
Entergy Regional State Committee (E-RSC) 
January 20, 2010 

Crowne Plaza Hotel – Little Rock, AR 
 
 
E-RSC Members 
 
APSC – Chairman Paul Suskie (President) 
LPSC – Commissioner Jimmy Field (Vice – President) 
MPSC – Chairman Brandon Presley 
CNO – Councilwoman Cynthia Willard-Lewis 
PUCT – Commissioner Ken Anderson (Secretary) 
 
Opening Remarks 
 
Meeting called to order at 1:00pm by Chairman Suskie.   
 
The meeting agenda  and attendance list are included in Attachments 2 and 3. 
 
President Suskie opened the meeting and thanked fellow E-RSC members and 
participants for attending and visiting the State of Arkansas.   President Suskie also 
acknowledged fellow Arkansas Commissioners Olan W. “Butch” Reeves and Colette 
Honorable who were present at the meeting. 
 
Secretary Anderson took a roll call of the E-RSC Members.  All members were present 
with the exception of Councilwoman Willard-Lewis. 
 
There were no other opening remarks. 
 
Approval of Minutes from January 6, 2010 Meeting 
 
President Suskie introduced the meeting minutes from the January 6, 2010 teleconference 
meeting.  There were no questions or discussion regarding these minutes.   Member 
Presley made a motion to approve these minutes.  This motion was seconded by 
Commissioner Anderson and approved unanimously. 

 
Report on E-RSC on Legal Incorporation 
 
President Suskie updated the group on the E-RSC’s IRS application for 501(c)(4) status.  
President Suskie stated the application has been completed and is ready to be filed. 
 
President Suskie discussed the need to hire an outside auditor for the purpose of 
completing financial audits and filing necessary tax returns/documents on behalf of the E-
RSC.  President Suskie suggested utilizing the same auditor that is used by the SPP-RSC, 
Patricia Salman and Associates, PLLC.   
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Member Presley made a motion to approve these two items.  This motion was seconded 
by Vice-President Field and approved unanimously. 
 
 
Report from FERC and Report on CBA Study for Entergy 
 
Patrick Clarey (FERC) reported that there has been a delay in the RFP process for the 
cost benefit analysis (CBA) of Entergy joining SPP.  Mr. Clarey apologized and noted 
that the delay was caused by some issues discovered during the FERC review and, that in 
order for funding by FERC, the process needs to adhere to specific federal procurement 
rules.  Mr. Clarey indicated that over the last two weeks E-RSC staff and FERC have 
worked together to resolve these issues and that earlier in the day FERC issued a new 
RFP which can be found at FedBizOpps (www.fbo.gov).  Mr. Clarey assured the group 
that while FERC is now leading the RFP process, the criteria and deliverables are 
essentially the same as those in the previous E-RSC-issued RFP.  Finally, Mr. Clarey 
noted that the stakeholders, through the E-RSC, will continue to have input into the 
process and there will be regular updates at E-RSC meetings.  Mr. Clarey also indicated 
that any questions regarding the RFP should be directed to the contracting official at 
FERC. 
 
 Mr. Clarey also commented on other FERC news: 

• John Norris has been sworn in as a FERC Commissioner 
• One open Commissioner seat remaining 
• FERC published SmartGrid policy 
• 2009 Office of Enforcement Report 

o $38 million in penalties in 2009 
• FERC technical Conference scheduled for February 4, 2010 

o RTO Responsiveness – Order 719 
 

President Suskie invited Jennifer Vosburg (NRG LaGen) to address concerns about 
stakeholder input into the CBA process.  She led a discussion to highlight stakeholders’ 
collective belief that there must be a specific process for them to participate in the CBA.  
Ms. Vosburg noted that there has been little direction as to how stakeholders will 
participate in the process.  Ms. Vosburg added that to date there has been no solicitation 
from the stakeholders regarding how they can comment on issues such as assumptions, 
modeling and confidentiality.  Ms. Vosburg stated that stakeholders need to be part of the 
process and the process must be transparent. 
 
President Suskie responded that the E-RSC needs stakeholder input and that the E-RSC 
will work with stakeholders and FERC to make sure concerns are addressed.  
Commissioner Field inquired as to how this would occur.  Mr. Clarey indicated that 
FERC will look to the E-RSC workgroup as the mechanism.  Bill Booth, counsel to the 
City of New Orleans’ City Council, suggested that NRG draft a proposal and work with 
the E-RSC workgroup to come up with a process.  Ms. Vosburg agreed to provide a 
proposal to the E-RSC workgroup. 
 
Report from SPP – ICT Update 
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Antoine Lucas, ICT Manager of the Weekly Procurement Process (WPP), presented an 
overview of the WPP process including: background of the WPP, how the WPP works, 
how savings are calculated, WPP benefits to date, and overall costs of the WPP versus 
benefits.  During the discussion, Mr. Lucas stated that Entergy has reported spending 
$24.4 million to get the WPP operational and so far $10.5 million in benefits have been 
realized through November 30, 2009.   President Suskie asked if the ongoing costs of the 
WPP are included in the $24.4 million or not.  Mark McCulla (Entergy) stated that 
ongoing costs are not included in this amount.  Mr. McCulla was asked and agreed to 
provide the details of the ongoing costs of the WPP to the E-RSC.  Secretary Anderson 
asked about the benefits and wondered if they were similar amongst the quarters.  Mr. 
Lucas stated that there were more benefits realized during the summer months.  Mr. 
Lucas also stated many factors go into the potential success of the WPP, such as, fuel 
prices.  Mr. Lucas stated that the recent lower fuel prices the past year have decreased the 
benefit and stated that if fuel prices had remained as they were in 2008 the benefits would 
have been approximately $32 million.  Vice President Field asked if the WPP had 
lessened the need for Entergy to run RMR units.  Mr. Lucas did not know the answer to 
this but agreed to work with Entergy to report on this item. 
 
Mr. Lucas’s presentation was posted as part of the E-RSC background material: 
http://www.spp.org/section.asp?group=1631&pageID=27 
 
 
Report from Entergy  
 
Kim Despeaux (Entergy) reported that the requested amendments to the ICT Agreement 
were filed on January 7, 2010, and are awaiting approval from FERC. 
 
Status of Consultant RFP for E-RSC  
 
President Suskie called on APSC Staff member Sam Loudenslager to discuss the RFP to 
hire a consultant to assist the E-RSC members and staff with E-RSC business.  Mr. 
Loudenslager stated the RFP document has not changed substantively since the last 
version was reviewed and made a recommendation for approval of the document to be 
published.  Secretary Anderson understood that the Confidentiality language originally 
included in section 4.9 of the RFP was removed but suggested that it be included in any 
engagement contracts with a selected vendor.  Member Presley made a motion to approve 
this RFP and publish for bidding.  Secretary Anderson seconded this motion and it passed 
unanimously. 
 
Entergy’s November 17 FERC Filing 
 
Kim Despeaux (Entergy) gave an update and reviewed the filing Entergy made with 
FERC late last year indicating what Entergy may do when the current ICT arrangement 
expires later this year.  The filing noted that Entergy was looking at either joining SPP or 
entering into an enhanced ICT arrangement.  Ms. Despeaux explained that Entergy 
believes it best to wait until the conclusion of the CBA to make a determination.  
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President Suskie indicated that all parties appear to agree having the ICT remain as is is 
not an option and that we need to move forward.  President Suskie requested Entergy  
present a proposal regarding either RTO membership or an E-ICT to the group well 
before the conclusion of the CBA.  Ms. Despeaux responded that they do not want to get 
ahead of the E-RSC and believe that if Entergy joins SPP then there are some things that 
would not be needed in an enhanced ICT or bridge arrangement.  Vice-President Field 
stated that no matter what the CBA concludes, it is at least a 3 or 4 year process before 
RTO membership and that he wants to see modifications as soon as possible and 
encouraged Entergy to make a proposal without waiting on the E-RSC’s actions.  Ms. 
Despeaux committed to come back with some proposals at the next E-RSC meeting. 
 
Stakeholder Comments on an Enhanced ICT (E-ICT) 
 
The next item on the agenda involved presentations by stakeholder sectors as to what an 
E-ICT arrangement should contain.  The sectors included municipalities, cooperatives, 
independent power producers (IPPs) and investor-owned utilities (IOUs).  A common 
theme from most of the sectors was the notion that either the ICT or the E-RSC should 
have § 205 filing rights in regards to certain aspects of Entergy’s OATT.  Also, many 
expressed interest in having the ICT take more of a leadership role in planning, modeling 
and operational decisions including the creation of a robust seams agreement between 
SPP and Entergy.  Additionally, a few IPPs advocated that the E-RSC develop 
performance metrics in order to gage the future effectiveness of the new organization.  
According to Tom Allen (Suez Energy), the metrics should include, among other things, 
an examination of MWhs curtailed under TLRs as well as data on RMR units d ispatched. 
 
Gary Newell (representing a contingent of stakeholders) argued that the goals should 
include stimulating competition that in turn leads to lower prices.  Also, according to Mr. 
Newell, the region should look to broadening the market footprint and creating a more 
robust transmission network.  For this to occur, Mr. Newell believes that the ICT needs 
to, among other things, be capable and well-resourced and fully independent.   
 
Mark Davis (East Texas Electric Cooperatives) noted that their goal is to build 
transmission upgrades quickly under fair cost recovery mechanisms and for this to occur 
participant funding must be eliminated. There was a lively discussion around this point 
including a response from Entergy arguing that participant funding is working and sends 
the appropriate price signals.  President Suskie expressed doubts about whether such a 
notion has achieved consensus and noted that there would be an in-depth debate on this 
point at the E-RSC in the near future.   
   
Roberto Paliza (KGen) advocated that market monitoring be added to the ICT 
responsibilities.  According to Mr. Paliza, this is especially needed to examine vertical 
market power in the planning/operational processes and in areas such as the WPP with 
limited transparency. 
 
Henry Thompson, Dave Wilson (Arkansas Cities) and George Heintzen (City of 
Conway) expressed deep concern over the lack of a seams agreement between the SPP 
RTO and Entergy.  They stated that on the seam it is very difficult to buy power from one 
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system while arranging transmission service from the other.  They acknowledged that the 
seams issue is being addressed at the SPP RTO work group level but they believe that 
this also needs to be the focus of any type of an enhanced ICT arrangement.  They also 
acknowledged the work of the Operational Efficiency Task Force (OETF) that has 
developed a proposal to establish a One Stop Shopping scenario between the SPP and 
Entergy seams. 
 
Kip Fox (AEP-SWEPCO), as the only IOU to make a presentation, echoed many of the 
other comments regarding enhanced planning and urged that improvements be made in 
the ISTEP and Construction Plan in order to match more readily the two plans and agreed 
with others in pushing for a transition from a 3 year to a 10 or 20 year planning process.  
Additionally, Mr. Fox offered that the ICT’s role as a facilitator could be enhanced to 
address issues such as congestion between the two regions.  Finally, Mr. Fox noted that 
the E-RSC may want to consider using the ICT in a new capacity as an arbiter and be the 
first point of interpretation when differences arise with Entergy. 
 
Stakeholder presentations were posted as part of the E-RSC background material: 
http://www.spp.org/section.asp?group=1631&pageID=27 
 
After the stakeholder presentations, Ms. Despeaux responded and began by noting 
Entergy views the comments as falling into two categories.  The first is a modification of 
the ICT structure which ultimately would position the ICT into a stand-alone RTO/ISO.  
The second group would modify the current structure to give the E-RSC some decisional 
authority.  Ms. Despeaux noted that they have not considered a situation where the ICT 
acts as a stand-alone RTO but would if that is the direction tcaken by the E-RSC.  
However, Ms. Despeaux noted that such an arrangement would be costly and time-
consuming and would probably not be beneficial to look at until after the CBA is 
completed. 
 
Regarding the E-RSC having some decisional authority, Ms. Despeaux views this as 
being able to direct § 205 filings for tariff changes involving cost allocation and the 
authority to direct additional upgrades, either reliability or economic.  Ms. Despeaux is 
supportive of such modifications but cautioned that a unanimous vote of the E-RSC is 
important as well as a provision for timely cost recovery.  Finally, Ms. Despeaux 
indicated that giving the E-RSC this authority would require a tariff change and could 
require applicable retail regulatory approvals.   
 
In the area of authority for upgrades, Ms. Despeaux noted that it may be appropriate to 
provide E-RSC decisional authority regarding additional upgrades including economic 
upgrades, but Entergy did not support giving the ICT such authority.   According to Ms. 
Despeaux, the ICT already has responsibility to identify potential economic upgrades, 
using screening criteria that may include congestion and RMRs and then the tariff 
provides that market participants (including Entergy), not the ICT, are then responsible 
for deciding whether the upgrades are economic for them to fund.  This according to 
Entergy is an appropriate division of responsibility between ICT, market participants and 
Entergy. 
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See Attachment 3 to view Ms. Despeaux’s presentation. 
 
In his presentation, Carl Monroe (SPP) stated that he views the comments regarding an 
enhanced ICT as falling into three areas: (1) E-RSC roles and responsibilities; (2) ICT 
roles and responsibilities; and (3) Entergy/SPP seams agreement.   Mr. Monroe indicated 
that they really don’t have “a cat in the fight” as to what the additional roles and 
responsibilities the E-RSC may have. 
 
Regarding the ICT roles (and noting that any expanded role will increase costs), Mr. 
Monroe believes that there are improvements that can be made in the area of AFC/ATC 
calculations, modeling and a more defined role of the authority of the ICT over Entergy 
vendor management.  Additionally, Mr. Monroe noted that they could take some small 
steps in the area of market monitoring including looking into the bi-lateral markets. 
 
Finally, regarding seams agreements, Mr. Monroe noted there are discussions with 
Entergy and SPP RTO stakeholders to create a seams agreement which includes 
congestion relief, transmission tariff process improvements and enhancements, one-stop 
shopping, rate de-pancaking and cost allocation for upgrades from seams studies. 
 
Ms. Vosburg (NRG) asked Mr. Monroe about the ICT utilizing the authority it currently 
has, for instance are issues that were brought to the ICT Stakeholder Policy Committee 
for resolution that should have been filed over a year ago and are still outstanding.  Mr. 
Monroe asked to have these items brought to this attention in the future so they will be 
addressed. 
 
Ms. Vosburg also asked about SPP’s definition of confidential data and stated it seems to 
be very conservative.  Mr. Monroe stated SPP does have work to do in this area and has 
ongoing conversation with FERC to clarify definitions of confidential data.  Mr. Monroe 
took an action item for SPP to provide the FERC Docket addressing these issues. 
 
Mr. Newell asked about liability issues regarding the current ICT Agreement and whether 
or not these issues could potentially affect any additional services that an E-ICT might be 
asked perform.  Mr. Monroe stated he was not sure he knew enough to discuss this issue, 
but did feel it could be a barrier to additional services. 
 
Vice-President Field asked if SPP divided upgrades into Reliability versus Economic.  
Mr. Monroe stated SPP does in fact differentiate in this way.   Vice-President Field asked 
is SPP has done any economic upgrades.  Mr. Monroe stated the SPP Board of Directors 
approved approximately $800 million in economic upgrades in 2009.  Mr. Monroe 
suggested that it might be beneficial to have a presentation in the next E-RSC meeting to 
explain the different cost allocation methods used in the RTO’s. 
 
Mr. Monroe’s presentation was posted as part of the E-RSC background material: 
http://www.spp.org/section.asp?group=1631&pageID=27 
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Future E-RSC Meeting Dates 
 
• May 11, 2010  Baton Rouge, LA 
• July 21, 2010  Houston, TX 
• October 20, 2010  Austin, TX 
 
President Suskie also stated he would look to schedule a meeting prior to the schedule 
May meeting that will be held in New Orleans, Louisiana, pending the E-RSC members’ 
schedules. 
 
Summary of Action Items 
 
• Jennifer Vosburg (NRG) to provide a proposal of stakeholder involvement in the 

Entergy CBA to Ben Bright (SPP) to be discussed with E-RSC workgroup 
• Antoine Lucas (SPP) to work with Entergy to provide a report on the use of RMR 

units after the implementation of the WPP in the next E-RSC meeting 
• Ben Bright (SPP) will provide the FERC Docket information that is discussing the 

use and definition of confidential data 
• Ben Bright (SPP) will remove E-RSC Entergy RFP from the E-RSC webpage 
• E-RSC workgroup will create a chart with all requested E-ICT enhancements and 

include comments from both SPP and Entergy 
• Mark McCulla (Entergy) will provide a report of ongoing WPP costs in the next E-

RSC meeting 
• Report on various cost allocation methods used by the RTOs in the next E-RSC 

meeting 
 
Adjournment 
 
Meeting was adjourned at 4:30 p.m. 
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Entergy Regional State Committee (E-RSC) Meeting  
Crown Plaza Hotel - 201 South Shackleford - Little Rock, Arkansas 

January 20, 2010 - 1:00 pm 
  

AGENDA 
 
I. Call to Order – E-RSC President Paul Suskie 

Roll Call – E-RSC Secretary Ken Anderson 
 
II. Approval of Minutes from January 6, 2010 Teleconference Meeting 
 

REPORTS 
 
III. Report on E-RSC on Legal Incorporation 

• IRS Application as a 501(c)(4) – Lori Burrows, APSC Staff 
• Designation of E-RSC Auditor – E-RSC President Paul Suskie 

 
IV. Report from FERC – Patrick Clarey, FERC Staff 
 
V. Report on CBA Study for Entergy 

• Process and procedure for stakeholder involvement in the CBA – Jennifer 
Vosburg, NRG/Louisiana Generating 

• Discussion 
 
VI. Report from SPP – ICT Update – Antoine Lucas, WPP Manager 

• WPP benefits to date 
 
VII. Report from Entergy – Kim Despeaux, Entergy 

• Update on ICT Amendments filed January 7, 2010 
• Other Matters 
 

POSSIBLE E-RSC ACTION ITEMS 
 
VIII. Status of Consultant RFP for E-RSC  

• Staff Working Group Comments/Recommendation 
• Discussion  

 
IX. Entergy’s November 17 FERC filing 

• Summary of filing – Kim Despeaux, Entergy 
• Discussion 
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PRESENTATIONS TO THE E-RSC  
 
X. Stakeholder Comments on an Enhanced ICT (E-ICT) 

• Stakeholder1 presentations2. Stakeholders will be given a set amount of time to 
present their comments/thoughts on an E-ICT and will appear in the following 
order: 
o Independent power producers 
o Cooperatives 
o Load serving entities 
o Investor-owned utilities 

• Entergy Comments on E-ICT 
• SPP Comments on E-ICT – Carl Monroe, SPP 

 
XI. Future E-RSC Meeting Dates 

• May 2010 – Baton Rouge, Louisiana 
• July 21, 2010 – Houston, TX 
• October 20, 2010 – Austin, TX 

 
XII. Adjournment 

                                                 
1 If you would like to be included on the agenda as a stakeholder to make a presentation, please contact E-RSC 
President Paul Suskie by 4:00 pm on Friday, January 15, 2010, via email (psuskie@psc.state.ar.us) or by phone 
(501.682.5809).    
2 If you will have audio-visual needs for your presentation, please contact Ben Bright at SPP via email 
(bbright@spp.org) or by phone (501.614.3965). All received presentations will be sent on the E-RSC exploder Friday, 
January 15, 2010. 
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1

Entergy Comments on ICT 
Modifications
E-RSC Meeting

January 20, 2010

2

Summary

• Broad range of suggested changes
– Some changes proposed by stakeholders would give 

certain authority directly to the ICT and would, in 
effect, make the ICT structure a standalone RTO/ISO

– Other changes proposed by stakeholders would give 
certain decision making authority to the E-RSC or 
make other changes to the ICT structure
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2

3

Stand Alone RTO/ISO
• Several of the recommendations would effectively turn 

the ICT into a “stand alone” Entergy RTO (or ISO) for the 
Entergy Transmission System because the ICT would in 
effect become the Transmission Provider with authority 
for planning and granting of transmission service
– Eliminate Entergy’s responsibility for the Construction Plan
– ICT determines what upgrades are built (ICT can order Entergy 

to build)
– ICT has FERC 205 rights – with E-RSC able to direct certain 

policy changes with unanimous vote
– ICT controls ATC/AFC/WPP processes

• While this does not appear to be an option for the period 
starting Nov 2010, it may be appropriate to be  
considered as a long term option

• Entergy would like E-RSC feedback on this option 

4

Other Stakeholder Recommendations: 
E-RSC

• Give the E-RSC authority to decide to  change 
cost allocation policy

• Give the E-RSC authority to direct construction 
of upgrades on Entergy system
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3

5

E-RSC Decisional Authority

• There have been two specific recommendations for 
giving decisional authority to the E-RSC
– Give E-RSC the authority to direct Entergy to make 205 filings to 

change the tariff provisions on cost allocation policy
– Give E-RSC authority to direct additional construction of 

upgrades (reliability or economic)
• Entergy believes these could be appropriate 

modifications to the ICT structure.  But the details matter:
– Unanimous vote of E-RSC is important
– Would need provision for timely cost recovery

• Giving the E-RSC this authority would require a tariff 
change and could require applicable retail regulatory 
approvals.

6

Other Stakeholder Recommendations

• Change cost allocation policy (eliminate 
participant funding)

• Give ICT more responsibility for economic 
studies 

• Give ICT more responsibility for TLR studies and 
reporting

• Add a market monitor to ICT structure
• Address seams Issues
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4

7

Stakeholder Proposals: 
Cost Allocation Policy

• Two separate types of stakeholder recommendations to 
move away from participant funding:
– Proposals to extend ICT’s “Base plan” to 10 years for use in 

determining which upgrades are supplemental for purposes of 
cost allocation

– Proposals to modify or eliminate participant funding directly
• Entergy perspective is that Participant Funding is 

working
– Sending appropriate price signals 
– Participants choosing to fund upgrades when economic
– Shielding customers from uneconomic rolled in investment

8

Stakeholder Proposals:
ICT Role in Economic Upgrades

• While Entergy believes it may be appropriate to provide 
E-RSC decisional authority regarding additional 
upgrades including economic upgrades, we do not 
support giving the ICT such authority.  
– The ICT already has responsibility to identify potential economic 

upgrades, using screening criteria that may include congestion 
and RMRs (“commonly invoked must-run operating guides”)

– The tariff provides that market participants (including Entergy) –
not the ICT -- are then responsible for deciding whether the 
upgrades are economic for them to fund

• Entergy believes this division of responsibility between 
ICT and market participants, including Entergy, is 
appropriate.  
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5

9

Stakeholder Proposals – TLRs
• Some commenters expressed concern about the 

increase in TLR-5s in 2009 versus 2008. 
– 80% of summer 2009 TLR-5s involved two flowgates in 

Acadiana, where a number of factors contributed to the situation
– There is a construction plan underway – both reliability and 

economic upgrades -- to address the Acadiana situation
• There is a tension between selling more transmission 

service versus reducing TLRs
– In the past years, Entergy has increased the amount of 

transmission service sold, and this has added to TLRs
– We could take steps to reduce TLRs (e.g. implement TRM) but 

that would reduce availability of transmission service
• The ICT can use frequent TLRs as a screening criterion 

to identify possible economic upgrades – and market 
participants can use this information to decide whether 
the upgrades would be economic to fund.

10

Stakeholder Proposal –
Market Monitor

• Some stakeholders want to add a separate market monitor 
• To the extent the concern is vertical market power (i.e., 

discrimination in the provision of transmission service) the ICT 
structure already addresses that.

• To the extent the concern is discrimination in favor of our own 
generation in the purchase of power, Entergy is already regulated 
and is under an obligation to provide service at lowest reasonable 
cost. 
– We have used an independent monitor for long term RFPs
– In the WPP process, which is overseen by the ICT, any generator has 

an opportunity to compete against our generation -- which we are 
required to offer at incremental cost. 

• To the extent the concern is the exercise of market power as a 
supplier, this is unfounded. Entergy does not have market based 
rate authority and can only sell at cost based rates within its control 
area. 
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11

Stakeholder Proposals to
Address Seams Issues

• One stop shopping
• Elimination of pancaking
• Affected system studies

– Timing
– Cost allocation
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