of transmission transactions to
prevent system emergencies from occurring, rather than waiting for an actual system
emergency to occur before including QF curtailments within the scope of available
mitigation.

46.  Entergy also argues that it is not obligated to curtail or redispatch the resources or
transactions of other customers solely to avoid curtailing unscheduled QF energy.
Entergy maintains that if a curtailment of unscheduled QF energy takes place, then under
the OATT, that energy should be assigned the same curtailment priority as secondary
network service. Entergy argues that unscheduled QF energy does not meet the
requirements for network resources, or otherwise reserve firm (or non-firm) transmission
service.

47.  Entergy disagrees with Occidental’s claim that the GOL Order established that
QFs were in a separate curtailment category from other generators. Entergy argues that
the GOL Order addressed transmission availability rather than curtailment, and stated
that the PURPA purchase obligation applied as long as the reliability of the system is not
“compromised” and the cost of accepting the energy is not greater than Entergy’s avoided
costs as defined by PURPA.* Entergy also argues that the Commission’s use of the

% 1d. at 47.
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word “compromised” rather than the arguably higher standard of the system being in an
emergency means QFs are not exempt from curtailment.

. Commission Order in TLR Proceeding

48.  Inan April 23, 2010 order in Docket No. ER10-794-000, the Commission noted
that issues concerning the interplay of PURPA’s unscheduled QF energy purchase
obligation and OATT obligations are pending before the Commission in this proceeding
(i.e., Docket Nos. ER05-1065 and OAQ07-32). Therefore, the Commission stated, it will
take appropriate action on the issues raised regarding the curtailment of unscheduled QF
energy when it acts in this proceeding.’

C. Commission Determination

I Unscheduled OF Energy in Short-Term, Medium-
Term, and Long-Term Models

49.  The Commission finds that the question of how unscheduled QF energy should be
reflected in Entergy’s transmission availability models largely turns on the circumstances
of the interconnection, ongoing planning, and subsequent transactions of the QFs on
Entergy’s system. QFs that have paid for assessed network upgrades, if any, as part of
Network Resource Interconnection Service (NRIS) or a comparable pre-Order No. 2003
interconnection service,* and which have sold unscheduled QF energy as allowed under
PURPA on a regular basis since then (with reasonable allowances for maintenance,
seasonal demand variations, thermal host replacement, etc.) should continue to be treated
no worse than Entergy’s own network resources in assessing whether aggregate supply is
sufficient to meet aggregate load within Entergy’s control area.*® On the other hand,

*" TLR Proceeding Order, 131 FERC 1 61,067 at P 54.

*® Such QFs include QFs that were assessed no upgrade cost as part of their
interconnection, due to investment lumpiness or similar considerations, even though they
obtained an NRIS or comparable level of service.

*® Standardization of Generator Interconnection Agreements and Procedures,
Order No. 2003, FERC Stats. and Regs., Regulations Preambles 2001-2005 { 31,146,
order on reh’g, Order No. 2003-A, FERC Stats. and Regs., Regulations Preambles 2001-
2005, 1 31,160 (2003), order on reh’g, Order No. 2003-B, FERC Stats. and Regs.,
Regulations Preambles 2001-2005 { 31,171 (2004), order on reh’g, Order No. 2003-C,

(continued...)
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Entergy is not required to plan for the unscheduled energy from a QF that was offered
NRIS or a comparable pre-Order No. 2003 interconnection service, but that instead
elected to purchase an inferior interconnection service that did not obligate Entergy to
plan for the QF. Between these extremes, determinations may need to be made
depending on the facts associated with the interconnection. We find that the unscheduled
energy of the QFs for which Entergy is not required to plan should be reflected in the
medium and short-term models with Entergy’s own generation redispatched to
accommodate such energy, consistent with its obligations under PURPA.>®

50.  We clarify that including unscheduled QF energy in Entergy’s transmission
availability models does not necessarily mean setting aside one-for-one transmission
capacity reservations for every unit of unscheduled QF capacity on the system. Rather,
some reasonable method should be used to include unscheduled QF energy purchases
(taking into account the variability of such purchases), using whatever credible data are
available to Entergy. Such data sources should certainly include historical data (with
reasonable emphasis given to recent or seasonal historical data, as appropriate), but may
also include reliability data, non-binding QF schedules,®" and/or other appropriate data
that are available to Entergy.

FERC Stats. and Regs., Regulations Preambles 2001-2005 { 31,190 (2005), aff’d sub
nom. Nat’l Ass’n of Regulatory Util. Comm’rs v. FERC, 475 F.3d 1277 (D.C. Cir. 2007).

*% We note that, even in cases where there is no specific requirement to plan for a
particular QF’s unscheduled energy, it may be appropriate and also in Entergy’s interest
for Entergy to consider that QF in its plans, particularly if there is a clear history of
unscheduled QF energy purchases and strong indications that such purchases are likely to
continue into the future. Such planning may minimize the total costs incurred by Entergy
as a result of fulfilling its obligations under PURPA.

>1 \We agree that non-binding QF schedules are not required to be provided by
QFs, and so Entergy may not compel QFs to provide such schedules. However, it may be
in the interest of a QF to provide non-binding schedules, given that use of that
information by Entergy may minimize the chance of curtailment to the QF, particularly
when a QF plans to significantly deviate from its recent sales pattern. To the extent that
non-binding schedules from a particular QF prove not to be credible, the weight given to
such schedules within the transmission models could be discounted.
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51.  Inresponse to Entergy’s statement that considering unscheduled QF energy in
short-term transmission models may prohibit QFs from making sales to other parties, as
permitted under PURPA, we find that such inclusion in short-term transmission models
should not unreasonably restrict third-party sales from QFs. Certainly Entergy’s
operations will require that, after a reasonable minimum lead-time period has expired, a
modeled transaction cannot be “backed out,” as Entergy claims. However, such
treatment should not put QFs at a disadvantage to any similarly situated transmission
customer. In particular, the process Entergy would need to go through to “back-out”
assumptions about a QF serving its load appears to be functionally equivalent to a process
that utilities were directed in Order No. 890 to provide for network resources seeking to
make third-party sales. The Commission established in Order No. 890 that a network
customer is able to simultaneously request both a temporary undesignation of a network
resource and transmission service for a related third-party sale, and that the two requests
should be evaluated as a single request, and approved or disapproved as such.”® The
Commission further directed transmission providers, working through NAESB, to
develop business standards describing the procedures for submitting and processing such
requests.”® Entergy should be able to “back-out” unscheduled QF energy using similar
procedures to those ordered in Order No. 890, and the relevant scheduling deadlines that
Entergy imposes for “backing-out” unscheduled QF energy should be the same as they
are in Entergy for network resources.

i, Curtailment Priority for Unscheduled OF Energy
Deliveries

52.  Regarding which curtailment priority Entergy is to apply to deliveries of
unscheduled QF energy, we find that Entergy’s statutory obligation to purchase
unscheduled QF energy is not subordinate to tariff considerations. Except in certain
limited circumstances, Entergy is obligated under federal law to purchase unscheduled
QF energy. Once that energy is purchased, it is Entergy’s responsibility to deliver that
energy to its load (or otherwise manage the energy). Curtailing unscheduled QF energy
output along with non-firm, secondary network service is inconsistent with Entergy’s
obligations under PURPA.

>2 Order No. 890, FERC Stats. and Regs. 31,241 at P 1541.

% .
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53.  Exceptions to the statutory QF purchase obligation are limited. First, a utility can
be relieved of its QF purchase obligation under section 210(m) of PURPA, 16 U.S.C.

8 824a-3(m) (2006). This provision is not at issue here, as Entergy has not claimed relief
under section 210(m), nor filed a petition seeking relief.>

54.  Second, section 304(f)(1) of the Commission’s PURPA regulations, 18 C.F.R.

8§ 292.304(f)(1), provides, with certain limitations, that a utility is not required to
purchase unscheduled QF energy “during any period during which, due to operational
circumstances, purchases from qualifying facilities will result in costs greater than those
which the utility would incur if it did not make such purchases, but instead generated an
equivalent amount of energy itself.” Entergy argues that this provision entitles it to
curtail unscheduled QF energy purchases whenever Entergy has exhausted the cost-
neutral redispatch options available to accommodate the purchase. However, section
292.304(f) provides for a far more limited exception to the PURPA purchase obligation
than Entergy claims.

55.  In Order No. 69, which implemented section 304(f), the Commission stated that
that section was intended to deal with a certain condition which can occur during light
loading periods, in which a utility operating only base load units would be forced to cut
back output from the units in order to accommodate the unscheduled QF energy
purchases.”™ The Commission stated that such base load units might not be able to later
increase their output levels rapidly when the system demand later increased, resulting in
the utility needing to rely upon less efficient, higher cost units.® Section 304(f), when
read in conjunction with the relevant explanation in Order No. 69, applies only to such
low loading scenarios, and cannot be relied upon to curtail purchases of unscheduled QF
energy for general economic reasons.

56.  Many avoided cost rates are calculated on an average or composite basis, and
already reflect the variations in the value of the purchase in the lower overall rate. In

>* Section 310 of the Commission’s PURPA regulations, 18 C.F.R. § 292.310,
implements section 210(m) of PURPA, setting out the process by which an electric utility
seeking termination of its QF purchase obligation must file a petition and make a
showing that it provides nondiscriminatory access to markets as described in section
210(m).

% Order No. 69, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 30,128 at 30,870, 30,886 (1980).

% d. at 30,886.
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such circumstances, the utility is already compensated, through the lower rate it generally
pays for unscheduled QF energy, for any periods during which it purchases unscheduled
QF energy even though that energy’s value is lower than the true avoided cost. On the
other hand, for avoided cost rates that are determined in real-time, such avoided costs
adjust to reflect the low (or zero or negative) value of the unscheduled QF energy,
allowing the QF to make its own curtailment decisions. In neither case is the utility
authorized to curtail the QF purchase unilaterally.

57.  Third, section 307(b) of the Commission’s PURPA regulations, 18 C.F.R.

§ 292.307(b), provides that a utility may, during a system emergency, discontinue
purchases from a QF if such purchases would contribute to such emergency. Section
101(b)(4) of the Commission’s PURPA regulations, 18 C.F.R. § 292.101(b)(4), defines
“system emergency” as “a condition on a utility’s system which is likely to result in
imminent significant disruption of service to customers or is imminently likely to
endanger life or property.” Contrary to Entergy’s claim, our acceptance in the GOL
Order of Entergy’s proposed use of the term “compromised” did not lower the standard
or increase the scope of the definition of “system emergency” in section 101(b)(4). To
the contrary, our intent was to affirm the existing PURPA regulations and definitions.”’

58.  Accordingly, we find that Entergy’s proposal to curtail unscheduled QF energy on
the same basis as non-firm, secondary network service is not consistent with Entergy’s
obligations under PURPA.

%" See GOL Order, 102 FERC 1 61,281 at P 61-62:

Entergy states that Attachment Q [governing the GOL system] will permit owners
to “put” their power to Entergy without regard to the GOL applicable to the QF.
Entergy’s proposed GOL will not apply to PURPA puts of power from QFs
interconnected with Entergy’s transmission grid to Entergy and a QF will be
permitted to put its output to Entergy for purchase at Entergy’s avoided costs in
excess of the QF’s GOL as long as the reliability of the system is not
compromised (See 18 C.F.R. 88 292.304(f), 292.307(b), 292.308 (2002)) and the
cost of accepting the energy is not greater than if Entergy had generated the energy
itself. . . . We accept Entergy’s clarification with the proviso that Entergy’s
obligation under PURPA is to take the energy at its avoided costs which is defined
as: “The incremental costs . . . such utility would generate itself or purchase from
another source.”
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2. Modeling Shortfalls in Load-Serving Entity Network Resource
Designations in the AFC Study Horizon

a. Entergy’s Request

59.  The second unresolved topic involves how Entergy should resolve shortfalls in the
AFC process’s Study Horizon model, which assesses the availability of transmission 31
days to 18 months ahead.”® Entergy states that at times in the AFC process Study
Horizon model® a load-serving entity’s designated network resources are insufficient to
serve the load-serving entity’s designated network loads.?® Entergy states that the Study
Horizon model cannot “solve” unless the shortfall is resolved, and resolving the shortfall
requires the model to dispatch alternative resources to meet the load. Entergy states that
Order No. 890 provides that base generation dispatch is to model “(1) all designated
network resources and other resources that are committed or have the legal obligation to
run, as they are expected to run and (2) uncommitted resources that are deliverable within
the control area, economically dispatched as necessary to meet balancing
requirements.”®* Entergy states that the load-serving entity shortfalls in the Study
Horizon represent a situation in which resources are inadequate even after the two types
of resources described in Order No. 890 are modeled.

%8 See definition of “Study Horizon” in proposed section 1.2 of Attachment C.

> According to the definition in proposed section 1.2 of Attachment C, the AFC
system’s Study Horizon is 31 days to 18 months ahead. Entergy states that load-serving
entity shortfalls do not occur in the first seven days of the AFC process in part because in
the Operating Horizon (up to 2 days ahead) and most of the Planning Horizon (2 to 31
days ahead), the AFC process relies on scheduling data rather than reservation data.
Entergy Transmittal Letter at 35.

% Entergy Transmittal Letter at 35. Entergy explains that the shortfalls are from
network customers with relatively small amounts of network load, and are not from the
Entergy Operating Companies. Entergy states that the load-serving entity shortfalls,
while a modeling problem, are not a reliability problem, because the load-serving entity
does designate sufficient resources as the service date approaches, i.e., in the Operating
and Planning horizons.

%! Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. ] 31,241 at P 296.
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60.  Entergy states that as a stop-gap measure the AFC process is resolving such Study
Horizon shortfalls by increasing the dispatch of Entergy-owned generating units that are
already running in the base case model. Entergy explains that this prevents having to turn
on a unit solely to make up the shortfall, which would have a disproportionate impact on
power flows. However, Entergy states that it and the ICT agree that this practice of using
Entergy-owned generating units is “not optimal.”

61. Entergy states that Entergy and the ICT have been exploring other options.
Entergy asserts that a method that complies with Order No. 890’s statement that base
generation dispatch is to model uncommitted resources is to have the AFC process
increase the dispatch of network service resources in the Entergy control area. Entergy
states that this method is set out in proposed section 7.1.2 of Attachment C. However,
Entergy states that no network service resources are currently in the control area, so this
method cannot currently be used to resolve the load-serving entity shortfalls.

62.  Entergy states that two other options for resolving the load-serving entity
shortfalls are under consideration, one of which is preferred by Entergy and the other
preferred by the ICT. Entergy notes that Entergy and the ICT agree that neither option is
optimal and are looking for others, but Entergy is requesting Commission guidance as to
which option is preferred in case no other viable option is found. The first option,
preferred by Entergy, is the “pro rata dispatch” option, under which the load-serving
entity’s shortfall is resolved through pro rata increases in the dispatch of uncommitted
resources that are currently running at some level in the base case model. Entergy states
that this process is similar to the modeling of load-serving entity shortfalls in long-term
base case models, in performing system impact studies under proposed section 2.3.4.1 of
Attachment D.*> However, Entergy notes that in the system impact study process in
proposed section 2.3.4.1, engineers manually intervene to mitigate the negative effects on
the flowgates limiting the proposed transfer, whereas the AFC process’s frequent
automatic resynchronizations mean that such manual intervention cannot be done under
the pro rata dispatch option. Entergy believes that the pro rata dispatch option would

%2 Entergy Transmittal Letter at 36-37. Section 2.3.4.1 of Attachment D (Seasonal
Base Case Models) states, in relevant part:

With respect to short-falls in a LSE’s resource plan, NRIS and ERIS resources are
dispatched on a pro rata basis subject to mitigating the negative effects of those
resources on the elements/flowgates limiting the proposed transfer by removing
the power flow impact of these resources on those elements/flowgates . . . .



Docket Nos. ER05-1065-011 and OA07-32-008 -25-

meet Order No. 890’s requirement to rely on “uncommitted” resources, in that the
resources are running but have additional uncommitted capacity available to make up the
shortfall. Entergy states that the drawback to this option is that the AFC process
dispatches base generation only on a firm basis, but the uncommitted resources would not
have firm reservations to serve the load-serving entity’s load, so dispatching to make up
the shortfall could reduce AFC values, leading to improper denials of subsequent
transmission requests.

63.  The second option, preferred by the ICT, is the “pseudo resources” option, under
which the load is met by imaginary, or “pseudo,” resources, located at the load, that are
inserted into the model. Entergy states that the advantage of this option is that locating
the resources at the load means that no transmission is needed, so AFC values are not
affected, which in turn means that subsequent transmission requests would not be
affected. Entergy states that the disadvantage of this option is that, because the pseudo
resources are located at the load, the excess load’s electrical impact is removed from the
model, which in turn reduces the accuracy of the power flow models.

b. Responsive Pleadings

64. The ICT defends the pseudo resources option by noting that the shortfalls only
happen in AFC models, which evaluate transmission in the short-term.%® Because of the
short-term nature, the accuracy of the power flow models is not paramount. The ICT also
notes that the pro rata dispatch option in effect inserts imaginary transmission and
therefore imaginary transmission reservations in the model. The ICT states that using
Imaginary transmission creates phantom congestion that may cause the improper denial
of transmission requests. The ICT states that, in contrast, the pseudo resources option
correctly reflects the absence of sufficient available resources, and the pseudo resource
would merely be a placeholder, placed as the lowest priority and only reflected for a
period in which there are insufficient resources. Inthe ICT’s view, the pseudo resources
option’s removal of the electrical impact of the unreserved transmission used to make up
the shortfall properly reflects the shortfall’s impact on AFC values, which prevents the
improper denial of subsequent transmission requests.

65. Cottonwood comments in favor of the pseudo resources option, because the pro
rata dispatch option could cause the improper denial of transmission to a customer with

% |CT Comments at 9-11.
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an actual transaction and with higher priority than the load-serving entity.** Cottonwood
argues that the pseudo resources option at least ensures that the risk of obtaining
transmission for any resources ultimately designated by the network customer remains
with that customer.

66.  Union Power comments that modeling shortfalls in load-serving entity network
resource designations is an issue of modeling accuracy.®® Union Power argues that
evaluating the merits of the two modeling options cannot be done without reviewing
actual data to determine which approach produces more accurate modeling.

67.  Entergy answers that the pro rata dispatch option is superior to the pseudo
resources option because modeling an increased dispatch of resources that have available
transmission to serve the load-serving entity’s excess load, even if the resources may not
be the resources eventually designated by the load-serving entity, ensures that resources
with interconnection service and the ability to inject power into the grid are used.®
Entergy states that this produces more accurate modeling than “imagining away” the
excess load, as the pseudo resources option does. Entergy argues that the pseudo
resources option does not meet Order No. 890’s requirement that, under Standard MOD-
001, transmission providers model designated, committed resources or uncommitted
resources deliverable within the control area. Entergy also states that implementing the
pseudo resources option would be administratively burdensome.

C. Commission Determination

68.  We find that of the two options presented, the pseudo resources option should be
used. The pseudo resources option maintains the accuracy of AFC values by not
inserting transmission in the model for which the load serving entity does not have a
point-to-point transmission service reservation or designated network resources. For that
reason, the pseudo resources option is consistent with the OATT provisions governing
access to transmission. This approach provides Entergy’s transmission customers,
including load-serving entities, a fair opportunity to obtain transmission service on a first-
come first-served basis. This approach also places the risk that transmission will not be

% Cottonwood at 21-22.
% Union Power at 18-20.

% Entergy Answer at 89.
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available on the load-serving entity that does not have sufficient firm service reserved,
rather than on other Entergy transmission customers.

69. In contrast, under the pro rata dispatch option, the dispatch of actual resources
already running in the model is increased pro rata to resolve the shortfall, which requires
the model to increase the transmission used for the resources. In effect, the pro rata
dispatch option sets aside transmission service to meet the load-serving entity’s shortfall,
without the load-serving entity having arranged for that additional transmission, ahead of
other Entergy transmission customers. This violates the OATT.

70.  We disagree with Entergy’s argument that the pro rata dispatch option conforms
with Order No. 890’s statement that base generation dispatch is to model designated
resources or uncommitted resources deliverable within the control area. Order No. 890
states that base generation dispatch is to model “uncommitted resources that are
deliverable within the control area, economically dispatched as necessary to meet
balancing requirements.”®’ [ltalics added.] Increasing the already-running resources on a
pro rata basis conflicts with Order No. 890’s statement that the dispatch is to be
increased economically, i.e., reflecting the costs of each resource.

71.  Inany event, we find that uncommitted resources should not be dispatched to
make up for shortfalls in designated network resources to allow the AFC models to solve,
if that would result in granting or denying transmission service in a manner inconsistent
with the OATT’s reservation priority requirements. As Entergy explains, it uses a
method equivalent to the pro rata dispatch option modeling of load-serving entity
shortfalls to solve long-term base case models, in performing system impact studies.
However, in the system impact study process, engineers manually intervene to mitigate
the negative effects on the flowgates limiting the proposed transfer, whereas the AFC
process’s frequent automatic resynchronizations mean that such manual intervention
cannot be done under the pro rata dispatch option. Given this situation, dispatching
uncommitted resources to address load-serving entity shortfalls to solve the AFC models
would result in processing transmission service requests under the Entergy OATT
inconsistent with the OATT reservation priorities. Instead, the use of pseudo resources to
address such shortfalls and allow the models to solve prevents the models from including
transmission that has not been reserved or designated when evaluating availability of
capacity to grant new service requests, consistent with the OATT.

%7 Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. ] 31,241 at P 296.
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72.  Besides conforming with the OATT’s transmission priorities, the pseudo resources
option also encourages load-serving entities to designate sufficient resources to meet their
loads in the Study Horizon. As Entergy notes, the load-serving entity shortfall issue does
not occur in the Operating Horizon or the beginning of the Planning Horizon because
load-serving entities tend to designate sufficient resources in those nearer horizons, as
they come closer to the time of service. The pseudo resources option gives load-serving
entities an incentive to designate enough resources to cover their loads in order to
minimize the risk of being unable to reserve firm transmission service.

73.  While we find the pseudo resources option to be consistent with the OATT
reservation priorities, we acknowledge that Entergy and the ICT agree that the option is
not optimal and are looking for other options, and we encourage Entergy and the ICT to
continue to explore other options. Whichever option is eventually adopted, we direct
Entergy to file it as a revision to Attachment C, such as to section 7.1.2 (discussed
below), so that Entergy’s Attachment C will reflect Entergy’s AFC process.

C. Compliance with ICT Approval Order and Order No. 890

74.  As noted above, in the April 2007 Order, the Commission accepted the language
of Entergy’s business practice manuals subject to Entergy refiling them as OATT
attachments, modifying the language to clarify Entergy’s role as well as the role of the
ICT, and consulting further with stakeholders to develop the transmission service
criteria.®® As also noted above, Entergy filed the language of the business practice
manuals as OATT attachments on July 13, 2007, revised to clarify the division of
responsibilities between Entergy and the ICT, and consulted with stakeholders, filing the
resulting revisions in this docket on April 3, 2009.

75.  The Criteria Attachments filed on April 3, 2009 reflect extensive revisions to the
business practice manuals that we conditionally accepted in the April 2007 Order.®
These extensive revisions are an intended consequence of our requirement that Entergy
subject the language to stakeholder review. Because of the extensive nature of the
revisions, we review them under the standard in the ICT Approval Order, namely
whether they describe all the criteria that Entergy has developed for the ICT to use in
responding to requests for transmission, and whether they are just and reasonable and not

% April 2007 Order, 119 FERC { 61,009 at P 24, 26.

% See, e.g., Entergy Transmittal Letter, Exhibits 12-17 (redline versions of the
proposed attachments reflecting changes from various previous filings).
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unduly discriminatory. In addition, because the proposed Criteria Attachments are
modified by both the ICT Approval Order and Order No. 890, pursuant to the September
2006 Rehearing Order and April 2007 Order, the Commission is to judge whether they
are consistent with or superior to the Order No. 890 pro forma OATT. This echoes the
requirement in Order No. 890 itself that transmission providers’ OATT provisions be
consistent with or superior to the Order No. 890 pro forma OATT, and not violate any
policy requirements set out in Order No. 890.

76.  Thus, in this order, we assess whether the proposed Criteria Attachments are
consistent with or superior to the Order No. 890 pro forma OATT, whether they are
consistent with Order No. 890, whether they fully and accurately describe the
transmission service request response criteria developed by Entergy for use by the ICT,
and whether they are just and reasonable and not unduly discriminatory.

1. Compliance with the Order No. 890 Pro Forma OATT

a. Order No. 890 Pro Forma OATT Requirements

77.  The pro forma OATT requires each transmission provider to include an
Attachment C to its OATT, titled “Methodology To Assess Available Transfer
Capability.”™® The pro forma OATT requires that a transmission provider include the
following information in its Attachment C: details of how the transmission provider
calculates ATC components including total transfer capability, existing transmission
commitments, capacity benefit margin, and transmission reliability margin.”* The
description of existing transmission commitments must include a description of the step-
by-step modeling study methodology and criteria for adding or eliminating flowgates. "2
The transmission provider must also include a detailed description of the mathematical
algorithm used to calculate firm and non-firm ATC and AFC (if applicable) for the
scheduling, operating, and planning horizons; a process flow diagram of the steps by
which ATC/AFC is calculated; and a detailed explanation of how each of the ATC
components is calculated for both the operating and planning horizons."

" Pro forma OATT, Original Sheet Nos. 157-158.
d.
"2 |d. at Original Sheet No. 158.

" 1d. at Original Sheet No. 157.
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78.  For a transmission provider such as Entergy that uses an AFC methodology to
calculate ATC, the pro forma OATT specifically requires subcomponents for the detailed
explanation of how each of the ATC components is calculated for the operating and
planning horizons:

[A transmission provider using an AFC methodology shall:] (i) explain its
definition of AFC and (ii) explain its AFC calculation methodology; (iii) explain
its process for converting AFC into ATC for OASIS posting; (iv) list the databases
used in its AFC assessments; and (v) explain the assumptions used in its AFC
assessments regarding load levels, generation dispatch, and modeling of planned
and contingency outages.["*]

The pro forma OATT also requires each transmission provider to include an Attachment
D to its OATT, titled “Methodology for Completing a System Impact Study.” The pro
forma OATT Attachment D indicates that it is “[t]o be filed by the Transmission
Provider,” and sets out no requirements for its content.”

79.  There is no equivalent pro forma OATT attachment to Entergy’s proposed
Attachment E, “Transmission Service Requests Criteria.” Entergy’s inclusion of
Attachment E in this filing is based on the ICT Approval Order’s requirement that
Entergy file the transmission service request response criteria. Similarly, Entergy’s
proposed revisions to Attachment T at issue in this proceeding are not equivalent to a pro
forma OATT Attachment provision, but instead incorporate language in Order No. 890
regarding implementation of section 27 of the pro forma OATT (Compensation for New
Facilities and Redispatch Costs). Entergy’s proposed revisions to Attachment T are
discussed on their merits below.

b. Enterqy’s Filing

80.  Asrelevant to the pro forma OATT requirements, proposed section 1.2 of
Entergy’s Attachment C provides definitions for total transfer capability, existing
transmission commitments (with separate definitions for firm and non-firm existing
transmission commitments), capacity benefit margin, and transmission reliability margin.
Proposed section 1.2’s step-by-step modeling study methodology contains Entergy’s

“1d.

™ Pro forma OATT, Original Sheet No. 159. The pro forma OATT contains no
equivalent to Entergy’s proposed Attachment E (Transmission Service Requests Criteria).
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calculation of capacity benefit margin, and proposed section 2 sets out the criteria for
adding or eliminating flowgates.

81.  Proposed section 3 contains detailed descriptions of the mathematical algorithms
used to calculate firm and non-firm ATC and AFC. Proposed Appendix 1 to Attachment
C contains process flow diagrams for each of the AFC process’s three horizons.
Proposed section 1.2 provides a detailed explanation of how each of the ATC
components is calculated for the operating and planning horizons, including an
explanation of the definition of AFC. Proposed section 5 describes Entergy’s calculation
of transmission reliability margin and capacity benefit margin (Entergy sets both at zero).
Proposed section 3 explains the formulas used in Entergy’s AFC calculation
methodology. Proposed section 7 describes the modeling of base flows in each of the
three AFC horizons, including the assumptions used for service to network customers,
Entergy’s native load customers, and point-to-point customers. Proposed section 6.6,
describes Entergy’s AFC process’s modeling of planned and contingency outages in each
of the AFC process horizons.

82.  Asrelevant here, Entergy’s proposed Attachment D is titled “Methodology for
Completing a System Impact Study” and contains a description of the methodology
Entergy and the ICT use to complete a system impact study.

C. Commission Determination

83.  We conclude that Entergy’s proposed Attachments C and D, as described above,
provide the information required in the pro forma OATT. Regarding the pro forma
OATT’s Attachment C, the required terms are defined in Entergy’s proposed section 1.2,
which also provides the required description of Entergy’s calculation of capacity benefit
margin. The required description of the criteria for adding or eliminating flowgates is in
Entergy’s proposed section 2. The required detailed descriptions of the mathematical
algorithms used to calculate firm and non-firm ATC and AFC are in Entergy’s proposed
section 3, and the required process flow diagrams for each of the AFC process’s three
horizons are in Appendix 1. The required detailed explanation of how each of the ATC
components is calculated for the operating and planning horizons, including an
explanation of the definition of AFC, is provided in Entergy’s proposed section 1.2. The
required description of the calculation of transmission reliability margin and capacity
benefit margin is in Entergy’s proposed section 5. The required explanation of the
formulas used in the AFC calculation methodology are in Entergy’s proposed section 3,
and the required description of the modeling of base flows in each of the three AFC
horizons, including the assumptions used for service to network customers, native load
customers, and point-to-point customers, are in Entergy’s proposed section 7. The
required description of the AFC process’s modeling of planned and contingency outages
in each of the AFC process horizons is in Entergy’s proposed section 6.6.
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84.  Regarding the pro forma OATT’s Attachment D, Entergy’s proposed Attachment
D has the required title: “Methodology for Completing a System Impact Study,” and
contains the required description of the methodology Entergy and the ICT use to
complete a system impact study.

2. Analysis of the Proposed Provisions

85.  While the proposed provisions generally comply with the specific Attachment C
and Attachment D requirements of Order No. 890 and the pro forma OATT, certain of
the proposed provisions, as discussed below, require modification because they are
unclear or incomplete, are inconsistent with other Order No. 890 requirements or other
provisions of the pro forma OATT, or are otherwise unjust or unreasonable.

2.1 Attachments C, D, and E Descriptions of the Division of
Responsibilities Between Entergy and the ICT

86.  The proposed attachments’ descriptions of the division of responsibilities between
Entergy and the ICT are in numerous provisions throughout Attachments C, D, and E, so
we will address them first, before beginning a section-by-section analysis.

a. Entergy’s Filing

87.  Proposed Attachments C and E each begin with a provision stating that the
division of responsibilities between Entergy and the ICT is controlled by Attachment S
(Independent Coordinator of Transmission) to the OATT."® Attachment D begins with a
provision stating that the division of responsibilities is governed by Attachment S and
Attachment K (Transmission Planning Process) to the OATT.””

’® See proposed section 1.1 of Attachment C and proposed section 1 of Attachment
E. Attachment S of the Entergy OATT contains a description of the ICT arrangement, as
well as three protocols governing the ICT’s actions regarding Transmission Service and
Interconnection Service, and as Reliability Coordinator, respectively (ICT Protocols).

"7 See proposed section 1.1 of Attachment D. As relevant here, Attachment K
provides that the ICT shall perform its functions in the planning processes “in an
independent manner and, in all cases, shall use its independent judgment to ensure that
transmission planning is conducted on a non-discriminatory basis.” See section 1.2 of
Attachment K.
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88.  Besides these general provisions, many proposed provisions governing a specific
function describe Entergy’s role and the ICT’s role in that function. In such provisions,
the ICT s role is often to “review and validate” Entergy’s action. Some provisions also
further define the ICT’s “review and validate” role for purposes of that particular section.
For example, proposed section 2.2 of Attachment C (Criteria for Adding/Removing
Monitored Flowgates) states in relevant part:

The ICT reviews and validates all proposed changes to the Master List to ensure
that such changes are consistent with the criteria outlined below. For purposes of
this Section 2.2, the responsibility of the ICT to “review and validate” means that
the ICT reviews the inputs and results of any study or analysis and confirms that
the study results reasonably reflect the application and product of the criteria
specified in this Section 2.2.

b. Responsive Pleadings

89.  Union Power contends that, in proposed Attachments C, D, and E, Entergy did not
adequately clarify its role or the role of the ICT.”® Union Power asserts that the ICT’s
role as described in the proposed provisions does not conform to the ICT’s role as
approved by the Commission in the proceeding in which it approved the ICT proposal, or
as described in Attachment S of Entergy’s OATT. Union Power argues that the proposed
revisions describe the ICT’s role as weaker than it is in Attachment S and prior versions
of the manuals. Union Power points to the November 2006 version of the proposed
provisions, which stated that “[a]ny inconsistency between this manual and Attachments
S or the ICT Protocols shall be resolved in favor of Attachment S and the ICT Protocols,”
but this statement has been omitted from the April 3, 2009 proposed revisions.

90.  Union Power states that it is concerned that the ICT has made statements
indicating an unduly narrow view of its role and suggesting that its role is governed by
other provisions than those included in Attachment S.”® Union Power argues that the
ICT’s limited interpretation of its role raises the very real possibility that the ICT has

8 Union Power at 9-10.

™ Id. at 10 (citing ICT “Answer of Southwest Power Pool, Inc. to Request for
Technical Conference and Comments Concerning Quarterly Performance Report” at 3,
Docket No. ER05-1065-000 (December 12, 2007) (referring to “the roles and
responsibilities of the ICT, as memorialized in” the ICT Agreement and Attachment S,
“as well as Commission orders approving the ICT arrangement.”)).
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abandoned the requirement to act independently in administering non-discriminatory
transmission service on the Entergy system under the Commission’s open access
transmission policies when it views such actions as inconsistent with Entergy’s OATT.
Union Power states that, thus, it is unclear how the ICT reconciles these contradictions
with provisions of the OATT that require the ICT to use its independent judgment in the
provision of nondiscriminatory transmission service regardless of other terms and
conditions of the OATT.® Union Power argues that the lack of a specific and accurate
description of the ICT’s role in the proposed revisions could result in the ICT ceasing to
act independently in administering non-discriminatory transmission service when it views
such actions as inconsistent with Entergy’s OATT.

91.  Union Power also contends that the burden to demonstrate that the proposed
revisions are in compliance with the April 2007 Order rests with Entergy and has not
been met, particularly in light of the fact that many proposed sections describe the ICT’s
role as merely to “review and validate” Entergy’s actions. Union Power asserts that to
correct this problem and to comply with the Commission’s directive in the April 2007
Order, the proposed revisions must be modified to define the ICT’s role in the OATT
attachments rather than by reference to other filings or Commission orders.®

92.  LMA Customers point to proposed section 4.1 of Attachment E, which states that
Entergy will process and evaluate all service schedules, subject to the ICT’s authority to
direct changes to such schedules as the Reliability Coordinator. LMA Customers argue
that this arrangement should be revised because it gives Entergy rather than the ICT
control over the real-time operation of the transmission system, and with this control
Entergy can undo any independent determinations made by the ICT.%

93.  Like Union Power, LMA Customers express concern that the ICT’s role in many
of the proposed revisions is merely to “review and validate.”®* While LMA Customers

8 |d. at 11 (citing Attachment S section 4.1(b), Attachment S Transmission
Service Protocol section 1.2, Attachment S Transmission Planning Protocol section 1.2).

8 1d. at 12.

8 | MA Customers Protest and Comments at 42-43. LMA Customers note that
section 4.1 of Attachment E is consistent with section 3.2.3 of the ICT Transmission
Service Protocol in Attachment S of Entergy’s OATT.

% 1d. at 10-12. LMA Customers list as examples: Attachment C sections 2.2, 3.1,
6.1, 8, and 9.2; and Attachment D sections 2.2, 4, and 6.
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state that they do not oppose the “review and validate” description of the ICT’s role, they
do oppose imposing an unduly limited definition of that role. According to LMA
Customers, for the ICT to carry out its responsibilities in an effective manner, the OATT
must state that the ICT can, for instance, confirm independently that what Entergy has
done is correct, rather than merely review and then validate what Entergy has done.

LMA Customers argue that sections 4.1 and 4.2 of the ICT Transmission Service
Protocol (contained in Attachment S of the Entergy OATT) define the ICT’s authority as
broader than a limited definition of “review and validate.” LMA Customers contend that
a limited definition of the ICT’s authority reflected in the proposed revisions may have
prevented the ICT from resolving AFC software errors.?* In addition, LMA Customers
argue that there is no support in the Commission’s previous orders for a limited definition
of the ICT’s role. LMA Customers contend that Attachment C should be revised to make
clear that if the ICT’s review concludes that Entergy’s AFC data or methods are not
valid, the ICT’s validate function includes the authority to direct Entergy to correct its
data or methods, and if Entergy and the ICT cannot agree upon an appropriate correction,
then the ICT’s position controls pending a Commission determination or dispute
resolution. LMA Customers add that, if the ICT is not given authority to direct Entergy
to correct its errors, then the ICT’s role is meaningless.

94.  East Texas Cooperatives state that the Criteria Attachments do not provide the
necessary clarity on the respective roles of Entergy and the ICT. East Texas
Cooperatives explain that they have raised this issue in earlier proceedings and the
division of responsibilities continues to be vague and unclear. East Texas Cooperatives
further comment that the Commission should carefully review whether the division of
responssigpilities between Entergy and the ICT in the proposed revisions is clear and
proper.

95.  Entergy answers that its proposed revisions clarifying the role of the ICT include
provisions specifically developed by the ICT. Further, Entergy states that the proposed
revisions also include catch-all provisions in each attachment that prevent any provisions
in Attachment C, D, or E from displacing the division of rights and responsibilities

®1d. at 11. LMA Customers refer to Entergy’s reports of instances of
mishandling of AFC data, which Entergy has filed in the ICT docket. To date, Entergy
has filed reports of over 100 instances of mishandling of AFC data or AFC software
errors.

8 East Texas Cooperatives at 3.
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between Entergy and the ICT that are set forth in Attachment S of Entergy’s OATT.?®
Entergy states that both the ICT Approval Order and Attachment S of the OATT
authorize the ICT to institute specific dispute resolution procedures when disputes arise
between the ICT and Entergy over data or models. Entergy also states that in many of
those provisions the ICT’s position prevails pending resolution of the dispute. Entergy
asserts that the Commission, in the ICT Approval Order, denied requests to allow the ICT
to unilaterally implement its recommendations concerning the AFC process.

96.  Entergy states that, in the ICT Approval Order, the Commission stated that if
Entergy declines to follow an ICT recommendation, the appropriate recourse is for the
ICT to submit a protest when Entergy files the revised process. Entergy also notes that in
that order the Commission observed that, in terms of seeking a change in the transmission
service criteria under the Entergy OATT, the ICT essentially stood in the same position
as any other interested party, with the ability to pursue such change through formal
complaint or protest procedures. Entergy argues that, because the Commission already
determined the nature of the ICT’s authority, the Commission should reject protesters’
attempts to use this proceeding to relitigate those issues.

97.  The ICT responds that the arguments calling for the ICT to have more expansive
authority were considered and rejected in the ICT Approval Order. The ICT states that
the Commission expressly stated that Entergy was to develop the AFC criteria and other
terms and conditions of transmission service, while the ICT was to implement the
process. The ICT contends that the Commission stated that the ICT (and other parties)
could bring disagreements with Entergy regarding such criteria and provisions to the
Commission, and “the Commission is the final judge as to what criteria are necessary for
a just, reasonable and not unduly discriminatory AFC process.”®’

98.  The ICT argues that stakeholder misapprehensions of the scope of the ICT’s
authority, as originally approved by the Commission, have contributed to inflated
stakeholder expectations for the ICT. The ICT asserts that it does not view itself as an
advocate for stakeholders’ interests or Entergy’s interests. The ICT contends that
arguments regarding the ICT’s “review and validate” role under the Attachments, as well

8 Entergy Answer at 32.

8 ICT Answer at 5 (citing ICT Approval Order, 115 FERC { 61,095 at P 66).
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as the ICT’s responses to those arguments, were presented to the Commission and
rejected.®®

99. The ICT asserts that the “review and validate” definitions included in the proposed
attachments reflect Entergy and the ICT’s mutual understanding, and the negotiated terms
of Attachment S of the Entergy OATT and the ICT Agreement, both of which were
approved by the Commission. The ICT states that stakeholder comments about the ICT
Agreement should not take precedence over the intent of the parties to the contract or the
bargain struck between them.®

C. Commission Determination

100. We accept the descriptions of the roles of Entergy and the ICT in the proposed
attachments without modification. In compliance with the April 2007 Order, the
proposed revisions to Attachments C, D, and E clarify Entergy’s role and the ICT’s role
in the various processes, and clarify the interaction of these roles with Attachment S of
Entergy’s OATT. Each proposed attachment expressly states that Attachment S governs
the division of responsibilities between Entergy and the ICT under that attachment.
Further, the roles of Entergy and the ICT are delineated in the proposed sections that
describe specific steps in the process. In addition, in several sections in which the ICT’s
role is to “review and validate” Entergy’s action, the section includes details as to what
“review and validate” means for the purpose of that section.

101. Parties’ concerns that the ICT should have more authority over Entergy were
previously addressed in the ICT Approval Order, and we will not revisit them here.
Additionally, parties’ arguments that the ICT Approval Order and the ICT Agreement
give the ICT more independence from, and authority over, Entergy than are reflected in
the proposed revisions are without merit. As Entergy and the ICT state, the proposed
attachments’ description of the division of responsibilities is accurate and reflects the
arrangement reflected in the ICT protocols in Attachment S, and in the ICT Agreement,
as approved by the Commission.®

8 |CT Answer at 6 (citing April 2007 Order, 119 FERC { 61,009 at P 1).
#1d. at 7.

% Entergy Services, Inc., 117 FERC { 61,055 (2006) (accepting, among other
things, the ICT Agreement between Entergy and the ICT).
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102. We reject Union Power’s assertions that the proposed attachments should be
revised to provide greater detail on the ICT’s role in order to guard against the ICT
interpreting its role in an unduly narrow manner. As expressly stated at the beginning of
each attachment, the division of responsibilities between Entergy and the ICT is governed
by Attachment S.* Attachment S states that the ICT is to maintain independence in its
decision making process, and gives the ICT the authority to collect and analyze data and
submit reports to government agencies to ensure such independence. Attachment S also
provides for a dispute resolution mechanism in the event of a disagreement between the
ICT and Entergy.” The proposed attachments do not restrict or reduce the ICT’s
independence. Additionally, the proposed attachments provide sufficient detail with
respect to the meaning of ICT’s “review and validate” role such that further revision is
not necessary.

103. Regarding LMA Customers’ assertion that an overly narrow interpretation of the
ICT’s role may have prevented the ICT from resolving Entergy’s numerous AFC data
mishandling and AFC software errors, we note that this view has been seconded by the
Commission’s audit staff. Specifically, its October 29, 2010 report on its audit of
Entergy’s compliance with its OATT obligations and other Commission-approved
practices, obligations and responsibilities, audit staff expressed concern as to the
numerous AFC problems and stated its belief that if the ICT had more ability to
administer Entergy’s OATT, many of the AFC problems would have been handled more
effectively and efficiently.®® However, re-evaluating the ICT’s role and level of authority
as determined in the ICT Approval Order is beyond the scope of this compliance

% As noted above, proposed Attachment D states that the roles of Entergy and the
ICT are governed by Attachments K and S. As also noted above, Attachment K
(Transmission Planning Process) provides that the ICT shall perform its functions in the
planning processes “in an independent manner and, in all cases, shall use its independent
judgment to ensure that transmission planning is conducted on a non-discriminatory
basis.” See section 1.2 of Attachment K. Proposed Attachment D’s reference to
Attachment K in addition to Attachment S bolsters and does not conflict with the
reference to Attachment S.

%2 See also ICT Approval Order, 115 FERC 1 61,095 at P 118 (discussing the
dispute resolution process).

% See Audit Report of Audit of Entergy Services, Inc., at 1 (approved in Entergy
Services, Inc., Docket No. PA10-1-000 (Oct. 29, 2010) (unpublished letter order).
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proceeding. The appropriate forum for changing the ICT’s role would be a new FPA
section 205 filing.

2.2 Attachment C (Methodology To Assess Available Transfer
Capabilit

104. Entergy’s proposed Attachment C (Methodology To Assess Available Transfer
Capability) describes in detail Entergy’s AFC process, which calculates firm and non-
firm AFC in the Scheduling, Operating, and Planning Horizons.

a. Section 1.2: Definitions

105. Proposed section 1.2 provides definitions for terms used solely in Attachment C.
As relevant here, proposed section 1.2 defines the term “AFC Process” as the software,
data inputs, assumptions and flow-based study methodology used to calculate AFC
values and evaluate transmission service requests in the Operating, Planning and Study
Horizons. Additionally, proposed section 1.2 defines the term “Most Limiting
Flowgates” as the Flowgates used to evaluate a transmission service request pursuant to
section 10.1 of Attachment C. Further, proposed section 1.2 defines the term
“Significantly Impacted Flowgate” as any flowgate for which the transmission service
request has a Response Factor equal to or greater than the three percent Response Factor
threshold specified in section 9.2 of Attachment C.

I Responsive Pleadings

106. Arkansas Cities state that the definitions in proposed section 1.2 should be further
developed.® Specifically, Arkansas Cities assert that the definition of the term “AFC
Process” should be clarified because it does not limit the AFC calculation period for
evaluation of transmission service requests for Operating, Planning, and Study
Horizons.* Arkansas Cities also contend that the definition of the term “Most Limiting
Flowgates” should be clarified because the phrase “significantly impacted flowgate” is
too broad and gives Entergy too much discretion.®

% Arkansas Cities Comments at 2.
%d. at 3.

% Arkansas Cities Comments at 3.
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107. Entergy responds that Arkansas Cities’ concerns with the definitions of the terms
“AFC Process” and “Most Limited Flowgates” are either misplaced or have already been
addressed.”” Entergy asserts that, contrary to Arkansas Cities’ assertion, the definition of
the term “AFC Process” does limit the AFC calculation period to the Operating,
Planning, and Study Horizons. Entergy also notes that it inserted reference to the three
horizons into the definition pursuant to a request Arkansas Cities made during the
stakeholder process. Similarly, Entergy states that, contrary to Arkansas Cities’
assertion, the definition of the term “Most Limiting Flowgates” does not contain the
phrase “significantly impacted flowgate.”®® Entergy explains section 1.2 of Attachment
C defines “significantly impacted flowgate” as any flowgate for which the transmission
service request has a Response Factor equal to or greater than the three percent (3%)
Response Factor threshold specified in section 9.2 of Attachment C.

il. Commission Determination

108. We accept proposed section 1.2 without modification. To the extent Arkansas
Cities’ concern with the definition of the term “AFC Process” is that the definition does
not limit the evaluation period to the Operating, Planning, and Study Horizons, the
concern is misplaced, because the definition does refer specifically to the Operating,
Planning, and Study Horizons. To the extent Arkansas Cities’ concern is that the
definition does not limit the evaluation period for each horizon, its concern is addressed
in the definitions of each horizon, which precisely state the evaluation period.”
Regarding Arkansas Cities’ concern that the definition of the term “Most Limited
Flowgates” does not state what constitutes a significantly impacted flowgate, we agree
with Entergy that the concern is misplaced for two reasons. First, the definition of “Most
Limited Flowgates” does not include the phrase “significantly impacted flowgate.”
Second, Arkansas Cities’ concern about the phrase “significantly impacted flowgate”

% Entergy Answer at 47.
*1d. at 47-48,

% See, e.g., proposed section 1.2°s definition of Operating Horizon: “The horizon
for calculating AFC values that includes all hours of the current day (Day 1) and, after
12:00 p.m. of the current day, all hours of the next day (Day 2).”
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being too vague is misplaced because proposed section 1.2 contains a definition for
“significantly impacted flowgate.”*® Therefore, this concern is sufficiently addressed.

b. Section 2.1: Criteria for Initial Selection of Monitored
Flowgates

109. In general, the AFC process determines AFC by monitoring the impact of
transmission service requests on certain specified flowgates. As noted above, Entergy’s
flowgate Master List identifies approximately 300 flowgates on Entergy’s system that
significantly limit the amount of power that can be transferred over Entergy’s
transmission system under a variety of operating conditions. In selecting the initial set of
monitored flowgates, Entergy performed a one-time historical analysis. Proposed section
2.1 describes the criteria by which the monitored flowgates were initially selected. One
criterion is whether a given flowgate violated a 92 percent to 96 percent nominal voltage
level for 230 kV and above facilities.

i Responsive Pleadings

110. Arkansas Cities assert that proposed section 2.1 should be revised or clarified to
more accurately depict the process by which flowgates were initially selected.'®
Arkansas Cities state that proposed section 2.1’s 92 percent to 96 percent voltage level
threshold for 230 kV and above facilities conflicts with the Local Planning Criteria,'*
which do not contain a higher voltage level threshold for 230 kV and above facilities.

111. Entergy responds that Arkansas Cities’ concerns regarding the accuracy of
proposed section 2.1 are misplaced because the process described in proposed section 2.1
was a one-time process performed in 2004 when Entergy adopted the AFC process.*®

1% proposed Section 1.2 defines significantly impacted flowgate as, for a given
transmission service request, any flowgate for which the request has a response factor
“equal to or greater than the three percent (3%) Response Factor threshold specified in
Section 9.2.”

101 Arkansas Cities Comments at 3.

192" ocal Planning Criteria are defined in proposed section 1.2 of Attachment C as
Entergy’s local reliability criteria, as defined in Attachment K to the Entergy OATT.

193 Entergy Answer at 48.
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Entergy explains that the description of the 2004 process was included in the OATT at
the direction of the Commission.’® Entergy also maintains that Arkansas Cities’
assertion that proposed section 2.1’s voltage level threshold conflicts with the Local
Planning Criteria is incorrect because proposed section 2.1 does not refer to the Local
Planning Criteria.

i. Commission Determination

112. We accept proposed section 2.1 without modification. We deny Arkansas Cities’
request that the provision be modified or clarified, because the provision adequately
describes the process that was followed at the beginning of the AFC process. As Entergy
points out, the Commission required Entergy to include the initial flowgate selection
process in its OATT.'® Moreover, in a December 2004 order, the Commission accepted
Entergy’s proposed OATT provision describing the initial flowgate selection process,
including the information that Arkansas Cities argue is inaccurate.'® Therefore, we will
not require Entergy to revise that provision.

C. Section 2.2: Criteria for Adding/Removing Monitored
Flowgates

113. Proposed section 2.2 describes the process for including or excluding flowgates
from the Master List of flowgates that are monitored in the AFC process. Proposed
section 2.2.1, which sets out the criteria for inclusion of a new flowgate on the Master
List, states that a flowgate will be included if it violates the voltage criteria as established
in the Local Planning Criteria. It provides that flowgates outside Entergy’s system may
be included in the list of flowgates to be monitored, “consistent with applicable NERC

194 1d. (citing Entergy compliance filing, Docket No. ER03-1272 (Aug. 13, 2004));
see also Entergy Services, Inc., 106 FERC { 61,115, at P 33 (2004); Entergy Services,
Inc., 108 FERC {61,046, at P 17-18 (2004) (orders on Entergy’s proposed AFC process,
requiring Entergy to file under FPA section 205 the criteria used to identify flowgates to
monitor).

195 see Entergy Services, Inc., 106 FERC { 61,115, at P 33; Entergy Services, Inc.,
108 FERC 161,046, at P 17-18.

196 See Entergy Services, Inc., 109 FERC {61,281, at P 41 (2004) (accepting
compliance filing and instituting investigation and hearing procedures regarding
Entergy’s proposed AFC process).
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Reliability Standards.” Proposed section 2.2.2 provides that Entergy will conduct an
annual review to determine which flowgates on the Master List have not limited service
on the system and can, therefore, be removed from the Master List. Proposed section
2.2.2.iv provides that if fewer flowgates are identified by the removal review process than
were added during the review year, then Entergy will expand the total number of
flowgates on the Master List “as necessary to maintain reliability” of Entergy’s
transmission system.

i Responsive Pleadings

114. Arkansas Cities argue that proposed section 2.2 does not give customers the ability
to request a review for the addition or removal of a particular flowgate.'®” Further,
Arkansas Cities and East Texas Cooperatives maintain that proposed section 2.2.1 should
be revised to make clear that the process for adding new flowgates applies to
transmission facilities added by entities other than Entergy, and that Entergy will
coordinate the inclusion and rating of the flowgate with the owner of the impacted
facility.'® East Texas Cooperatives state that they and other owners and builders of
transmission facilities that are or may be interconnected to Entergy’s system need to
know how Entergy and the ICT will coordinate with other transmission owners.

115. Arkansas Cities also contend that proposed section 2.2.2.iv should be revised to
define the phrase “as necessary to maintain reliability,” so customers will know which
type of reliability standards apply to flowgate removal.'® Arkansas Cities also assert that
proposed section 2.2.1 provides for adding a flowgate if it violates a 96 percent voltage
level for 230 kV and above facilities, and that this 96 percent voltage level is inconsistent
with proposed section 2.1’s 92 percent to 96 percent voltage level for 230 kV and above
facilities. Arkansas Cities also assert that the 96 percent voltage level in proposed section
2.2.1 may be inconsistent with the Local Planning Criteria, which they claim do not
address a voltage level above 92 percent.''® Arkansas Cities further argue that the ICT

107 Arkansas Cities Comments at 4.

198 |d.; East Texas Cooperatives at 4.
109 Arkansas Cities Comments at 4.

1914, (as corrected by Arkansas Cities’ May 11, 2009 Errata to Arkansas Cities
Comments at 1).
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should have the ultimate authority to add or remove flowgates from the Master List and
determine the appropriate number of monitored flowgates.

116. Entergy responds that a NERC procedure requiring the addition of flowgates on
other systems, MOD-030, is pending, and that Entergy will revise its Attachment C after
the NERC procedure is finalized.™* Entergy also notes that Arkansas Cities’ assertions
regarding a 96 percent voltage level for 230 kV and above facilities in proposed section
2.2.1 should be rejected because proposed section 2.2.1 contains no such 96 percent
voltage level.

117. The ICT asserts that the stakeholder process allows for a customer to ask the ICT
to review a flowgate for addition or removal.**? The ICT also contends that waiting on
the pending NERC procedure for adding external flowgates is reasonable, rather than
establishing a process that may have to be changed after the NERC procedure is
finalized. The ICT supports East Texas Cooperatives’ request that proposed section 2.2.1
be clarified to state that the process for adding new flowgates applies to transmission
facilities added by entities other than Entergy, and that Entergy will coordinate the
inclusion and rating of the flowgate with the owner of the impacted facility, or to state
that the details are in a business practice.**® The ICT also supports Arkansas Cities’
request that Entergy be required to revise proposed section 2.2.2.iv to more clearly define
the phrase “as necessary to maintain reliability.”

ii. Commission Determination

118. We conditionally accept the proposed revisions subject to Entergy modifying
sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.2.iv, as discussed below. We reject Arkansas Cities’ assertions that
a 96 percent voltage level in proposed section 2.2.1 conflicts with proposed section 2.1
and with the Local Planning Criteria. Proposed section 2.2.1 does not refer to a 96

1 Entergy Answer at 49-50. We note that MOD-030 was approved by FERC on
November 24, 2009, with a mandatory implementation date of April 1, 2011. See Order
No. 729, 129 FERC { 61,155 at P 247-269. On January 3, 2011, Entergy filed revisions
to Attachment C to comply with the implementation date, in Docket No. ER10-3357-000,
which is currently pending. Nothing in this order should be construed as a determination
as to Entergy’s compliance with MOD-030.

Y12 1CT Answer at 12.

13 1d. at 31.
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percent voltage level, and instead refers to the voltage criteria of the Local Planning
Criteria. Therefore, there is no conflict. However, we agree with East Texas
Cooperatives and the ICT that proposed section 2.2.1 is not clear as to whether the
process for adding new flowgates applies to transmission facilities added by entities other
than Entergy, and whether Entergy will coordinate the inclusion and rating of the
flowgate with the owner of the impacted facility. Thus, we direct Entergy to clarify
section 2.2.1 on that point. In addition, we agree with Arkansas Cities and the ICT that in
proposed section 2.2.2.iv the phrase “as necessary to maintain reliability” needs to be
clarified to add reference to a specific reliability standard. Accordingly, we direct
Entergy to insert the phrase “in accordance with NERC standard MOD-030" after the
phrase “as necessary to maintain reliability.” We direct Entergy to file these
modifications within 60 days of the date of this order.

d. Sections 3.2 and 3.3: Non-Firm and Firm AFC Formulas

119. Proposed sections 3.2 and 3.3 provide the formulas for calculating non-firm AFC
and firm AFC, respectively. Among other things, proposed sections 3.2 and 3.3 state that
the AFC software may adjust the base flow to remove a percentage of the counterflow
from existing transmission commitments, and will algebraically decrement AFC values to
reflect the impact of any “remaining” existing transmission commitments as described in
proposed section 7.*** Proposed sections 3.2 and 3.3 also refer to flowcharts of the AFC
process.™ The flowcharts in Appendix 1 provide the formulas for the Operating,
Planning, and Study Horizons of the AFC process.

14 proposed section 1.2 of Attachment C defines “remaining existing transmission
commitments” as existing transmission commitments that are algebraically decremented
from AFC values as described in proposed section 7.3 of Attachment C. Proposed
section 7.3 (Existing Transmission Commitments Not Modeled in Base Loads)
(discussed further below) provides that requests that have been accepted or counter-
offered but not yet confirmed by the customer are not modeled as discrete injections and
withdrawals in base flows and are instead algebraically decremented.

15 The flow charts referenced are attached as Appendix 1 to Attachment C.
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120. Entergy notes that Attachment C does not include the benchmarking of AFC
models to actual events because NERC reliability standards and NAESB practices on
benchmarking are not finalized.*®

I Responsive Pleadings

121. Union Power states that the proposed provisions should be modified to provide for
benchmarking. Union Power asserts that during the stakeholder process it identified
numerous provisions throughout Attachment C, including proposed sections 3.2 and 3.3,
that illustrate that the AFC models do not capture actual events."*” Union Power asserts
that, in this filing, Entergy inappropriately continues to defer adopting methods for
benchmarking its models rather than recognizing that, to comply with Order No. 890,
Entergy’s models should already be benchmarked. Union Power asserts that under Order
No. 890 transmission providers must develop a benchmarking methodology immediately,
and then further revise their methodology once the Commission approves the relevant
NERC standards and NAESB business practices, and that in no way did Order No. 890°s
referral of benchmarking to NERC and NAESB bar the implementation of benchmarking
in the meantime. Union Power contends that modeling accuracy is of paramount
importance on the Entergy system, and Entergy’s unilateral decision to defer
benchmarking until finalization of the relevant NERC standards is not appropriate.

122. Union Power also argues that Entergy’s lack of action on benchmarking is
inconsistent with the requirements of the ICT arrangement.™*® Union Power states that in
the ICT Approval Order the Commission clarified that Entergy is to work with the ICT
and its stakeholders to develop the procedures by which the ICT will calculate AFC.
Union Power also points to a September 2006 Guidance Order on the ICT proposal, in
which the Commission stated that it intends for the AFC process to be enhanced with
recommendations from stakeholders and the ICT.*** Union Power states that Entergy
briefly discusses how it has improved the AFC process based on recommendations made
by stakeholders and the ICT but fails to address why benchmarking would not qualify as

118 Entergy Transmittal Letter at 20. As noted above, the NERC development
process is still underway, as is the NAESB development process.

117 Union Power at 20.
118 Id

119 1d. at 22 (citing Entergy Services, Inc., 116 FERC { 61,269, at P 21 (2006)).
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an enhancement under the stakeholder process ordered by the Commission. Union Power
asserts that the Commission must order Entergy to revise Attachment C and its modeling
practices to provide for benchmarking of the transmission models against actual
operations.

123. Arkansas Cities state that the formulas in proposed section 3 are not clear as to
whether “remaining existing transmission commitments” have any counterflow
associated with them.?

124. Entergy responds that the Commission should reject Union Power’s request that
Entergy be required to implement a benchmarking methodology in the proposed
attachments.'?! Entergy argues that it is not required to benchmark the AFC models prior
to NERC and NAESB finalizing their relevant standards. Further, Entergy states that, if
required by the Commission, Entergy will make modifications to address Arkansas
Cities’ concern that the formulas in proposed section 3 are unclear as to whether
remaining existing transmission commitments have any associated counterflow. '

125. The ICT asserts that it is reasonable for Entergy to wait until the relevant NERC
standards are approved before revising Attachment C to implement benchmarking.*?
The ICT also notes that AFC modeling and accuracy have improved, and will continue to
improve, from the efforts of the ICT working with Entergy and stakeholders, and from
the efforts of a task force set up specifically to address AFC problems. Therefore, the
ICT states that imposing benchmarking is not necessary at this time. The ICT supports
Arkansas Cities’ request that the non-firm AFC formula be clarified as to whether
remaining existing transmission commitments have any associated counterflows.*?*

120 Arkansas Cities Comments at 5.
"2 Entergy Answer at 42.

22 |d. at 55-56.

123 1CT Answer at 9.

124 1d. at 31.
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i. Commission Determination

126. We will conditionally accept proposed sections 3.2 and 3.3, subject to Entergy
filing, within 60 days of the date of this order, modifications to the formulas in proposed
section 3.2 and 3.3 to clarify whether remaining existing transmission commitments have
any associated counterflow.

127. We reject Union Power’s assertions that Entergy must revise the proposed
provisions to implement benchmarking. We find that the proposed provisions are in
compliance with Order No. 890, in which the Commission directed utilities to work
through NERC to implement benchmarking standards, and did not direct them to first
implement benchmarking before the NERC and NAESB standards were final."® Union
Power is correct that the Commission did not bar transmission providers from
implementing benchmarking prior to finalization of the NERC and NAESB standards,
but the Commission did not require such prior implementation. Many of the NERC and
NAESB standards regarding benchmarking are still in development, and all are still
subject to a transition period as determined by NERC or NAESB. We find it reasonable
for Entergy to defer implementation of a given benchmarking standard until the standard
is finalized and approved and the transition period ends. Therefore, we do not require
Entergy to revise proposed sections 3.2 and 3.3 to provide for benchmarking. However,
we encourage Entergy, the ICT, and stakeholders to continue to work to develop ways to
improve AFC models to reflect operating conditions.

e. Section 3.6: Resynchronization of AFC Values

128. At regular intervals the AFC process resynchronizes various parts of the AFC
software using updated data inputs. Proposed section 3.6 describes the minimum
frequency of resynchronizations in each of the three AFC process horizons, specifying
that AFC values will be resynchronized in the Operating Horizon every hour, in the
Planning Horizon at least every week, and in the Study Horizon at least every month, but
that more frequent resynchronizations may occur if necessary. In addition, proposed

125 Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,241 at P 290 states, in relevant part:

The Commission directs public utilities, working through NERC, to modify the
reliability standards MOD-010 through MOD-025 [citation omitted] to incorporate
a requirement for the periodic review and modification of models . . . in order to
ensure that they are up to date. This means that the models should be updated and
benchmarked to actual events.
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section 3.6 provides that resynchronizations may be delayed in certain circumstances, in
which case the last valid resynchronization will be used to post AFC values and to
evaluate transmission service requests. Proposed section 3.6 further provides that if
Entergy agrees to more frequent resynchronizations on a regular basis, then the TSR
(Transmission Service Request) Business Practices will describe the basis for that
frequency.

129. Entergy explains that, in response to stakeholder requests, Entergy and the ICT are
including transmission topology updates with each resynchronization and are
experimenting with conducting Study Horizon resynchronizations twice a month rather
than monthly. Entergy states that a posted business practice will state the current
frequency of resynchronizations.’® Entergy states that it rejected stakeholder requests to
identify all circumstances that could trigger more frequent resynchronizations, because
such circumstances are operational issues that occur infrequently, so listing them all
would not be practical.

I Responsive Pleadings

130. Cottonwood and Union Power argue that proposed section 3.6 should be modified
to provide additional details regarding resynchronizations.**’ Cottonwood requests that
the provision be modified to: (1) state all known triggers for resynchronizations; (2)
define the criteria under which Entergy will act on those triggers; and (3) state that the
criteria are subject to stakeholder comment and Commission review.'* Cottonwood
explains that taking away Entergy’s discretion as to when resynchronizations occur is
needed because in the past Entergy and the ICT have been reluctant to update the models
more frequently than the standard schedules even when doing so would allow customers
to obtain transmission service that is being denied by the non-updated models.

131. Union Power takes issue with the statement in proposed section 3.6 that
resynchronizations may be delayed “in certain circumstances” because it does not
identify the circumstances that could cause the delay. Union Power argues that not
identifying the circumstances that could cause delay violates Order No. 890’s

126 Entergy Transmittal Letter, Exhibit 1 at 5.
127 Cottonwood at 16-17; Union Power at 23-24.

128 cottonwood at 17.
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requirements for transparency in ATC calculations.'® Union Power states that instead of
listing all the circumstances, proposed section 3.6 could state that when a
resynchronization occurs a posting will be made on Entergy’s OASIS stating that the
resynchronization occurred and explaining why it occurred. Union Power states that
Entergy rejected a similar proposal during the stakeholder process, claiming that the
stakeholder process can address questions that might arise about specific
resynchronizations. Union Power argues that the stakeholder process is inadequate
because stakeholders will not know about the timing of resynchronizations unless
information about them is posted, and the stakeholder process does not guarantee that the
requested information will be provided.

132. Entergy answers that Union Power’s proposal that an explanation for each
resynchronization be posted on OASIS should be rejected, as there is no obligation for a
transmission provider to post such information. Further, Entergy states that a stakeholder
who believes a resynchronization has been delayed and wishes to know the reason can
inquire about it through the stakeholder process.™*

i. Commission Determination

133. We accept the proposed revisions without modification, subject to Entergy filing
to further revise them to reflect the amendments accepted in a later proceeding in Docket
No. ER09-1180-000, discussed below. We reject the requests of Cottonwood and Union
Power that proposed section 3.6 be modified to provide additional details regarding the
causes of resynchronizations.

134. Contrary to Cottonwood’s assertions, it is not necessary under Order No. 890 or
the pro forma OATT, or any Commission regulation or NERC standard, to state all
known triggers for resynchronization or the criteria to be used in determining whether to
act on them.™ The minimum frequencies stated in the proposed section ensure that

129 Union Power at 23-24 (citing Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. ] 31,241 at
P 193, 323).

3% Entergy Answer at 50.

131 See Entergy Services, Inc., 129 FERC 1 61,260, at P 18 (2009) (addressing
Entergy’s proposal in Docket No. ER09-1180-000 to amend the currently effective
version of Attachment C to the Entergy OATT to reflect a change to an OATI software
platform for the AFC process) (OATi Order).
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resynchronizations will occur regularly. Using the TSR Business Practices to describe
any greater frequency of resynchronizations, and the basis for the greater frequency, is
appropriate. Moreover, we note that Entergy and the ICT are experimenting with more
frequent regular resynchronizations than are listed in proposed section 3.6.

135.  We deny Union Power’s contention that the revisions should be modified to state
that a posting will be made on OASIS every time a resynchronization occurs with
information about why it occurred. The Commission addressed this contention in the
OATI Order, which involved revisions to the currently effective version of proposed
section 3.6."* In that proceeding, Union Power raised similar issues regarding the
frequency of resynchronizations and postings for each instance of resynchronization. The
Commission concluded that such postings are not required under the Commission’s
regulations, NERC standards, or Order No. 890’s transparency principles.**® We agree
with Union Power that a main goal of Order No. 890 is increased transparency of
transmission providers’ ATC methods,™** but we note that Order No. 890, including the
passages cited by Union Power, did not require the posting of resynchronizations and
explanations of resynchronizations. Moreover, Order No. 890 often balanced the goal of
transparency against the goal of avoiding excessive administrative burden.’®* Given the
frequency of resynchronizations under proposed section 3.6 (e.g., every hour in the
Operating Horizon), we find it would impose an excessive administrative burden to
require Entergy to post notice of and an explanation for every resynchronization. As
Entergy points out, a stakeholder with concerns about a particular resynchronization, or
about a delay in a resynchronization, can raise that concern through the stakeholder
process.

132 \We note that Entergy stated in the Docket No. ER09-1180-000 proceeding that
while it was filing to amend the currently effective Attachment C, it chose not to file to
amend the pending April 3, 2009 version of Attachment C until after the Commission
issues a determination on the April 3, 2009 version. Entergy May 5, 2009 Transmittal
Letter in Docket No. ER09-1180-000 at 5.

133 See OATI Order, 129 FERC 1 61,260 at P 18.
134 See, e.g., Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. § 31,241 at P 196, 323.

135 See, e.g., Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. { 31,241 at P 1651 (“We believe
that requiring transmission providers to file all of their rules, standards and practices in
their OATTs would be impractical and potentially administratively burdensome.”).
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136. We direct Entergy to file, within 60 days of the date of this order, revisions to
section 3.6 to reflect the amendments accepted in the OATI Order.

f. Section 4.2: Transmission Facility Ratings

137. Proposed section 4.2 describes the process by which transmission facility ratings
used in the AFC calculations are established in accordance with NERC standards FAC-
008 and FAC-009."*® Proposed section 4.2 states that the “normal” facility rating is used
for purposes of total transfer capability calculations.

138. Entergy explains that the AFC process uses a facility’s normal rating rather than a
facility’s “emergency” rating, which would be higher than the normal rating.*” Entergy
argues that AFC calculations should be based on normal ratings rather than emergency
ratings because using a higher, emergency rating would degrade reliability and reduce the
life of the facilities. Entergy asserts that its use of a normal rating is consistent with the
Multiregional Modeling Working Group Assessment Group’s (MMWG) Procedural
Manual, which states that emergency ratings can be greater than or equal to the normal
rating.’® Entergy also states that other transmission providers in the SERC Reliability
Corporation (SERC) region use a normal rating, and SERC has twice audited Entergy’s
compliance with NERC standards FAC-008 and FAC-009 and found Entergy’s facility
ratings to be compliant.

139. Entergy states that, during the stakeholder process, stakeholders argued that
Entergy should re-rate all of its “vintage” transmission facilities (those facilities that were
installed prior to 1991-1994)."*® Entergy argues that re-rating these facilities would be
prohibitively expensive and time-consuming, and is not required by National Electric

136 A facility rating considers the facility’s manufacturing data, design criteria,
ambient conditions, operating limitations and other assumptions. See, e.g., Requirement
R1.3 of NERC Standard FAC-008-01.

37 Entergy Transmittal Letter, Exhibit 1 at 8.

138 |d. (citing Eastern Interconnection Reliability Assessment Group, MMWG

Procedural Manual at App. V, 28 (Nov. 8, 2007)).

139 1d. (noting that in 1994 the transmission facilities were transferred from the

Entergy Operating Companies to Entergy Services, Inc.).
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Safety Code (NESC) or NERC standards.'*® Entergy states that the ICT will identify any
vintage facilities that limit granting transmission service requests. Entergy states that
stakeholder concerns about rating a specific vintage facility will be governed by a
Business Practice addressing Order No. 890’s requirement that transmission providers
allow stakeholders to raise concerns about a particular transmission facility associated
with denial of a transmission service request.**

I Responsive Pleadings

140. LMA Customers state that they support proposed section 4.2’s use of normal
rather than emergency ratings in responding to transmission service requests because
using emergency ratings would degrade reliability of service to loads.'* LMA
Customers further state that they do not challenge Entergy’s conclusion that a complete
review of all ratings for vintage facilities is not likely to be cost-justified, but they do
believe that such a conclusion should not preclude the opportunity for targeted review of
the ratings for specific vintage facilities if there is reason to believe that the ratings
should be modified. LMA Customers contend that section 4.2 of Attachment C should
include a mechanism for a stakeholder or the ICT to request a review of the ratings for
specific vintage transmission facilities if there are reasonable grounds to conclude that the
current ratings are no longer valid. LMA Customers propose that review of the facilities
ratings could be part of the flowgate identification process.

140 1d. (citing Entergy Transmittal Letter, Exhibit 3, Comments 162, 163, 218).

Y1 d. (citing 18 C.F.R. § 37.6(e)(2) (2009); Order No. 890-A, FERC Stats. &
Regs. 31,261 at P 148 (“Specifically, we expect transmission providers to make
available, upon request . . . the following modeling data: . . . flowgate and interface limits
including limit category (thermal, steady state or transient, voltage or angular))). Section
37.6(e)(2) of the Commission’s regulations states:

Posting when a request for transmission service is denied. (i) When a request for
service is denied, the Responsible Party must provide the reason for that denial as
part of any response to the request. (ii) Information to support the reason for the
denial, including the operating status of relevant facilities, must be . . . provided,
upon request, to the potential Transmission Customer . . . .

142 | MA Customers Protest and Comments at 12-13.
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141. Union Power argues that if vintage facilities are included as a flowgate, the
flowgate should be identified as a vintage facility and re-evaluated using the current
ratings standard.**® Union Power asserts that a provision to that effect was in the version
of Attachment C in the July 13, 2007 filing, but Entergy has replaced it in the April 3,
20009 filing with references to NERC reliability standards FAC-008 and FAC-009, which
do not require such re-rating. Union Power states that the importance of accurate ratings
overrides Entergy’s assertions that re-rating facilities is not required and would be
expensive and time-consuming.

142. Union Power further argues that, while the NERC standards FAC-008 and FAC-
009 let Entergy choose what ratings method it will use, Entergy’s chosen method is
inconsistent with Order No. 890’s policy of establishing valid transfer capability
values.*** Union Power contends that, in the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking that led to
Order No. 890, the Commission stated that using pre-1994 total transfer capability values
“may result in total transfer capability values that are incorrectly based on stale
assumptions and criteria.”**> Union Power argues that, like the use of pre-1994 total
transfer capability values, use of old ratings for older vintage lines has the potential to
cause transfer capability values that are inconsistent with actual operating conditions.**
Union Power asserts that, under the flowgate approach where older vintage lines are
identified or otherwise included in a flowgate, re-evaluation of such facilities is critical
not only to the impact that such facilities may have on the granting of transmission
service, but also in connection with the potential for curtailment of transmission service
over such facilities.

143. Cottonwood states that proposed section 4.2’s use of normal line ratings to
evaluate transmission service requests contrasts with the practice of most other
transmission providers. Cottonwood states that most other transmission providers,

143 Union Power at 24-25.
14 1d. at 26 (citing Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. ] 31,241 at P 290).

% 1d. (citing Mandatory Reliability Standards for the Calculation of Available
Transfer Capability, Capacity Benefit Margins, Transmission Reliability Margins, Total
Transfer Capability, and Existing Transmission Commitments and Mandatory Reliability
Standards for the Bulk-Power System, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, FERC Stats.

& Regs. 132,641, at P 114 (2009)).

19614, at 26-27.
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including SPP in its own territory, use the normal rating only for pre-contingency
conditions and use the emergency rating for post-contingency (N — 1) conditions.
Cottonwood states that, while one other transmission provider in the SERC region does
not use the emergency ratings, Entergy’s practice is not typical of the industry.
Cottonwood argues that NERC does not prohibit the use of long-term emergency ratings.
Cottonwood adds that Entergy’s expression of concern about reduced service life does
not take into account that long-term emergency ratings are only applied under temporary
post-contingency conditions, i.e., they are steps taken to reduce excessive loading on
lines when a contingency occurs. Cottonwood asserts that the Commission should, at a
minimum, direct Entergy to revise proposed section 4.2 to describe its line rating
methodology and its reasoning for deviating from this industry-standard practice of using
emergency ratings so that the methodology can be evaluated by stakeholders and
reviewed by the Commission.

144. Entergy reiterates that the re-rating of vintage facilities is not required under
NESC rules,*" is expensive, and could require Entergy to re-rate facilities continually,
with no sure benefit.!*® Further, Entergy explains that customers, as required by Order
No. 890, have the opportunity to request specific information about the rating of any
facility involved in a denial or counter-offer of a transmission service request.**°

il. Commission Determination

145. The Commission accepts the proposed revisions without modification. The
provisions comply with NERC standards FAC-008 and FAC-009,**® which govern

Y7 Entergy Transmittal Letter, Exhibit 1 at n.42 and Entergy Answer at n.124
(both stating that NESC Rule 13B2 specifies that older facilities need not be modified or
updated to comply with current safety rules if they comply with the rules in effect at the
time they were installed).

8 Entergy Answer at 51-52.
"9 1d. at 52.

%0 We note that in an order issued November 17, 2011, the Commission approved
NERC Standard FAC-008-3 (Facilities Ratings), which combines FAC-008 and FAC-009
into a single standard, and retires FAC-008-1 and FAC-009-1. See North American
Electric Reliability Corp., 137 FERC 1 61,123 (2011). The effective date for FAC-008-3
and the retirement date for FAC-008-1 and FAC-009-1 will be January 1, 2013. The
changes reflected in the new standard do not affect our determinations in this order.
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facility ratings. We reject LMA Customers’ assertion that proposed section 4.2 should
provide for the ICT or a stakeholder to request a review of a specific vintage facility’s
rating if there are reasonable grounds to conclude a rating is no longer valid. Customers
already have the opportunity to question and receive information about a specific
facility’s rating under Order No. 890 and section 37.6(e)(2) of the Commission’s
regulations,™" and proposed section 4.2 does not need to restate Entergy’s obligations.

146. We also deny Union Power’s request that proposed section 4.2 be revised to
require that if a vintage facility is included as a flowgate then it must be identified as a
vintage facility and its rating must be re-evaluated. This requirement would amount to
requiring Entergy to re-rate its vintage facilities, because the existing rating would not be
valid if it were used. NERC standards FAC-008 and FAC-009 allow a transmission
provider to choose its facility ratings method, and as noted above, Order No. 890 and
section 37.6(e)(2) of the Commission’s regulations require a transmission provider to
provide information supporting a denial of service, including facility information. A
separate requirement on vintage facilities is not required.

147. We deny Cottonwood’s request that we require Entergy to use emergency ratings
rather than normal ratings, or at a minimum require that proposed section 4.2 be revised
to state Entergy’s facilities rating methodology and explain why normal ratings are used
rather than the “industry standard” emergency ratings. NERC standards FAC-008 and
FAC-009 allow the transmission provider to choose its facility ratings methodology.
Entergy’s use of normal ratings is within its discretion and is based on a reasonable
judgment that using emergency ratings would result in degradation of its transmission
facilities.

g. Section 5: Margins

148. Proposed section 5 describes the calculation of transmission reliability margin®®?
and capacity benefit margin®®® in Entergy’s AFC process. Proposed section 5 states that

15118 C.F.R. § 37.6(e)(2) (2011).

152 As noted above, transmission reliability margin is defined in proposed section
1.2 as:

The amount of transmission transfer capability needed to provide a reasonable

level of assurance that the system will remain reliable. TRM [transmission
reliability margin] accounts for the inherent uncertainty in system conditions and

(continued...)
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in Entergy’s AFC process the transmission reliability margin and capacity benefit margin
are set at zero, unless Entergy makes an FPA section 205 filing for higher values.

149. Entergy explains that it does not anticipate filing to modify its capacity benefit
margin setting, but it does anticipate filing to modify its transmission reliability margin
setting once the NERC and NAESB transmission reliability margin processes required by
Order No. 890 are complete.™

i Responsive Pleadings

150. East Texas Cooperatives argue that a new transmission reliability margin method
that is not set at zero will enable Entergy to increase facility ratings. Therefore, East
Texas Cooperatives assert that proposed section 5 should be revised to state that if
Entergy does implement a non-zero transmission reliability margin method, Entergy will
pair this with corresponding adjustments to the facility ratings.**

151. The ICT partially agrees with East Texas Cooperatives’ suggestion that these
provisions be clarified to make clear that Entergy’s adjustments to the transmission
reliability margin values would also consider corresponding adjustments to facility
ratings as applicable.'*®

its associated effects on transfer capability evaluations and the need for operating
flexibility to ensure reliable system operation as system conditions change.

153 Capacity benefit margin is defined in proposed section 1.2 as: “The amount of
Firm transmission transfer capability reserved by the Transmission Provider for LSEs
[load-serving entities], whose loads are located on the Transmission System, to enable
access by those entities to generation from interconnected systems to meet generation
reliability requirements.”

>4 Entergy Transmittal Letter, Exhibit 1 at 10.
155 East Texas Cooperatives at 5.

16 1CT Answer at 31.
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i. Commission Determination

152. We accept proposed section 5 without modification. We deny East Texas
Cooperatives’ request that section 5 be revised to state that if Entergy implements a non-
zero transmission reliability margin method, Entergy will pair this with corresponding
adjustments to the facility ratings. As Entergy explains, once the NERC and NAESB
processes are complete and the requirements applicable to transmission reliability margin
calculations are fully known, Entergy and the ICT will develop a draft proposal for the
new transmission reliability margin methodology and will present that proposal to
stakeholders for review and comments. If the transmission reliability margin value is to
be changed from zero, Entergy will submit a filing under section 205 of the FPA, at
which time parties can raise the issue of whether facilities ratings should also be
modified.

h. Section 6: Data Inputs for Base Case Models

153. Proposed section 6 describes the data inputs used in developing the AFC base case
models™" and in calculating AFC values. Additionally, proposed section 6 describes the
data that load-serving entities are required to provide to Entergy or the ICT for use in the
AFC process. Proposed section 6.1 describes the division of responsibilities between
Entergy and the ICT when supplying or collecting the aforementioned data. The
remainder of proposed section 6 is separated into subsections describing each data input.

I Responsive Pleadings

154. East Texas Cooperatives assert that certain provisions in proposed section 6
concerning actions required by load-serving entities should be revised to include the
phrase “or their designated agents” to reflect the fact that some load-serving entities have
agents that provide the required data.**®

7 The Base Case Model is a power flow model representing Entergy's
transmission system. The Base Case Model is used for reliability assessments,
transmission service request studies, and economic studies.

158 East Texas Cooperatives at 5-6.
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155. Entergy states that it will revise proposed section 6, as well as proposed section 7,
to insert “or their designated agents,” if the Commission requires it.**

i. Commission Determination

156. We require Entergy to revise proposed section 6, as well as proposed section 7, to
include the phrase “or their designated agents,” as agreed to by Entergy, within 60 days
of the date of this order.

i. Section 6.3.2: Study Horizon

157. Proposed section 6.3.2 describes how Entergy’s AFC process performs dispatch of
generation and load in the Study Horizon (from 2 to 18 months ahead). Proposed section
6.3.2 states, among other things, that load-serving entities are required to submit a
“priority dispatch file” containing their preferred priority stack dispatch for their network
resources. Proposed section 6.3.2 also states that the process and format for submitting
the priority dispatch file are described in the TSR Business Practices.

158. In addition, proposed section 6.3.2 states that any network resource that is
scheduled to be offline for at least two weeks during the month is treated as out-of-
service in the peak-hour model used for the entire month. Additionally, proposed section
6.3.2 states that if two network resources in the same transmission planning region are
out-of-service at non-overlapping intervals during the month, only the network resource
that has the largest facility rating will be modeled as offline, unless the other network
resource has a “more significant reliability impact.”

159. Entergy states that in the stakeholder process, load-serving entities asked for the
ability to include short-term network resources in their priority dispatch files.*® Entergy
explains that because the inclusion of short-term network resources in the priority
dispatch file will require software modifications, proposed section 6.3.2 does not provide
for it but instead states that the content of the priority dispatch file is governed by
business practices. Entergy states that once the software modifications are complete, then
the business practices will be revised to allow for the inclusion of short-term network
resources.

9 Entergy Answer at 55-56.

190 Entergy Transmittal Letter, Exhibit 1 at 14.
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I Responsive Pleadings

160. LMA Customers complain that while Entergy states that it will make the software
modifications necessary to allow load-serving entities to include short-term network
resources in their priority dispatch files, Entergy has not specified when the software
modifications will be completed.’®™ LMA Customers state that the Commission should
specify an appropriate deadline for completion of the software modifications. LMA
Customers state that in the meantime network customers should have the option to direct
Entergy to utilize the “default approach” described in proposed section 7.1.2 of
Attachment C, under which Entergy includes in the models designated network resources
or resources for which secondary network service has been obtained.'®* LMA Customers
note that allowing customers to use this default approach would allow the customer to
include resources that the network customer is not allowed to include in the priority
dispatch file. LMA Customers also argue that the ICT should have the authority to
review the reasonableness of assumptions regarding the dispatch of network resources, in
order to be able to correct customer-directed dispatch assumptions used to affect
competitors’ access to AFC.'%3

161. Regarding the modeling of offline resources, Union Power states that, while
proposed section 6.3.2°s description of how the resource to be modeled offline would be
identified is an improvement over the previous proposed version, it needs to be clarified

181 |_MA Customers Protest and Comments at 17-18.

182 1d. Under proposed section 7.1.2 of Attachment C (as discussed below), in the

Study Horizon, if a load-serving entity fails to provide the priority dispatch file, service to
the load-serving entity’s load is represented by modeling power purchase contracts for
which secondary network service has been obtained and meeting any remaining shortfall
by dispatching owned generating facilities that are network resources for that load-
serving entity. See also our discussion above of Entergy’s second request for guidance,
regarding the method the AFC process should use to model shortfalls in the AFC Study
Horizon between a load-serving entity’s designated network resources and designated
load if there are insufficient network service resources in the control area that can be
dispatched to resolve the shortfall.

163 Id
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to state the criteria to be used in determining whether a resource has “a more significant
reliability impact.”*®*

162. The ICT states that it agrees with LMA Customers that Entergy should allow
network customers to incorporate short-term resources in their dispatch file.!®> The ICT
explains that the delay in software completion is related to the development of Entergy’s
Weekly Procurement Process™® and Entergy’s transition to OATi software for its
OASIS.* The ICT states that it is confident that the addition of short-term resources to
network customers’ dispatch files will markedly improve the accuracy of the AFC
models.

ii. Commission Determination

163. We accept the proposed revisions concerning section 6.3.2 without modification.
Entergy has committed to modify the software to allow the inclusion of short-term
network resources in the priority dispatch file. In this regard, we require Entergy to
submit, as part of the compliance filing Entergy is required to file within 60 days of the
date of this order, a status report stating whether the software upgrades have been
completed and, if not, stating the expected timeline for completion. Regarding LMA
Customers’ request that Entergy be required to allow customers to direct Entergy to use
the “default approach” Entergy uses under proposed section 7.1.2, we find that this is a
temporary concern that will be alleviated once the software modifications allowing the
inclusion of short-term network resources are complete. Therefore, we will not require
Entergy to make such a change at this time.

184 Union Power at 27.
185 |CT Answer at 24.

186 Entergy’s Weekly Procurement Process, governed by Attachment V to the
Entergy OATT, is a weekly bid-based optimization process designed to provide
wholesale suppliers a greater opportunity to be integrated into the procurement processes
that Entergy and other network customers use to serve their native load customers. See
Entergy Services, Inc., 126 FERC { 61,227, at P 2 (2009) (Weekly Procurement Process
Order).

197 1d. at 24 & n.68. OATI is the software used by Entergy to maintain its OASIS.
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164. We deny LMA Customers’ request that proposed section 6.3.2 be modified to give
the ICT review authority over dispatch assumptions. The ICT’s authority is governed by
the ICT Protocols included in Attachment S to Entergy’s OATT. Ifthe ICT or a
stakeholder believes that customer-directed dispatch assumptions are being used to affect
competitors’ access to AFC, the ICT has ample authority under Attachment S to act to
remedy the situation, including the ability to file a complaint with the Commission.

165. We deny Union Power’s request that the proposed provision be modified to state
the criteria to be used in determining whether one resource has “a more significant
reliability impact” than another. If a stakeholder is concerned that an unreasonable or
arbitrary determination has been made as to which of two resources to model offline, the
stakeholder can bring that concern to the ICT or the Commission.

j. Section 7.1.1.4: Service to Network/Transmission
Provider’s Native Load Customers/Default Format

166. Proposed section 7.1.1.4 describes the default format the AFC process will use if a
load-serving entity does not provide certain load and resource data required under
proposed sections 6.2.1 and 6.3.1 (which describe the data load-serving entities are
required to submit for the Operating and Planning Horizons).

i. Responsive Pleadings

167. Union Power argues that proposed section 7.1.1.4 could be read to imply that
Entergy is not a load-serving entity subject to proposed sections 6.2.1, 6.3.1, and 7.1.1.4,
especially when combined with statements in Entergy’s transmittal letter distinguishing
the Entergy Operating Companies from other load-serving entities.*®® Union Power
states that the Commission should direct Entergy to clarify proposed section 7.1.1.4 to
specify that Entergy can be a load-serving entity subject to the requirements of proposed
sections 6.2.1, 6.3.1, and 7.1.1.4.*%

188 Union Power at 28 (citing Entergy Transmittal Letter n.109, which states that
the shortfalls for load-serving entities “involve Network Customers with smaller amounts
of Network Load,” and “Entergy’s System Planning and Operations organizations
ensures that sufficient resources are always available to serve native load of the Entergy
Operating Companies.”).

1891d. at 28-29.
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168. Entergy responds that if the Commission requires it, Entergy will revise proposed
section 7.1.1.4 to state that when Entergy serves as a load-serving entity, Entergy is
subject to proposed sections 6.2.1, 6.3.1, and 7.1.1.4.'® Entergy also clarifies that
proposed section 7.1.1.4 does not apply to the issue of load-serving entity shortfalls (the
subject of Entergy’s second request for guidance, discussed in section 111.B.2) because
those shortfalls generally occur only in the Study Horizon, whereas proposed sections
6.2.1 and 6.3.1 (and thus section 7.1.1.4) apply only to the Operating and Planning
Horizons.'"

i, Commission Determination

169. We accept Entergy’s proposed section 7.1.1.4, subject to Entergy, within 60 days
of the date of this order, modifying proposed section 7.1.1.4, as it agrees to do, to specify
that when Entergy serves as a load-serving entity it will be subject to proposed sections
6.2.1,6.3.1,and 7.1.1.4.

k. Section 7.1.2: Service to Network/Transmission Provider’s
Native Load Customers/Study Horizon

170. Proposed section 7.1.2 states that in the Study Horizon, base case models may be
dispatched by specific zones rather than control area-wide when necessary to enforce
zonal import limits, subject to Entergy’s business practice for enforcing zonal import
limits."?> Proposed section 7.1.2 also states that in the Study Horizon, if a load-serving
entity’s designated resources or secondary network service is insufficient to meet its load
and losses, the transmission provider will resolve the shortfall by dispatching, pro rata,
uncommitted generation facilities that are deliverable within the control area.'’

70 Entergy Answer at 55-56.
" 1d. at 89 and n.214.

172 According to proposed section 14 of Attachment C (TSR Business Practices
Related to AFC Process) (discussed below) the “business practice” referred to in
proposed section 7.1.2 is the Transmission Service Relief [TSR] Business Practices.

13 This provision is the subject of Entergy’s second request for Commission
guidance, addressed above. As noted there, we require Entergy to file to revise
Attachment C when it adopts a method by which the AFC process will resolve a shortfall

(continued...)
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I Responsive Pleadings

171.  Union Power contends that, while proposed section 7.1.2 refers to zonal import
limits, it fails to provide relevant information about zonal import limits, instead referring
to a business practice on enforcing zonal limits.*”* Union Power argues that proposed
section 7.1.2 should be revised to include such relevant information as how zonal import
limits are determined, where they are posted, how often they are updated, and the
conditions under which they are used. Union Power states that under the Commission’s
“rule of reason” test, such zonal import limit information should be in the OATT rather
than in a business practice because zonal import limits can affect whether transmission
service is available. Union Power also argues that proposed section 7.1.2 should state
that in developing base case models, thermal limits will be enforced, because enforcing
thermal limits more accurately represents how a transmission provider expects the system
to operate and not enforcing thermal limits can lead to unexpected congestion in the
models, including base case overloads, and can lead to an improper denial of
transmission service.

172. LMA Customers argue that proposed section 7.1.2 should be modified to include
an explanation of how the planning redispatch needed to allow a point-to-point service
reservation will be reflected in the dispatch modeling.'”

173. Arkansas Cities assert that proposed section 7.1.2 should be modified to describe
the process for handling firm network resource reservations in the Study Horizon,
because the process is too important to customers to be in a future, undefined business
practice.’™ Arkansas Cities also assert that proposed section 7.1.2 should be revised to
provide more details on such issues as capacity benefit margin, transmission reliability
margin, base flow calculations, and AFC calculations, because such details should not be
In business practices, let alone business practices that have not yet been developed.
Arkansas Cities also maintain that proposed section 7.1.2 should be revised to describe
the process for selecting “other resources” to meet the deficiency between firm network

when insufficient uncommitted network service resources are available within the control
area to resolve the shortfall.

174 Union Power at 29-30.
175 _MA Customers Protest and Comments at 18.

178 Arkansas Cities Comments at 6-7.
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resources and forecasted load. Arkansas Cities state that net interchange calculations for
embedded control areas need to be further evaluated, more specifically as to whether
there is a material disparity between the total firm network reservations and the
forecasted load in a given hour.

174. East Texas Cooperatives argue that proposed section 7.1.2 should be modified to
clarify the use of zonal dispatch rather than control area-wide dispatch, to enforce zonal
import limits.*”" Specifically, East Texas Cooperatives state that proposed section 7.1.2
should describe the conditions under which zonal dispatch will be used, how non-
Entergy-owned generation will be treated, and the coordination process between Entergy
and the load-serving entity regarding any Entergy-mandated dispatch for non-Entergy-
owned generation.

175. Entergy urges rejection of Arkansas Cities’ assertion that proposed section 7.1.2
should include details on the handling of firm network resource reservations in the Study
Horizon and guidance on how other resources are selected to meet the shortfall between
firm network resources and forecasted load.'”® Entergy argues that it is not clear what
further detail Arkansas Cities seek, because proposed section 7.1.2 provides sufficient
detail, including a description of the treatment of network resources when a load-serving
entity does not provide a dispatch priority for designated resources.*"

176. The ICT answers that the requests that additional information on zonal import
limits be included in proposed section 7.1.2 should be denied.’® The ICT argues that
such requests should be addressed through the stakeholder process. The ICT states that
in the stakeholder process a stakeholder can address these types of issues through various
task forces and working groups or through a formal request made through the
Stakeholder Communication Protocol.

177 East Texas Cooperatives at 6.
178 Entergy Answer at 52.
179 Id

180 |CT Answer at 18-19.
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i. Commission Determination

177. We accept proposed section 7.1.2 without modification. As noted above in our
discussion of Entergy’s second request for guidance, Entergy must file to revise
Attachment C to describe whatever method is adopted for the AFC process to resolve a
shortfall between designated network resources and forecast network load in the Study
Horizon in the event that there are insufficient network service resources in the control
area that can be dispatched to resolve the shortfall. This filing will address Arkansas
Cities’ request that Entergy provide information on how “other resources” are selected to
meet a shortfall between firm network resources and forecasted load in the Study
Horizon.

178. We deny Arkansas Cities” and Union Power’s requests that information on the
enforcement of zonal import limits be included in proposed section 7.1.2 rather than in a
business practice. Practices that significantly affect rates and services are required to be
in the OATT, and determinations as to whether a practice significantly affects rates and
services are made under a “rule of reason.”*®! As applied here, we find that the detail
that Arkansas Cities and Union Power request is suitably placed in Entergy’s TSR
Business Practices.'®?

179. In addition, we deny Arkansas Cities’ request that proposed section 7.1.2 be
modified to provide details about the treatment of network resource reservations in the
Study Horizon. We find that proposed section 7.1.2 provides adequate information about
the treatment of network reservations, including information on Entergy’s modeling of
network resources when a customer does not provide a dispatch priority. Any additional
details are appropriately addressed in business practices. Similarly, we reject LMA
Customers’ request that proposed section 7.1.2 be modified to describe how the planning
redispatch needed to allow a point-to-point service reservation will be reflected in the
dispatch modeling. Proposed section 7.1.2 provides satisfactory detail on the dispatch
modeling. This request is best handled through the stakeholder process, as such detail is
not necessary for OATT attachments.

181 See Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. 31,241 at P 1649-1651.

182 see section VI111.7 of the TSR Business Practices, filed by Entergy as an
information filing in this docket on February 1, 2011. Section VII1.7 describes different
zonal import limits and processes for the “Amite South” and “WOTAB” load pockets.
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180. We also deny Union Power’s request that proposed section 7.1.2 be modified to
state that thermal limits will be enforced in the development of base case models.
Enforcement of thermal limits in the development of base case models is not required by
Order No. 890, and requiring Entergy to insert a thermal limits enforcement provision in
proposed section 7.1.2 is beyond the scope of this proceeding. Likewise, this request is
best handled through the stakeholder process.

l. Section 8: Counterflows

181. Proposed section 8 states that the AFC software may adjust the base flow
associated with a particular flowgate by removing the percentage of counterflow impacts
in the calculation of AFC values. Proposed section 8 also states that the formula used for
such base flow adjustments is set out in Attachment C’s section 3 (Calculation of AFC
Values) (described above). Proposed section 8 further states that certain information on
the treatment of counterflows will be identified in the TSR Business Practices.'®

182. Entergy states that the Commission previously approved Entergy’s placing the
specified counterflow treatment information in a business practice.’® Entergy also states
that proposed section 8 reflects Entergy’s rejection of a stakeholder request that the AFC
software include counterflows associated with accepted or counter-offered requests that
have not yet been confirmed (referred to as “remaining existing transmission
commitments” in our above discussion of proposed sections 3.2 and 3.3). Entergy
explains that, in accordance with proposed section 7.3.1 of Attachment C and the revised
redispatch process accepted by the Commission in Docket No. ER07-935 (discussed
below), accepted or counter-offered requests that are not yet confirmed are algebraically
decremented from certain flowgates, but the AFC software cannot account for such
counterflows until the requests are confirmed.*®

183 Specifically, proposed section 8 states that the TSR Business Practices will
identify the amount of counterflow impacts removed from the base flow, the actual
counterflow calculations, the frequency of reviews of counterflows, and the data review
process for responding to reasonable inquiries.

184 Entergy Transmittal Letter, Exhibit 1 at 17 (citing 2004 AFC Order, 108 FERC
161,046 at P 21).

185 |d. at 17-18 and n.80; see also Entergy Transmittal Letter, Exhibit 5 at 54:

Because of the large volume and short response times associated with short-term

(continued...)
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I Responsive Pleadings

183. LMA Customers argue that the Commission should require Entergy to promptly
post the information concerning the treatment of counterflows in the AFC calculations
and eliminate the restrictions on the ICT’s authority to review counterflow
calculations.*®® In addition, LMA Customers object to proposed section 8 not including
counterflows for requests that are accepted or counter-offered but not confirmed. LMA
Customers argue that not including such counterflows is inconsistent with Entergy’s
statement that it algebraically decrements the positive flow of requests that have been
accepted or counter-offered but not-confirmed.*®” LMA Customers state that this
inconsistency results in unduly conservative AFC values, and therefore the AFC process
should be revised to include such counterflows in the AFC models.

184. Entergy disagrees with LMA Customers’ argument that the AFC models should
include counterflow for accepted or counter-offered but not confirmed requests.*®®
Entergy reiterates its assertion that it stopped including such counterflows as part of the
revised generation and load dispatch process approved by stakeholders and accepted by
the Commission in July 2007.¥ Entergy states that, as it explained at the time, including
accepted but not yet unconfirmed requests in the AFC base case models placed additional
loading on the impacted transmission facilities, even though many accepted but
unconfirmed requests are never ultimately confirmed by customers. Therefore, Entergy
explains, the process was changed to algebraically decrement the unconfirmed
reservations against a limited number of flowgates rather than include them in the
models.*®® Entergy states that the treatment of counterflows has not changed from what

service requests, the AFC software was designed to monitor a limited number of
flowgates and to allow for algebraic decrementing as a means of balancing the
challenges with the need to prevent overselling of the transmission system.

185 |_MA Customers Protest and Comments at 15.
1871d. at 15-16.
188

Entergy Answer at 54.

189 1d. (referring to Entergy Services, Inc., Docket No. ER07-935-000 (Jul. 13,
2007) (delegated letter order)).

19014, at 55.
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Entergy filed in July 2007. Entergy argues that LMA Customers should have disputed
the treatment of counterflows then but did not and should not now be allowed to attack it
collaterally.

185. The ICT states that it does not support adding counterflows to the AFC
calculations and explains that these values are currently decremented from AFC values to
account for the request’s positive impact on flowgates in order to prevent overselling
service.’! Additionally, the ICT states that once the request is confirmed, that service is
added to the base flows and the counterflows associated with that request are also
considered. The ICT states that in contrast, modeling the negative impact on non-
confirmed counterflow requests could result in overselling service because there is no
guarantee that the request will ultimately be confirmed.

i, Commission Determination

186. We accept proposed section 8 without modification, but we direct Entergy to post
the counterflow treatment information in the TSR Business Practices. As discussed
above with regard to the AFC formulas in proposed sections 3.2 and 3.3, we direct
Entergy to revise those formulas to indicate whether remaining existing transmission
commitments (which are the accepted or counter-offered but not yet confirmed requests
at issue in LMA Customers’ protest) have any associated counterflow. We deny LMA
Customers’ request that Entergy be required to revise the AFC process to include the
counterflows associated with accepted or counter-offered but unconfirmed requests in the
models. Entergy’s explanation that it does not include such counterflows because
unconfirmed requests are often ultimately not confirmed is reasonable, especially in light
of the ICT’s assertion that adding counterflows to the AFC process before the requests
are confirmed could result in the improper overselling of service.

m. Section 9.1: Response Factors For Directly Interconnected
Generating Facilities

187. Proposed section 9.1 describes how Entergy’s AFC process calculates response
factors. It states that response factors are evaluations of whether a transmission service
request uses all, some, or none of the AFC for a particular flowgate. It also states that the
AFC software calculates response factors for each generating facility that is directly
interconnected with Entergy’s transmission system. Proposed section 9.1 states that State
Estimator models are used to calculate response factors in the Operating and Planning

¥11CT Answer at 7.
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Horizons, while monthly base case models and off-line power flow applications are used
to calculate response factors in the Study Horizon.

188. Entergy describes a request in the stakeholder process for more information about
the response factor process, including information about differences in the calculations
for each of the AFC process’s three horizons.'® Entergy’s response in the stakeholder
process was that the response factor process’s assumptions and evaluations in each
horizon are generally the same, but differences in the data inputs and software used for
each horizon can lead to differences in the calculations.’®* Entergy’s response also stated
that the differences do not negatively impact transmission service requests because the
differences are inherent to each horizon.

I Responsive Pleadings

189. Union Power maintains that proposed section 9.1 does not adequately describe
how the AFC process calculates response factors, particularly how the AFC process’s
calculations differ for each of the three horizons.*** Union Power states that proposed
section 9.1 should be modified to explain and describe in detail: (1) the ways in which
the assumptions and evaluations in each horizon differ; and (2) the difference between
the AFC process for evaluating requests and the off-line process to include confirmed
requests in AFC monthly models. Additionally, Union Power states that proposed
section 9.1 should state whether the response factors in the different horizons are
benchmarked against actual dispatch/operation of the transmission system, provide
justification for Entergy’s conclusion that the different response factors calculations for
each horizon have no negative impact on transmission service requests, and provide all
other information supporting Entergy’s conclusion that the differences in the horizons are
reasonable.

190. Entergy argues that neither Order No. 890 nor any NERC standards require that
Union Power’s requested information be included in Attachment C.'*> Entergy claims

192 Entergy Transmittal Letter, Exhibit 3 at 52.
193 Id
134 Union Power at 32.

195 Entergy Answer at 53.
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that Union Power’s request goes beyond the requirements established not only in Order
No. 890 but also in the Commission’s orders in the original AFC proceeding.'®

i. Commission Determination

191. We accept proposed section 9.1 without modification. We deny Union Power’s
requests regarding the response factors. As Entergy notes, Order No. 890 does not
require transmission providers to include the requested information in their OATTSs, and
the Commission did not require it in its orders on Entergy’s AFC process. Entergy
explains that the only differences among the response factor calculations in the three
AFC horizons are differences in the data inputs and software used in each horizon. We
agree with Entergy that these differences in the data inputs and software used in each
horizon are inherent to each horizon, and therefore the differences are reasonable.

n. Section 12: Scenario Analyzer

192. Entergy’s AFC process includes a Scenario Analyzer, which, as defined in
proposed section 1.2, is software that posts approximate AFC values and allows
customers to evaluate ATC without actually submitting a request. Proposed section 12
states that the Scenario Analyzer responds to a customer’s proxy request by identifying
the applicable AFC value for any Source/Sink path for which AFC values are
calculated.™ Proposed section 12 also states that because the requests are not actual
requests, the Scenario Analyzer does not decrement Flowgate AFC or guarantee that
AFC will be available when an actual request is submitted.

193. Entergy states that the data underlying the Scenario Analyzer results will not be
posted and will not be given out on request because providing underlying data is only
required for actual requests, and the proxy request is not an actual request.'®

19 1d. (citing the Commission’s February 11, 2004 Order in the original AFC
proceeding in Docket No. ER03-1272-000, Entergy Services, Inc., 106 FERC { 61,115, at
P 33 (2004)).

97 proposed section 12 states that if the Scenario Analyzer determines that
sufficient AFC does not exist for the request, the customer is provided with the hours
when the constraints exist and the amount of flowgate capacity available.

1% Entergy Transmittal Letter, Exhibit 1 at 25.
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I Responsive Pleadings

194. LMA Customers argue that Entergy should make available the data underlying the
Scenario Analyzer results because Entergy has obtained Commission permission to rely
on its AFC methodology with the Scenario Analyzer to satisfy Commission requirements
for the posting of ATC.** LMA Customers contend that stakeholders should have access
to the data necessary to evaluate the validity of all AFC calculations, including
hypothetical ones, in order to be able to verify the calculations, especially given the large
number of AFC data mishandling and software errors that Entergy has reported.?®

195. Entergy reiterates that the data underlying the Scenario Analyzer should not be
given out upon request or posted because the Commission regulation requiring that
underlying data be made available applies only to actual requests.”* Entergy asserts that
the Commission’s statements that Entergy’s Scenario Analyzer results satisfy the
Commission’s requirement that transmission providers post ATC do not create a
requirement that Entergy provide the data underlying the Scenario Analyzer results.
Entergy states that it already voluntarily posts ATC values and underlying models, so
customers have numerous tools with which to evaluate the availability of AFC.*%

99| MA Customers Protest and Comments at 14-15 (citing Entergy Transmittal
Letter, Exhibit 9 at 2). See also Entergy Services, Inc., 116 FERC § 61,115 at P 50;
Order No. 890-B, 123 FERC {61,299 at P 17 (“We grant the clarification requested by
Entergy regarding the Commission’s February 11, 2004 determination that Entergy’s
AFC methodology meets the minimum posting requirements for transmission capability
set forth in Order No. 889. The Commission did not amend in Order Nos. 890 or 890-A
the obligation for transmission providers to post ATC values associated with a particular
path instead of AFC values associated with a flowgate. Prior determinations by the
Commission that a particular practice satisfies that obligation, or waiving that obligation
altogether, therefore remain intact.”).

20014, at 15. Entergy has reported over 100 instances of AFC data mishandling
since November 2006, under the ICT Approval Order’s requirement, most of which are

AFC software problems. Entergy’s reports can be found in Docket No. ER05-1065.
201 Entergy Answer at 39.

202 1d. at 40.
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196. The ICT states that the data underlying the Scenario Analyzer results should not
be posted or given out on request because some of the data are provided by load-serving
entities and could be proprietary.?® The ICT explains that although some of the
underlying data are in fact posted, sharing the underlying data with any querying
customer might lead the load-serving entities to resist providing the data, which in turn
would reduce the accuracy of the AFC process. The ICT also argues that the stakeholder
process is a better avenue for requesting changes in data availability.

i, Commission Determination

197. We accept the proposed revisions without modification and we will not require
that the data underlying Scenario Analyzer results be made available. While the data
underlying the Scenario Analyzer’s results could be useful in verifying the accuracy of
Scenario Analyzer results, which is especially important in light of the many instances of
AFC data mishandling and software errors, we are also concerned with the need to
protect the confidentiality of proprietary information where possible. We agree with
Entergy and the ICT that they already make sufficient data available, either voluntarily or
as required under our regulations, with which to verify the AFC system’s responses to
actual requests. Additionally, as asserted by the ICT, data availability issues can be
addressed through the stakeholder process. Therefore, we deny LMA Customers’ request
that the data underlying the Scenario Analyzer’s results be made available.

0. Section 14: Transmission Service Request Business
Practices Related to the AFC Process

198. Proposed section 14 states that additional detail regarding the AFC process is
available in the TSR Business Practices posted on OASIS. Proposed section 14 lists 13
topics that will be included in the TSR Business Practices. The 13 topics are procedures
by which customers will supply AFC data inputs and technical/software aspects of the
AFC process.? Each of the 13 topics lists in parentheses an associated section of

203 |CT Answer at 9-10.

204 The 13 topics are: (i) Software Applications Used in the AFC Process,
(i1) Frequency of Resynchronizations, (iii) Facility Ratings, (iv) Load Data Submissions,
(v) Generation Dispatch Data Submission — Operating/Planning Horizons,
(vi) Generation Dispatch Data Submission — Study Horizon, (vii) Generating Facility
Operating Characteristics, (viii) Transmission Construction Projects Not Currently In-

(continued...)
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proposed Attachment C. Each associated section of Attachment C states that further
details of the process described in that section are in the TSR Business Practices.

199. Entergy explains that putting details of the AFC process in business practices is
consistent with the ICT Approval Order, as well as Order No. 890, which only require
that Attachment C state the criteria of the AFC process for granting or denying
transmission requests.?® In addition, Entergy states that more generally Order No. 890
provides that transmission providers are only required to include in their OATTSs rules,
standards, and practices that significantly affect their rates and services.?®® Entergy states
that it and the ICT agree that putting details of these 13 topics in business practices rather
than in the OATT is appropriate because these are details of the AFC process and are not
criteria the AFC process uses to grant or deny transmission requests. Furthermore,
Entergy states that certain of the 13 topics are appropriate as business practices rather
than OATT provisions because Order No. 890 directed that that specific topic’s process is
to be developed by NERC or NAESB and is not yet finalized; and in the future the data
or process may need to be modified more quickly than an OATT provision can be
modified. Entergy further states that the September 2006 Order specified that changes
arrived at through the stakeholder process could be incorporated into the OATT or be
business practices.”” Entergy also notes that the business practices will be vetted
through the stakeholder process, with the ICT’s involvement, but not through FPA
section 205 filings.

200. On February 1, 2011, Entergy filed the TSR Business Practices as an information
filing in this proceeding. Sections VIII and IX of the TSR Business Practices describe
details of the 13 topics listed in section 14 of Attachment C.

Service, (ix) Zonal Import Limits, (x) Counterflows, (xi) Adding New Sources and Sinks,
(xii) Calculation of Response Factors, and (xiii) Data Regarding the AFC Process.

205 Entergy Transmittal Letter, Exhibit 1 at 26.
206 1d. at 27 (citing Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. ] 31,241 at P 1633).

207 |d. (citing Entergy Services, Inc., 116 ] 61,275, at P 34-35 (2006) (ICT
Rehearing Order)).
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I Responsive Pleadings

201. Union Power states that the Criteria Attachments filed in November 2006
contained the provisions and information proposed section 14 lists as topics to be
addressed in business practices.?”® Union Power claims that Entergy’s announcement
that these provisions would be moved to business practices came late in the stakeholder
process, and was reached only with the ICT, with no other stakeholder input.

202. Union Power argues that because the proposed business practices have not been
offered for review, it is not possible to apply the Commission’s “rule of reason” standard
for bifurcation between inclusion in an OATT and inclusion in business practices.’®®
Union Power asserts that while Entergy does address categories of what it and the ICT
propose to be in the business practices, it is only upon application of the Commission’s
rule of reason test to the actual business practices that a determination can be made that
content included in the business practices does not otherwise belong in the OATT. Union
Power and LMA Customers assert that requiring Commission and stakeholder review of
the business practices is essential.”’® Union Power asks that the Commission require
Entergy to file its proposed business practices with the Commission under FPA section
205.2"Y Union Power also argues that, given that Entergy has requested an effective date
for the proposed revisions of 30 days after acceptance by the Commission, the
Commission should direct Entergy to submit the business practices as an informational
filing as quickly as possible so that the review process does not delay the effectiveness of
the proposed revised attachments.

203. LMA Customers claim that an Entergy proposal to move the topics into business
practices was “emphatically rejected” by stakeholders.?*? In addition, LMA Customers

298 Union Power at 12.
299 1d, at 12-13.
210 1d. at 13; LMA Customers Protest and Comments at 5.

211 Union Power at 13 (citing Midwest Independent Transmission System
Operator, Inc., 98 FERC 61,137, at 61,401 (2002) (transmission provider submitted
protocols to the Commission as an information filing; the Commission issued a notice,
accepted comments, and determined that the protocols should be included in the OATT)
(Midwest 1SO)).

212 | MA Customers Protest and Comments at 7.
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object to Entergy’s proposal to adopt interim business practices until certain NERC and
NAESB development processes are completed.”® LMA Customers argue that if Entergy
proposes business practices that stakeholders oppose, Entergy can adopt them anyway
and stakeholders will have no recourse except the “often fruitless” process of seeking
relief under the FPA’s complaint provisions.** LMA Customers state that the types of
information listed in proposed section 14 need to be in OATT provisions, even if the
process of filing or revising OATT provisions at the Commission takes time.

204. Cottonwood asserts that in determining whether topics are required to be in the
OATT, the two main considerations should be the potential impact each topic’s practice
has on the AFC process and the potential risks of having Entergy develop the practice
without Commission review.”*> Cottonwood identifies five of the 13 topics that it
believes should be in the OATT rather than business practices: frequency of
resynchronizations, facility ratings, construction projects not currently-in service, zonal
import limits, and counterflows.’® East Texas Cooperatives state that given the broad
topics in the proposed list of business practices, the Commission should set a timeline by
which Entergy must file the business practices.?’

205. Entergy reiterates its argument that putting the topics listed in proposed section 14
into business practices complies with Order No. 890 and ICT Approval Order provisions
as to what is required to be in the OATT.?*®

2 1d. at 6.
24 1d. at 8 (citing FPA sections 206 and 306).

215 Cottonwood at 16.

218 1d. at 7, 16-21. Cottonwood’s specific arguments regarding each topic are

addressed above in the discussions of the associated proposed sections of Attachment C:
frequency of resynchronizations in proposed section 3.6; facility ratings in proposed
section 4.2; construction projects not currently in-service in proposed section 6.6; zonal
import limits in proposed section 7.1.2; and counterflows in proposed section 8.

217 East Texas Cooperatives at 7.

218 Entergy Answer at 34-36 (citing Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. { 31,241
at P 1633 and September 2006 Rehearing Order, 116 FERC { 61,275 at 34-35).
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206. The ICT answers that the 13 topics are appropriately relegated to business
practices because they are details of the AFC process that may need to be modified
quickly and, in some cases, the processes they describe have not yet been finalized by
NERC or NAESB.?"® The ICT states that the decisions as to what to put in business
practices were made after extensive stakeholder input. The ICT also states that it will
review all proposed business practices and changes thereto to ensure they are appropriate
for business practices. Further, the ICT asserts that Entergy cannot unilaterally modify
business practices, as the ICT has authority to recommend modifications, and if Entergy
and the ICT disagree about a business practice then the dispute can be brought to the
Commission.

207. LMA Customers answer that they share the ICT’s view that a concurrent and
transparent review of the OATT revisions and proposed business practices is essential.
However, LMA Customers argue against the ICT’s proposal that the Commission
condition approval of the Criteria Attachments on the posting of Entergy’s business
practices, because it would do nothing to ensure that the practices are reasonable or that
their treatment as exempt from FPA section 205 requirements is appropriate.”® LMA
Customers state that the ICT’s proposal reflects excessive faith in the efficiency and
value of the stakeholder process and a dismissive view of the importance of the
Commission’s FPA section 205 procedures. LMA Customers assert that this is especially
true given that experience shows that ICT-led stakeholder processes are neither efficient
nor especially fair; and that the burdens and delays attendant to FPA section 205 review
represent the operation of safeguards crafted by Congress to protect consumers from
predation by more powerful interests. LMA Customers contend that by relegating
various matters to business practices not reviewed by the Commission, Entergy would
exempt from FPA safeguards a large number of practices and procedures that, by the
ICT’s own admission, have direct and substantial impacts on the grant or denial of
transmission service.”> LMA Customers maintain that, contrary to the ICT’s
assumption, pushing procedures out of the OATT and into business practices does not
eliminate the likelihood of burdensome litigation, because it leaves adversely affected
parties with no choice but to seek reformation of the procedure through an FPA section
206 complaint.

219 1CT Answer at 9-10.
220 | MA Customers Answer at 3.

221 1d. at 5 (citing ICT Comments at 7-8).



Docket Nos. ER05-1065-011 and OA07-32-008 -78 -

208. On February 22, 2011, Union Power filed a protest to the TSR Business Practices
filed for information purposes by Entergy on February 1, 2011.?> Union Power renews
its contention that the contents of the TSR Business Practices should be filed formally
with the Commission under section 205 of the FPA as OATT provisions.

209. Union Power also objects to section V.2.3(iii) of the TSR Business Practices,
which implements section 22.1 of the Entergy OATT. Union Power alleges that when a
customer attempts to redirect its service, section V.2.3(iii) does not require Entergy to
maintain ATC on the original path until the redirected service request has passed the
conditional periods for firm service set out in section 13.2 of the Entergy OATT. Union
Power claims that it is Commission policy that a customer requesting a redirect does not
lose rights to its original path until the redirect request passes the relevant conditional
reservation deadline in section 13.2 of the OATT.?”® Union Power claims the
Commission should direct Entergy to revise section V.2.3(iii) to comport with Dynegy.

210. Entergy answers that Union Power is incorrect. Entergy argues that the TSR
Business Practices reflect details of the procedures needed to implement the proposed
revised OATT Attachments filed on April 3, 2009, and are therefore appropriately
formatted as business practices not filed with the Commission under section 205 of the
FPA.

211. Regarding Union Power’s objections to section V.2.3(iii) of the TSR Business
Practices, Entergy answers that Union Power incorrectly believes that section V.2.3(iii)
applies to requests to redirect firm transmission service on a firm basis, whereas section
V.2.3(iii) applies to requests for redirect firm transmission service on a non-firm basis.
Entergy states that because Union Power’s protest is mistaken, it should be rejected.

212. Entergy also asserts that to the extent Union Power is protesting Entergy’s
practices regarding requests to redirect firm transmission service on a firm basis (even
though that is not what is addressed in section V.2.3(iii)), Union Power is still wrong,
because requests to redirect firm transmission service on a firm basis are governed not by
Dynegy, but by the Order No. 890 series of orders. Entergy quotes Order No. 890-A’s
statement that redirect requests must be treated using “the same assumptions and analysis
applicable to any other new request for service,” and that it would be “inappropriate, and

222 \Union Power February 22, 2011 Protest.

223 |d. at 4 (citing Dynegy Power Marketing, Inc. v. Southwest Power Pool, Inc.,

99 FERC 1 61,054, at P 9 (2002) (Dynegy)).
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contrary to the pro forma OATT, to grant redirects special queue treatment.”?** Entergy
adds that Order No. 890-A states elsewhere that “any increase in ATC along the original
path is contingent upon the acceptance of and confirmation of the redirect.” > Entergy
also claims that Order No. 890 states that ATC that was once reserved for the redirecting
customer on the original path is released to the market once the customer confirms its
redirect request. Entergy also asserts that the relevant NAESB WEQ Standard, WEQ
Standard 001-9.5, does not provide for a redirecting customer to retain rights to its
original path while its redirect request is conditional.

213. Entergy also notes that it has revised section V.2.3(iii) of the TSR Business
Practices to reflect that for requests for redirection on a non-firm basis, the customer
retains rights to the original path but may only schedule on the original path if the
capacity on the secondary path is relinquished by the customer or lost through
preemption. Entergy included the revised page of the TSR Business Practices as an
appendix to its Answer.

214. The ICT also answers Union Power’s protest, stating that the provisions in the
TSR Business Practices are appropriately formatted as business practices rather than
OATT provisions because they reflect technical and administrative procedures.”® The
ICT also argues against Union Power’s claims that section V.2.3(iii) violates
Commission policy on redirect requests. The ICT asserts that the Commission’s
statements in Dynegy can be interpreted many ways. The ICT also asserts that the Order
No. 890 series of orders discussed redirect requests and did not specify that ATC is to be
withheld pending unconditional confirmation of the redirect request. The ICT notes that
Entergy’s current software does not permit such treatment of redirect requests, and a
manual procedure would be impossible in light of the large number of redirect requests
the ICT must process, so if the Commission decides to accept Union Power’s argument,
then the Commission should allow the current practice to remain in effect until the
software can be revised.?’

224 Entergy March 11, 2011 Answer at 10 (citing Order No. 890-A, FERC Stats.
& Regs. 31,261 at P 1285).

225 |d. at 10-11 (citing Order No. 890-A at P 708).
226 |CT March 11, 2011 Answer at 3.

227'1d. at 4-5.
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215.  Union Power replied to Entergy and the ICT, stating that the Commission’s
statements in Dynegy are clear and are the Commission’s “final statement on the issue.”
Union Power argues that, therefore, Entergy should be required to allow customers
requesting a redirection on a firm or non-firm basis to retain rights to their original path
until the redirect request is unconditional under section 13.2 of the OATT (for requests
for redirection on a firm basis) or under section 14.2 of the OATT (for requests for
redirection on a non-firm basis).??® Union Power adds that the NAESB WEQ Standard
does not bind the Commission or overrule Commission policy as stated in Dynegy.

il. Commission Determination

216. We will accept proposed section 14 without modification. Each of the 13 topics
listed in proposed section 14 is associated with a separate section of Attachment C. The
list of topics in proposed section 14 is simply an “index” of the proposed sections of
Attachment C that state that additional details are in the TSR Business Practices. In
addition, the TSR Business Practices submitted by Entergy on February 1, 2011 contain
details of each topic’s associated Attachment C section.>”® Therefore, we find that
proposed section 14 is acceptable as filed.

217. We reject Cottonwood’s argument that five of the 13 topics belong in Entergy’s
OATT.?® These topics are already in the OATT, in that each topic on the list has an
associated proposed section in Attachment C given in parentheses. As noted above, the

228 Union Power March 24, 2011 Reply at 4-6.

229 For example, the Frequency of Resynchronizations topic is associated with
proposed section 3.6 of Attachment C (Resynchronization of AFC Values), which states,
“To the extent the Transmission Provider agrees to more frequent resynchronizations on a
regular basis, the TSR Business Practices will describe the basis for that frequency.”
Section VI11.2 of the TSR Business Practices (Frequency of Resynchronizations) states in
relevant part, “Currently, the only more frequent resynchronizations being conducted on
a regular basis are those in the Planning Horizon and Study Horizon. Planning Horizon
AFC values are currently resynchronized four times every day. Study Horizon AFC
values are currently resynchronized twice per month.”

20 Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. { 31,241 at P 1649 (“The Commission
will . . . continue to require only those rules, standards, and practices that significantly
affect transmission service be incorporated into a transmission provider’s OATT.”
(Emphasis added.)
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TSR Business Practices contain details of the 13 listed topics. To the extent that
Cottonwood is arguing that all details of the AFC process must be in the OATT, we
disagree. As we stated in Order No. 890, requiring all practices to be in the OATT would
be “impractical and potentially administratively burdensome.”?*

218. We also reject Union Power’s argument that the provisions were moved from the
Criteria Attachments to business practices without adequate stakeholder consultation,
with the decision arrived at only by Entergy and the ICT. Entergy did make the proposal
to stakeholders, and even if, as LMA Customers states, stakeholders responded
negatively, we do not require a transmission provider to adopt every stakeholder request.

219. We also reject parties’ request that we impose a timeline by which Entergy must
develop the business practices after a relevant NERC standard or NAESB practice is
finalized and approved by the Commission. Each NERC standard or NAESB practice
comes with a timeline for transmission provider implementation.?*? In addition, as noted
above, Entergy filed the TSR Business Practices on February 1, 2011, in this proceeding
and has filed revisions to Attachment C to comply with the MOD-030 mandatory
implementation date of April 1, 2011 in Docket No. ER10-3357-000.

220. We also reject Union Power’s protest of the TSR Business Practices and Entergy’s
processes regarding redirect requests. We reject Union Power’s claim that sections V.2.2
and V.2.3 of the TSR Business Practices violate Commission policy. Order No. 890
confirms that a redirect request must be evaluated using the same system assumptions
and analysis applicable to any other new request for service, and that it would be
inappropriate, and contrary to the pro forma OATT, to grant redirects special queue
treatment.”®® As Order No. 890-A and Order No. 676 state, when a customer requests
redirection on a firm basis, the customer retains rights to the original path until the
redirect request is accepted by the transmission provider and confirmed by the customer:
“Once the new request is accepted and confirmed, the transmission customer loses all

281 1d. P 1651.

232 gee section 39.5(d) of the Commission’s regulations, 18 C.F.R. § 39.5(d)
(2011) (“An approved Reliability Standard . . . shall take effect as approved by the
Commission.” See, e.g., Order No. 729, 129 FERC { 61,155 at P 95 (“[T]he Reliability
Standards [approved in this order] shall become effective on the first day of the first
quarter occurring 365 days after approval by all applicable regulatory authorities.”)).

233 Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. 31,241 at P 1285.



Docket Nos. ER05-1065-011 and OA07-32-008 -82 -

rights to the original receipt and delivery points . . ..”*** Order No. 890-A states that
“any increase in ATC along the original path is contingent upon the acceptance of and
confirmation of the redirect.”**> While the Commission did not expressly overrule
Dynegy, the Commission did make clear that it believes the customer requesting redirect
on a firm basis does not retain rights to the original path once the redirect request is
confirmed. Allowing the customer to retain rights to the original path after the redirect
request (for redirection on a firm basis) is confirmed, until the redirect request becomes
unconditional under section 13.2 of the OATT, would mean the customer would have
simultaneous rights to the original path and the redirect path, which would amount to
superior queue priority and would tie up two transmission paths rather than make the
original path available to the market.

221. Regarding requests for redirection on a non-firm basis, we agree with Entergy that
the customer retains rights to the original path until the time of actual service, since the
non-firm request does not tie up any transmission paths. Therefore, we reject Union
Power’s request to direct Entergy to revise the TSR Business Practices.

222. In addition, we reject Union Power’s protest against NAESB WEQ Standard 001-
95, and we affirm that the standard reflects Commission policy. Moreover, we reject
Union Power’s claim that the standard represents an unauthorized overruling of
Commission policy. The standard was submitted along with others to the Commission
and incorporated by reference in Order No. 676,

p. Section 15: Regional Coordination

223. Proposed section 15 describes the regional coordination process by which Entergy
obtains transmission information from operators of external control areas for AFC
coordination. Proposed section 15 also describes the relationship between this regional
coordination process and a Regional Transmission Planning input collection process
described in Entergy’s Attachment K.

234 1d.; Standards for Business Practices and Communication Protocols for Public
Utilities, Order No. 676, FERC Stats. & Regs. { 31,216 at P 55, reh’g denied, Order
No. 676-A, 116 FERC { 61,255 (2006).

2% |d. at 10-11 (citing Order No. 890-A, FERC Stats. & Regs. ] 31,261 at P 708).

2% Order No. 676, FERC Stats. & Regs. § 31,216 at P 19.
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224. Entergy notes that while Order No. 890 requires transmission providers to adopt
processes for obtaining external control area data, Entergy has not provided for such
processes in its proposed Attachment C because Order No. 890 specified that such
processes are to be developed through NERC and NAESB, and these entities have not
completed their development processes. Entergy states that adopting anything now
would be wasteful in that it would require the adoption of software or other modeling
practices before knowing what the final NERC and NAESB regional coordination
processes will be.?*’

i Responsive Pleadings

225. Cottonwood argues that the regional coordination provisions in proposed section
15 are inadequate because Entergy engages in no coordination with adjoining utilities as
to AFC calculations.”® Cottonwood argues that this lack of coordination creates
phantom congestion in the Operating and Planning Horizons of Entergy’s AFC process.
In addition, Cottonwood states that improperly-modeled loop flows from adjoining areas
lead to transmission loading relief events (i.e., curtailments). Cottonwood asks the
Commission to direct Entergy to establish a process for the frequent exchange of AFC
models and data for the AFC Operating and Planning Horizons with neighboring control
areas, and to modify the AFC models to reflect the models and data of external control
areas.

226. Entergy answers that it does coordinate with neighboring utilities either directly or
through the NERC System Data Exchange. Entergy also reasserts that data exchange
processes are still subject to finalization by NERC.**

227. The ICT explains that Entergy has arranged to share its AFC models with adjacent
transmission provider Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) and is working toward data and
model sharing agreements with SPP and other adjoining utilities.?®® The ICT notes that it

27 Entergy Transmittal Letter, Exhibit 1 at 28 (citing Order No. 890, FERC Stats.
& Regs. 131,241 at P 301, 310; Order No. 890-A, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,261 at P 52-
56; Order No. 890-B, 123 FERC 1 61,299 at P 16).

238 Cottonwood at 13-15.
29 Entergy Answer at 45-46.

240 |CT Answer at 10-11.
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Is working closely with Entergy to facilitate the completion of these sharing
agreements.?*!

il. Commission Determination

228. We accept the proposed revisions without modification. Entergy has taken steps
to coordinate transmission information with external control areas including TVA and
SPP.%*? The ICT will continue to work closely with Entergy to facilitate the completion
of such agreements. We strongly encourage Entergy to continue these efforts, but will
not require Entergy to include further data gathering provisions in proposed section 15.
Entergy will be required to comply with the data gathering processes being developed by
NERC and NAESB.

2.3  Attachment D (Methodology for Completing A System Impact
Study)

229. Proposed Attachment D describes the procedures for conducting system impact
studies and facilities studies to evaluate requests for point-to-point service or network
integration transmission service. Under proposed section 1.3, a system impact study
determines whether a request can be accommodated without constructing transmission
facility upgrades. If the request cannot be so accommodated, the system impact study
then provides a preliminary estimate of the possible costs of the required upgrades. If the
customer requests, the system impact study also evaluates, as alternatives to upgrades, the
availability of planning redispatch and conditional firm service. Under proposed section
1.4, if upgrades are required, then a facilities study is conducted, providing a “more in-

241 1d. at 11.

242 The Commission has conditionally accepted the SPP-Entergy Agreement on
Regional Planning required under Order No. 890. See Entergy Services, Inc., 124 FERC
161,268 (2008), order on compliance filing, 127 FERC { 61,272 (2009), order on
compliance filing, 130 FERC { 61,264 (2010), order on compliance filing, 133 FERC
161,130 (2010) (SPP-Entergy regional planning agreement in Entergy’s Attachment K);
Southwest Power Pool, Inc., 127 FERC 1 61,032 (2009) (SPP-Entergy regional planning
agreement as SPP rate schedule). The Commission has accepted the SPP-Entergy
Comprehensive Seams Agreement. See Southwest Power Pool, Inc., 131 FERC 1 61,236
(2010), order on reh’g and compliance, 134 FERC { 61,268 (2011), letter order
accepting compliance filing (Docket No. ER11-3490-000) (Jul. 26, 2011) (unpublished
delegated letter order).
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depth” study of the upgrades required to accommodate the requested service. The
facilities study includes a good-faith estimate of the costs and time required to construct
the upgrades, and analysis of the cost allocation for the upgrades.

230. One issue central to the system impact study and facilities study processes is base
case overloads. Because base case overloads affect numerous provisions of proposed
Attachment D, we will address that issue first.

a. Base Case Overloads

231. Base case overloads are facilities or flowgates at which the transmission system is
overloaded (i.e., has negative ATC or an applicable thermal limit is exceeded) prior to
simulating a transmission service request. Proposed sections 3.3, 4, 6.2, and 6.3**® of
Attachment D relate, at least in part, to base case overloads.

232. Proposed section 3.3 (Evaluating Thermal Limits on the Proposed Transfer) states
in relevant part:

The DC contingency analysis identifies any monitored transmission facility that
exceeds the thermal limits. An Outage Transfer Distribution Factor (OTDF)**
cutoff of 3% is used to determine whether a facility identified in the System
Impact Study is considered a valid limit . . . . To the extent an overloaded facility
had already exceeded the applicable thermal limit prior to simulating the proposed
transfer, the overload is not considered a valid limit unless the proposed transfer
increases the level/severity of the overload by an OTDF of 3% or greater.

Proposed section 4 (Developing Mitigation Plans) states in relevant part:

To the extent the System Impact Study identifies violations of the thermal limits
specified in Section 3.3, the study also considers mitigation options that may
eliminate the violations and may allow for the TSR [transmission service request]
to be Accepted. . . To the extent the applicable thermal limit was exceeded prior to

22 To the extent these proposed sections are contested for other reasons than their
implication to base case overloads, they are discussed again in the section-by-section
analysis.

24 OTDF is the flow on the limited element, facility, or flowgate with a given
contingency expressed as a percent of power transferred.



Docket Nos. ER05-1065-011 and OA07-32-008 - 86 -

simulating the TSR, the scope of any necessary mitigation plans . . . for that TSR
Is determined without taking into account the amount of loading in excess for the
applicable thermal limit that existed prior to simulating the proposed transfer.

Proposed section 6.2 (Evaluating the Scope of Necessary Upgrades) states in relevant
part:

To the extent that the applicable thermal limit was exceeded prior to simulating
the transmission service request, the scope of any necessary upgrades for that
transmission service request is determined without taking into account the amount
of loading in excess of the applicable thermal limit that existed prior to simulating
the proposed transfer.

Proposed section 6.3 (Provisional Upgrades) states that customers may request a facilities
study to confirm the need for provisional upgrades or evaluate alternative upgrades in the
event the provisional upgrades are delayed or cancelled.

233. Entergy explains that it inserted the sentences beginning “To the extent” in each of
the above provisions in response to a stakeholder comment about base case overloads.**®
Entergy states that the inserted language clarifies that the upgrades necessary to
accommodate a given request “should not include facilities more extensive than required
for the TSR itself.”?* Entergy notes that the inserted language does not change the cost
allocation methodology in Entergy’s Attachment T.

234. Entergy further explains that it revised the November 2006 versions of sections
6.2. and 6.3 (which were filed in business practice manuals format) in response to
stakeholder claims that the November 2006 versions adopted a different cost allocation
methodology than the cost allocation methodology in Attachment T (Recovery of New
Facilities Costs and Planning Redispatch Costs for Long-term Services).?*’ Entergy
states that when it filed the business practice manuals language as OATT attachments in
its Order No. 890 compliance filing on July 13, 2007, Entergy revised sections 6.2 and
6.3 to clarify that Attachment T alone governs cost allocation for transmission upgrades.
Entergy also states that at the request of stakeholders, the ICT issued a formal opinion in

2> Entergy Transmittal Letter, Exhibit 1 at 38-39.
% 1d. at 39.

2471d. at 47-48.
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March 2008, agreeing with Entergy that Attachment T and not Attachment D governs
cost allocation. Entergy also notes that, in the ICT formal opinion, the ICT disagreed
with Entergy’s filing the revised language in the July 2007 Order No. 890 compliance
filing, because the revisions were not required by Order No. 890. However, Entergy
defends its revisions as a necessary clarification.

I Responsive Pleadings

235.  Numerous parties argue that the Commission should require the elimination of
base case overloads from Entergy’s models, such that any point on the Entergy
transmission system at which an applicable thermal limit is currently exceeded in the
base case should be upgraded to relieve the overload. Without the elimination of base
case overloads on Entergy’s system, the parties argue, the study processes proposed in
Attachment D will result in customers paying for the facilities necessary not only to
accommodate their transmission service requests but also to relieve a base case overload.
Many of the parties note that base case overloads have been a long-standing issue on the
Entergy system, and that the proposed provisions in Attachment D do not remedy the
issue.

236. Union Power and LMA Customers complain that Entergy unilaterally revised the
November 2006 version of section 6.2 and otherwise retained the July 2007 version of
section 6.3, to remove a fairer treatment of base case overloads.?*® Union Power and
LMA Customers argue that the Commission’s April 2007 Order accepted the November
2006 version of sections 6.2 and 6.3, effective November 17, 2006. Union Power also
contends that failure to include the November 2006 versions of sections 6.2 and 6.3 in the
April 3, 2009 filing is a direct violation of a Commission-accepted rate schedule. Union
Power and LMA Customers state that Entergy has operated as if compliance with the
provisions conditionally accepted in the April 2007 Order was not necessary and that
Entergy was free to conclude unilaterally that the allocation method in the November
2006 version was in error and revise it at will. Union Power and LMA Customers assert
that to the extent Entergy did not want to follow a Commission-accepted OATT
provision, Entergy was required to file under FPA section 205 to change it.

237. Union Power also argues that, although the proposed revisions are an
improvement over the July 2007 version, which deleted the key provision in the
November 2006 version of section 6.2, they continue to fall short of the Commission’s

248 Union Power at 32-44; LMA Customers Protest and Comments at 27-30.
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cost allocation principles in Order No. 890, the just and reasonable standard, and the
“consistent with or superior to” standard. Union Power contends that current proposed
sections 6.2 and 6.3 shift costs associated with existing base case overloads to the next
increment of transmission service. Union Power states that the November 2006 versions
of sections 6.2 and 6.3 contained the additional statement that only the portion of the cost
of the upgrade attributable to the new request is allocated under Attachment T’s
participant funding method, while the cost of the upgrade attributable to resolving the
overload is allocated under the Construction Plan and Base Plan in Attachment D. Union
Power states that the current proposed section 6.2 focuses on the scope of any necessary
upgrades for the request without separating out the amount of the pre-existing
overload.**

238. Union Power states that by ignoring the pre-existing overload in identifying
necessary upgrades, the entire cost of an upgrade could be allocated to a request even
though the upgrade also eliminated the pre-existing base case overload.”® Union Power
reasons that the revisions do not go far enough to avoid such cost shifting.

239. Union Power argues that the proposed provisions do not comply with Order

No. 890’s three factor test for whether a cost allocation method is satisfactory:

(1) whether a cost allocation proposal fairly assigns costs among participants, including
those who cause them to be incurred and those who otherwise benefit from them;

(2) whether a cost allocation proposal provides adequate incentives to construct new
transmission; and (3) whether the proposal is generally supported by state authorities and
participants across the region.**

240. LMA Customers assert that Entergy’s current treatment of existing base case
overloads, reflected in proposed section 6.2, is the principal factor underlying the failure
of Entergy’s participant funding method to result in investment in new transmission
facilities.”®* LMA Customers argue that the Commission has stated that pricing and cost

24% Union Power at 38.
20d. at 33.
#11d. at 41-42 (citing Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,241 at P 559).

252 |_MA Customers Protest and Comments at 35 (quoting the ICT’s Second
Annual Performance Report at 15 (“[The ICT] agrees . . . that funding arrangements
currently in place have not been effective thus far in promoting investment in new
transmission.”) (emphasis added)).
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allocation approaches found to deter needed infrastructure improvements are unjust and
unreasonable under the FPA. LMA Customers also argue that the Commission has
previously implied that pre-existing overloads on a transmission system must be
eliminated in a network model before the transmission provider evaluates the effect of a
new service request.”® LMA Customers maintain that applying that view here by
requiring modification of Attachment D would correct the funding problems that have
hindered the construction of new facilities, including those to integrate renewable
resources, on Entergy’s system. LMA Customers also acknowledge that their arguments
concern matters decided in the ICT Approval Order, but LMA Customers state that the
Commission nevertheless has a duty to revisit earlier decisions that may have relied on
faulty premises.?*

241. Occidental points to the base case overload problem as “symptomatic” of
Entergy’s overall transmission access policies, which Occidental claims are designed to
discriminate against competitors in the wholesale market. Occidental alleges that base
case overloads allow Entergy to disadvantage its competitors in the wholesale markets
and disadvantage Entergy’s retail customers by shielding system costs from the benefits
of competition. Occidental cites Commission statements in the Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking that led to Order No. 890, that vertically integrated utilities do not have an
incentive to expand the grid to accommodate new entry or to facilitate the dispatch of
more efficient competitors, because the ability and incentive to discriminate increases as
the transmission system becomes more congested, and increased congestion also presents
additional opportunities for undue discrimination.?*

253 |d. at 36 (quoting Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc.,

122 FERC 1 61,113 (2008) (“According to the Midwest 1SO, its procedures for screening
the base case ‘prevented Summit Wind from being assigned responsibility for any of the
pre-existing study overloads.” However, we are concerned that all pre-existing system
overloads in the base case may not have been resolved in computer modeling before
considering the network upgrades needed to interconnect Summit’s generation
facility.”)).

24 1d. at 21.

2% Occidental at 7 (citing Preventing Undue Discrimination and Preference in
Transmission Service, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 32,603, at
P 31 (2006)).
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242. Occidental asserts that Entergy’s only excuse for not eliminating base case
overloads on its system is that reliability does not require it. Occidental states that
Entergy’s excuse is invalid because transmission access provisions do not merely need to
meet reliability requirements but also must be just, reasonable, and not unduly
discriminatory or preferential or otherwise lawful. Occidental requests the Commission
to institute an evidentiary hearing to investigate the adequacy of Entergy’s transmission
system and direct Entergy to make all necessary upgrades to ensure that Entergy’s
customers are able to obtain meaningful access to the transmission system. Occidental
argues that while the advent of the ICT arrangement led the Commission to cancel two
proceedings instituted to investigate Entergy’s transmission access practices, the
Commission noted at the time that after the ICT has been in place for a reasonable time,
If transmission access is still an issue, then issues of transmission access could be
revisited.?®

243. Occidental argues that the proposed provisions should be rejected as not just and
reasonable because they fail to immunize customers from the effects of base case
overloads. Occidental asserts that the proposed 3 percent limit on an impact of a request
in section 3.3 fails to require the separating out of the portion of the impact that pre-exists
the request. Occidental argues that not all upgrades that alleviate base case overloads are
Base Plan Upgrades needed for reliability (i.e., that will be paid for by everyone).
Occidental argues that customers must not be made to pay for the portion of the upgrade
needed to relieve the base case overload.?’

244, Cottonwood notes that transmission customers’ complaints regarding the ongoing
inclusion of preventable base case overloads in the long-term models are well-
documentzegl. Cottonwood argues that proposed section 6.2 does not go far enough to fix
the issue.®

245. Cottonwood asserts that the customer will still be required to fund an upgrade for
the overloaded facility to alleviate its incremental impact on the facility, but, because the
upgrades are “lumpy,” the customer nonetheless will fund upgrades that are used to

26 Occidental at 12. One proceeding concerned whether Entergy’s AFC process
was just and reasonable (Docket No. EL05-22) and the other concerned whether Entergy
had transmission market power (Docket No. EL05-105).

27 1d. at 12-13.

28 Cottonwood at 30-31.
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remedy the pre-existing base case overload.”® Cottonwood states that the net result can
be that the customer mitigates more capacity on the system than was needed to grant the
request. Therefore, Cottonwood argues, the additional mitigated capacity is in essence a
donation to Entergy, as the OATT does not provide for compensating customers whose
upgrades create spare capacity that is consumed by the base case overloads.

246. Arkansas Cities state that there should be provisions to cover a situation where a
customer is being required to fund costly upgrades that have already been identified in
other studies as needed for reliability purposes. Arkansas Cities add that if certain
upgrades are being consistently identified in multiple transmission service requests as
being required for funding by customers, this should be evidence that these facilities are
in fact needed for reliability. Arkansas Cities contend that some type of threshold should
be established, such that if an upgrade is flagged frequently enough it will be classified as
needed for reliability.”® Arkansas Cities further note that if upgrades are needed for
reliability, they should not have to be funded by customers pursuant to particular
transmission service requests.

247. Lastly, Union Power seeks to clarify that its arguments regarding base case
overloads are separate from Attachment T issues, or cost allocation issues. Specifically,
Union Power asserts that it is challenging the step in the Attachment D process to which
Attachment T’s participant funding methodology is applied. Union Power asserts that
proposed Attachment D does nothing to revise Attachment T, and that proposed
Attachment D merely identifies when in the process Attachment T would apply to the
request. Union Power states that the relevant provisions of Attachment T do not discuss
base case overloads. Union Power states that while Attachment T governs Entergy’s
pricing of transmission upgrades, proposed Attachment D must be clarified to state that
proposed sections 6.2 and 6.3 apply to the upgrade necessary to relieve the overload, and
Attachment T’s participant funding methodology does not apply to it.?**

248. Entergy answers that eliminating base case overloads is not required by NERC or
the Commission’s open access principles. Further, Entergy argues that its system has
been audited twice by SERC and found compliant.’®* Entergy states that base case

259 Id
260 Arkansas Cities Comments at 13.
261 Union Power at 39-40.

262 Entergy Answer at 8-10.
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overloads do not reflect a failure on Entergy’s part to maintain its system, but rather
reflect an industry-wide issue identified as a policy question by the Commission in Order
No. 693.%® Entergy argues that base case overloads do not affect responses to
transmission service requests any more than non-overloads do. Entergy states that it uses
some of the same mitigation tools for transmission service request evaluation as for
transmission planning. Entergy notes that manual operating guides are not used in
evaluating transmission service requests, because the ICT uses manual guides only for
real-time emergencies, but planning redispatch and conditional firm service are used.
Entergy states that under Attachment T, if an upgrade cures an overload but is not
necessarily required for reliability and is only needed to serve the request, then the
customer pays for it.?* Entergy states that the ICT ensures that reliability-related
upgrades are not directly assigned to individual customers.

249. Entergy disputes parties’ claim that the previously-proposed versions of sections
6.2 and 6.3 are Commission-approved provisions and therefore that Entergy cannot
propose to revise them. Entergy asserts that the previously-proposed versions of the
provisions were erroneous and were never approved, and therefore, Entergy can revise
them.

250. Entergy argues that attacks on base case overloads are, at heart, attacks on prior
orders accepting the participant funding method in Attachment T. Entergy states that the
participant funding method is not at issue here and was fundamental to the ICT proposal
and firmly established in the ICT Approval Order. Entergy also submits that Attachment
T, not Attachment D, governs cost allocation.?®® Entergy adds that the ICT recognized
this point when the ICT rejected a portion of the Stakeholder Policy Committee’s July 11,
2007 recommendation that dealt with base case overloads.?*®

253 1d. at 11 (citing Mandatory Reliability Standards for the Bulk-Power System,

Order No. 693, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,242, at P 4 and n.6 (2007), order on reh’g,
Order No. 693-A, 120 FERC 1 61,053 (2007)).

264 1d. at 13-16.
265 1d. at 20-31.

2% |d. at 14-15, 25 (citing “ICT Opinion on LTTIWG Base Case Contingency
Overloads Task Force Recommendation” at 3, 4 (included as Entergy Transmittal Letter,
Exhibit 11)).
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251. The ICT answers that eliminating base case overloads is not possible for numerous
aspects of the AFC models, including: (1) the AFC models do not account for planning
redispatch; (2) the AFC models perform continuous resynchronizations; (3) system
conditions change due to transmission outages and Weekly Procurement Process
reservations; (4) the evaluation of transmission service requests cuts off at 3 percent; and
(5) the AFC models have phantom congestion from the use of unreserved and
unconfirmed resources to meet the load of load-serving entities.?®” The ICT states that
base case overloads do not necessarily mean improper assessment of reliability upgrade
costs. The ICT explains that under proposed sections 6.2 and 6.3, the ICT identifies the
portion of the upgrade costs that is attributable to the request, as determined by the ICT’s
classification under Attachment T of the upgrade as Supplemental or Base Plan, and that
under Attachment T, only the costs associated with the request are assigned to the
customer. The ICT further explains that the process ensures that the customer receives a
higher financial payment for future use of the upgrade, to account for any pre-existing
base case overload.?®® The ICT states that for some base case overloads mitigation tools
are used to prevent the need for a reliability upgrade.

il. Commission Determination

252. We accept proposed sections 3.3, 4, 6.2, and 6.3’s treatment of base case
overloads without modification, and we deny requests to revise the proposed sections to
require the elimination of base case overloads on Entergy’s system. Many of the
arguments raised regarding base case overloads are beyond the scope of this compliance
proceeding. Namely, requests to re-open the participant funding methodology in
Attachment T or require Entergy to build sufficient transmission to alleviate base case
overloads are not the subject of this compliance filing, which is intended to determine
whether Entergy has complied with the Commission’s directives in Docket Nos. ER05-
1065-000 (the ICT proceeding) and OAQ07-32-000 (Entergy’s Order No. 890 proceeding).
With respect to the provisions in Entergy’s proposed section 6 dealing with base case
overloads, we find that Entergy has complied with the Commission’s relevant
requirements. Moreover, as Entergy points out, base case overloads are permitted under
NERC standards and SERC reliability criteria. As the ICT points out, eliminating base
case overloads may be infeasible and inadvisable at this time because the AFC process’s
modeling will not accommodate it. We note, though, that this was the most controversial

267 |CT Answer at 25.

268 1d. at 28-29.
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issue among stakeholders and, as such, we encourage efforts to resolve the issue at the
ICT working group level through transmission planning, real-time operating procedures,
and cost allocation discussions.

253. To the extent the proposed revisions could be construed to require the customer to
pay for the upgrade needed to relieve a pre-existing overload, as Entergy and the ICT
state in their answers, under proposed section 6.2, as well as under Attachment T?*° the
ICT will separately identify the portions of the upgrade costs that are attributable to the
base case overload versus the portions of the upgrade costs that are attributable to the
transmission request, so the customer will not be responsible for costs attributable to
relieving the base case overload.

254. Furthermore, contrary to Union Power’s and LMA Customers’ claim, Entergy’s
changes to earlier versions of proposed sections 6.2 and 6.3 do not violate the
Commission’s conditional acceptance of the earlier versions of those provisions in the
April 2007 Order. As discussed above in the Background section, in the April 2007
Order the Commission accepted the proposed provisions subject to Entergy submitting
them for stakeholder review. The current proposed provisions emerged from stakeholder
review in significantly revised form.?® If Entergy or the ICT saw something that needed

259 As noted above, proposed section 6.2 (Evaluating the Scope of Necessary
Upgrades) states in relevant part:

To the extent that the applicable thermal limit was exceeded prior to simulating
the transmission service request, the scope of any necessary upgrades for that
transmission service request is determined without taking into account the amount
of loading in excess of the applicable thermal limit that existed prior to simulating
the proposed transfer.

Attachment T (Cost Recovery of New Facilities and Planning Redispatch), section 3.2.2
(Determination of Base Plan and Supplemental Upgrades), states:

If the ICT determines that a proposed upgrade will materially decrease the cost of
a Base Plan Upgrade, then the amount by which the Base Plan cost is decreased
will be recovered under Section 2.1 above, and the reminder of the cost of the
proposed upgrades will be recovered as a Supplemental Upgrade under Section 2.2
above.

20 See, e.g., Entergy Transmittal Letter, Exhibits 12-17 (redline versions of the
proposed attachments reflecting changes from various previous filings).
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to be revised, they were allowed to revise it without violating the conditional acceptance
in the April 2007 Order, as long as it was presented to stakeholders.

255. We also deny Occidental’s request that the Commission institute an evidentiary
hearing to investigate the adequacy of Entergy’s transmission system and direct Entergy
to make all necessary upgrades to ensure that Entergy’s customers are able to obtain
meaningful access to the transmission system. We note that, since this proceeding began,
a development has occurred that may address Occidental’s concerns regarding the
construction of facilities on Entergy’s system. At the time of the initial filings in this
proceeding, Entergy and the ICT interpreted Note B of Table 1 in NERC Reliability
Standard TPL-001-1 differently, resulting in many differences between their respective
transmission plans. Specifically, the different interpretations of Note B meant Entergy’s
Construction Plan excluded numerous projects that were included in the ICT Base
Plan.?”* However, Entergy has since aligned its interpretation with the ICT’s.?"
Because of this change in interpretation, there are now no differences between Entergy’s
and the

2! Entergy Answer at 9-10. “Note B” is footnote (b) to Table 1 in NERC
Reliability Standard TPL-001-1. See also Transmission Planning Reliability Standards,
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 76 Fed. Reg. 66,229 (Oct. 26, 2011), FERC Stats.

& Regs. 1 32,683 (2011) (proposing to remand NERC’s proposed revisions to Note B);
Mandatory Reliability Standards for the Bulk Power System, 130 FERC { 61,200 (2010)
(setting deadline for NERC to submit proposed revisions to Note B). Other factors
caused differences between the two reports, but a majority of the differences were due to
the different Note B interpretation. See, e.g., ICT May 8, 2009, Docket No. ER05-1065-
000, “SPP Report on the Differences Between the 2009 ICT Base Plan and the 2009-
2011 Entergy Construction Plan” (showing 13 projects in the ICT’s Base Plan were not in
Entergy’s Construction Plan due to the different interpretation of Note B).

272 See, e.g., Entergy Services, Inc., 129 FERC 61,204, at n.16 (2009) (referring
to September 4, 2009 ICT Third Quarterly Performance Report in which the ICT reported
that Entergy revised its Construction Plan to comport with the ICT’s Base Plan with
regards to interpreting Note B); Entergy August 4, 2009 Answer, Docket Nos. OA08-59-
003 and OA08-59-004, at 5 (in Entergy’s Order No. 890 Attachment K proceeding,
Entergy announced that it is revising its draft Construction Plan for 2010-2012, which
would “substantially eliminate” any differences between Entergy’s Construction Plan and
the ICT’s Base Plan).
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ICT’s transmission plans attributable to the different interpretation of Note B.%"

Therefore, additional reliability-based upgrades will be funded and constructed that may
resolve some existing overloads on the system.

b. Section 1.3: When a System Impact Study is Required

256. Proposed section 1.3 describes the conditions under which a system impact study
is required. It provides that the system impact study evaluates whether planning
redispatch and conditional firm service options are available in place of the construction
of transmission upgrades. Proposed section 1.3 also states that planning redispatch and
conditional firm service are not available if providing the service would “degrade or
impair” the reliability of service to existing firm service customers or native load
customers.

I Responsive Pleadings

257. LMA Customers argue that proposed section 1.3’s statement about the availability
of planning redispatch and conditional firm service lacks specificity as to whether
Entergy or the ICT would determine the effect on other customers, and what standard
would be used. LMA Customers also argue that the term “degrade or impair” is unduly
subjective, and therefore these determinations should not be made by Entergy but should
instead be made by an independent party, i.e., the ICT. In addition, LMA Customers
contend that “degrade or impair” should be defined in more detail.?”

23 Compare the 2009 and 2010 Differences Reports filed by the ICT in Docket
No. ER05-1065-000: the May 8, 2009 Difference Reports shows 13 differences were due
to a difference in interpretation of Note B, while the February 17, 2010 Difference Report
(“SPP Report on the Differences Between the 2010 ICT Base Plan and the 2010-2012
Entergy Construction Plan”) shows no differences were due to a difference in
interpretation of Note B. The 2011 Differences Report, filed on February 28, 2011,
shows that the 2011 ICT Base Plan and 2011-2013 Entergy Construction Plan also have
no differences due to a difference in interpretation of Note B, with the only differences
being different “in service” dates.

214 LMA Customers Protest and Comments at 38.
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i. Commission Determination

258. We conditionally accept proposed section 1.3 subject to modification. We agree
with LMA Customers that the proposed provision does not state which entity will decide
whether the requested service would degrade or impair service to existing firm customers
or native load customers. Therefore, we direct Entergy to submit a compliance filing,
within 60 days of the date of this order, revising this provision to specify which entity
will make that determination. In addition, if the specified entity is Entergy, then Entergy
must explain in its compliance filing why Entergy rather than the ICT is the appropriate
entity, and what means the ICT will use to verify Entergy’s decisions.

259. However, we reject LMA Customers’ request that the phrase “degrade or impair”
be further defined. In Order Nos. 890 and 890-A the Commission used the terms
“Impair” or “degrade or impair” to describe the standard the transmission provider is to
use to determine whether or not to offer the redispatch service.””> Moreover, the phrase
“impair or degrade” is used in numerous sections of the pro forma OATT.?"® Inclusion
of the phrase “degrade or impair” is sufficient, and therefore we will not require Entergy
to further define the phrase in proposed section 1.3.

2> See, e.g., Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. 31,241 at P 941 (“[W]e make
clear that transmission providers are not required to offer planning redispatch or
conditional firm service if doing so would impair system reliability.” [Emphasis added]);
Order No. 890-A, FERC Stats. & Regs. 131,261 at P 539 (“As the Commission
explained in Order No. 890, there is no obligation to offer planning redispatch if it . . .
degrades or impairs the reliability of service to native load customers, network customers
and other transmission customers taking firm point-to-point service.” [Emphasis added]).

276 See, e.g., section 15.5 of the pro forma OATT:

Deferral of Service

The Transmission Provider may defer providing service until it completes
construction of new transmission facilities or upgrades needed to provide Firm
Point-To-Point Transmission Service whenever the Transmission Provider
determines that providing the requested service would, without such new facilities
or upgrades, impair or degrade reliability to any existing firm services.
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C. Section 2.1: NERC and SERC Regional Models

260. Proposed section 2.1 provides that the base case models are based on the updated
regional models developed pursuant to the NERC and SERC model development
processes. As relevant here, it provides that the ICT participates with Entergy in the
regional model development process for the SERC region.

I Responsive Pleadings

261. Union Power asserts that section 2.1 should be clarified as to whether the regional
model development process for the SERC region is the same as the regional coordination
process with SPP, described in Entergy’s Attachment K.?”’

262. Inits answer, Entergy states that the SERC regional model development process is
described in Attachment K to the Entergy OATT, but that it is not necessarily the same as
the regional coordination process with SPP. Entergy states that to eliminate confusion
Entergy will revise the provision to state that the ICT participates in the regional model
development process as set forth in Attachment K.?"®

i. Commission Determination

263. We agree with Union Power that proposed section 2.1 needs to be clarified, as
Entergy commits to in its answer. Accordingly, we direct Entergy, within 60 days of the
date of this order, to clarify proposed section 2.1 to state that the ICT participates in the
regional model development process as set forth in Attachment K.

d. Section 2.2: Development of Seasonal and Monthly Base
Case Models

264. Proposed section 2.2 states that the ICT will ensure that AFC and/or ATC values
are reasonably consistent with the “current topology” of the Entergy transmission system.

21" Union Power at 45.

278 Entergy Answer at 60-61.
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I Responsive Pleadings

265. LMA Customers assert that proposed section 2.2’s reference to “current topology”
is in error. LMA Customers argue that topology, as defined in proposed section 2.3.1, is
based on the SERC regional models and considers both current and projected system
conditions and known changes to system topology in future periods. Therefore, LMA
Customers argue that proposed section 2.2 should be revised to replace the phrase
“current topology” with the phrase “the topology of the Transmission System as reflected
in the applicable SERC regional model(s).”?"

il. Commission Determination

266. We agree with LMA Customers that proposed section 2.2’s reference to “current
topology” is in error in light of proposed section 2.3.1’s provision that SERC regional
models include projected and future events. Therefore, we direct Entergy, within 60 days
of the date of this order, to revise proposed section 2.2, to use the phrase “the topology of
the Transmission System as reflected in the applicable SERC regional model(s),” as
requested by LMA Customers.

e. Section 2.2.2: Monthly Base Case Models

267. Proposed section 2.2.2 of Attachment D describes Entergy’s process for obtaining
transfer capability values from operators of external control areas. Proposed section 2.2.2
states, in part, that the Transmission Provider coordinates with Southern Company and
TVA on a monthly basis to update certain models and develop other models. Entergy
notes that the process of coordinating with external control areas is subject to change as
the relevant NERC and NAESB processes are finalized.”®

I Responsive Pleadings

268. Cottonwood and Union Power argue that proposed section 2.2.2 should be revised
to require Entergy to coordinate with SPP and other external control areas.’®*

219 L MA Customers Protest and Comments at 39.
280 Entergy Transmittal Letter at 20.

281 Cottonwood at 13; Union Power at 46.
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269. Entergy responds that the requests of Cottonwood and Union Power should be
rejected because Entergy's coordination with external control areas is either already
reflected in Attachment K and the SPP-Entergy Letter Agreement on Regional Planning
or is being developed in ongoing discussions between Entergy and SPP on seams and
coordination issues.

i, Commission Determination

270. We accept proposed section 2.2.2 without modification. As Entergy explains, the
Letter Agreement on Regional Planning between Entergy and SPP and corresponding
language in Attachment K to Entergy’s OATT sufficiently detail the planning
responsibilities between the two parties, as required by Order No. 890.%% Also, as noted
above, Entergy and SPP have filed an enhanced seams agreement, which has been
accepted by the Commission.”®® This agreement was accepted by the Commission as a
significant step in the right direction, with encouragement to continue to negotiate
remaining issues, including issues relating to one party’s customers’ rights under the
other party’s OATT and issues relating to cost allocation.?® Entergy also participates in
regional planning mechanisms, including the Southeast Inter-Regional Participation
Process (SIRRP), whose other participants include such external control areas as
Southern Company and TVA.?*®> We find that these efforts are evidence that Entergy is
adequately engaging in coordination with SPP and other external control areas.
Therefore we will not impose additional coordination requirements in this proceeding.

f. Section 2.3.1.1: Data Included in Seasonal and Monthly
Base Case Models/Transmission Construction Projects
Not Currently In-Service

271. Proposed section 2.3.1.1 provides that transmission facility upgrade construction
projects that are not currently in-service are not included in annual, seasonal, and

282 Entergy Services, Inc., 130 FERC 61,264 (2010); Southwest Power Pool,
Inc., 127 FERC {61,032 (2009).

283 Southwest Power Pool, Inc., 131 FERC { 61,236 (2010).
284 1d. P 24, 50.

285 See, e.g., Entergy Services, Inc., 127 FERC { 61,272 (2009) (conditionally
accepting SIRPP-related provisions of Attachment K to the Entergy OATT).
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monthly base case models, unless they qualify as provisional upgrades. An upgrade
qualifies as provisional if it falls into one of the following categories:

(1) Upgrades determined in a facilities study to be necessary to accommodate a
transmission service reservation, if there is a service agreement for the upgrade’
cost allocation;

w

(2) Upgrades determined in a facilities study to be necessary to accommodate
interconnection of a generating facility, if there is a Large Generator
Interconnection Agreement; and

(3) Upgrades in the Entergy Construction Plan, if Entergy has approved funding.

272. A provisional upgrade is included in the annual, seasonal and monthly base case
models starting in the season or month of its projected in-service date. If a provisional
upgrade is cancelled, it is removed from the models. If it is delayed, it is included in the
models starting in the month or season of its new projected in-service date. An upgrade
that does not qualify as provisional under the three categories will be included in the base
case models once construction is completed and the upgrade is placed into service.

I Responsive Pleadings

273. Union Power contends that proposed section 2.3.1.1 fails to address when
upgrades associated with network load for all network service customers and upgrades
associated with generation facilities not under large generator interconnection agreements
(e.g., small generation facilities) will be included in the base case models.”® In addition,
Union Power alleges that proposed section 2.3.1.1 is unduly discriminatory because it
includes in the base case models the upgrades of other customers prior to their actual in-
service date, but allows certain Entergy upgrades not to be included in the models prior to
their actual in-service date. Union Power argues that by not including these Entergy
upgrades in the models until their in-service date, they will not be considered in
evaluating transmission service requests, while the upgrades of OATT customers will be
considered.

274. Union Power argues that upgrades for Entergy’s native load appear to qualify as
provisional under the third category (upgrades in the Construction Plan) rather than the
first and second categories (upgrades with reservations and upgrades with interconnection

286 Union Power at 46-47.
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agreements) because the first and second categories require a service agreement for the
upgrade’s cost allocation or an interconnection agreement, but Union Power asserts that it
was unable to locate any such agreements between Entergy as the transmission provider
and Entergy as a network customer or generation owner. >’

275. Union Power states that because the Construction Plan has a three-year horizon,
any upgrades required beyond the Construction Plan are not included in the base case
models even though they will be needed to serve Entergy’s native load. Union Power
contends that, as a result, Entergy’s required upgrades beyond the three-year term of the
Construction Plan will not be considered in evaluating transmission service, while the
upgrades of other customers for the period beyond the three-year term of the
Construction Plan will, and this amounts to undue discrimination.”®

276. Union Power also objects to proposed section 2.3.1.1 because it does not explain
why upgrades that do not qualify as provisional are not included in base case models until
their actual in-service date.?®® Union Power argues that this is unduly discriminatory
because deferring inclusion of upgrades in the base case models eliminates
“consideration of system benefits to granting transmission service.”

277. Union Power states that a partial solution would be to change the three-year
horizon of the Construction Plan. Union Power states that proposed section 1.2 of
Attachment D defines the term “Construction Plan” as the plan developed under section 6
of Attachment K, which provides no restriction on the Construction Plan’s planning
horizon.?®® Union Power argues that the three-year horizon is a construct adopted by
Entergy under which Entergy links the term to the three-year horizon for Base Plans
found in section 3.2 of Attachment T’s reference to the Base Plan’s use in cost allocation
between Base Plan upgrades and supplemental upgrades. Union Power states that under
section 7.1 of Attachment K, the ICT may rely on the Construction Plan in the
development of the Base Plan. Union Power argues that, like the Construction Plan, the
Base Plan is subject to the Planning Criteria, which includes planning horizons from the
NERC reliability standards. Union Power states that, accordingly, while the Base Plan is

287 1d. at 46-48.
28 1d. at 46-50.
289 1d. at 50.

290 1d. at 52.
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to cover short-term and longer-term planning horizons, within the Base Plan there is a
three-year limitation for cost allocation purposes under Attachment T. Union Power
contends that, because the cost allocation limitation of Attachment T is limited to a subset
of the full planning horizon in the Base Plan, there is no basis for limiting the
Construction Plan to a three-year horizon. Union Power states that, as demonstrated,
such an approach is unduly discriminatory.

278. Union Power argues that with the three-year cost allocation trigger in Attachment
T, Entergy has created a mechanism that permeates and drives not only the cost
allocation process but the entire process for transmission planning and the granting of
transmission service. Union Power states that the importance of the three-year horizon
came to light when Attachment T was approved by the Commission, and the importance
has continued to be demonstrated as Entergy has continued to revise its OATT after
Order No. 890, including Entergy’s proposed use of the three-year horizon in this section
of Attachment D. Union Power argues that applying a cost allocation mechanism to
transmission planning and the provision of transmission service violates the
Commission’s open access transmission service policies of Order No. 890. Union Power
argues that Entergy has failed to demonstrate, as required, that its approach to developing
base case models for evaluating the availability of transmission service complies with the
requirements of Order No. 890.%%

279. Union Power continues that changing the Construction Plan’s three-year horizon
would also comply with the statement in Entergy’s Attachment K that NERC reliability
standards are an integral part of the Planning Criteria.?®> Union Power explains that the
relevant NERC transmission planning standard clearly states that reliability assessments
will be conducted for both the near-term planning horizon, specified as years one through
five, and the longer-term planning horizon, specified as years six through ten.??

#11d. at 53.
292 |d. at 50-51 (citing Entergy’s Attachment K, section 2.11).

2% |d. at 51 (citing NERC standard TPL-002-0a (System Performance Following
Loss of a Single Bulk Electric System Element), R1.2).
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280. Union Power adds that in addition to changing the Construction Plan’s three-year
horizon, proposed section 2.3.1.1 should be modified to place a burden on Entergy to
demonstrate which upgrades should be excluded from the models.?*

281. Like Union Power, Cottonwood argues that the Construction Plan should have a
ten-year rather than three-year horizon because of the NERC standard’s reference to
using a longer-term planning horizon, years six to ten. Additionally, Cottonwood asserts
that the Construction Plan’s three-year horizon unfairly shifts the upgrade costs to
customers requesting transmission or designating new network resources beyond the
three-year horizon. Cottonwood also argues that when evaluating transmission service
requests, Entergy and the ICT do not use all available constraint-mitigation tools (such as
redispatch and load shedding), so the customer’s costs for upgrades are unreasonably
high. Cottonwood claims that Entergy should adopt a “make whole” mechanism to
compensate customers for system-driven reductions in the value of supplemental
upgrades they fund.?*

282. The ICT, in its initial comments, expresses support for proposed section 2.3.1.1.2%

The ICT says it will track any requests granted based on the projected in-service date of a
provisional upgrade, in case the projected in-service date is delayed or cancelled. The
ICT also states that any provisional upgrades to serve Entergy’s network/native load will
qualify as a provisional upgrade through the first or second categories (having a service
agreement or interconnection agreement) rather than through the third category (being
included in the Construction Plan). The ICT believes that having agreements
memorializing the upgrade requirements for Entergy’s network/native load will increase
the transparency of the modeling process and will allow all customers to benefit as soon
as possible from the increased transmission capacity provided by the upgrades.

283. Entergy answers that Union Power’s and Cottonwood’s concerns should be
rejected.”’ Entergy explains that the criteria in section 2.3.1.1 for designating upgrades
as provisional upgrades are intended to capture circumstances where the upgrades have
become sufficiently certain that transmission service can be reasonably granted and

2% 1d. at 51-52.
295

Cottonwood at 26-27.
2% |CT Comments at 17-19.

27 Entergy Answer at 62.
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where disruption is minimized if a construction project is delayed or cancelled.*®
Entergy notes that sections 1.4 and 2.3.1.1 address customer options for confirming
service that is dependent on future construction projects and obtaining new studies when
such provisional upgrades are delayed or cancelled. Entergy disagrees with Union
Power’s claim that Entergy’s required upgrades beyond the three-year horizon will not be
considered when evaluating long-term transmission service even though the upgrades of
OATT customers for the period beyond the three-year horizon will be considered.
Entergy states that the provisions apply to Entergy as they apply to any other
transmission customer. Entergy states that any transmission or interconnection service
granted to serve Entergy’s native load customers that requires a transmission upgrade will
be documented in the form of a service agreement that will be filed with the Commission,
and therefore will be included in the base case model upon execution of that agreement,
regardless of the funding status of the upgrade in Entergy’s Construction Plan.

284. Regarding arguments that the Construction Plan’s three-year horizon be changed,
Entergy answers that doing so would require solving several software problems.
Additionally, Entergy argues that modeling upgrades so many years out would be
impractical, creating the problem of how to deal with requests granted on the basis of
models using the obsolete in-service date.**

285. Entergy also asserts that Union Power’s and Cottonwood’s arguments against the
Construction Plan’s three-year horizon are attacks on the funding of upgrades as
governed by provisions of Attachment T of its OATT that are not at issue here. Entergy
states that the Construction Plan’s three-year horizon was approved in the ICT Approval
proceeding, and complies with all NERC requirements.>*

286. The ICT answers that that the three-year horizon of the Construction Plan is
reasonable because the Construction Plan is strictly a list of shorter-term projects that
Entergy has committed to fund and/or decided to build.*** The ICT states that the
Construction Plan’s three-year horizon allows Entergy to make necessary funding

298 |d.
%9 |d. at 56.
%00 |4, at 56-57 (citing ICT Order, 115 FERC { 61,095 at P 159-168).

301 1CT Answer at 18-20.
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decisions. The ICT notes that longer-term planning, including the five-year and ten-year
horizons required under the NERC standards, is covered by other plans.

i. Commission Determination

287. We conditionally accept proposed section 2.3.1.1 subject to modification and
clarification. Regarding Union Power’s request that proposed section 2.3.1.1 be modified
to address upgrades associated with generation facilities not under Large Generator
Interconnection Agreements, we agree. Specifically, in proposed section 2.3.1.1, the
second category of provisional upgrades to be included in the base case models refers
only to upgrades with an “LGIA,” i.e., a Large Generator Interconnection Agreement.
We see no reason that the category should be restricted to upgrades associated with Large
Generator Interconnection Agreements and not Small Generator Interconnection
Agreements. Therefore, we direct Entergy to file, within 60 days of the date this order
issues, a revised provision that refers to Generator Interconnection Agreements in place
of Large Generator Interconnection Agreements.

302

288. We reject Union Power’s allegation that proposed section 2.3.1.1 is unduly
discriminatory because upgrades for Entergy’s native load will qualify as provisional
only by being in the Construction Plan, which has a three-year horizon, so any Entergy
upgrades with projected in-service dates beyond three years will not be included in the
base case models. The ICT and Entergy state that upgrades for Entergy’s native load will
have agreements filed with the Commission and therefore will qualify to be included in
the base case models under the first and second categories of provisional upgrades
(upgrades with a service agreement or interconnection agreement), regardless of whether
they also would be included under the third category (upgrades in the Construction Plan).
Assuming upgrades for Entergy’s native load are documented in the form of network
transmission service agreements, these upgrades would not be treated any differently than
customers’ upgrades, under the first and second categories. As the ICT states, having
agreements on file for upgrades for Entergy’s native load will increase modeling
transparency and will allow customers to benefit from the increase in transmission
capacity in the models as soon as possible. However, the tariff language is unclear as to
when the native load upgrades are documented in the form of service agreements, and

%92 proposed section 2.3.1.1 (ii) refers to a generating facility that “has executed an
LGIA [Large Generator Interconnection Agreement] or an unexecuted LGIA [Large
Generator Interconnection Agreement] has been filed with, and allowed to become
effective by, the Commission.”
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therefore when they would be included in the base case models. Accordingly, we direct
Entergy to file, within 60 days of the date this order issues, an explanation describing the
timing of the inclusion of these upgrades in the base case models. In addition, Entergy
must include in its explanation a description of the process for documenting network
service agreements, and the subsequent inclusion of upgrades in the base case models,
associated with network load for its network service customers.

289. We also find that proposed section 2.3.1.1 is unclear as to which upgrades will
qualify under the third category (upgrades in the Construction Plan) that would not
qualify under the first or second categories. Additionally, proposed section 2.3.1.1
provides that upgrades that do not qualify as provisional upgrades will be included in the
base case models once construction is completed and they are placed into service. We
find that this provision is unclear. Entergy has failed to explain how an upgrade that has
been completed and placed into service would not otherwise have qualified as a
provisional upgrade under the provision’s three categories, and thus been included in the
base case models earlier. Therefore, we direct Entergy, within 60 days of the date this
order issues, to explain which upgrades qualify under the third category and what type of
upgrades do not qualify as provisional upgrades but would be included in the base case
models once completed and put into service.

290. We reject Union Power’s and Cottonwood’s assertions that the Construction
Plan’s three-year horizon must be modified. This request is beyond the scope of this
proceeding, as proposed section 2.3.1.1 merely refers to the Construction Plan. The
Construction Plan and its horizon are not governed by the attachments at issue in this
proceeding and are therefore not subject to modification here.*%

303 |_ikewise, we note that parties’ arguments that the Construction Plan’s three-
year horizon causes unfair cost shifting are beyond the scope of this proceeding, because
cost allocation determinations are made based on the Base Plan, not the Construction
Plan. We note that the horizon of the Base Plan was recently extended from three years
to five years. See Entergy Services, Inc., 137 FERC { 61,040 (2011). We also note that
under Attachment T, if an upgrade is determined by the ICT to be a Supplemental
Upgrade, the customer will fund the upgrade but will also receive financial transmission
rights on that facility. In addition, if the upgrade is later determined by the ICT to be
needed for reliability, the customer will be relieved of its obligation to pay for the
upgrade.
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g. Section 2.3.1.2: Data Included in Seasonal and Monthly
Base Case Models/Transmission Facility Ratings

291. Proposed section 2.3.1.2 states that facility ratings used in system impact studies
and facilities studies are established in accordance with NERC reliability standards FAC-
008 and FAC-009 and the basis for the ratings is described in the TSR Business Practices.

I Responsive Pleadings

292. LMA Customers argue that if the basis for the facility ratings is to be in a business
practice, which is not filed with or reviewed by the Commission, then the OATT will not
protect customers from problems with the facility rating methodology.*** Therefore,
LMA Customers argue, proposed section 2.3.1.2 should be revised to provide some
customer protection such as a statement that the ICT or another independent entity will
verify that the ratings method described in the TSR Business Practices is identical to the
ratings method used to demonstrate compliance with NERC standards FAC-008 and
FAC-009, and verify that the method has been properly implemented.

293. Entergy answers that inserting a provision for ICT verification of Entergy’s
facility ratings method is not appropriate. Entergy states that NERC standards govern
facility rating methods, and the relevant NERC standards do not require verification by
an entity such as the ICT.3%

ii. Commission Determination

294. We conditionally accept proposed section 2.3.1.2 subject to modification. The
NERC standards referred to in the proposed section, FAC-008 and FAC-009, govern
facility ratings methods and implementation. FAC-008 (Facility Ratings Methodology)
requires that the transmission owner document its facility ratings methodology, make the
methodology available on request to reliability coordinators, transmission operators,
transmission planners, and planning authorities, and respond to any written comments.
FAC-009 (Establish and Communicate Facility Ratings) requires that the transmission
owner establish ratings consistent with its facility ratings methodology and provide the
ratings to reliability coordinators, transmission operators, transmission planners, and
planning authorities. As Entergy explains, the NERC standards do not require

304 _LMA Customers Protest and Comments at 39-40.

%% Entergy Answer at 36.
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verification by an entity such as the ICT. At the same time, under the ICT arrangement,
described in Attachment S of the Entergy OATT, the ICT is to review and independently
validate any Entergy-provided transmission service evaluation data, which would include
facilities ratings.>® Because a reviewing role for the ICT is provided for in Attachment
S, we direct Entergy to revise proposed section 2.3.1.2 within 60 days of the date of this
order, to reflect a reviewing role for the ICT.

h. Section 2.3.4.1: Data Included in Seasonal and Monthly
Base Case Models/Resource Forecasts and Generation
Dispatch/Seasonal Base Case Models

295. Proposed section 2.3.4.1 provides that in the event a load-serving entity fails to
submit a resource plan that provides sufficient generation resources to meet forecasted
load, the forecasted load is met by dispatching uncommitted resources, including network
resource interconnection service resources.®” Proposed section 2.3.4.1 states that such
resources are dispatched on a pro rata basis, as long as the proposed transfer does not
limit the ability of a network resource interconnection service resource to deliver its full
capacity “to the local area” during peak load conditions.

I Responsive Pleadings

296. Union Power asserts that in addressing the dispatch of network resource
interconnection service resources in the context of short-falls in a load-serving entity’s
resource plan, proposed section 2.3.4.1 does not indicate the criteria to be used in
determining what constitutes the resource’s “local area.”**® Union Power argues that

306 gee. e.g., section 3.1.9 of the ICT Transmission Service Protocol, in
Attachment S of the Entergy OATT, which states that the ICT’s responsibilities in
processing and evaluating transmission service requests include “[iJndependently
reviewing and validating data, information and analyses, including Facilities Studies,
provided or performed by the Transmission Provider.”

%97 proposed section 2.3.4.1 was discussed above in the section on Entergy’s
second request for guidance. As noted in that discussion, proposed section 2.3.4.1 uses
the equivalent of the pro rata dispatch option, except that engineers manually intervene
to mitigate the negative effects on the flowgates limiting the proposed transfer, whereas
the AFC process’s frequent automatic resynchronizations mean that such manual
intervention cannot be done.

398 Union Power at 53-54.
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proposed section 2.3.4.1 should be revised to provide the criteria used to determine that
“local area.”

i. Commission Determination

297. We accept proposed section 2.3.4.1 without modification. The clarification that
Union Power requests is not required by Order No. 890.%%° Development of a detailed
definition of a resource’s “local area” can be pursued at the stakeholder working group
level. If Union Power believes that improper criteria are being used to define “local
area,” then Union Power can bring that concern to the ICT or the Commission at that
time. We also note that, as discussed in the section on Entergy’s second request for
guidance, proposed section 2.3.4.1 uses a method equivalent to the pro rata dispatch
option, which we did not prefer for use in the Study Horizon because it was inconsistent
with the modeling priorities set out in the pro forma OATT. Here, as also noted above,
under proposed section 2.3.4.1, the longer timeframe permits engineers to manually
intervene to mitigate the negative effects on the flowgates limiting the proposed transfer,
which could not be done under the AFC process’s frequent automatic resynchronizations.
These manual interventions prevent the modeling of transmission in a manner
inconsistent with the pro forma OATT, and therefore proposed section 2.3.4.1 is
acceptable.

i. Section 3.2.1: Simulating the Proposed Transfer/Requests
for PTP [Point-to-Point] Service

298. Proposed section 3.2.1 describes how load flow simulations are performed for
point-to-point transmission service. One aspect of the load flow simulation is the scaling
up or down of generation to reflect whether the source is located in an external control
area, and other factors. In referring to the scaling of generation, proposed section 3.2.1
uses several similar terms: “pro rata,” “proportionally,” and “proportional.” Proposed
section 3.2.1 also states that if no generating facility is specified then the transfer is
simulated by proportionally increasing all generation in that control area. Proposed
section 3.2.1 further provides that for exports (requests that sink in an external control
area), if a designated network resource is modeled at a level that exceeds its maximum
rating, the network resource is scaled down and the other facilities in the source control

%9 The undefined term “local area” is used elsewhere in Entergy’s OATT. See
Attachment N, Standard Large Generator Interconnection Procedures, section 3.2.2,
Network Resource Interconnection Service.
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area are scaled up economically to compensate for the scaling down of the network
resource, if economic data are available.

I Responsive Pleadings

299. Union Power contends that proposed section 3.2.1°s use of the terms “pro rata,”
“proportionally,” and “proportional” is unclear.*’® Union Power argues that if the terms
are being used interchangeably, then proposed section 3.2.1 should be revised to use only
the term “pro rata.” Union Power argues that if the terms are not being used
interchangeably, then section 3.2.1 should be revised to clarify the different meanings.
East Texas Cooperatives state that during the stakeholder process, customers had
requested “pro rata” scaling of all generation in the load flow simulations.*'* East Texas
Cooperatives request that Entergy clarify whether the term “proportional” in proposed
section 3.2.1 is the same as the term “pro rata” requested in the stakeholder process.

300. Union Power also takes issue with proposed section 3.2.1’s economic scaling for
exports. Union Power states that while both imports and exports provide for scaling
generation on a pro rata basis, scaling for exports can be done on an economic basis to
the extent economic data are available.*? Union Power asserts that, to the extent
economic data are available for imports, section 3.2.1 should be revised to provide for
economic scaling regarding imports.

301. Entergy responds to Union Power’s and East Texas Cooperatives’ request for
clarification of the terms “pro rata” and “proportional,” stating that proposed section
3.2.1’s term “proportional” is not interchangeable with “pro rata.” Entergy states that
this is because the term “proportional” is describing an increase in dispatch not relative to
the current level of dispatch (which would be a pro rata increase), but relative to “a
calculated reserve capacity within the external control area.”®"?

302. Entergy also answers Union Power’s request that proposed section 3.2.1 allow for
the economic scaling of generation for imports, stating that the ICT will use customer-

310 Union Power at 54.
311 East Texas Cooperatives at 7-8.
312 Union Power at 54.

%13 Entergy Answer at 64.
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provided economic dispatch data to determine if a dispatch is feasible and, if it is not
feasible, the ICT will request additional clarification from the customer.

i. Commission Determination

303. We conditionally accept proposed section 3.2.1. We find that Entergy’s
explanation that the terms pro rata, proportional, and proportionally are not used
interchangeably addresses Union Power’s and East Texas Cooperatives’ request for
clarification. However, a description of the differences in the use of the three terms
should be in the proposed section. Therefore, we direct Entergy, in a compliance filing to
be submitted within 60 days of the date of this order, to clarify the proposed section’s use
of those terms. In addition, regarding Entergy’s explanation that the ICT will use
customer-provided economic dispatch data, it is not clear where this is in proposed
section 3.2.1. Therefore, we direct Entergy to file, within 60 days of the date of this
order, revised language providing that for imports the ICT will use customer-provided
economic dispatch data if such data are provided, and, if it is not feasible, the ICT will
request additional clarification from the customer.

j. Section 3.2.2.1: Simulating the Proposed
Transfer/Requests to Designate New Network
Resources/Network Resource (No Simultaneous
Undesignation)

304. Proposed section 3.2.2.1 states that a request to designate a new network resource
can be studied either individually or along with a simultaneous request to undesignate an
existing network resource. Proposed section 3.2.2.1 addresses the load flow simulation
process for studying a new network resource without a simultaneous request to
undesignate an existing network resource. The proposed provision states that in order to
differentiate between constraints used to serve the load and constraints caused by the
resource being studied, the analysis simulates the transfer in terms of both generation-to-
generation (from the network resource being studied to the customer’s existing
designated network resources) and generation-to-load (by reducing the network
customer’s load by the requested amount and economically dispatching the existing
network resources to the new load level).

i Responsive Pleadings

305. Union Power asserts that proposed section 3.2.2.1 is not clear as to how the results
of the generation-to-generation and generation-to-load analyses are used in granting,
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counter-offering, or denying service. Union Power argues that proposed section 3.2.2.1
should be revised to describe how the results for each analysis are used.**

306. Entergy responds that proposed section 3.2.2.1 does not need to be revised
because the system impact study information that Union Power refers to is in the system
impact study report, the contents of which are governed by proposed section 5 of
Attachment D.**°

il. Commission Determination

307. We agree with Union Power that proposed section 3.2.2.1 should be revised to
describe how the two analyses are used in responding to the request. While Entergy
argues that the requested information is addressed in proposed section 5 of Attachment D,
in the form of the list of information to be included in the system impact study report,*'®
this does not meet the requirement we set out in the ICT Approval Order, that Entergy is
to file all the criteria used to respond to transmission service requests. Filing a statement
that the criteria will be included in the system impact study report does not comply with
the requirement that all the criteria be filed. Therefore, we direct Entergy, within 60 days
of the date of this order, to file a revised section 3.2.2.1 that describes how the two
analyses are used in responding to transmission service requests.

k. Section 3.2.2.2: Network Resource (Simultaneous

Designation)

308. Proposed section 3.2.2.2 addresses the load flow simulation process for studying a
new network resource along with one or more simultaneous requests to undesignate an
existing network resource. Proposed section 3.2.2.2 states that the newly designated
network resource is studied individually and then, if upgrades are necessary to
accommodate it, the requests are evaluated in a cluster. Proposed section 3.2.2.2 further
provides that this allows the new network resource to be designated only to the extent
that sufficient capacity rights associated with the undesignated network resource are
surrendered on either a temporary or permanent basis. The proposed provision also sets

314 Union Power at 55.
315
Entergy Answer at 67.

318 For example, proposed section 5.i states that the system impact study report
will contain “the method used to simulate the transfer.”
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forth that the interim procedures for processing undesignation requests and making any
resulting capacity available to the market will be addressed in the TSR Business
Practices, until implementation of a NAESB standard addressing such matters.

I Responsive Pleadings

309. LMA Customers state that proposed section 3.2.2.2 should be modified to equalize
the treatment of any difference in capacity resulting from the substitution of the new
resource for the resource being undesignated.**” LMA Customers argue that the
proposed provision forces the customer to bear the risk of a shortfall when the
designation and undesignation are evaluated together, but if the undesignation creates
more available capacity than is required to designate the new resource, then Entergy is
free to sell the extra capacity for its own account. LMA Customers argue that such a one-
sided assignment of risks and benefits is patently unfair, but it is even more unfair if the
customer had previously funded upgrades for the resource it now seeks to undesignate.

310. Arkansas Cities argue that a network customer should not lose any capacity rights
when it undesignates one network resource and designates another network resource,
because it is not changing anything except the supplier.**® Arkansas Cities also argue
that the provision should be revised to allow the customer to retain rights to any excess
capacity to use with an additional new network resource, because a provision about
modeling should not result in permanent effects on customers’ transmission rights.
Arkansas Cities also assert that proposed section 3.2.2.2 should be modified because it
allows only one designation, whereas a customer should be able to submit multiple
designations at the same time.**°

311. Entergy responds that proposed section 3.2.2.2’s process for studying
simultaneously submitted requests to designate one network resource and undesignate
another network resource, and specifically the releasing of excess capacity to competing
requests of higher priority, is required under Order No. 890.*° Entergy adds that the

817 LMA Customers Protest and Comments at 40-41.
318 Arkansas Cities Comments at 8-10.
319 1d. at 10.

320 Entergy Answer at 65-67 & n.165 (citing Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs.
131,241 at P 1541; Order No. 890-B, 123 FERC {61,299 at P 207, 241; Order No. 693,
FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,242 at P 1041).
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process is subject to standards being developed by NAESB.** However, Entergy asserts
that LMA Customers are incorrect to claim that Entergy benefits from the proposed
provision, because Entergy is indifferent as to which customer receives the capacity.
Entergy states that the next customer in line, and not Entergy, benefits when transmission
is freed up by a simultaneous designation and undesignation.3*

il. Commission Determination

312. We accept proposed section 3.2.2.2 without modification, except we direct
Entergy to revise two references to section 30.2 of the Entergy OATT to instead refer to
section 30.3 of the Entergy OATT. Proposed section 3.2.2.2 refers twice to section 30.2
of the Entergy OATT as requiring that the evaluation of concurrent designation and
undesignation requests take into account requests of higher priority. However, the
language referred to is actually in section 30.3 of the Entergy OATT.**

313. As for the substance of proposed section 3.2.2.2, we reject LMA Customers’ and
Arkansas Cities” arguments against it. Regarding LMA Customers’ argument that the
proposed process is unfair in that the “risk™ of the cluster study results is all on the
customer and no risk is on Entergy, and Entergy is free to sell the capacity for its own
account, we find that this mischaracterizes the situation. We agree with Entergy that it is
the next customer in the queue that benefits from the capacity made available by an
undesignation; Entergy does not retain the extra capacity for its own account.

314. We also disagree with LMA Customers’ and Arkansas Cities’ assertions that the
customer should have the chance to retain any surplus capacity produced by the
simultaneous designation and undesignation. The surplus capacity is not released to the
market until the customer “confirms” the undesignation. Allowing the customer to retain

%21 |d. (citing Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. | 31,241 at P 1543).
322 Id

323 Section 30.3 of the Entergy OATT (Termination of Network Resources) states
in relevant part:

The evaluation of these related transmission service requests must take into
account the termination of the network resources identified in (iii) above, as well
as all competing transmission service requests of higher priority.
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rights to the capacity without designation would be an inefficient means of allocating
capacity.

315. Order No. 890 states that transmission providers considering designations and
undesignations simultaneously must take into account “all competing requests of higher
priority.”*** Likewise, Order No. 890-B states that a transmission provider’s
consideration of concomitant designation and undesignation requests “will not alter the
priority of the network customer . . . with regard to any ATC that may be made available
by undesignating the network resource.”** Under this principle, any capacity rights
resulting from a simultaneous designation and undesignation can be released to the
market, i.e., to the customer with the next highest priority, and not retained by the
original customer once the customer confirms the undesignation.

316. Regarding LMA Customers’ claim that the release of the surplus capacity to
higher priority customers is especially unfair to a customer who paid for the upgrade that
created the capacity, we find that the capacity rights and financial rights of customers
who paid for supplemental upgrades are governed by Attachment T to the Entergy
OATT?® and are therefore beyond the scope of this proceeding. Nothing in proposed
section 3.2.2.2 affects those rights. Therefore we find that the release to the market
described in proposed section 3.2.2.2 is reasonable. Moreover, as Entergy states, the
process is subject to the finalization of NAESB standards.

l. Section 3.2.4: Rollover Requests

317. Proposed section 3.2.4 provides the guidelines for transmission customers that are
requesting their existing network (section 3.2.4.1), grandfathered (section 3.2.4.2), or
point-to-point (section 3.2.4.3) transmission service to be rolled over. Specifically,
proposed section 3.2.4 provides that in the situation of a rollover request or conversion of
grandfathered service, undesignating a network resource and simultaneously designating
a new network resource can require a new system impact study if the change substantially
changes power flows. A study is performed to determine if the change causes a

32 Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,241 at P 1541.
325 Order No. 890-B, 123 FERC 1 61,299 at P 189.

326 gee, e.g., Attachment T (Recovery of New Facilities Costs And Planning
Redispatch Costs For Long-Term Services), section 4 (Rights Associated With
Supplemental Upgrades).
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constraint on the system or an increase in power flows over a previously-identified
constrained facility, and the change is at least a three percent transfer distribution factor
over the constrained facility.

I Responsive Pleadings

318. With respect to network service rollovers under proposed section 3.2.4.1, Union
Power argues that focusing on the designation of additional or different resources or load
other than that under an existing contract for service, although appropriate, is not enough.
Union Power explains that there could be other scenarios that can cause the dispatch of
generation to change.*”” To eliminate the possibility that a system impact study may be
skipped where otherwise needed, Union Power contends that proposed section 3.2.4.1
must be revised to provide for consideration of a change in operations that could result in
a substantial change in power flows in connection with the rollover notwithstanding the
other conditions are met that would waive the system impact study. Alternatively, Union
Power states that proposed section 3.2.4.1 could be clarified to state that the trigger
applies only where the same customers remain parties to a new Network Service
Agreement with no change in resources, load, and operations.

319. Second, Union Power states that, in looking at whether changes in resources
and/or load result in a substantial change in power flows, the system impact study is used
to determine whether the change causes a constraint on the transmission system or an
increase in power flows (relative to the power flows without the changed receipt of
delivery point) over a “previously-identified constrained facility.” Union Power states

%27 Union Power at 55-56. For example, Union Power explains that under a
hypothetical scenario, if two entities are under a joint operating agreement and a single
Network Service Agreement, and that joint operating agreement ends, each entity can
individually seek to roll over service based on the same load and same resources. Union
Power further explains that under proposed section 3.2.4.1, each of the entities may assert
they are a customer seeking to roll over a Network Service Agreement and each would be
designating a mutually exclusive subset of resources and separate load. Union Power
asserts that the significant difference between the before and after is that after the
rollover, the joint operating arrangements have been eliminated. Union Power states that
with the elimination, the dispatch of the generation changes and as a result, proposed
section 3.2.4.1 is overbroad in not requiring a system impact study because it relies on the
designation of additional or different resources and loads where the focus should be on
whether with the rollover there is a substantial change in power flows.
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that proposed section 3.2.4.1 should be clarified to state the time frame in which a
constrained facility was identified and the criteria used for determining whether a facility
was constrained. Union Power, for example, asks if a facility is considered constrained if
it is subject to a base case overload.

320. With respect to rollover requests for grandfathered service under proposed section
3.2.4.2, Union Power argues that a literal reading would create the same concern as is
present with section 3.2.4.1: the transmission service post-rollover is very different
operationally from the transmission service pre-rollover. Thus, Union Power maintains
that like proposed section 3.2.4.1, proposed section 3.2.4.2 must be revised to consider
whether there will be operational differences after the rollover that require a system
impact study.

321. Arkansas Cities argue that the proposed provision should make clear that no
additional study or upgrades are needed for a rollover of grandfathered service if
designated resources and loads remain the same.*® Arkansas Cities maintain that the
customer’s current capacity should be “credited” to the customer as long as the
customer’s capacity requirements are not increasing, because the only change is from the
customer’s point of view, and there is no operational change to the transmission system.
Arkansas Cities also takes issue with proposed section 3.2.4.2’s provision that when a
customer changes resources or loads, the customer’s right to continue taking service may
be affected if the change “substantially changes power flows.” Arkansas Cities argues
that the phrase “substantially changes power flows” must be further defined and narrowly
construed.*®

322. Entergy answers that the undesignation and designation process described in the
proposed section complies with Order No. 890. Entergy also points to statements in
Order No. 888, Order No. 888-A, and Order No. 890-B that if a rollover request contains
new or additional resources or loads, then the customer’s transmission rights may be
affected.®* Entergy asserts that the propriety of this undesignation and designation

328 Arkansas Cities Comments at 11-12.
329 1d. at 12-13.

3% Entergy Answer at 68 (citing Promoting Wholesale Competition Through Open
Access Non-Discriminatory Transmission Services by Public Utilities; Recovery of
Stranded Costs by Public Utilities and Transmitting Utilities, Order No. 888, FERC
Stats. & Regs., Regulations Preambles January 1991-June 1996 { 31,036, at 31,665 n.176

(continued...)
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process was confirmed by the Commission in an order on a settlement agreement, in
which the Commission addressed whether the system impact study process applied to
renewal by a network customer, and required a change to the settlement based on the
renewal modifying power flows.**! Also, Entergy does not agree with Arkansas Cities’
contention that proposed section 3.2.4.2 should be modified to allow grandfathered
customers the ability to designate new or additional resources or loads without any study,
if the change is only from the customer’s point of view and does not increase the
customer’s capacity. Entergy argues that the new resources or loads, or new supplier,
require study because the changes could produce substantial changes to power flows
including the possibility of transmission constraints that could affect the customer’s
rights to continue taking service.

323. Inresponse to Union Power’s first issue with proposed section 3.2.4.1, i.e., the
hypothetical situation whereby a joint operating agreement ends, Entergy states that it
would be willing to amend proposed section 3.2.4.1 to address the specific situation that
Union Power presents. Entergy does not respond to Union Power’s second issue with
proposed section 3.2.4.1 regarding the identification of a previously-identified
constrained facility.

324. The ICT answers that a network customer’s change to its load or its resources can
produce a different impact on the system, so a new system impact study is needed to
determine if upgrades are required.®* The ICT states that, like any other request for new
service, a system impact study must be performed to determine whether any system
upgrades are necessary in order to grant the service.

(1996), order on reh’g, Order No. 888-A, FERC Stats. & Regs. { 31,048, at 30,198 n.52
(1997), order on reh’g, Order No. 888-B, 81 FERC { 61,248 (1997), order on reh’g,
Order No. 888-C, 82 FERC { 61,046 (1998), aff’d in relevant part sub nom.
Transmission Access Policy Study Group v. FERC, 225 F.3d 667 (D.C. Cir. 2000), aff’d
sub nom. New York v. FERC, 535 U.S. 1 (2002); Order No. 890-B, 123 FERC 1 61,299 at
P 148, 150).

331 |d. at 69 (citing Entergy Services, Inc., 122 FERC { 61,232 (2008) (approving a
settlement based on the rollover request being for identical service)).

332 1CT Answer at 13.
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i. Commission Determination

325.  We accept proposed sections 3.2.4.1 and 3.2.4.2 with two modifications, as
discussed below. Despite Arkansas Cities’ assertions, we find that changing a designated
network resource can produce different impacts on the system, so it is reasonable to
require a new system impact study to determine whether the change substantially changes
power flows. As Entergy notes, we stated in Order Nos. 888,%* 888-A,** and 890-B,*
that the change in a designated network resource is part of a renewal of service does not
remove the possibility that an upgrade could be required. This reasoning also applies to
requests to roll over grandfathered transmission service. We find it reasonable that a
grandfathered agreement switching to network service in which the resources and load
remain the same does not require a new system impact study, but if the resources or load
change, or any other factor changes that could produce substantial changes to power
flows, then a system impact study may be necessary.

326. Also, we reject Arkansas Cities’ claim that the phrase “substantially change power
flows” needs to be defined. We find that proposed sections 3.2.4.1 and 3.2.4.2 provide
specific guidance as to the criteria by which Entergy will determine if a power flow
change is substantial, including if the study finds the transfer distribution factor changes
by at least three percent.

327. The first modification we require follows from Entergy’s commitment to revise
section 3.2.4.1 to reflect Union Power’s concerns regarding the termination of a joint
operating agreement that results in two separate entities seeking to become network
customers with a subset of the previously designated resources and load. We note that
this concern also pertains to grandfathered service under proposed section 3.2.4.2.
Accordingly, we direct Entergy, within 60 days of the date of this order, to revise
proposed sections 3.2.4.1 and 3.2.4.2 to address the scenario that Union Power presents,
and any similar scenarios that may cause substantial changes in operations or power
flows but that are not addressed by the proposed provision.

328. The second modification we require is based on Union Power’s concern that
proposed section 3.2.4.1 is not clear regarding when a “previously-identified” facility is

%% Order No. 888, FERC Stats. & Regs. { 31,036 at 31,665 n.176.
334 Order No. 890-A, FERC Stats. & Regs. | 31,241 at P 666, n.264

335 Order No. 890-B, 123 FERC 1 61,299 at P 148, 150.
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identified as constrained and what the criteria are for determining whether a facility is
constrained. We agree that clarification is needed and, accordingly, direct Entergy,
within 60 days of the date of this order, to revise proposed sections 3.2.4.1 and 3.2.4.2.

m. Section 3.3: Evaluating Thermal Limits on the Proposed
Transfer

329. Proposed section 3.3 states that system impact studies will use a “bus-to-bus”
method**® to evaluate thermal limits on a customer’s proposed transfer. Entergy explains
that the bus-to-bus method is appropriate for system impact studies even though the bus-
to-bus method is less refined and detailed than the breaker-to-breaker method® used in
reliability studies and facilities studies.®*®

i Responsive Pleadings

330. Union Power argues that proposed section 3.3 should be revised to provide that the
breaker-to-breaker method rather than the bus-to-bus method will be used in both system
impact studies and facilities studies.**® Union Power states that the bus-to-bus method is
likely to identify more constraints, giving “anomalous results” that will not be corrected
until the facilities study.

331. Entergy answers that the bus-to-bus method, while less refined, is sufficient for the
purposes of the system impact study. Entergy explains that the goal of the bus-to-bus
method is to provide a higher-level analysis of the upgrades needed and their cost, so the
customer can then decide whether to proceed to the facilities study, where a more
detailed, extensive breaker-to-breaker method is used. Entergy also states that breaker-
to-breaker analysis is too detailed for system impact studies.>*

%% The bus-to-bus method evaluates thermal limits without taking into account the
status (open or closed) of the breakers that are part of each bus.

%37 The breaker-to-breaker method evaluates thermal limits in light of whether the
breakers are open or closed.

%% Entergy Transmittal Letter, Exhibit 5 at 79, Response to Comment 330.
%%9 Union Power at 45.

340 Entergy Answer at 58.
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332. The ICT agrees that a breaker-to-breaker analysis is too detailed for system impact
studies, which are intended only to provide an initial analysis of the request’s impact and
which must be completed under the Commission-mandated deadlines.*** The ICT states
that a bus-to-bus analysis considers only the thermal limits on the system and provides a
high level estimate of the costs of any required upgrades, which is enough information
for the customer to decide whether to pursue the request. The ICT asserts that breaker-to-
breaker analysis considers thermal and voltage violations and provides detailed cost
estimates.

i, Commission Determination

333.  We accept proposed section 3.3 without modification. A bus-to-bus analysis is
adequate for system impact studies and allows the system impact study process to be
completed quickly. Union Power provides no support for its claim that a bus-to-bus
analysis produces “more constraints” and “anomalous” results. Therefore, we will not
direct that the proposal be modified to provide for breaker-to-breaker analysis in system
impact studies.

n. Section 4.2.2: Evaluating Conditional Firm Service
Options/Conditional Firm Service Without Upgrades

334. Proposed section 4.2 describes the system impact study process for evaluating
requests for conditional firm service, under which long-term point-to-point service is
provided subject to curtailment conditions during a certain number of hours each year.
Proposed section 4.2.2 states that Entergy, in conjunction with the ICT, has the periodic
right to reassess the conditions or hours under which a conditional service can be
curtailed. Proposed section 4.2.2 states that the reassessment can occur every two years
during the term of service or during the evaluation of a request to roll over the service,
and that the reassessment may not occur during intervening periods.

I Responsive Pleadings

335. LMA Customers argue that proposed section 4.2.2 should be modified to delete
the statement that the reassessment of the conditions or hours of curtailment can occur

3L1CT Answer at 21-22.
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during the evaluation of a rollover request, because Order No. 890 expressly prohibits
reassessments during intervening periods other than every two years.**

il. Commission Determination

336. We accept proposed provision section 4.2.2 without modification. Order No. 890
states that the transmission provider shall have the “periodic right” to reassess the
conditions or hours under which the customer’s conditional service can be curtailed, and
that this reassessment “may occur every two years during the term of the service.” Order
No. 890 further states that the reassessment cannot occur in intervening periods.>* Order
No. 890 does not specify whether a reassessment can occur for a rollover request at the
end of an original term of service. However, applying our underlying reasoning in Order
No. 890 to the rollover request situation, we conclude that the end of the original term of
service is not an “intervening period” because it is at the end of the original term. Rather,
the end of the original term fits under the transmission provider’s right to reassess on a
“periodic” basis.*** Thus the proposed provision does not give Entergy any right to
reassess, beyond that provided by Order No. 890.

0. Section 4.3: Evaluating Redispatch Options

337. Proposed section 4.3 provides that at the request of the customer, the system
impact study for a request for long-term firm point-to-point transmission service can
contain an evaluation of redispatch options for alleviating thermal overloads associated
with the proposed transfer.

32 |MA Customers Protest and Comments at 42 (citing Order No. 890, FERC
Stats. & Regs. 1 31,241 at P 959).

343 See Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,241 at P 959.

% In addition, we note a typographical error: there are two proposed sections
4.2.1, the second of which (titled Service Agreements) is located after proposed section
4.2.2. We assume that the second should instead be numbered section 4.2.3. We direct
Entergy to correct this error in the filing to be made within 60 days of the date of this
order.
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I Responsive Pleadings

338. East Texas Cooperatives argue that proposed section 4.3 should be revised to state
that for redispatch options, the system impact study can consider voltage limits along
with thermal limits.>* East Texas Cooperatives argue that voltage issues should be able
to be considered in the system impact study because they can cause denials of
transmission service requests, and because they can be addressed through redispatch.

339. Entergy argues that East Texas Cooperatives’ request should be rejected.®*

Entergy explains that proposed section 3.3 of Attachment D (Evaluating Thermal Limits
on the Proposed Transfer) clearly states that in evaluating a request a system impact study
evaluates the proposed transfer to determine whether it is consistent with the thermal
limits established in the relevant reliability criteria, including NERC standards and SERC
reliability criteria, and that voltage issues are analyzed as part of the facilities study
process.

ii. Commission Determination

340. We accept proposed section 4.3 without modification. We reject East Texas
Cooperatives’ request that the proposed section be revised to provide for voltage issues
along with thermal limits. It is reasonable to wait until the facilities study stage to
evaluate redispatch options to address voltage issues. As Entergy and the ICT stated
above in defense of the system impact study only using a bus-to-bus analysis, the system
impact study provides a high-level analysis and must be completed according to set
timelines. We find it reasonable to leave more extensive analyses, including redispatch
to address voltage issues, for the facilities study.

p. Section 4.4: Operating Guides and Automatic Devices

341. Proposed section 4.4 states that manual operating guides are not used in the
evaluation of requests, and that only automatic operating guides that have been evaluated
for reliability impact, level of risk and effectiveness are used.

3% East Texas Cooperatives at 9.

%% Entergy Answer at 70.
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I Responsive Pleadings

342. East Texas Cooperatives argue that proposed section 4.4 should be revised to
allow for requests to be granted based on manual operating guides, because not allowing
requests to be granted on the basis of manual operating guides is arbitrary and unjust and
unreasonable. East Texas Cooperatives assert that other transmission providers in the
Eastern Interconnection grant service using manual operating guides, and there is no
good reason that similar transmission operating directives cannot be developed for
Entergy’s system.*/

343. Entergy answers that East Texas Cooperatives’ argument should be denied
because the ICT rejected the use of manual operating guides in evaluating requests, on
the basis that manual operating guides should be used only to maintain reliability during a
real-time emergency. Entergy states that it agrees with the ICT’s decision.3*

ii. Commission Determination

344. We accept the proposed revisions without modification. We reject East Texas
Cooperatives’ request that the proposed section be modified to allow for the granting of
requests based on the use of manual operating guides. As Entergy points out, the ICT
made the determination not to use manual operating guides under the principle that
manual operating guides should be used only to maintain reliability in real-time
emergencies and not as a basis for granting transmission service. Inthe ICT Opinion
cited by Entergy, the ICT states:

Operating guides, switching schemes, and other reliability measures that are
incorporated into the Base Plan should not be used to sell new transmission
service because the reliability assessment is necessarily limited to determining
system needs to maintain reliability of the current system not create new access to
the transmission system. . . .

The ICT agrees that it is reasonable to incorporate automatic switching operating
guides that require no manual intervention into the Base Case model that is used to

%47 East Texas Cooperatives at 9-10.

%48 Entergy Answer at 71 (quoting from Transmittal Letter, Exhibit 11 (ICT
Opinion on LTTIWG Base Case Contingency Overloads Task Force Recommendation)
at 3 (ICT Opinion)).
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evaluate transmission service. However, the ICT disagrees with the use of manual
switching operating guides to sell long term transmission service and generator
interconnection service. The base case model used to sell transmission service
should not include mitigation plans that are strictly intended for reliability
purposes and that require some amount of manual intervention.3*

345. We find the ICT’s reasoning to be reasonable.

g. Section 5: The System Impact Study Report

346. Proposed section 5 describes the content of the system impact study report.
Proposed section 5 provides that the report will state, among other things, the method
used to simulate the proposed transfer, whether there was sufficient ATC to accept the
request without upgrades, planning redispatch or conditional firm service, and how much
ATC was available. In addition, proposed section 5 states that if the system impact study
identifies the need for additional upgrades, or the customer requests that conditional firm
and planning redispatch be evaluated, the report will provide the types of information
required under Entergy’s OATT, sections 19.3 and 32.3, which set out the system impact
study procedures for point-to-point service requests and network service requests,
respectively.

347. Entergy explains that in the stakeholder process certain stakeholders requested that
additional information be included in the system impact study report.>*® Entergy states
that it rejected most such requests because much of the requested information is available
outside of the system impact study report, and because including the information in the
report would make it difficult to meet the study deadline of 60 days. Entergy adds that
the availability of information outside of the system impact study report is addressed in
proposed section 8 of Attachment D.**!

I Responsive Pleadings

348. Union Power argues that the system impact study report should also include a high
level planning cost estimate associated with any required upgrades, to help the customer

9 |CT Opinion at 3-4.
30 Entergy Transmittal Letter, Exhibit 1 at 40-41.

351 Id
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determine whether to proceed with a facilities study.*** Union Power also argues that the
system impact study report should identify ATC values in positive and negative amounts.
Union Power states that where the system impact study determines that the full amount of
the request cannot be accommodated, the system impact study report should also set forth
the: (1) pre-transfer flow on the limiting element; (2) post-transfer flow on the limiting
element; (3) response factor on the limiting element; and (4) rating on the limiting
element. Union Power argues that this information is particularly appropriate to be in the
report because it is the type of information relevant to determining whether a base case
overload exists. Union Power points to proposed section 6.2 (Evaluating the Scope of
Necessary Upgrades) which states that necessary upgrades are determined “without
taking into account the amount of loading in excess of the applicable thermal limit that
existed prior to simulating the proposed transfer.”

349. Arkansas Cities argue that the customer should receive all the information used to
evaluate its long-term service request, and that Entergy has not provided sufficient
guidance or detail for Arkansas Cities to be able to find where this issue has been
addressed in either Attachment D or Entergy’s business practices.

350. The ICT answers that Union Power’s request that more types of information be
included in the system impact study report than are provided for in proposed section 5
should be rejected.®* The ICT argues that certain of the requested data are available to
customers upon request, and the other types of requested data are not useful enough to
customers to justify the resource burden associated with having to provide them. More
generally, the ICT states that the system impact study is designed to give the customer
enough information to decide whether to pursue a request without the time or costs of the
more detailed facilities study. The ICT notes that the validity of the system impact study
approach is demonstrated by the fact that the current volume of system impact studies
being conducted by the ICT is twice the current volume of facilities studies.>* The ICT
also asserts that the stakeholder process is the appropriate setting for addressing issues of
data availability.

352 Union Power at 57.
33 1CT Answer at 21-22.

%% 1d. (citing ICT’s First Quarterly Performance Report for 2009, Docket
No. ER05-1065, at 36 (filed Mar. 31, 2009)).
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i. Commission Determination

351. We accept proposed section 5 without modification. Entergy’s OATT section
19.3 and 32.3 govern the information that is to be included in system impact studies.>®
Proposed section 5 complies with these requirements in that it states that if the system
impact study identifies that upgrades are needed or at the customer’s request, the system
impact study will provide the types of information required in OATT sections 19.3 and
32.3. We decline to impose any requirements for the system impact study beyond the
detailed requirements in Entergy’s OATT, particularly in light of the administrative
burdens that would potentially prevent the system impact studies from being completed
within the deadlines.

r. Section 6.2: Facilities Studies/Evaluating the Scope of
Necessary Upgrades

352. Proposed section 6 describes facilities studies, which are done at the request of a
customer if the system impact study finds that additional upgrades are necessary to
accommodate the customer’s request. Proposed section 6.2 provides that a facilities
study will evaluate the scope of the upgrades necessary to accommodate the request by
examining such factors as thermal limits and voltage limits.

i. Responsive Pleadings

353. Union Power argues that proposed section 6.2 should be modified to address a
situation in which a system impact study and a facilities study identify different upgrades
for the same request.>® Union Power states that to the extent a facilities study results in a
material change in the transmission upgrades identified in the system impact study, the
facilities study should address the basis for the change. Union Power quotes Entergy’s

%% Section 19.3 of Entergy’s OATT governs system impact studies for point-to-
point service requests, and section 32.3 governs system impact studies for network
service requests. Sections 19.3 and 32.3 both require that the system impact study must
identify: (1) any system constraints, with specificity by transmission element or
flowgate, if requested by the customer; (2) redispatch options including an estimate of the
cost of redispatch; (3) conditional curtailment options (under section 19.3) or automatic
curtailment devices (under section 32.3); and (4) additional direct assignment facilities or
network upgrades needed to provide the requested service.

% Union Power at 58-59.
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response to this issue when Union Power raised it in the stakeholder process, which was
that a facilities study need not address differences with the system impact study because
the two studies have different purposes and use different information, and a concerned
customer can ask the ICT for information on the differences.**’ Union Power disagrees
with Entergy’s response, arguing that while the facilities study is a refinement of the
system impact study, there should be consistency between the two, as the system impact
study serves as the basis upon which a customer commits to a facilities study. Union
Power asserts that addressing the basis for any change in the scope of upgrades is
necessary to confirm the relative accuracy of the underlying system impact study. Union
Power states that if material changes are the norm, these comparisons can be used to
evaluate the need for modifications in the procedure used for system impact studies.>*®

354. As noted above regarding the system impact study report, Arkansas Cities believe
that the customer should receive all the information used to evaluate long-term service
requests.**®

355. Regarding Union Power’s claim that comparing the results of the two studies is
needed in order to find any needed changes to system impact study procedures, Entergy
states that Entergy is subject to a performance metric related to its studies. Entergy states
that it must balance customers’ need for information with the requirements to complete
studies within identified timeframes. Entergy also points out that the Commission has
not required other transmission providers to provide the type of requested information.

356. The ICT answers that these requests should be rejected because the specified
information to be in the facilities study report is sufficient in itself and customers can
extract additional information from the data inputs and models used to perform the
studies, which customers can request from the ICT.**® The ICT maintains that certain
requested data are not useful enough to customers to justify the resource burden

%7 |d. (quoting Entergy Transmittal Letter, Exhibit 5 at 77, Entergy’s Response to
Comment 325).

358 Id
39 Arkansas Cities Comments at 7-8.

3% Entergy Answer at 71-72.
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associated with having to provide them.*** The ICT also maintains that the stakeholder
process is an appropriate setting for addressing issues of data availability.

i. Commission Determination

357.  We accept the proposed revisions without modification. We reject Union Power’s
request that the facilities study explain any differences between the upgrades identified in
the system impact study and the facilities study. As Entergy explained in its response
during the stakeholder process, the two types of studies have different purposes and use
different information, so differences will occur. As the ICT states, the customer receives
the information that underlies both the facilities study and the system impact study, and
the customer can conduct its own comparison. Requiring Entergy (or the ICT) to provide
a comparison and explanation as part of the facilities study would slow the facilities study
process unduly. If a customer finds flaws in the performance of a system impact study,
then the customer can bring the flaws to the attention of Entergy, the ICT, and/or the
Commission.

S. Section 8: System Impact and Facilities Study Data

358. Proposed section 8 describes the types of system impact study and facilities study
data that are either posted on OASIS or supplied upon request. Proposed section 8 states
that the TSR Business Practices list the types of data that are available, the method by
which each type is available (i.e., posted on OASIS or available on request), and any
procedural or confidentiality requirements. Entergy notes that some of the data
underlying the studies and the processes will not be available to customers.

I Responsive Pleadings

359. Union Power argues that although Entergy indicated during the stakeholder
process that power flow study models used for system impact studies and facilities
studies can be requested, it is not clear from proposed section 8 that power flow models
are available. Union Power contends that proposed section 8 should be revised to specify

31 1CT Answer at 30.

%2 Entergy Transmittal Letter, Exhibit 1 at 41.
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that power flow models used in system impact studies and facilities studies are
available.*®

360. Entergy and the ICT both answer that power flow models used in system impact
studies and facilities studies are provided on request.®®* Entergy states that the full power
flow models are provided pursuant to section 37.6(b)(2)(iii) of the Commission’s
regulations, so no additional provision is needed in proposed section 8.3 The ICT states
that the Commission should decline stakeholders’ requests for additional data and
reporting associated with system impact studies and facilities studies. The ICT adds that
power flow models are available upon request by the customer.

il. Commission Determination

361. The Commission will accept proposed section 8 without modification. Entergy
and the ICT both state that the full power flow models underlying the studies are
provided on request, and, as Entergy states, the power flow models are provided pursuant
to section 37.6(b)(2)(iii) of the Commission’s regulations, 18 C.F.R. 8§ 37.6(b)(2)(iii).
Therefore, no additional revisions to section 8 are required.

2.4  Attachment E (Transmission Service Request Criteria)

362. Attachment E includes the transmission service criteria used to process
transmission service requests such as the procedures used for the designation of network
resources as well as other commercial practices that are not used to evaluate transmission

%3 Union Power at 59-60 (citing Entergy Transmittal Letter, Exhibit 5 at 75,
Entergy’s Response to Comment 322).

34 Entergy Answer at 41, ICT Answer at 30.

%5 Entergy Answer at 41. Section 37.6(b)(2)(iii), 18 CFR § 37.6(b)(2)(iii) (2011),
provides in relevant part:

37.6 Information to be posted on the OASIS

(2) Calculation methods, availability of information, and requests.

(i) System planning studies, facilities studies, and specific network impact
studies performed for customers . . . are to be made publicly available in electronic
form on request.
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service requests such as creditworthiness. The pro forma OATT contains no equivalent
to Entergy’s proposed Attachment E.

a. Section 3: Procedures for Loss Compensation Service

363. Proposed section 3 states that capacity and energy losses occur when electricity is
delivered across transmission facilities, and customers are required to arrange to
compensate for the losses. Proposed section 3 states that the “loss factor” that is used to
calculate the amount of capacity and energy that the customer must compensate for is
1.03 (i.e., a customer must submit 103 megawatts for a 100 megawatt delivery). Under
proposed section 3.iv, the amount of loss for which a point-to-point transmission service
customer is responsible is calculated by taking the amount of energy (in megawatts)
scheduled for delivery, multiplying it by the loss factor, and rounding it up to the next
whole megawatt.

i Responsive Pleadings

364. Arkansas Cities argue that proposed section 3 should be modified so that the loss
amount is not always rounded up to the next whole megawatt, but instead follows basic
arithmetic rounding principles to determine whether to round up or down in each case.*®

365. Entergy asserts that rounding up sometimes and down other times would prevent
Entergy from collecting the total appropriate loss amount, because any time Entergy
rounded down, Entergy would collect less than the required loss amount.*®” In addition,
Entergy argues that the proposal could allow customers to avoid providing loss
compensation by submitting multiple identical tags such that they would not be required
to provide losses.*® Entergy also states that losses can only be provided in whole
megawatts.

36 Arkansas Cities Comments at 13-14.
%7 Entergy Answer at 84-85.

%8 Entergy gives the example of a customer who would otherwise submit one 103
megawatt tag with 100 megawatts delivered (i.e., providing 3 megawatts of loss
compensation), instead submitting six 16 megawatt tags and one 4 megawatt tag (totaling
100 megawatts). The loss factor calculation for each of the six 16 megawatt tags would
be 16.48 (16 x 1.03), and for the 4 megawatt tag would be 4.12, so when rounded down
to the nearest megawatt, no loss compensation would be required.
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i. Commission Determination

366. We find that Entergy’s rounding methodology will result in an over-collection of
losses. Thus, we direct Entergy, within 60 days of the date of this order, to revise section
3 of Attachment E to provide for: (1) the exact amount of transmission losses,

(2) rounding up and down of transmission losses, following basic arithmetic rounding
principles, or (3) some other true-up mechanism that addresses the problem.

b. Section 7.4 Deadlines for Submitting Network Resource
Information and Attestations

367. Proposed section 7.4 implements the requirements regarding network resource
designations in sections 29.2 and 30.2 of the Entergy OATT. Section 29.2(viii) of the
Entergy OATT requires network customers to submit an attestation that the network
resources designated by the customer are either committed by executed contract to supply
the energy, or are committed by an unexecuted contract where execution of the contract
IS contingent on transmission being available. Proposed section 7.4 states that the
customer is to submit the resource designation or undesignation information and
attestation required under sections 29.2(v) and (viii) and section 30.2 of the Entergy
OATT at the time the customer submits its transmission service request.

368. Entergy explains that requiring the customer to submit its attestation at the time
the customer submits its request is required under sections 29.2(viii) and 30.2 of the
OATT, and under Order No. 890-B.%*° Entergy notes that requiring the attestation at the

%9 Entergy Transmittal Letter, Exhibit 1 at 52 (citing Order No. 890, FERC Stats.
& Regs. 131,241 at P 1531, Order No. 890-A, FERC Stats. & Regs. { 31,261 at P 9009,
Order No. 890-B, 123 FERC {61,299 at P 182). Entergy asserts that Order No. 890-B
“created some ambiguity on this issue,” but that Entergy is interpreting it as requiring the
attestation at the time of the request. Order No. 890-B, 123 FERC {61,299 at P 182
states:

The Commission grants rehearing to more accurately state the requirement to
provide an attestation supporting the designation of network resources pursuant to
sections 29.2(viii) and 30.2 of the pro forma OATT. ... In Order No. 890, the
Commission adopted the attestation requirement . . . . We affirm this requirement,
consistent with the network customer’s obligations under section 30.7, and grant
rehearing of the Commission’s statements in this proceeding indicating that the

(continued...)
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time of the initial request is justified because, first, sections 29.2 and 30.2 of the OATT
include the attestation as a requirement for a request to be considered complete. Second,
pre-emption of requests occurs at the time the request is submitted, so requiring the
attestation to be submitted at the time of the request could prevent point-to-point
transmission customers’ requests being pre-empted by requests that ultimately do not
satisfy the attestation requirement or ultimately are not confirmed.*”® Entergy adds that
while requiring network customers to submit the attestation at the time of the request
could limit network customers’ supply choices and give them insufficient time to
complete their supply deals, these concerns are addressed by proposed sections 7.5.3 and
7.6, which define what qualifies as an executed contract more broadly than previous
versions of the provision, and which give a customer additional time to execute a contract
after the customer confirms the request.*”*

I Responsive Pleadings

369. Union Power supports proposed section 7.4’s attestation requirement because it
can prevent short-term firm point-to-point transmission service reservations from being
pre-empted by speculative network resources that are later withdrawn.*”?

370. LMA Customers argue that having to submit an attestation at the time of the
request places an unreasonable burden on network customers, because to satisfy the
requirement, network customers must commit to purchasing a particular resource before
transmission to that resource has been studied by Entergy.*”® LMA Customers argue that
this puts network customers in an untenable bargaining position when attempting to find
new power supplies. LMA Customers argue that customers must not be forced to lock
into particular supply arrangements before they have full knowledge not only as to the
availability of transmission service but also as to whether they will be assigned the costs
of required upgrades and, if so, the magnitude of those costs.

attestation can instead be submitted at the time a resource designation is
confirmed, rather than requested.

%1d. at 53.
371 |d. at 54-55 (citing proposed sections 7.5.3 and 7.6 of Attachment E).
372 Union Power at 61.

373 _MA Customers Protest and Comments at 43-44.
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371. The ICT responds that it supports proposed section 7°s overall approach to
designating network resources, including proposed section 7.4’s attestation requirement
timeline. The ICT notes that the tariff modifications in this proceeding ultimately
proposed by Entergy, on balance, resulted in significantly improved transparency and
processes for AFC calculations, study procedures, and transmission service request
evaluation. The ICT states that while the approach may not strictly follow the
Commission’s guidance in Order No. 890, it produces a reasonable balancing of
customers’ interests, and it is operationally feasible, and should therefore be accepted
under the “comparable or superior to” standard of Order No. 890.%"

il. Commission Determination

372. We accept proposed section 7.4 without modification. While we acknowledge
LMA Customers’ concern that having to submit an attestation at the time of the request
could force network customers to lock into a supply arrangement before it has been
studied for availability and/or the need for upgrades, we concluded in Order No. 890-B
that the requirement in sections 29.2 and 30.2 of the OATT that the attestation be
submitted as part of the application/request was appropriate.®”> We found that requests
need to be submitted with some demonstration of intent to use the requested service. We
find here that proposed section 7.4, with its allowance for an unexecuted contract where
execution of the contract is contingent on transmission being available, strikes a
reasonable balance between the contracting flexibility desired by network customers and
the prevention of “speculative” requests as desired by short-term point-to-point
customers. Specifically, the concern that a network customer will have to commit to a
contract before it knows if it can obtain the necessary transmission is balanced by
proposed section 7.4 referring to section 29.2(viii) of the Entergy OATT, which is
consistent with the Order No. 890 OATT in providing that the customer can attest based
on a purchase contract that is contingent on the availability of transmission. Therefore,
we accept the proposed section without modification.

C. Section 7.5: Transmission Arrangements for Off-System
Resources

373. Proposed section 7.5 implements the requirement in section 29.2(v) of the Entergy
OATT that a customer designating an off-system resource as a network resource provide

37 1CT Answer at 13-15.

37 Order No. 890-B, 123 FERC 1 61,299 at P 169-171.
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a description of the customer’s transmission arrangements on the external transmission
systems. Proposed section 7.5.1 and 7.5.2 provide that to describe the transmission
arrangements on the external system the customer must submit OASIS numbers
corresponding to the relevant transmission service requests pending on the external
transmission system. Proposed section 7.5.3 provides that at the time the customer
submits or confirms the designation request, the OASIS numbers need not correspond to
firm service reservations, but prior to the commencement of service the customer must
have reservations sufficient to support the request. Proposed section 7.5.5 states that if
the OASIS numbers provided by the customer do not result in reservations sufficient to
create a firm service path on the external transmission systems, the customer must notify
the ICT by the earlier of one day prior to the commencement of service or the next
business day following: (1) the customer’s receipt of notice that any of the off-system
requests have been rejected; or (2) the customer’s failure to confirm any of the off-system
requests by the applicable confirmation deadline.

374. Entergy explains that proposed section 7.5 provides network customers additional
flexibility when securing off-system transmission arrangements necessary for off-system
designated network resources by providing that OASIS numbers that do not necessarily
correspond to reservations meet the requirement in section 29.2 of Entergy’s OATT for
what must be submitted at the time the customer submits its request to designate the off-
system resource.*”® Entergy states that the request for transmission on an external system
may be in “accepted,” “counter-offered,” or “study” mode. Entergy states, as regarding
proposed section 7.4 above, that the added flexibility for network customers in proposed
section 7.5 is meant to offset the flexibility taken away by proposed section 7.4’s
requirement that network customers submit the attestation at the time of the request rather
than at the time of confirmation of the request.

I Responsive Pleadings

375.  Union Power argues that proposed section 7.5 gives network customers more
flexibility than is allowed under Order No. 890 and could significantly disrupt access to
transmission service.®”” Union Power states that proposed section 7.5.3’s provision that a
customer can submit OASIS numbers that do not necessarily correspond to firm
reservations violates Order No. 890’s requirement that a network customer provide a

%78 Entergy Transmittal Letter, Exhibit 1 at 55.

877 Union Power at 60-65.
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description of the transmission arrangements on the external systems for each off-system
network resource at the time of the designation request. Union Power asserts that under
section 29.2(v) of Entergy’s OATT, once the attestation is submitted, an unexecuted
contract may be contingent only on the grant of network service for the network resource.
Union Power contends that, in contrast, Entergy’s proposal not only has added off-system
transmission as an allowable contingency to execution of a required contract, but it also
allows the network customer to withdraw its service as late as the day prior to service
commencing. Union Power notes that under the proposed provisions the network
customer can withdraw its request with no consequences, but the conditional short-term
firm point-to-point transmission customer’s service that was displaced by the network
customer’s resource designation request is not reinstated and may be taken up by
subsequent requests.*”®

376. Union Power argues that by giving network customers this greater flexibility than
is allowed under Order No. 890, Entergy has created the opportunity for more speculative
network resource designations than existed when the attestation was required to be
provided at the time of confirmation.

377. Union Power argues that the proposed provisions should not allow the attestation
requirement to be met by a request for transmission on an external system that is in
counter-offered or study mode. Union Power states that under the attestation requirement
in section 29.2(viii) of the Entergy OATT, the only condition upon which execution of a
contract can be contingent is the availability of network service on Entergy’s system.
Union Power thus argues that only a request to an external system that is accepted or
confirmed can qualify as transmission service sufficient to make the required attestation.
Union Power also argues that proposed section 7.5.3 violates the attestation requirement
in section 29.2(viii) by stating that the OASIS numbers submitted at the point of the
request need not correspond to the reservations used to serve the resource.

378. LMA Customers object to proposed section 7.5.5’s requirement that a customer
notify the ICT of a change in circumstances (i.e., if the OASIS numbers do not result in a
confirmed firm path) no later than the earlier of one day prior to the commencement of
service, or the next business day after learning of the changed circumstance.®”® LMA
Customers argue that one business day may be insufficient time to investigate the

378 |d. at 63, n.216.

379 _MA Customers Protest and Comments at 44.
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problem with the reservation. LMA Customers therefore assert that the proposed section
should be revised to give network customers three business days. LMA Customers take
issue with Entergy’s response in the stakeholder process that requiring network
customers to provide notice of a change in circumstances within one business day quickly
frees up capacity for other customers, thereby balancing the interests of network
customers and point-to-point transmission customers.**® LMA Customers contend that
allowing network customers three days to provide such notice produces a better balance
because it gives network customers a more realistic timeframe in which to provide the
required notice.

379. Entergy responds that Union Power’s arguments are in error.*®! Entergy states
that proposed section 7.5’s provisions are not intended to match Order No. 890’s
requirements but rather are meant to be consistent with or superior to them. Entergy
argues that proposed section 7.5, when taken together with proposed sections 7.4 and 7.6,
balance customers’ interests, “more closely reflect the commercial practices of buying
and selling capacity in energy markets,” and “provide added flexibility, speed, and
security” to network customers’ and load-serving entities” wholesale power transactions.

380. As noted above, the ICT supports proposed section 7’s overall approach, including
proposed section 7.5, because the approach is a reasonable balance of customers’
interests and is operationally feasible, and thus should be accepted as consistent with or
superior to the Commission’s guidance in Order No. 890.%%

i, Commission Determination

381. We accept proposed section 7.5 without modification and reject Union Power’s
and LMA Customers’ requests that the proposed provision be modified. Proposed
section 7.5 describes the information that satisfies the attestation requirement in section
29.2(v) of Entergy’s OATT. Section 29.2 of Entergy’s OATT states that a completed
application for network service shall include a description of network resources, and
section 29.2(v) of the Entergy OATT specifies that for each off-system network resource,
such description “shall include: . . .Transmission arrangements on the external

%89 1d. (citing Entergy Transmittal Letter, Exhibit 7 at 14 (Comment No. 345)).
381 Entergy Answer at 76-82.

32 1CT Answer at 13-15.



Docket Nos. ER05-1065-011 and OA07-32-008 - 139 -

transmission system(s).” Section 29.2(v) imposes no further requirements on the
transmission arrangements on the external system.

382. Proposed sections 7.5.1 and 7.5.2 of Attachment E implement section 29.2(v)’s
requirement that the customer provide a description of transmission arrangements on the
external system, stating that the requirement is satisfied by OASIS numbers that represent
sufficient transmission to serve the resource. Proposed section 7.5.3 states that these
OASIS numbers need not correspond to reservations at the time the request is submitted.
Union Power contends that the proposed provisions violate the requirement in section
29.2(viii) that the attestation must be based on executed contracts or contracts for which
the execution is contingent on the availability of transmission service under Entergy’s
OATT.

383. We disagree with Union Power’s argument regarding the attestation requirements
in section 29.2(v) and section 29.2(viii) of the Entergy OATT. Section 29.2(v) merely
requires that the customer describe transmission arrangements on external systems.
Section 29.2(viii) provides that the power purchase contract must be executed, or
executed contingent on the availability of network service on Entergy’s system. A
customer could have an executed power contract, and thus satisfy section 29.2(viii) of the
Entergy OATT, and describe transmission arrangements using OASIS numbers and thus
satisfy section 29.2(v). Therefore, the proposed attestation requirement does not violate
section 29.2 of the Entergy OATT.

384. Order No. 890 did not impose requirements on the arrangements on the external
system beyond that the customer describe them, and Order No. 890 expressly allowed for
the use of OASIS numbers in describing them.®®* Thus the proposed provisions do not
conflict with Order No. 890 or with sections 29.2(v) and 29.2(viii) of the Entergy OATT.
Proposed sections 7.5.1 and 7.5.2 are accepted because they balance customers’ varying
interests and reflect the reality customers face in the energy market, and are consistent
with Order No. 890 and the pro forma OATT.

385. We also reject LMA Customers’ request to extend the notice period required of
network customers in the event of a change in circumstances. We agree with Entergy
that because confirmed network resource reservations tie up transmission capacity,

%83 Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. { 31,241 at P 1527 (“The confirmation or
lack thereof of service on the third-party’s system should be readily available on
OASIS.™).
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network customers should provide the required notice within one business day to free up
that capacity for other customers.

d. Section 7.6 Power Purchase Contracts

386. Proposed section 7.6 sets forth the deadlines and procedures by which the
contracts designated as network resources must be executed. Proposed section 7.6 states
that binding contracts memorialized in electronic format qualify as executed, written
contracts. Proposed section 7.6.2.1 states that three types of power purchase
arrangements meet the requirement in section 29.2(viii) of the Entergy OATT that the
“execution of a power purchase contract is contingent on the availability of transmission
service.” The three types are: (1) the buyer and seller have electronically recorded the
terms and conditions for the purchase; (2) the buyer and seller have developed a written,
unexecuted contract for the purchase; and (3) the buyer has developed a draft contract or
term sheet for one or more potential purchases being evaluated as part of a formal
Request for Proposals process and has received one or more offers in the Request for
Proposal.

387. Proposed section 7.6.2.2 sets forth the deadlines by which a customer that
submitted an attestation based on a contract that is not yet executed must execute the
contract. For a request to designate a network resource on a daily or weekly basis, the
contract must be executed no later than the deadline to confirm the request. For a request
to designate a resource on a monthly basis, a written contract must be executed at least
five days prior to the service commencement date or 15 days after the request is
confirmed, whichever is earlier. For a request to designate on an annual basis, the
contract must be executed at least 30 days prior to the service commencement date or 45
days after the request is confirmed, whichever is earlier.

388. Proposed section 7.6.3 provides the procedure and timing by which the customer
must notify the ICT if the customer fails to execute the contract by the deadline specified
in proposed section 7.6.2.2: For requests on a daily or weekly basis, the customer
notifies the ICT by not confirming the request, and the request will then be considered
withdrawn. For requests on a monthly or annual basis, once the request is confirmed the
customer must provide written notification to the ICT by the next business day following
the deadline, and the ICT will then terminate the reservation.

389. Entergy explains that the procedures in proposed section 7.6 differ in certain ways
from the network designation requirements in the pro forma OATT. Proposed section
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7.6.2.1 allows more types of transactions to qualify as executed contracts than are
allowed under the pro forma OATT, and proposed section 7.6.2.2 allows more time for
the customer to execute unexecuted contracts than is allowed under the relevant NAESB
standard (NAESB OASIS standard WEQ-0001-4.1.2 (Table 4-2)).** However, Entergy
asserts that when taken together with proposed sections 7.4 and 7.5 (discussed above), the
proposed provisions are consistent with or superior to the requirements in the pro forma
OATT, because the proposed provisions balance the interests of customers, more closely
reflect commercial practices in energy markets, and facilitate customers’ wholesale
power transactions.

I Responsive Pleadings

390. Union Power argues that proposed section 7.6.2.1’s three types of arrangements
that qualify for attestation purposes as executed contracts contingent on network service
for attestation purposes conflict with the attestation requirement in section 29.2(viii) of
the OATT, which the proposed section is supposed to be implementing.*® Union Power
alleges that under section 29.2(viii) of the OATT, the only unexecuted contracts that can
be used for attestation purposes are unexecuted contracts for which execution is
contingent on the availability of network service as determined under Part 111 of the
Entergy OATT. Union Power states that electronically recorded terms and conditions,
unexecuted contracts, and draft contracts or term sheets that are part of a Request for
Proposal do not satisfy the requirements of section 29.2(viii) of the OATT. Union Power
asserts that of the three types, the Request for Proposal category furthest exceeds the
bounds of section 29.2(viii) because only one of the Request for Proposal documents
would end up being executed, while the rest would be discarded. Union Power argues
that allowing such broad categories of arrangements to meet the attestation requirement
not only violates the Commission’s attestation requirement but also could lead to
displacement of conditional short-term firm point-to-point transmission service, and
would impact the processing of subsequent requests, particularly if the Request for
Proposal negotiations are drawn out. Union Power states that section 7.6.2.1 “opens the
floodgates” for speculative designations.

391. Union Power also argues that proposed section 7.6.2.2°s deadlines by which
unexecuted contracts used for attestation purposes must be executed eliminates any

%4 Entergy Transmittal Letter, Exhibit 1 at 52-55.

385 Union Power at 66-68.



Docket Nos. ER05-1065-011 and OA07-32-008 - 142 -

benefit to non-network service that could otherwise be gained with requiring attestation at
the time the request is submitted. Union Power asserts that proposed section 7.6.2.2°s
deadlines for monthly and annual network resources extend well past what would
otherwise be required for submittal of the attestation under Order No. 890. Union Power
gives as an example proposed section 7.6.2.2°s deadline for execution of a contract for a
network resource designated on a monthly basis that must be executed the earlier of at
least five days prior to commencement of service or 15 days after the service is
confirmed. Union Power states that this is at least 15 days more than the customer would
have under Order No. 890.

392. Union Power further argues that proposed section 7.6.3’s procedures for notifying
the ICT that an unexecuted contract will not be executed allow network customers to
walk away from the designation of a network resource with “no questions asked” and no
negative consequences. Union Power argues that while Entergy has packaged its
approach as a compromise between point-to-point transmission customers wanting to
reduce speculative designations of network resources so as to reduce the chance that their
service will be displaced, and network customers wanting additional flexibility, Entergy’s
approach does not prevent speculative network resource designations that tie up
transmission. >

393. LMA Customers argue that the Commission should accord significant weight to
network customer concerns about the need for attestation flexibility, given the realities of
power supply contracting. LMA Customers state that the Entergy region has few power
supply options, so customers must have flexibility to use the limited supply options.
LMA Customers argue that the proposed provisions would give network customers at
least a little of the flexibility they need to operate in those markets while still guarding
against purely speculative resource designations.

394. Entergy answers Union Power’s protests, arguing that in allowing the three types
of transactions to be the basis for the attestation and in allowing the extended deadlines,
the proposed provisions are not intended to match the requirements of Order No. 890 but
instead are intended to be consistent with or superior to those requirements. Entergy
repeats that proposed section 7.6, together with proposed sections 7.4 and 7.5, is
consistent with or superior to the pro forma OATT because it balances customers’

386 1d. at 68.
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interests, reflects the reality of transacting in the energy market, and facilitates customers’
transactions.*®’

395. Entergy argues that Union Power is wrong to read section 29.2(viii) as limited to
unexecuted contracts only for which execution is contingent on the availability of
network service. Entergy argues that section 29.2(viii) should instead be read as allowing
unexecuted contracts with other contingencies. Entergy points to examples of other
contingencies that qualify as designated resources but are not listed in section 29.2(viii):
satisfaction of a regulatory approval clause, the completion of a system impact study or
facilities study, or acquisition of rights of way. Entergy states that the broader reading of
section 29.2(viii) is justified because the Commission will attribute general usage to tariff
language and will decline to read limiting language into a tariff where such language does
not exist.*® Entergy asserts that Union Power’s fundamental complaint is that point-to-
point transmission requests can be pre-empted by designated network resource requests,
but such pre-emption is allowed under the pro forma OATT and will not be stopped by
modifying proposed section 7.6.

396. As noted above, the ICT supports proposed section 7’s overall approach to
designating network resources as a reasonable balance of customers’ interests and is
operationally feasible.®

397. LMA Customers oppose Union Power’s protests to section 7.6.>° LMA
Customers believe that the proposed provisions recognize the realities of contracting for
new network resources while still protecting the interests of point-to-point transmission
service customers. LMA Customers argue that while short-term point-to-point service
customers like Union Power would prefer stricter requirements for network resource
designations, such stricter requirements would conflict with the practical reality faced by
load-serving entities when contracting for power supply. LMA Customers express

37 Entergy Answer at 76-82.

%88 |d. at 80 (citing Columbia Gas Transmission Corp., 27 FERC { 61,089 at
61,166 (1984) (Columbia); Northwest Pipeline Corp., 65 FERC { 61,046, at 61,430
(1993) (Northwest)).

39 1CT Answer at 13-15.

%% |_MA Customers Answer at 8-9 (citing Entergy Transmittal Letter, Exhibit 1 at
52-53).
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concern that requiring designated resource contracts to be executed at the point the
designation request is submitted severely limits load-serving entities’ access to power
products and provides insufficient time to complete power supply deals.

398. Arkansas Cities oppose Union Power’s protest to the proposed provision allowing
a draft contract or term sheet under a Request for Proposal to satisfy the attestation
requirement.®*' Arkansas Cities assert that allowing Request for Proposal-related
documents to satisfy the attestation requirement is important to small entities such as
Arkansas Cities, because Requests for Proposal are typically the only way that they can
procure future base load power sources, and they must be able to factor in the necessary
transmission service during the Request for Proposal process. Arkansas Cities state that
removing the proposed provision would render the Request for Proposal process
generally impractical. Arkansas Cities argue that limiting the Request for Proposal
process would negatively affect the small entities posting the Requests for Proposals and
also negatively affect independent power producers, by limiting what they could offer in
Request for Proposal bids.

il. Commission Determination

399. We reject proposed section 7.6 as filed. Specifically, we reject the three types of
arrangements listed in proposed section 7.6.2.1 because they conflict with the attestation
requirements in section 29.2 of the Entergy OATT, and we reject the extended deadlines
in proposed section 7.6.2.2 because they conflict with the deadlines in the relevant
NAESB standard. Regarding the types of arrangements that qualify for attestation
purposes, section 29.2(viii) of the Entergy OATT, which is consistent with the pro forma
OATT in relevant part, states that the customer must submit:

A statement . . . attesting that all of the network resources . . . satisfy the following
conditions: (1) the Network Customer owns the resource, has committed to
purchase generation pursuant to an executed contract, or has committed to
purchase generation where execution of a contract is contingent upon the
availability of transmission service under Part Il of the Tariff. . . .

400. In Order No. 890-B the Commission affirmed section 29.2(viii) of the pro forma
OATT, stating that network customers’ concerns that the provision was too restrictive

31 Arkansas Cities Answer at 1-3.
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were addressed by the exception for unexecuted contracts for which execution is
contingent on the availability of network service.>*

401. Thus, under section 29.2(viii), if the attestation is based on a contract, either the
contract must already be executed or its execution must be contingent on the availability
of network service under the Entergy OATT.** The three types of arrangements
described in proposed section 7.6.2.1 (electronically recorded terms and conditions,
mutually developed contracts that are not yet executed, and draft contracts or term sheets
that are part of a Request for Proposal) are not yet executed, and their execution is
contingent on other factors than the availability of network service. Because the three
types of arrangements are not executed contracts or unexecuted contracts whose
execution is contingent on the availability of transmission, they do not satisfy the
attestation requirement in section 29.2(viii).

402. Entergy’s and the ICT’s argument that proposed section 7.6.2.1 is acceptable as
consistent with or superior to the pro forma OATT is unavailing. The issue is not
whether the proposed provision is consistent with or superior to the pro forma OATT, the
issue is whether the proposed provision is consistent with an existing provision of
Entergy’s OATT, namely section 29.2(viii). If Entergy wishes to make a case that the
approach in proposed section 7.6.2.1 is consistent with or superior to the approach in the
pro forma OATT, Entergy must first change section 29.2(viii) of its OATT. Proposed
section 7.6.2.1 conflicts with section 29.2(viii). Section 29.2(viii) states two options:
executed contracts or unexecuted contracts for which execution is contingent on the
availability of network service. Entergy is correct that the Commission will attribute
general usage to tariff language and will decline to read limiting language into a tariff

392 Order No. 890-B, 123 FERC 1 61,299 at P 182-183, which states, in relevant
part:

We affirm [the attestation requirement of sections 29.2 and 30.2], and we disagree
with NRECA and TDU Systems that a customer submitting an attestation pursuant
to section 29.2(viii) or 30.2 must commit to purchase the resources for which
designation is requested irrespective of the outcome of the network service
request. Consistent with section 30.7, a network customer may attest that
execution of a contract is contingent upon the availability of transmission service. .
.. Network customers are therefore not required to commit to purchasing a
resource prior to submitting a request to designate that resource.

393 1d. at P 169.
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where such language does not exist.*** However, where limiting language does exist, we
will follow it. Section 29.2(viii) does contain limiting language, and that language limits
unexecuted contracts to those that are contingent on the availability of network service.
The limiting nature of the language in 29.2(viii) is also reflected in the Commission’s
discussion in Order No. 890-B, in which the only contingency discussed is the
availability of network service.>®

403. Because section 29.2(viii) limits unexecuted contracts to those that are contingent
on the availability of network service, we cannot accept a proposed approach that accepts
other types of unexecuted transactions. Therefore, we reject the three types of
arrangements in proposed section 7.6.2.1. We require Entergy to file, within 60 days of
the date of this order, revisions to the proposed provision removing the three types of
arrangements in proposed section 7.6.2.1, and the references to the three arrangements in
proposed section 7.6.2.2.

404. We likewise reject the deadlines in proposed section 7.6.2.2 that exceed the
deadlines established in NAESB standards. We reject Entergy’s claim that the extended
deadlines are consistent with or superior to established deadlines including NAESB
OASIS standard WEQ-0001-4.1.2 (Table 4-2) because they better reflect the time parties
need to complete power purchase contracts. If Entergy believes its proposed deadlines
are consistent with or superior to the NAESB deadlines it should either formally request a
waiver of the NAESB deadlines or raise its argument at NAESB.

405. We also reject Union Power’s argument that proposed section 7.6.3’s procedures
for notifying the ICT of the failure to execute a contract violate Order No. 890’s
notification procedures. Proposed section 7.6.3 lets network customers who fail to
execute the relevant contracts withdraw their requests without negative consequences.
Order No. 890, and proposed section 29.2(viii) of the OATT, do not provide for penalties
for withdrawing requests if the contract contingent on the availability of network service
IS not subsequently executed. Rather, they provide for penalties if the attestation was

3% See, e.g., Columbia, 27 FERC 61,089 at 61,166; Northwest, 65 FERC
1 61,046 at 61,430.

3% Order No. 890-B, 123 FERC 1 61,299 at P 183.
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improperly made.>®*

customers here.

We will not impose additional requirements or penalties on network

e. Section 7.9 Rollover Rights for Network Service

406. Proposed section 7.9 describes the rollover rights for network service. Proposed
section 7.9.1 states that network service agreements that are at least five years in duration
are entitled to rollover rights under section 2.2% of the Entergy OATT, and that those
network resources that are designated at the time the service agreement expires are
entitled to rollover rights based on expiration of the service agreement. Proposed section
7.9.2 states that rollover rights may also be available for network resources that are not
designated at the time the service agreement expires, if the resource is designated for a
period of five years or more during the term of the service agreement, based on the term
of the network resource rather than expiration of the service agreement.

407. Entergy explains that proposed section 7.9.2’s extension of rollover rights to
network resources that are not designated at the time of the service agreement’s
expiration/rollover is not provided for in the pro forma OATT, which only provides for
rollover rights for resources designated at the expiration of the service agreement.®
However, Entergy asserts that extending rollover rights to resources not designated at the
time of the rollover is consistent with or superior to the pro forma OATT because it
makes network service more comparable to point-to-point transmission service, which
can receive rollover rights for any resource designated for five years, and because it
provides greater commercial flexibility to network service customers.

%% Order No. 890-A, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,261 at P 920 (“We believe that the
new attestation requirement, coupled with the prospect of significant civil penalties for
improper attestations, will prove effective at providing the proper incentives for network
customers to not designate ineligible network resources.”).

%97 Section 2.2 of the OATT, titled “Reservation Priority for Existing Firm Service
Customers,” sets out the conditions under which customers can roll over their service.

%% Entergy Transmittal Letter, Exhibit 1 at 56-57 (citing Order No. 890-B,
123 FERC {61,299 at P 148-152).
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I Responsive Pleadings

408. Union Power argues that proposed section 7.9.2 conflicts with Order No. 890-B’s
requirements regarding rollover rights for undesignated resources.**® Union Power
argues that the Commission has expressly rejected the arguments Entergy presents on the
issue of rollover rights for undesignated resources.””® Union Power argues that Entergy
should have but did not pursue the issue in the Order No. 890 rulemaking proceeding and
instead is simply ignoring the Commission’s finding in Order No. 890-B here. Further,
Union Power argues that Entergy presents no new arguments supporting its position.

409. Union Power argues that rather than equalize the rights of point-to-point
transmission customers and network customers, proposed section 7.9.2 gives network
customers greater rights, because proposed section 7.9.2 allows network customers to roll
over service taken previously, which point-to-point transmission customers cannot do.
Union Power argues that the OATT already provides network customers sufficient
flexibility with respect to the designation of network resources, in that a network
customer can undesignate a network resource on a temporary basis without forfeiting the
rights to use the capacity when the request to undesignate the network resource is paired
with a request to redesignate the network resource at a predetermined time. Therefore,
Union Power argues that the Commission should reject the proposed rollover rights for
network service beyond what is permitted by Order No. 890. Union Power asks the
Commission to require Entergy to revise the proposed provision to limit network service
rollover rights to what is equal to point-to-point transmission service rollover rights.

410. Entergy responds that proposed section 7.9.2’s extension of rollover rights to
resources not designated at the time of the service agreement’s expiration/rollover
exceeds the pro forma OATT, but is justified because it provides more commercial
certainty to network customers and to Entergy as the transmission provider, and it makes
network service more comparable to point-to-point transmission service.***

411. Entergy argues that Union Power’s assertion that proposed section 7.9.2 gives
greater rights to network customers than point-to-point transmission customers is
incorrect. Specifically, Entergy states that proposed section 7.9.2 does not allow network

3% Union Power at 69.
40 1d. at 70.

1 Entergy Answer at 82-84.



Docket Nos. ER05-1065-011 and OA07-32-008 - 149 -

customers to roll over service based on an undesignated resource, which point-to-point
customers cannot do. Instead, Entergy avers, proposed section 7.9.2 allows network
customers to roll over service based on a resource that has been designated for five years
or longer that terminated prior to the expiration of the service agreement. Entergy states
that proposed section 7.9.2 merely allows a network customer that seeks to designate a
network resource for five years to have the ability to study the resource for rollover
rights, so that at the end of the five years it may redesignate the network resource and
maintain the resource’s status without further study.

i, Commission Determination

412. We reject proposed section 7.9.2’s allowing rollover rights for a resource that is
not designated at the time the service agreement expires/is rolled over. Union Power is
correct that in Order No. 890-B the Commission considered and rejected Entergy’s
arguments for extending rollover rights to network resources that are not designated at
the time of the rollover.*® In Order No. 890-B, in response to Entergy’s arguments for
basing rollover rights on the term of the resource, not merely the term of the service
agreement, the Commission stated:

The Commission affirms the determination in Order No. 890-A that the length of a
network customer’s network service agreement, not the length of a power contract
supporting a network service agreement, determines whether the network
customer is eligible for rollover rights. [Citing Order No. 890-A at P 645.] A
network customer’s eligibility for rollover rights is distinct from its ability to
rollover a particular resource designation. In order for a network customer to
qualify for rollover rights, it must have a network service agreement that satisfies
the minimum term necessary for rollover rights. The network customer may then
continue to designate and undesignate resources pursuant to that service
agreement, subject to the availability of adequate transmission capability to
accommodate the request.[**]

413. Entergy’s arguments do not persuade us to change our determination affirmed in
Order No. 890-B that rollover rights are to be linked to the service agreement, not the
network resource. Therefore, we require Entergy to file, within 60 days of the date of
this order, revisions to proposed section 7.9.2 (and a reference in proposed section 7.9.3)

%92 Order No. 890-B, 123 FERC 1 61,299 at P 148-150.

493 1d. P 148.
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to remove rollover rights for resources not designated at the time of the service agreement
expiration/rollover.

2.5 Attachment T (Recovery of New Facilities Costs and Planning
Redispatch Costs for Long-Term Services)

414. The revisions to Attachment T that are before the Commission in this proceeding
are two administrative clarifications and one substantive change. The administrative
changes are in the heading of section 2 Cost Recovery, inserting “for Upgrade Costs,”
and inserting a heading for section 4, “Rights Associated with Supplemental Upgrades.”

415. The substantive change is to add a new section 6 titled “Planning Redispatch,”
describing the methods by which charges for planning redispatch service will be
determined and the methods by which payments for planning redispatch service will be
made.*® Under proposed section 6, the planning redispatch service customer can pay
either (1) the higher of either the incremental costs for the redispatch or the applicable
embedded cost transmission charge on file with the Commission, or (2) a fixed charge
negotiated with Entergy, subject to a cap of the total fixed and variable costs of the
resources expected to provide the service.

416. Entergy explains that the proposed revisions to Attachment T were not changed
from the July 13, 2007 filing, except that proposed planning redispatch rates for the
Weekly Procurement Process were deleted in the Weekly Procurement Process
proceeding in Docket No. ER09-555-000, as approved by the Commission in early
2009.“® Entergy asserts that the proposed revisions to Attachment T at issue in this

4% As described in Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. § 31,241 at P 901,
planning redispatch service is offered by transmission providers as a way to
accommodate point-to-point transmission service requests without expanding or
upgrading their systems. Under planning redispatch, the transmission provider will
redispatch its resources so as to accommodate the point-to-point request, as long as doing
so does not impair the reliability of other firm service or interfere with the transmission
providers’ ability to meet other prior firm commitments. The transmission provider
identifies planning redispatch options in the system impact study.

%% Entergy Transmittal Letter at 11-12, n. 43 (citing Weekly Procurement Process
Order, 127 FERC { 61,227).
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proceeding are consistent with Order No. 890’s requirements for transmission providers’
pricing of planning redispatch service.*®

a. Responsive Pleadings

417. LMA Customers argue for changing the provisions of Attachment T that govern
participant funding. LMA Customers contend that, while the Commission may have
previously accepted the participant funding provisions, the Commission has a duty to
review decisions that “relied on faulty premises” or that “failed to produce the intended
results.”*®” LMA Customers assert that the Commission should examine whether the
participant funding methodology “experiment” worked and should either convene an
ICT-led investigation of alternatives or institute other formal procedures.*® LMA
Customers also argue that the Commission can decline to accept provisions in
Attachments C, D, and E that would “further embed” the participant funding
methodology.

b. Commission Determination

418. We accept the proposed revisions to Attachment T without modification. We
accept the non-substantive revisions to Attachment T, and we accept the insertion of
proposed section 6, describing the pricing of planning redispatch.

419. In Order No. 890 we adopted the following planning redispatch pricing
methodology:

Under this pricing methodology, customers will have the option of paying (1) the
higher of (a) actual incremental costs of redispatch or (b) the applicable embedded
cost transmission rate on files with the Commission or (2) a fixed rate for
redispatch to be negotiated by the transmission provider and customer and subject

% 1d., Exhibit 1 at 29 (citing Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. { 31,241 at
P 1024).

407 _MA Customers Protest and Comments at 21.

%8 1d. at 36.
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to a cap representing the total fixed and variable costs of the resources expected to
provide the service.[*°]

420. Entergy’s proposed section 6 complies with Order No. 890°s described
methodology nearly word-for-word, providing that a point-to-point transmission
customer can pay either (1) the higher of either the incremental costs for the redispatch or
the applicable embedded cost transmission charge on file with the Commission, or (2) a
fixed charge negotiated with Entergy, subject to a cap of the total fixed and variable costs
of the resources expected to provide the service. Because proposed section 6 complies
with Order No. 890’s requirements regarding the pricing of planning redispatch, we
accept the proposed provision without modification.

421. We reject LMA Customers’ protest to Attachment T. LMA Customers’ protest
only addresses the participant funding provisions of Attachment T. LMA Customers’
protest does not involve the planning redispatch pricing methodology in proposed section
6, which is the only proposed substantive revision to Attachment T that is at issue in this
proceeding. While the Commission stated in the March 2009 Order that, because of the
interwoven nature of Attachment T and Attachments C, D, and E, parties may comment
on Attachment T in this proceeding,**° it also stated that it would not allow issues
regarding the ICT arrangement or participant funding to be re-litigated.***

The Commission orders:

Entergy’s proposed revisions to Attachments C, D, E, and T to the Entergy OATT
are hereby accepted, subject to Entergy filing, within 60 days of the date of this order,

% Order No. 890, FERC Stats. & Regs. 1 31,241 at P 1024.

19 March 2009 Order, 126 FERC { 61,194, at P 7-8 (addressing Entergy’s request
for rehearing or clarification of the August 2008 Order, as to whether Attachment T’s
participant funding provisions were within the scope of this proceeding).

Mld. po.
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certain revisions to Attachments C, D, and E, and a status report on software upgrades, as
discussed in the body of this order.

By the Commission.
(SEAL)

Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr.,
Deputy Secretary.



	I. Background
	A. ICT Proposal Proceeding
	B. Order No. 890 Proceeding

	II. Notice of Filing and Responsive Pleadings
	III. Discussion
	A. Procedural Matters
	B. Requests for Commission Guidance
	1. Unscheduled QF Energy Issues
	a. Whether Entergy Should Model Unscheduled QF Energy
	i. Entergy’s Request
	ii. Responsive Pleadings

	b. How Entergy Should Curtail Unscheduled QF Energy
	i. Entergy’s TLR Filing
	ii. Responsive Pleadings
	iii. Commission Order in TLR Proceeding

	c. Commission Determination
	i. Unscheduled QF Energy in Short-Term, Medium-Term, and Long-Term Models
	ii. Curtailment Priority for Unscheduled QF Energy Deliveries


	2. Modeling Shortfalls in Load-Serving Entity Network Resource Designations in the AFC Study Horizon
	a. Entergy’s Request
	b. Responsive Pleadings
	c. Commission Determination


	C. Compliance with ICT Approval Order and Order No. 890
	1. Compliance with the Order No. 890 Pro Forma OATT 
	c. Commission Determination

	2. Analysis of the Proposed Provisions 
	    2.1 Attachments C, D, and E Descriptions of the Division of Responsibilities Between Entergy and the ICT
	a. Entergy’s Filing
	b. Responsive Pleadings
	c. Commission Determination
	   2.2 Attachment C (Methodology To Assess Available Transfer Capability)
	a. Section 1.2:  Definitions
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	b. Section 2.1:  Criteria for Initial Selection of Monitored Flowgates
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	c. Section 2.2:  Criteria for Adding/Removing Monitored Flowgates 
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	d. Sections 3.2 and 3.3:  Non-Firm and Firm AFC Formulas
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	e. Section 3.6:  Resynchronization of AFC Values
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	f. Section 4.2:  Transmission Facility Ratings
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	g. Section 5:  Margins
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	h. Section 6:  Data Inputs for Base Case Models
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	i. Section 6.3.2:  Study Horizon
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	j. Section 7.1.1.4:  Service to Network/Transmission Provider’s Native Load Customers/Default Format
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	k. Section 7.1.2: Service to Network/Transmission Provider’s Native Load Customers/Study Horizon
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	l. Section 8:  Counterflows
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	m. Section 9.1: Response Factors For Directly Interconnected Generating Facilities
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	n. Section 12:  Scenario Analyzer 
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	o. Section 14:  Transmission Service Request Business Practices Related to the AFC Process
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	p. Section 15:  Regional Coordination
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination


	2.3 Attachment D (Methodology for Completing A System Impact Study)
	a. Base Case Overloads
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	b. Section 1.3:  When a System Impact Study is Required
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	c. Section 2.1:  NERC and SERC Regional Models
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	d. Section 2.2: Development of Seasonal and Monthly Base Case Models
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	e. Section 2.2.2: Monthly Base Case Models
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	f. Section 2.3.1.1:  Data Included in Seasonal and Monthly Base Case Models/Transmission Construction Projects Not Currently In-Service
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	g. Section 2.3.1.2:  Data Included in Seasonal and Monthly Base Case Models/Transmission Facility Ratings
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	h. Section 2.3.4.1:  Data Included in Seasonal and Monthly Base Case Models/Resource Forecasts and Generation Dispatch/Seasonal Base Case Models
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	i. Section 3.2.1:  Simulating the Proposed Transfer/Requests for PTP [Point-to-Point] Service
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	j. Section 3.2.2.1:  Simulating the Proposed Transfer/Requests to Designate New Network Resources/Network Resource (No Simultaneous Undesignation)
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	k. Section 3.2.2.2:  Network Resource (Simultaneous Designation)
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	l. Section 3.2.4:  Rollover Requests
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	m. Section 3.3:  Evaluating Thermal Limits on the Proposed Transfer
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	n. Section 4.2.2:  Evaluating Conditional Firm Service Options/Conditional Firm Service Without Upgrades
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	o. Section 4.3:  Evaluating Redispatch Options
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	p. Section 4.4:  Operating Guides and Automatic Devices
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	q. Section 5:  The System Impact Study Report
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	r. Section 6.2:  Facilities Studies/Evaluating the Scope of Necessary Upgrades
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	s. Section 8:  System Impact and Facilities Study Data
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination


	2.4 Attachment E (Transmission Service Request Criteria)
	a. Section 3:  Procedures for Loss Compensation Service
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	b. Section 7.4 Deadlines for Submitting Network Resource Information and Attestations
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	c. Section 7.5:  Transmission Arrangements for Off-System Resources
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	d. Section 7.6 Power Purchase Contracts 
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination

	e. Section 7.9 Rollover Rights for Network Service
	i. Responsive Pleadings
	ii. Commission Determination


	2.5 Attachment T (Recovery of New Facilities Costs and Planning Redispatch Costs for Long-Term Services)
	a. Responsive Pleadings




