
 

 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
Entergy-SPP Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) 

 
Date: June 1, 2010 
 
From: Entergy Services, Inc. on behalf of the Entergy Operating Companies 

(collectively Entergy) 
 
To:  E-RSC Working Group 
 
Subject: Appeal of 2013 Base Case Modeling Input Assumption 
 
 

In accordance with the Entergy-SPP Cost-Benefit Analysis Stakeholder Review & 
Appeal Process, Entergy appeals the decision to reject changes to the 2013 base case GE 
MAPS analysis identified below.  Entergy proposed those changes to address Entergy’s 
concerns that the current base case does not properly reflect important matters that affect unit 
commitment on the Entergy system. Entergy has explained fully that the proposed modeling 
under-commits Entergy generating units in the base case.  Entergy is concerned that the 
inaccurate representation of the factors affecting unit commitment may produce inaccurate 
results for the change case as well.  After several discussions, CRA has declined to address 
Entergy’s concerns discussed further below, explaining that it is concerned about meeting the 
September 30, 2010 CBA analysis deadline and that it does not believe that further 
refinements would have a significant enough impact to justify taking the time to make the 
changes.  Entergy disagrees, and believes that failure to address Entergy’s concerns may 
result in inaccurate and misleading results. 
 
Discussion 
 

On May 13, 2010, CRA provided Entergy System-specific data from its initial base case 
run.  Upon reviewing the results of that run, Entergy became concerned that the model was 
understating the commitment level of some units on the Entergy System, particularly in the 
West of the Atchafalaya Basin (WOTAB), Amite South, and Down Stream of Gypsy (DSG) 
regions.  Entergy’s initial focus was on the RMR guidelines associated with these units. 
 

On May 20, 2010, Entergy raised its concerns with CRA and, based on CRA’s 
description of its modeling of RMR guidelines, Entergy recommended two significant 
changes to the base case run.  One change was to better represent RMR unit commitment in 
light of the GE MAPS software’s inability to account for both Entergy and non-Entergy load 
within a load area.  This change adjusted the RMR load trigger points of the RMR units such 
that they are based solely on the Entergy Operating Companies’ load.  The other change was 
to better represent RMR unit commitment in relation to the typical commitment schedule 
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(i.e., week-by-week decision-making).  As Entergy discussed with CRA, both changes were 
intended to better represent how unit commitment is actually done, and both changes were 
expected to increase the commitment level of WOTAB and DSG generating units.    
 

On May 23, 2010, CRA submitted results of its updated GE MAPS base case run for 
stakeholder review.  CRA provided Entergy System-specific data to Entergy on May 25, 
2010.  Entergy’s review of the new base case run found that the commitment level of some 
RMR units had decreased, not increased, relative to the initial base case run.  That change 
was contrary to the results expected from the changes implemented by CRA. 
 

On May 26, 2010, CRA conducted a stakeholder conference call to review the results.  
Prior to and during the conference call, Entergy raised an issue regarding the RMR units; 
namely, that the capacity factors as well as the service hours for certain units were much 
lower than expected.  After further discussion, Entergy learned from CRA that there was a 
mistake in the way RMR units were modeled in the May 13th base case, but that CRA 
believed the RMR modeling logic was working correctly in the May 23rd base case.   
 

On May 26 and 27, 2010, Entergy continued to review the CRA results because it was 
still concerned about the commitment level of Entergy units.  Given CRA’s confidence that 
RMR guidelines were being modeled correctly, Entergy shifted its focus to other potential 
issues that could lead to the under-commitment of units, including transmission interface 
limits and the inclusion/exclusion of various non-Entergy loads.  Due to the limited 
information available for review and the limited time prior to CRA’s lockdown of the base 
case, no definitive diagnosis of the problem was developed.  Nonetheless, based on Entergy’s 
continued review, Entergy believes that the Entergy System’s critical load pocket and 
flexibility needs are not being adequately represented in CRA’s proposed GE MAPS base 
case and that the base case is producing operationally infeasible results.     
 

On May 28, 2010, Entergy spoke via conference call with CRA and FERC Staff.  Entergy 
emphasized its continued concern about base case commitment.  Entergy also noted that the 
potential cause of the under-commitment related to CRA’s modeling of the System’s load 
pocket and flexibility constraints had not been definitely diagnosed, and that in any event 
these circumstances on the System were not being adequately represented.  Entergy proposed 
two recommendations to address these issues: 

  
• Define area interfaces and establish interface limits within the Entergy region. 

(Entergy understands interfaces for certain areas of the SPP region have been 
defined and are reflected in the GE MAPS model.)  While the call with CRA did 
not lead to a discussion of the specific interfaces, Entergy would have 
recommended that the following interfaces be defined: WOTAB, Western 
Region, Amite South, and DSG.  In addition to area interfaces, Entergy would 
define local area reserve margins considered by Entergy necessary to ensure 
system reliability. 
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• To ensure that RMR requirements are properly reflected, Entergy offered to 
provide the generation commitment schedules for the various load areas that are 
consistent with the Company’s 2009 RFP.  These commitment schedules would 
take into consideration all proposed transmission upgrades and would reflect load 
pocket N-1, G-1 planning criteria.   

 
During the May 28, 2010 call, CRA declined to incorporate Entergy’s proposed 
recommendations to address base case commitment concerns.  CRA explained that it was 
concerned about meeting the September 30, 2010 analysis deadline and did not feel as though 
further refinements of RMR commitment would have a significant enough impact on an analysis 
that compares the results of two cases (a base case versus a change case), especially if the 
proposed modifications are to be done to both cases.   

 
CRA may well be correct that because the assumptions related to this issue will be the 

same in both cases, the impact on the difference between the cases may not be significant.  If that 
is correct, then continuing to rely on the current assumptions may be acceptable for the limited 
purpose of comparing the base and change cases for purposes of the cost-benefit analysis.  
However, it should be recognized that these cases cannot be considered valid for purposes of 
determining the absolute value of either case.  Accordingly, it should be understood that the base 
case and change case developed in the CRA cost-benefit analysis should not be used for any 
other purpose or as a basis for other studies.    


